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What is cannot come out of what is not.
Parmenides

And I have noticed that most modern history is driven to something like
sophistry, first to soften the sharp transition from animals to men. ... Most
modern histories of mankind begin with the word evolution, and with a rather
wordy exposition of evolution, for much the same reason that operated in this
case. There is something slow and soothing and gradual about the word and
even about the idea. As a matter of fact, it is not, touching these primary
things, a very practical word or a very profitable idea. Nobody can imagine
how nothing could turn into something. Nobody can get an inch nearer to it
by explaining how something could turn into something else. It is really far
more logical to start by saying ‘In the beginning God created heaven and
earth’ even if you only mean ‘In the beginning some unthinkable power
began some unthinkable process.’ ... In other words, every sane sort of
history must begin with man as man, a thing standing absolute and alone.
How he came there, or indeed how anything else came there, is a thing for
theologians and philosophers and scientists and not for historians.
G.K. Chesterton, The Everlasting Man
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Whig Metahistory

Metahistory is back in style. In 1951, when it was already in decline,
Christopher Dawson drew an analogy between metaphysics and metahistory
by citing Aristotle, who “proceeded to discuss the ultimate concepts that
underlie his physical theories: the nature of matter, the nature of being and
the cause of motion and change” after he had written his books on physics.
Similarly, “metahistory is concerned with the nature of history, the meaning
of history and the cause and significance of historical change.”[1] Metahistory
is a philosophical meditation on the meaning of human history in its entirety
which came into being during the Christian era when thinkers like St.
Augustine synthesized the Hebrew tradition, which had history but no
philosophy, and the Greek tradition which had philosophy but lacked a theory
of cosmic history.

Even though he never uses the term metahistory, Yuval Noah Harari,
professor of history at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, is a practitioner
of this art. Anyone who writes a book which “surveys the entire length of
human history, from the evolution of Homo sapiens in the Stone Age up to
the political and technological revolutions of the 21st century,” as his
Sapiens: A Brief History of Humankind does, should acknowledge thinkers
like St. Augustine, because he invented the idea, and more immediate
forebears like Oswald Spengler and Arnold Toynbee, but neither
metahistorian is mentioned in Sapiens. In fact, the term metahistory isn’t
mentioned at all, probably because of its association with German idealism
and the reputation things German have among Jews.

According to Christopher Dawson, the most recent wave of metahistory
came into being in the wake of “the great movement of philosophical
idealism which dominated the 19th century.” Its greatest proponent was
G.W.F. Hegel. As of the mid-20th century, “the great movement of
philosophical idealism that dominated the 19th century” had “come to an end
and consequently the idealist interpretations of history have become
discredited.”[2] Historians writing in the mid-20th century were in “revolt



against the metahistory of Hegel and Croce and Collingwood, not because it
is metahistorical, but because they feel it to be the expression of a
philosophical attitude that is no longer valid; just as the liberal historians of
the 18th century revolted against the metahistory of the previous period.”[3]

Although Dawson doesn’t put it this way, the idea of metahistory, like the
notion of God upon which it was necessarily based, died at Auschwitz, as
Elie Wiesel might have put it. While there have been Jewish Hegelians like
Karl Marx and Samuel Hirsch in the past,[4] they are a rare breed anywhere
these days, and certainly much rarer at Israeli universities, where Jews like
Harari are busy now resurrecting what they destroyed.

Harari may teach at an Israeli university but the historical school that
informs his book is not Jewish in any definable sense. Harari received his
DPhil from Jesus College, Oxford under the supervision of Steven J. Gunn.
The worldview which informs Sapiens is both Jewish and English, but it is
English in its own peculiar way. Sapiens is what one might call, with
apologies to Sir Herbert Butterfield, Whig metahistory, with all of the
contradictions that term entails.[5] Like the English Ideology from the time of
Newton, Sapiens aspires to erect an intellectual skyscraper on a foundation of
philosophical mud. Reading Harari, I was reminded of John Maynard
Keynes, who felt that the world of political philosophers “believe themselves
to be quite exempt from any intellectual influences,” but “are usually slaves
of some defunct economist.”[6] Harari is what Keynes would call the slave to
some defunct metaphysician.

In order to write the metahistory he aspires to write, Harari needed to
learn more about metaphysics than he was evidently able to learn at one of
England’s two premier universities, because he begins his book at the
absolute beginning of everything, which is by necessity outside of history and
just as necessarily within the realm of first philosophy or metaphysics. And
how did the “Timeline of History” begin? “Matter and energy appear,” Harari
tells us with a straight face. Harari erroneously identifies the beginning of
everything with the “beginning of physics,” which got invented by Aristotle
in Greece some time later. Reiterating what he already said in a different key,
Harari tries to give an account of the beginning once again, telling us this
time that at the beginning: “Atoms and molecules appear.” In other words,
“shit happens.” Or, as a more forthright historian might have put it: “I don’t
know how anything came into being” because Whig metahistory doesn’t



believe in metaphysics. They haven’t taught this course at Oxford since the
days of William of Ockham. What they now teach there goes by the name of
“science,” which tells us that:

ABOUT 13.5 BILLION YEARS AGO, MATTER, energy, time and space
came into being in what is known as the Big Bang. The story of these
fundamental features of our universe is called physics. About 300,000 years
after their appearance, matter and energy started to coalesce into complex
structures, called atoms, which then combined into molecules. The story of
atoms, molecules and their interactions is called chemistry. About 3.8 billion
years ago, on a planet called Earth, certain molecules combined to form
particularly large and intricate structures called organisms. The story of
organisms is called biology. About 70,000 years ago, organisms belonging to
the species Homo sapiens started to form even more elaborate structures called
cultures. The subsequent development of these human cultures is called history.
[7]

There you have it: Whig metahistory in a nutshell. Shit happened, just
the way the mural at the Museum of Natural History said it did. Harari makes
his first big mistake when he claims that the story of how everything came
into being “is called physics.” The science of how everything comes into
being is called, on the contrary, metaphysics. Physics can only deal with
matter and energy once they have come into existence. The fact that Harari
doesn’t know this dooms his metahistory from the outset. Since Harari is not
a physicist, he can’t really explain what he thinks he needs to explain. As a
result, his history rests uneasily on a shaky foundation of exploded myths and
discredited junk “science,” which has been abandoned by scientists and is
now taught only in high school biology classes, where the children of the
deplorables learn scientific “facts” about how “atoms formed,” followed by
life emerging from a lightning bolt striking a primeval soup of amino acids.
This is what Harari could legitimately call a fiction because it derives from
the writings of “scientists” like Mary Shelley, who wrote Frankenstein based
on “facts” culled from people like Galvani, who made frog legs twitch from
electric shock, and Erasmus Darwin, Charles’ grandfather. Mary Shelley
wrote Frankenstein, not because of her knowledge of “science,” but because
she was plagued by guilt for violating what the Enlightenment considers to
this day an imaginary moral law.

During phase three of Harari’s history of everything, “certain molecules
combined to form particularly large and intricate structures called
organisms.”[8] In keeping with his understanding of himself as the universal



polymath, Harari calls “the story of organisms” biology when in fact he
means to say Darwinism, which is the ideological weaponization of biology.
The same metaphysical principles apply here as well. Natural selection, the
mechanism at the heart of Darwin’s ideology, can only explain how
modification takes place in already existent beings. It cannot explain how
those beings—be it a species or an organ like the eye or life itself—came into
existence. This is so because biology is no more metaphysics than physics is.
“Science,” as we understand the term, can explain how things function once
they exist, but it cannot explain how anything comes into existence. Coming
into existence is another way of saying creation. Evolution “offers us a
scientific account of changes, of how a later state of the material world might
have emerged from an earlier state—whereas creation offers us a
metaphysical account of where the material world itself ultimately comes
from.”[9] Similarly, natural selection, the philosophical engine which pulls the
Darwinian train, can only select traits that already exist. It cannot favor, for
example, more acute sight in an organism which is blind. Since everything
had to evolve from a “blind amoeba,” according to Christopher Hitchens,
sight cannot exist according to the principle of natural selection because at
the beginning it had nothing to work on.

As natural selection acts solely by accumulating slight, successive, favourable
variations, it can produce no great or sudden modification; it can act only by
very short and slow steps. Hence the canon of ‘Natura non facit saltum,’ which
every fresh addition to our knowledge tends to make more strictly correct, is on
this theory simply unintelligible. We can plainly see why nature is prodigal in
variety, though niggard in innovation. But why this should be a law of nature if
each species has been independently created, no man can explain.[10]

Let’s then deal with the beginning according to Whig metahistory, one
preposterous claim at a time. The most preposterous claim of all, of course,
is, as Harari puts it, the claim that “Atoms and molecules appear.” How
exactly did this happen? If Harari knows, he isn’t telling. If he doesn’t know,
then he has no business making the claim. In the absence of any evidence to
the contrary, we must assume, therefore, not only that Harari began his book
with a horrendous philosophical blunder but that, blinded by Whig
metahistory, he was unaware that he had made it.

So let’s help him out by explaining what he needs to know. We know
that something exists. We also know that nothing can come from nothing.
Was there nothing before the first atom appeared? If so, then the first atom



could not have appeared because nothing can come from nothing. It is
obvious that there is now a whole universe of impressive somethings, so
there was never nothing. This something could not bring itself into existence
because in order to do that, it would have to exist before it existed, which is
impossible. Therefore, something else had to bring it into existence, and that
something is what all men call God. This means that anyone who aspires to
write a metahistory of the scope of Sapiens, which begins with the
appearance of the first atom, will of necessity have to talk about creation and
God because the universe could not create itself. The fact that the universe
exists means that God is necessarily the creator of the universe. The universe
had to have a cause, even if the universe is eternal, which no one believes
anymore. The universe could not exist unless something created it.

Needless to say, this is not how Professor Harari begins his book.
Harari’s mind is the slave of a defunct biologist by the name of Charles
Darwin. Because there is no creator, Harari must of necessity believe in a
myth that is totally preposterous, namely, that shit just happened. There is no
way to prove this assertion. Harari simply asserts the claim in an aggressive
—dare we say Jewish—way, substituting chutzpah for reasoned argument.

Harari’s Darwinism, in other words, has blinded him to an understanding
of how things come into being. Because he is incapable of understanding the
most rudimentary metaphysical principles, Harari fails to see that any real
beginning is a form of creation and that, therefore, the only rational
explanation of any real beginning necessarily involves the existence of God.
Harari becomes, therefore, an atheist by default. Harari’s atheism, as a result,
commits him to a view of the universe and history which is fundamentally
irrational—as irrational as the statement “atoms formed”—and which dooms
his metahistorical project from the start. Because Whig metahistory is a
contradiction in terms, Sapiens isn’t really history at all. It is the Jewish take
on English “science,” which began as magic under the direction of John Dee
and then, thanks to Isaac Newton, became a materialistic ideology which has
been full of contradictions for centuries. Harari’s materialism flows naturally
from his atheism with the same blindness as its consequence.

Harari’s materialism turns the world upside down. The things he
considers real are fictions, and the things he considers fictions are real.
According to Professor Harari’s view of the universe, “atoms”—which at the
time of Democritus and Leucippus were the fundamental building blocks of



everything else but which have since that time dissolved into a bottomless
morass of subatomic particles—are real, but justice is not. Justice is a
“fiction.” Tacitly admitting the incoherence of his book, Harari tries to float
“fictions” as the missing link which connects cognition, which is by
definition immaterial, with biological materialism:

How did Homo sapiens manage to cross this critical threshold, eventually
founding cities comprising tens of thousands of inhabitants and empires ruling
hundreds of millions? The secret was probably the appearance of fiction. Large
numbers of strangers can cooperate successfully by believing in common
myths. Any large-scale human cooperation whether a modern state, a medieval
church, an ancient city or an archaic tribe—is rooted in common myths that
exist only in people’s collective imagination. Churches are rooted in common
religious myths. Two Catholics who have never met can nevertheless go
together on crusade or pool funds to build a hospital because they both believe
that God was incarnated in human flesh and allowed Himself to be crucified to
redeem our sins.[11]

Until those deluded Catholics bumped into Professor Harari, they failed
to understand that “none of these things exists outside the stories that people
invent and tell one another. There are no gods in the universe, no nations, no
money, no human rights, no laws, and no justice outside the common
imagination of human beings.”[12] In Professor Harari’s universe we have
“On the one hand, the objective reality of rivers, trees and lions; and on the
other hand, the imagined reality of gods, nations and corporations.”[13]

Professor Harari makes this statement blithely unaware of the philosophical
problems which follow in its wake. If, for example, only physical things are
real, what are we to say about the idea that “only physical things are real”? Is
that idea “real” or, better, true? If it is true, then it refutes itself. What about
“biology”? Is that real? What about “natural selection”? Is that real? It’s not
something that I can touch.

Is Professor Harari’s idea that only physical things are real itself real? Or
is it a “fiction” like the Catholic belief “that God was incarnated in human
flesh and allowed Himself to be crucified to redeem our sins”?[14] Either
Professor Harari is saying that his ideas are real, but that the ideas of other
people are not, or he is saying that all ideas are unreal, including the idea that
all ideas are unreal. Either way, his claim is problematic. Is Sapiens a work of
fiction or is it, as he claims, a “history of humankind” that is to be accepted
as rooted in factual, “scientific” claims to be both real and true? Which is it,



Professor? How is it that your “fictions” are true and everyone else’s false?
 



2

Harari’s Ignorance

How is it that Professor Harari’s “fictions” are true and everyone else’s
“fictions” are false?

Once again, the only plausible explanation is Professor Harari’s
ignorance. Harari is unaware that his materialism is self-contradictory. This is
something that Harari could have learned at Jesus College because the
paradox of materialism was formulated by both J.B.S. Haldane, who studied
at Oxford, and C.S. Lewis, who used to teach at Cambridge. As they put it,
“If my mental processes are determined wholly by the motions of atoms in
my brain, I have no reason to suppose that my beliefs are true … and hence I
have no reason for supposing my brain to be composed of atoms.”[15]

If, as he seems to believe, history is nothing more than the description of
the motion of atoms in the brain, Harari could have written a much shorter
book and spared us the effort of slogging through his 400-page tome. Tacitly
recognizing this fact, Harari changes philosophical horses in mid-stream,
abandons his materialism without telling us, and claims that human history
began with something he calls the “Cognitive Revolution.”[16] From this point
onward,

historical narratives replace biological theories as our primary means of
explaining the development of Homo sapiens. To understand the rise of
Christianity or the French Revolution, it is not enough to comprehend the
interaction of genes, hormones and organisms. It is necessary to take into
account the interaction of ideas, images and fantasies as well.[17]

If this is the case, then Harari’s case for materialism, along with its
foundations in Darwinism, collapses because the “Cognitive Revolution”
must be based on cognition, which is another word for mind or reason, which
means that materialism is no longer true. But it turns out Harari doesn’t
believe in cognition either. Later in his book, Harari remounts the materialist
horse he previously abandoned and, in a gloss on the American Declaration
of Independence, informs us that:

Just as people were never created, neither, according to the science of biology,
is there a ‘Creator’ who ‘endows’ them with anything. There is only a blind



evolutionary process, devoid of any purpose, leading to the birth of individuals.
‘Endowed by their creator’ should be translated simply into ‘born’. Equally,
there are no such things as rights in biology. There are only organs, abilities and
characteristics.[18]

Certain political consequences flow from Harari’s atheism. To begin
with, “liberty” does not exist because “there is no such thing in biology. ...
liberty is something that people invented and that exists only in their
imagination.”[19] Well, the automobile is also something that “people
invented,” does that mean that traffic jams exist only in the imagination? Is
the social order like “liberty” or is it like the automobile? Or should I say
“automobile”? Harari tries to evade the contradictory conclusions his
premises demand by claiming that “We believe in a particular order not
because it is objectively true, but because believing in it enables us to
cooperate effectively and forge a better society.”[20]

Harari’s use of the word “we” reminds one of the joke about Tonto and
the Lone Ranger, whose punch line is: “What you mean ‘we,’ paleface?”
Who, in other words, gets to determine whether believing in a particular
“imagined order” really “enables us to cooperate effectively and forge a
better society”? If there is nothing “objectively true” about that order, it will
get chosen because some people like it. If the people who like it have
political power they will impose this “imagined order” on the rest of us. If
“the social order” has no basis in nature, its only other possible source is
human will, but not just any human will. In the absence of a moral order
based on the logical structure of the universe, the only possible alternative
social order is the one in which the powerful get to impose their will on the
weak, and this is precisely the order which Harari is proposing. And if the
people who don’t like it lack power, that order will get imposed on them
whether they like it or not. So, in the final analysis, Harari’s philosophy
comes down to might makes right. If justice is just a “fiction,” then truth, or
what is “scientific” or “real,” is the opinion of the powerful.

As I said, certain political consequences flow from Harari’s description
of the universe. The first is that there is no such thing as a natural social
order. The only things that qualify as “natural” are derived from physics or
biology, as interpreted by intellectual commissars like Professor Harari.
Anything else is a human construct or “fiction” which gets imposed on
“nature,” which can refer to the physical order or, in this instance, other men.



So the social order is an “imagined order,” which is to say, imagined by some
people and then imposed on others. This order is “always in danger of
collapse because it depends upon myths, and myths vanish once people stop
believing in them. In order to safeguard an imagined order, continuous and
strenuous efforts are imperative. Some of these efforts take the shape of
violence and coercion.”[21]

So, oddly enough, the “universe,” according to Professor Harari, ends up
looking a lot like the Israeli occupation of Palestine, which is based on theft
and injustice. The Israelis, who impose this order with “violence and
coercion,” needn’t feel guilty because in the big scheme of things there is no
such thing as justice:

Hammurabi and the American Founding Fathers alike imagined a reality
governed by universal and immutable principles of justice, such as equality or
hierarchy. Yet the only place where such universal principles exist is in the
fertile imagination of Sapiens, and in the myths they invent and tell one another.
These principles have no objective validity.[22]

Harari’s claim that universal principles have no “objective validity” is
objectively and demonstrably false. The fact that no one has ever touched a
circle—something which does not exist in nature, as Harari defines that term
—does not mean that we cannot make objective and true statements about the
radius and circumference of every possible circle. But Harari quite rightly
goes on to say that ideas like “justice” and “equality” are “inextricably
intertwined with the idea of creation.”[23] Harari can only base his claim that
there is no such thing as “justice” on the previous claim that there is no such
thing as God, which is an irrational statement first of all because it is
impossible to prove a negative, and secondly because it is possible to prove
the existence of God. Because the existence of an orderly universe
necessarily implies the existence of a creator God as the source of that order,
the social order by which man orders his existence is the logical corollary of
the order of that universe. Harari willfully ignores all this in claiming that
Darwinism has proven there is no God as the basis for his claim there can be
no such thing as “justice.” With an airy wave of the hand, our Jewish
professor dismisses any possible just social order as well by linking it to
“Christian myths about God”:

The Americans got the idea of equality from Christianity, which argues that
every person has a divinely created soul, and that all souls are equal before God.
However, if we do not believe in the Christian myths about God, creation and



souls, what does it mean that all people are ‘equal’? Evolution is based on
difference, not on equality. Every person carries a somewhat different genetic
code, and is exposed from birth to different environmental influences. This
leads to the development of different qualities that carry with them different
chances of survival. ‘Created equal’ should therefore be translated into ‘evolved
differently’.[24]

Notice how Harari frames the issue in order to arrive at his justification
for an unjust social order. Ignoring the fact that God’s existence is a matter of
reason, not of faith, Harari turns the tables on those who are rational by
claiming that creation is based on “Christian myths about God.” The
existence of God is, thereby, removed from the realm of reason and placed
within the realm of faith, which is ipso facto the realm of the irrational. How
could anyone expect a Jew to believe in Christian myths? How can anyone
expect a Christian to believe in them if they are myths? Harari then proposes
something fundamentally irrational, namely, atheism as the essence of
rationality. The world has been turned upside down in one more instance of
what I have characterized elsewhere as the Jewish Revolutionary Spirit,
which began when the Jews crucified the logos incarnate. That event
inaugurated the Jewish war on logos which has perdured to our day and
which finds expression in Professor Harari’s book.

Therefore, it should come as no surprise that Harari’s book is one long
attack on language, speech, and rationality, all of which are subsumed under
the Greek word logos. Speech, it turns out, is the main characteristic that
distinguishes man from animals. The ancient Greeks understood that man
was different from all other animals because he could speak. The word they
used for rationality was “logos,” which is also the word for speech, discourse,
language, and other related concepts. Logos is “the word or that by which the
inward thought is expressed”; it is equivalent to the Latin words “ratio,”
“vox,” and “oratio,” or “that which is said or spoken.” It is frequently
translated as “word,” “language,” or “talk,” as in a saying, or statement, or
maxim, or resolution. It can also be translated as speech, discourse, or
conversation, as well as the power to speak. From these more basic ideas
flows the idea of rationality itself. Logos means both thought and reason.
When Democritus says that something is “kata logon,” he means that it is
“agreeable to reason.” Logos becomes, therefore, the distinguishing feature
of a human being. “En Andros logo einai” means “to be reckoned as a man.”
“Ho Logos” comprises both the sense of thought and word when it is used in



the New Testament.[25] After meditating on the by then thousand-year-old
concept of logos, the medieval scholastic successors to the Greek
philosophers coined the term “rational animal” (animale rationale) as the
essential definition of man. Unlike angels, man had a body similar to the
bodies of other animals. His distinguishing characteristic, however, was the
fact that he could speak and reason, terms subsumed under the Greek term
logos.

Given the Jewish revolutionaries’ relationship to logos, it comes as no
surprise that Harari’s book is a protracted attack on all of the concepts the
Greeks associated with that word. Materialists believe that consciousness is
an ignis fatuus which flutters over a swamp of stuff called atoms or matter or
whatever. Given that “fact,” human beings get demoted from being a
“rational animal” to, as Harari puts it “an animal of no significance.” In
stating his thesis, however, Harari immediately contradicts himself:

There was nothing special about humans. Nobody, least of all humans
themselves, had any inkling that their descendants would one day walk on the
moon, split the atom, fathom the genetic code and write history books. The
most important thing to know about prehistoric humans is that they were
insignificant animals with no more impact on their environment than gorillas,
fireflies or jellyfish.[26]

If, the perceptive reader might ask, there is “nothing special about
humans,” how did they accomplish all of the things Harari just mentioned?
Harari claims that “people were outraged” when Charles Darwin claimed that
homo sapiens “was just another kind of animal.” He then proceeds to give the
Jewish reductio ad absurdum of Darwin’s already absurd idea, by claiming
that, “like it or not,” we are “members of a noisy family called the great
apes,” whose nearest relatives are chimpanzees. In fact, “Just 6 million years
ago, a single female ape had two daughters. One became the ancestor of all
chimpanzees, the other is our own grandmother.”[27]

Harari, it seems, can’t expunge the Book of Genesis from his mind,
perhaps because its central assertion about the human race, namely, that all
humans have descended from one man and one woman, has been validated
by the genome project. Harari’s “Cognitive Revolution” corresponds in time
with the emergence of Chromosonal Adam and Mitochondrial Eve:

In 1987, after some calculations, it was concluded that “Ychromosomal Adam”
lived about 60,000-90,000 years ago in Africa. The date is rather approximate,
since such calculations are not very exact because of some uncertainty about



mutation rates. In a similar way, everyone alive today can also be linked back to
“mitochondrial Eve.” She must have lived about 140,000-120,000 years ago.
But as usual in science, things keep updating. Recently, the difference in years
has been estimated for “Adam” between 120,000 and 156,000 years ago, and
for “Eve” between 99,000 and 148,000 years ago.[28]

It turns out that human language, what Harari calls the “Cognitive
Revolution,” and the two humans from whom all other humans descended
apparently emerged at around the same time. The coincidence puts Professor
Harari in a bind. If there is no real difference between humans and
chimpanzees, how can Harari say that, “Homo sapiens conquered the world
thanks above all to its unique language.”[29] If homo sapiens has a “unique
language,” how can Harari claim that he is “just another kind of animal”?

Harari never resolves this contradiction. He makes both contradictory
claims throughout his book. If homo sapiens has a unique language, then he
is not “just another kind of animal.” He is completely unique. The same is
true of his uniqueness vis-a-vis any other hominid, like Neanderthal Man,
which Harari proposes as the intermediary step between apes and man.
Abandoning his materialism in the light of irrefutable evidence surrounding
man’s ability to speak, Harari identifies this turning point in history as “the
Cognitive Revolution”:

The appearance of new ways of thinking and communicating, between 70,000
and 30,000 years ago, constitutes the Cognitive Revolution. What caused it?
We’re not sure. The most commonly believed theory argues that accidental
genetic mutations changed the inner wiring of the brains of Sapiens, enabling
them to think in unprecedented ways and to communicate using an altogether
new type of language. We might call it the Tree of Knowledge mutation. Why
did it occur in Sapiens DNA rather than in that of Neanderthals? It was a matter
of pure chance, as far as we can tell.[30]

Harari attempts to have his cake and eat it too when he claims that
language makes man unique among all of the other animals on earth, because
“genetic mutations changed the inner wiring of the brains of Sapiens.” First
of all, how does he know this is true? He is stating as true something for
which there is no evidence. He has simply extrapolated the claim from the
premises of Darwinism. Leaving aside the cause for a moment, we are still
confronted with a problem. If, as Harari claims, all humans had a common
ancestor, one which he identifies as a chimpanzee, how did the Cognitive
Revolution take place? Did a monkey suddenly start talking? If so, to whom?
To another monkey? If what he calls “the Tree of Knowledge mutation” took



place in just one monkey, that monkey would have no one else to talk to. No
communication would be possible because humans can talk but monkeys
can’t.

The linguist Noam Chomsky, who does not believe that animals are
capable of human speech, agrees that the transition to human language was
sudden: “It looks as if—given the time involved—there was a sudden ‘great
leap forward.’”[31] Like Harari, however, Chomsky feels that the cause was
“some small genetic modification” which “somehow ... rewired the brain
slightly [and] made this human capacity [for language] available.”

Like Harari, Chomsky is intellectually crippled by his adherence to the
claims of defunct biologists. Because he limits the cause to genetic mutation,
Chomsky is forced to conclude that the advent of human language “had to
have happened in a single person” without evidently thinking through the
consequences of that claim. If human language came about through genetic
modification, the same fully formed language would have to appear
simultaneously and by chance in the minds of two human beings living in
close enough proximity that these two humans could speak to each other,
something which is so improbable that it is virtually impossible. If the
Cognitive Revolution is another term for the emergence of speech, and if the
defining characteristic of man, even according to Harari, is his ability to
speak, then man had to emerge full-blown as homo sapiens from the moment
he began to speak, at the time of what Harari calls “the Cognitive
Revolution.”

Beyond that, homo sapiens had to emerge as a pair of human beings who
could speak to each other simply because of the exigencies of language. If
there is only one man, communication is not only unnecessary; it is
impossible because it is not communication. Communication requires two
human beings and a language that allows them to communicate effectively
immediately. Language can grow in vocabulary and sophistication once it
exists, but it cannot evolve from something that it is not. Evolution, in other
words, can play no role in the Cognitive Revolution. It’s an all or nothing
proposition which necessitates creation as its cause because all of the parts—
man, rationality, and speech—had to come into existence out of nothing
simultaneously in order to function.

One term is a function of the other. An ape which can speak is by
definition a man. A man can either speak or he cannot speak. He cannot



speak by himself. Language involves not only speaking but understanding as
well. It involves, of necessity, a speaker and a listener. Because of that, man’s
language had to come into existence full-blown in two humans at the same
moment in time. The moment one man spoke to another man in a human
language he ceased to be anything other than a man.

This fact gives new meaning to the first sentence of The Gospel of St.
John: “In the beginning was the Word.” En arche een ho Logos. The human
race began, in other words, when one man spoke the first word to another
man, or as the author of Genesis would say, to another man who happened to
be a woman. The fact that we have all grown accustomed to cave man stories,
Mickey Mouse cartoons, and the opening scenes of 2001: A Space Odyssey
does not change the fact that only humans can speak and that they can only
speak to each other and that in order to do that they must share a common
language from the moment they begin to communicate, a moment which is
co-terminus with their existence as human beings.

After finally making some progress in explaining why human beings are
unique, Harari returns like a dog to the vomit of materialism and takes it all
back by claiming that there is nothing special about language because “every
animal has some kind of language.”[32] “Even insects,” we are told, “know
how to communicate in sophisticated ways.”[33] It’s difficult to infer what
Harari means by “sophisticated,” especially since he immediately contradicts
himself when he describes “our language” as something that can “produce an
infinite number of sentences, each with a distinct meaning,” something which
distinguishes it from the language of insects, who know how to inform “one
another of the whereabouts of food” and the language of a green monkey,
which “can yell to its comrades, ‘Careful! A lion!’” Unlike both of these
animals, “a modern human can tell her friends that this morning, near the
bend in the river, she saw a lion tracking a herd of bison.”[34]

Harari gets away with contradictions like this by using verbal sleights of
hand based on the equivocation of crucial terms. His use of the term
“language,” for example, is completely equivocal. In fact, his entire argument
is reducible to the equivocal use of one term—namely, “language”—to
describe two completely different forms of communication. Animals can
communicate by barking, chirping, growling, hissing, etc., but only man “can
connect a limited number of sounds and signs to produce an infinite number
of sentences, each with a distinct meaning.”[35] Language is, therefore, proof



that man is unique, which is precisely what Harari denies when he describes
him as an ape.

Apes, we know from experience, can communicate, but they do not talk.
Anyone who has had children and a dog as a pet understands this. Dogs bark
and wag their tails from almost the moment they are born but never progress
beyond this form of communication, either with their masters or each other.
Children begin their lives as communicators on roughly the same level as the
family dog by smiling or crying, but by the time they are around a year old
they begin speaking words and within the next year of their lives begin
speaking in sentences. Children pick up their native language effortlessly
from their mothers, which is why the Germans refer to it as their
“Muttersprache.” Children, in other words, have a natural aptitude for
something that non-rational animals can’t learn at all, in spite of some
species’ ability to mimic sounds.

Everyone knows this, but the Darwinian insistence that humans were
only different from animals in degree rather than kind led to various
campaigns to teach animals to talk. The simple fact that a laborious campaign
needed to be mounted to bring about what happened effortlessly among
children was studiously ignored. Since the great apes resembled humans most
closely in physical appearance, they became the preferred candidate, even
though parrots had more suitable vocal chords.

After years of failure in their attempt to teach nonhuman primates to
imitate human speech, two cognitive researchers, R. Allen Gardner and
Beatrix T. Gardner, came up with the brilliant idea of teaching American
Sign Language to Washoe, 10-month old chimp they had rescued from
military scientists. Ignoring the fact that sign language was speech only by
analogy and that it was made up of gestures that were intrinsically
ambiguous, the Gardners soon convinced themselves that Washoe was
communicating with them in a way that was “reliably understandable.”[36]

Three years later, the Gardners issued a report on Washoe’s progress
which indicated that the speech barrier separating humans and animals had
finally been broken. Duane Rumbaugh, scientist emeritus at the Great Ape
Trust of Iowa, described the Gardners’ success in teaching Washoe how to
“talk” as “absolutely frontier-breaking work.” Inspired by the reception of
their study, the Gardners soon had Washoe not only “speaking” via sign
language but also writing poetry. After seeing a swan, Washoe signed



“water” and then “bird,” something which Harvard psychologist Roger
Brown described as “like getting an SOS from outer space.” Washoe’s
“poetry” inspired other cognitive researchers from around the world to teach
their monkeys how to speak.

Then in the late 1970s, the excitement died down after other cognitive
researchers failed to replicate the results of the Gardners’ experiment. When
Columbia professor Herbert Terrace showed that what the Gardners thought
was speech was merely imitation in anticipation of reward, the enthusiasm
that characterized the early phase of the talking monkey craze collapsed into
embarrassed silence. Washoe’s eloquence was in reality nothing more than a
manifestation of the same stimulus-response mechanism that men had used to
train dogs and other domestic animals from time immemorial. After viewing
videos of various chimp-human interactions, including those of Washoe with
the Gardners, Terrace concluded that “there was no spontaneity, no real use
of grammar” of the sort that characterized human speech. Washoe’s
“conversations” with the Gardners consisted of roughly 130 signs which the
monkey learned in reaction to prompts from her trainers. Washoe, in other
words, made the sign language gestures the Gardners wanted not because she
had anything to say or because she understood what the Gardners said, but in
anticipation of a reward. She was “not engaging in anything like human
conversation.”[37]

The excitement surrounding Washoe had more to do with Darwinism’s
unfulfilled hopes than any real ability of human speech to jump downward
over the species barrier which separated humans from animals. Cognitive
research was committed to materialism, atheism, and Darwinism. Getting a
monkey to talk was important to maintaining that worldview because
Darwinism assumed that there are “no discontinuities but just ongoing and
gradual continuity, with small incremental steps”[38] between apes and
humans. The Gardners and other cognitive researchers wanted Washoe to
talk because they, like Harari, were deeply committed to Darwin’s
proposition that “the difference in mind between man and higher animals,
great as it is, certainly is one of degree and not of kind.”[39]
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The Testimony of Mickey Mouse

In spite of the testimony of Mickey Mouse, there is no possible evolutionary
link between a mouse’s squeak and a man’s speech. They exist on
fundamentally different ontological planes, even though both are forms of
communication. Hamlet and Shakespeare are certainly related, but Hamlet
cannot become Shakespeare, or vice versa, because they inhabit different
planes of being. “The doctrine of gradualism basically denies that there is any
clear transition point from pre-human to human,”[40] but the existence of
language among humans constitutes a clear refutation of that idea.

Genetic, physiological, and anatomical features are not the determining factors
for being human. Although we do breed, feed, bleed, and excrete like they do—
yes, we are connected all the way down—what does in fact set us apart from the
animal world is something not necessarily of a biological nature, namely our
faculties of language, rationality, morality, self-expression, and religion.[41]

Taken together this is what the Greeks referred to as logos. The
Scholastics referred to man as the animal rationale in recognition of the fact
that he is the only animal that possessed these qualities. There is no evidence
that human language evolved gradually from animal communication. Both
are what they are. Neither can derive from the other. After years of fruitless
attempts to teach monkeys how to talk, the evolutionary linguists were forced
to conclude “that the emergence of human language” is “an embarrassment
for evolutionary theory.”[42] What the Dutch geneticist Gerard Verschuuren
considers the fossil evidence for human speech, a piece of ochre with a
crosshatch design carved in it which was found in the Blombos Cave in
South Africa, indicates that language emerged “quite suddenly”[43] some
80,000 ago, a period that corresponds roughly to Harari’s “Cognitive
Revolution” and the emergence of Y-Chromosal “Adam.”

Once again, the existence of language confounds those who seek its
cause in lower forms of life, forcing Verschuuren to conclude that “The
power of using language and the power of conceptual understanding are both
uniquely human, and therefore cannot be inherited from the animal



world.”[44] Man’s capacity for logos and all of its activities eventually became
associated with psyche or the soul, which, after a long and complicated
debate, Aristotle defined as the form or eidos of the body. Aristotle got the
term from Plato his teacher but refined it from being a pre-existing ghost in a
machine into a function of man’s activity, which was an expression of his
essential being. Arguing by analogy, Aristotle said that if the body were an
axe its soul would be chopping. Similarly, if the body were an eye, its soul
would be seeing, something he defined as its first act, which is similar to our
concept of purpose. In other words,

That which makes a person a human being is a human soul. So how and when
did the human soul emerge? Since a soul does not admit of degrees—you either
have one or you don’t—in our ancestry there must have been a first creature, or
set of creatures, endowed with an immortal human soul and the mental powers
of language, rationality, morality, self-awareness, and religion. You either have
those faculties or you don’t. They don’t come in degrees either.[45]

The human race began when the first man spoke the first word, which he
probably spoke to the God who created him by endowing him with the soul
which allowed him to speak before he spoke to a fellow human being. Such a
moment does not admit of gradualist explanations. Then as now, animals can
either speak or they cannot. Those who can are known, ipso facto, as human
beings. In order to continue in existence, the human race needed to be
sexually differentiated, which required the creation of another rational
creature, just like first one, who differed in gender. In the Genesis account of
creation, man preceded woman. At this point man could talk to woman in the
same way that man had previously talked to God, his Creator, because what
God and man shared was logos, which he shared in a unique way which
separated him the from the same logos which was the operating system for all
of creation.

Verschuuren attempts to reconcile the Genesis account and the fossil
record by claiming that the “‘preparatory work,’ had to be done gradually” as
part of “a biological process.”[46] This gradual biological process was then
followed by a “spiritual process,” in which God chose to raise two members
of a population of “anatomically modern humans” to the spiritual level of
language, rationality, morality, self-awareness, and religion. Pope John Paul
II spoke of “an ontological leap,”[47] which corresponds in time with Harari’s
“Cognitive Revolution.” Verschuuren claims that “the human faculties of



language, rationality, morality, self-awareness, and religion emerged” both
simultaneously and suddenly “somewhere in Africa some 80,000 years
ago”[48] as part of an event which was by definition spiritual and, therefore,
“beyond the scope of science.”[49]
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Genesis and Evolution

Verschuuren’s attempt to reconcile Genesis and evolution leads him,
unfortunately, into a Platonic dualism which allows a previously existent
spiritual soul to inhabit a previously existing biological body, when he tells
us that “the bodies of human creatures must have been apt to receive a human
soul, which includes the right genes and the proper brains.”[50] If the soul is
the form of the body, it is difficult to understand how a body could exist
without its form. Plato felt that a pre-existent soul inhabited a material body
in the same manner in which a pilot was “in” a ship. If the soul is its form,
the body is not an empty vessel waiting to be filled by a soul, in the sense that
a car sits fully formed in the drive-way waiting for a driver. The human body
is an expression of the human soul; it had to be created with that expression
in mind. It could not exist apart from its existence as the material expression
of the soul’s first act of rationality, speech, etc. The idea that at some point in
time there were physical human beings with animal souls is simply untenable
and flies in the face of any sophisticated understanding of what the soul is
and how it acts. The first man’s body, therefore, had to be a special act of
creation every bit as much as the creation of the first man’s soul was because,
according to Aristotle’s more sophisticated understanding of their
relationship, neither soul nor body can exist independently of the other.

Either way, science cannot document the emergence of man. The first
man may have resembled other hominids at this time even more closely than
we resemble apes in our day, but both his body and soul were of a
fundamentally different nature and could only have come into being as a
special act of creation, which will remain forever undocumentable to science.
Pope John Paul II claimed that “The moment of passage into the spiritual
realm is not something that can be observed with research in the fields of
physics and chemistry.”[51] His immediate successor made that moment even
less accessible to science by identifying it with the first word of human
speech. Like St. John the Evangelist, Pope Benedict XVI believes that the
beginning of mankind was identical with man’s utterance of the first word:



The clay became man at the moment in which a being for the first time was
capable of forming, however dimly, the thought of ‘God’. The first Thou that—
however stammeringly—was said by human lips to God marks the moment in
which the spirit arose in the world. Here the Rubicon of anthropogenesis was
crossed. For it is not the use of weapons or fire, not new methods of cruelty or
of useful activity, that constitute man, but rather his ability to be immediately in
relation to God. This holds fast to the doctrine of the special creation of man …
herein … lies the reason why the moment of anthropogenesis cannot possibly
be determined by paleontology: anthropogenesis is the rise of the spirit, which
cannot be excavated with a shovel.[52]

Certain things follow from this conclusion. First of all, there is no such
thing as history without logos. In order to write his history, Harari must
periodically abandon his materialism because, as even he has figured out,
animals do not have histories because they do not have reason. The lives of
dogs do not combine to create a history that spans centuries or millennia,
which is the scope of Sapiens. The lives of dogs do nothing more than
recapitulate each other in the opposite direction until they finally collapse
into one life which recapitulates the life of the species. Man is the only
creature on this earth which has a history because he is the only creature on
this earth that is rational. Rationality allows man to discern patterns in the
changing flux of temporal events; it also allows him to discuss these patterns
with other men, and eventually to write them down so that future generations
of rational creatures can discuss them as well. There can be, therefore, no
history without rationality.

To get around the contradictory and equivocal nature of his
understanding of language, Harari creates the idea of “fictions,” which
involve “the ability to transmit information about things that do not exist at
all.”[53] The ability to speak about things which do not exist “is the most
unique feature of Sapiens language.”[54]

 



5

The Gorging Gene

One of Harari’s “fictions,” which involves “the ability to transmit
information about things which do not exist at all,” is morality. Just as
Darwinism tries to obscure the boundary separating animal communication
from human speech, it also tries to come up with a materialistic explanation
of morality by reducing it to a function of genetics. Like Professor Dawkins,
who believes in a “selfish gene,” Harari believes that a “widely accepted”
“gorging gene,” rather than an inability to impose rational or moral control
over appetite, is the cause of obesity. People are fat because “The instinct to
gorge on high-calorie food was hard-wired into our genes. ... That’s what
makes some of us spoon down an entire tub of Ben & Jerry’s when we find
one in the freezer and wash it down with a jumbo Coke.”[55]

Since the “instinct to gorge on high-calorie food” is “hard-wired into our
genes,” the next question should be “Why isn’t everybody fat?” If we are all
biologically programmed to gorge ourselves, why is it that some people eat
moderately and some people do not? Why is it that some people are thin and
fit and other people are morbidly obese? Does moderation, which is to say,
rational control over appetite, have something to do with this? According to
Harari, “moderation” or the virtue of temperance qualifies unambiguously as
a “fiction,” which is another word for unreal, whereas the “gorging gene” is
just as unambiguously a “scientific” fact which is “widely accepted.”

Not surprisingly, the same inability to subject appetite to rational control
extends to human sexuality. “Evolutionary psychologists,” we are told,

argue that ancient foraging bands were not composed of nuclear families
centred on monogamous couples. Rather, foragers lived in communes devoid of
private property, monogamous relationships and even fatherhood. In such a
band, a woman could have sex and form intimate bonds with several men (and
women) simultaneously, and all of the band’s adults cooperated in parenting its
children. Since no man knew definitively which of the children were his, men
showed equal concern for all youngsters. Such a social structure is not an
Aquarian utopia. It’s well documented among animals, notably our closest
relatives, the chimpanzees and bonobos.[56]



How do we know that the first humans were promiscuous? Well,
because monkeys are. But humans are different from monkeys, aren’t they?
No, of course not. Just look at how ancient foraging bands behaved. This is
proof that they behaved just like monkeys. The perceptive reader may have
noticed a certain circularity in this argument. Neither the fossil record nor
archeology provides any evidence for Harari’s theory of human sexuality.
Why then does Professor Harari believe that it’s true? Well, because “it’s
well documented among animals.” If animals are different from humans,
however, the argument immediately collapses.

Harari could, of course, point to the sexual mores of primitive peoples as
indicative of how the first humans behaved. In fact, he seems to have
consulted anthropologists like Margaret Mead at some point before making
his claim that:

A good mother will make a point of having sex with several different men,
especially when she is pregnant, so that her child will enjoy the qualities (and
paternal care) not merely of the best hunter, but also of the best storyteller, the
strongest warrior and the most considerate lover. If this sounds silly, bear in
mind that before the development of modern embryological studies, people had
no solid evidence that babies are always sired by a single father rather than by
many.[57]

Well, as a matter of fact, this does sound silly. For once, we find
ourselves in complete agreement with Professor Harari. Depending on how
he defines the term, modern embryological studies began either in 1827, with
the germ layer theory of embryonic development, or the 1950s, with the
discovery of the helical structure of DNA.[58] If people living before either
date were unaware that babies “are always sired by a single father,” how does
Harari the historian explain things like primogeniture, inheritance laws, and
the stigma of illegitimacy? Is Professor Harari familiar with the Hebrew term
“mamzer”? It appears in both Deuteronomy and the Talmud, which means
that for somewhere between two and three millennia Jews knew that a child
was sired by one father, who was either married to the mother or not. If the
child was sired outside of marriage, he was known as a “mamzer” or a
bastard, and certain legal consequences followed from what was clearly seen
as a violation of the moral law. You would think that a professor at the
Hebrew University of Jerusalem would know things like that.

Preposterous claims like this lead the perceptive reader to wonder about
the sources for the professor’s theories. Do “evolutionary psychologists”



have some mystical insight into the sex lives of the cave men? Or is Professor
Harari talking about something closer to home when he tells us that

the frequent infidelities that characterise modern marriages, and the high rates
of divorce, not to mention the cornucopia of psychological complexes from
which both children and adults suffer, all result from forcing humans to live in
nuclear families and monogamous relationships that are incompatible with our
biological software.[59]

The best aid in understanding passages like this derives from Harari’s
theory of language. “Our language,” he tells us, “evolved as a way of
gossiping.”[60] This means that it wasn’t “enough for individual men and
women to know the whereabouts of lions and bison. It’s much more
important for them to know who in their band hates whom, who is sleeping
with whom, who is honest, and who is a cheat.”[61]

Confirming the thought that immediately popped into my mind,
Professor Harari writes:

The gossip theory might sound like a joke, but numerous [albeit uncited] studies
support it. Even today the vast majority of human communication—whether in
the form of emails, phone calls or newspaper columns—is gossip. It comes so
naturally to us that it seems as if our language evolved for this very purpose. Do
you think that history professors chat about the reasons for World War One
when they meet for lunch, or that nuclear physicists spend their coffee breaks at
scientific conferences talking about quarks? Sometimes. But more often, they
gossip about the professor who caught her husband cheating.[62]

So making use of the hermeneutic which Professor Harari himself
provides, we are forced to conclude that when he purports to talk about the
sexual mores of cave men, Harari is in reality talking about the sexual
behavior of the history faculty at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem and—
dare we say it?—about himself. Our suspicions are confirmed by Harari’s
Wikipedia entry, which announces that he is “openly gay.”[63]
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The War on Logos

The school of disguised autobiographical anthropology has a long, if not
venerable, history. Margaret Mead achieved fame as an anthropologist by
projecting her adulterous relationship with Edward Sapir onto the
unsuspecting natives of Samoa.[64] Sigmund Freud, who once claimed that
“all men” desired to have sexual relations with their mothers or sisters,
purported to find the “Oedipus Complex” after years of scientific
investigation. Subsequent research has shown [if Harari can routinely make
claims like this, why can’t I?] that its real source was the adulterous affair he
had with his sister-in-law Minna Bernays.[65] Freud went to his grave hating
the Rev. Wilhelm Schmidt, SVD, because Schmidt exposed Totem and
Taboo, Freud’s foray into anthropology, as equally baseless. One of the most
notorious fictions of English intellectual history is the “state of nature,”
which Hobbes described as “nasty, brutish, and short.” If Hobbes can project
the English religious wars of the 17th century back onto the first humans, why
can’t Professor Harari do the same thing with the catty, gossiping
homosexual professors at Hebrew University as his model?

The answer to this question is not only that he can but that he does. It’s
all part of the war he wages on logos. There is no “science” here, but there is
lots of projection. “Science” is another word for the Jewish hatred of logos,
which takes on new ferocity when combined with the homosexual’s rage
against nature. By combining these two identities, Harari becomes what
Bryan Singer, who is also a Jew and a homosexual, called a “mutant” in his
X-men movies. “Mutant” is a term derived from Darwinism, which Jews and
homosexuals use as a weapon to attack morality, one of the most significant
manifestations of logos in human life.

If homo sapiens is part of nature, then morality is part of nature as well
because morality is the manifestation of logos which Immanuel Kant called
“practical reason.” Pure reason allows the mind to apprehend what is true;
practical reason allows man to achieve the good. The man who achieves the
good is happy. Therefore, morality is essential to human happiness:



“Morality is not about what the world is like, but about what the world ought
to be like; it is not a matter of description but prescription.”[66] Morality,
which guarantees the rationality of human action, also determines whether
human acts bring about freedom for the human subject. This explains why
Jewish Darwinism is so determined to undermine morality by claiming that it
has non-human origin in the animal world. People like Harari dispute man’s
rationality because they want to undermine his freedom, which only exists if
he acts in conformity to reason. Morality is also the only protection which
man has against the rule of Libido Dominandi, which is the operating system
of every world empire. The American Empire differs from its predecessors
only in the sophistication of its forms of control. Because of their expertise in
moral subversion, the Jews play a crucial role in administering the American
Empire’s system of control through “liberation,” which invariably means
liberation from the moral law, which invariably means slavery for any
rational creature. When sociobiologists like Richard Dawkins “use their
‘magic wand’ of natural selection to explain [i.e. undermine] moral
behavior,” they are collaborating in the Empire’s system of political control
by depriving man of any possible ground for objecting to their schemes.
When right and wrong become the opinions of the powerful, those who lack
political power have no way to formulate their objections, much less
implement them. When Dawkins makes human behavior a function of
“selfish genes,” he appeals to the guilty conscience of those who are
burdened their own transgressions of the moral law by absolving them of
responsibility. But in giving them absolution, Dawkins lures them into a trap
from which there is no escape. Those who have abandoned the moral law to
justify their sexual sins cannot suddenly do an about face and appeal to the
same moral law to object to their economic subjugation. No, they have been
caught in the trap of materialism which professors like Dawkins and Harari
have prepared for them. Harari promotes materialism, rather than logos,
because materialism is a form of control and logos is its opposite. In spite of
what he says, Harari knows that the

key to understanding humans and their moral beliefs ... will not be found in
something material, such as genes, but in something immaterial, the mind.
Morality comes from the immaterial mind, not from the material brain or
genome. The brain is governed by laws of physics, chemistry, and biology, but
thoughts and beliefs are not. It should not surprise us then that people have
known the contents of their own minds from time immemorial without knowing



anything about brains and genes. They knew also about morality without
knowing anything about brains and genes. Claiming differently reduces the
working of the mind to the materialism of the brain. That is basically what
Charles Darwin said in an early private notebook, “Why is thought, being a
secretion of brain, more wonderful than gravity as a property of matter?”[67]

“Modern science,” Harari tells us dogmatically, “has no dogma.”[68]

Coming from a man who believes that “atoms formed,” as well as in the
existence of the missing link, and who feels that he has knowledge of the
most intimate details of the sex lives of cave men, this proposition is nothing
short of preposterous. He gets closer to the point when he tells us:

Scientists have provided the imperial project with practical knowledge,
ideological justification and technological gadgets. Without this contribution it
is highly questionable whether Europeans could have conquered the world.[69]

Science is, in other words, a form of control primarily because it has
become a replacement for “dogmas” like the moral law. Why are Jews like
Hariri so interested in overturning the moral law? First of all because they are
at war with logos. Secondly, because they are interested in control. Jews are
always a minority, which means that they need an instrument to project their
power over the majority. Empire has always been congenial to the projection
of Jewish power. “It goes without saying,” Harari tells us, “that the political,
economic and social practices of modern Jews, for example, owe far more to
the empires under which they lived during the past two millennia than to the
traditions of the ancient kingdom of Judaea.”[70] Jews have been able to thrive
in empires throughout history because they are good at administering those
empires’ systems of control. The American Empire is no exception to this
rule. If the broad sweep of history has any direction in Harari’s view it is that
successive empires have unified more and more territory under their
hegemony, culminating finally in the American Empire, as administered by
Jews like Professor Hariri, who claims that the American Empire is founded
on science and capitalism. Darwinism plays a crucial role in the
administration of the American Empire because it uses “science” to rule out
of court any moral objection to the economic exploitation that is an intrinsic
part of the oligarchic system known as capitalism. Control means, in the first
instance, decertifying any and all forms of logos or rationality which restrict
the power of the oligarchs. Harari couches this concept in the language of
science and progress but the meaning is the same: “One of the things that has
made it possible for modern social orders to hold together is the spread of an



almost religious belief in technology and in the methods of scientific
research, which have replaced to some extent the belief in absolute truths.”[71]

This means that the Jews who have been at war with logos for the past two
millennia will have a natural advantage in rising to the top of an empire
which is based on Libido Dominandi and the intellectual decertification of
any challenge to oligarchic hegemony. Control, in other words, becomes the
Rosetta Stone which unlocks the meaning of the contradictions which litter
his book from beginning to end.
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Biological Determinism

Because Professor Harari has abandoned reason in favor of biological
determinism as the front for Libido Dominandi, it is not surprising that his
reasoning is flawed or that his narrative is plagued by one contradiction after
another. Shortly after telling us that everything human is natural, i.e., a
function of biology, Professor Harari switches horses in mid-stream and tells
us that nothing is natural. It turns out that one of the main things we associate
with biology, namely, differentiation according to sex, is a “product of the
imagination, like the caste system in India and the racial system in America.”
It is not a “natural division with deep biological roots.”[72]

Just when we thought that Harari was a biological determinist, it turns
out that he believes that biology is a social construct too. Anyone, he tells us,
who believes that “relations between two people of the opposite sex are
natural and between two people of the same sex unnatural” is not in touch
with “biological reality” but is rather suffering from “cultural bias,”[73] unlike
homosexuals, who are constitutionally incapable of suffering from any
cultural bias whatsoever. It turns out that when it comes to sex, all biological
bets are off. To make his point Harari even invokes “Mother Nature,” who—
unsurprisingly, given Harari’s sexual orientation, “does not mind if men are
sexually attracted to one another. It’s only human mothers and fathers
steeped in particular cultures who make a scene if their son has a fling with
the boy next door.”[74]

If there is no such thing as “unnatural” behavior when it comes to sex,
then biology has become a fiction too, along with morality and religion.
Biology, in other words, ceases to be real the moment it is used to defend a
stable order of being which the oligarchs and their lackeys find uncongenial.
Professor Harari has finally made contact with the ontological realm only to
deny its existence. When it comes to sex, the “imaginary” is more real than
the biological. When it comes to religion we have the exact opposite
situation. Religion is a purely imaginary ignis fatuus hovering over the marsh
of biological determinism. When it comes to sexual differentiation, nature



has no meaning at all. Which is it, professor? Harari’s a Darwinist, which is
to say a biological materialist, when it comes to religion. But he’s a
Foucauldian when it comes to biology, especially when it comes to sexual
differentiation, which it turns out is completely imaginary, just like religion,
and a purely cultural construct. The best explanation for this contradiction is
Harari’s guilty conscience. But that is not the only explanation. The other
explanation is political control. The ultimate determination about whether an
idea is “real” or not depends on whether it can be used as a form of control.
Biology, as a result, gets discarded the minute someone makes use of it to
defend a stable order of being, as manifested in differentiation by sex.
Darwinism is a system of control which is effective because it denies the
reality of any stable being. If everything is in flux, there is no such thing as
justice and no way to object to an unjust social order. Not surprisingly, Harari
titles Chapter 8 of his book “There is no Justice in History.”

Instead of just leaving it at that and telling us that might makes right,
Harari attempts to justify his elimination of justice from history by
distinguishing “what is biologically determined from what people merely try
to justify through biological myths” by claiming that “a good rule of thumb is
‘Biology enables, Culture forbids.’”[75] Culture, he continues, “tends to argue
that it forbids only that which is unnatural. But from a biological perspective,
nothing is unnatural. Whatever is possible is by definition also natural. A
truly unnatural behaviour, one that goes against the laws of nature, simply
cannot exist, so it would need no prohibition.”[76] According to Harari’s
definition, culture is the only thing that is unnatural, and this is so because “in
truth, our concepts ‘natural’ and ‘unnatural’ are taken not from biology, but
from Christian theology.”[77]
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Truth

It’s reassuring to know that Professor Harari believes in the truth, even if he
uses the phrase to promote what is obviously false, but is it true to say that
differentiation according to sex is not part of the biological or natural world?
That would be hard to maintain. What Harari is really telling us is that he is
the self-appointed, undisputed commissar of all meanings when it comes to
biology. Anyone who insists that male and female have a meaning which our
homosexual professor does not like gets ruled out of court immediately by
being associated with “Christian theology,” which is an insult if you’re a Jew.

In doing this, Professor Harari strains our credulity, and endangers
thereby his own role as a successful commissar for the American Darwinist
Empire of political control through state-managed appetite. The entire edifice
of imperial control is based on one non-existent premise, namely, the
unprovable non-existence of God.

The theological meaning of ‘natural’ is ‘in accordance with the intentions of the
God who created nature’. Christian theologians argued that God created the
human body, intending each limb and organ to serve a particular purpose. ... If
we use our limbs and organs for the purpose envisioned by God, then it is a
natural activity. To use them differently than God intends is unnatural. But
evolution has no purpose. Organs have not evolved with a purpose, and the way
they are used is in constant flux.[78]

We agree completely with what Harari had to say about God and
purpose in nature, but Harari is so intent on disproving “Christian theology”
that he failed to see that he undermined the fundamental tenet of natural
selection when he told us that “organs have not evolved with a purpose.”
Isn’t success in the struggle for survival the whole point of natural selection?
Doesn’t that qualify as purpose? Isn’t that the purpose at the heart of the idea
of survival of the fittest? Isn’t survival a purpose? Isn’t that why an organism
with sharper eyes wins out over one which can’t see as well? Does the eye
have no purpose? Does the eye see? Does the ear hear? Does the nose detect
odors? Does the wing enable flight? Everywhere we look in nature we see
purpose. The purpose of the lion is to catch the deer. If we are Darwinists, we



see natural selection aiding the purposeful behavior of some organisms over
others, unless we are blinded, as Professor Harari is, by a Jewish animus
toward Christianity and a homosexual animus against Nature. At this point, I
can imagine Darwin, if not rolling over in his grave, then certainly rolling his
eyes and feeling vindicated in his belief that the Anglo-Saxons race was
intellectually superior to the Semitic.

“Scientists studying the inner workings of the human organism,” Harari
informs us at another point,

have found no soul there. They increasingly argue that human behaviour is
determined by hormones, genes and synapses, rather than by free will—the
same forces that determine the behaviour of chimpanzees, wolves, and ants. Our
judicial and political systems largely try to sweep such inconvenient discoveries
under the carpet. But in all frankness, how long can we maintain the wall
separating the department of biology from the departments of law and political
science?[79]

As we have already shown, there is no separation. “Biology,” as
interpreted by the professors of Darwinism, has been given the force of law
in a system of complete control. All objections based on logos are ruled out
of court by this ideological system. All religious and moral claims are
debunked as unreal by an appeal to “biology,” which is to say biological
determinism. Yet any appeal to biology as proof that sexual differentiation is
part of nature gets debunked by the claim that all sex roles are culturally
created. It’s heads I win, tails you lose. Or as Professor Harari puts it:
“myths, rather than biology, define the roles, rights and duties of men and
women.”[80] Words mean what the professor wants them to mean.

Harari’s book is not so much a history as a celebration, as he puts it, of
“The Marriage of Science and Empire,” which united to create the operating
system of the American Empire. Jews like Harari play a crucial role in
bringing the two together by giving us a reading of Wealth of Nations, “the
most important economics manifesto of all time,”[81] which sounds as if it had
been cribbed from the writings of Murray Rothbard:

In this view, the wisest economic policy is to keep politics out of the economy,
reduce taxation and government regulation to a minimum, and allow market
forces free rein to take their course. Private investors, unencumbered by
political considerations, will invest their money where they can get the most
profit, so the way to ensure the most economic growth—which will benefit
everyone, industrialists and workers—is for the government to do as little as
possible. This free-market doctrine is today the most common and influential



variant of the capitalist creed.[82]

Adam Smith, as a result, comes off sounding a lot like Gordon Gecko.
“What Smith says,” Harari tells us, as if letting us in on the inside story, “is,
in fact, that greed is good.”[83]
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Heaven on Earth

According to Professor Harari, the combination of science and capitalism is
going to lead to heaven on earth. Jews always promise heaven on earth and
then deliver the opposite as soon as they get their hands on the reins of
political power. Bolshevism in Russia is one example. Zionism in Palestine is
another. The Neoconservative End of History, which followed on the heels of
Communism’s collapse, is still another. Professor Harari is no exception to
this rule. “Paradise,” he tells us toward the end of his book, “is right around
the corner.”[84] All we need is “more patience” and docility to Professor
Harari’s utopian view of the world in order to get there. And what does this
paradise look like? Well, it looks a lot like New York City, capital of the
American Empire, where: “The new ethic promises paradise on condition
that the rich remain greedy and spend their time making more money, and
that the masses give free rein to their cravings and passions—and buy more
and more.”[85] But there are other reasons.

Paradise is just around the corner because for “the first time in history ...
the world is dominated by a peace-loving elite—politicians, business people,
intellectuals and artists who genuinely see war as both evil and avoidable.”[86]

We know that Barack Obama won the Nobel Peace Prize while
simultaneously conducting seven wars in the Middle East. Professor Harari
unfortunately failed to give us the names of the individuals who make up this
“peace-loving elite,” which is a shame because we would surely like to know
who they are, if for no other reason than out of a desire to follow their
instructions more faithfully, so that we can hasten our arrival in “paradise.”
But the implication is clear. It is the same group which tried to create heaven
on earth in the past: Simon bar Kochba, Shabbetai Zevi, Karl Marx,
Theodore Herzl, Lev Trotsky, Irving Kristol, David Brooks, David Frum—in
short, the Tikkun Olam crowd. It turns out that the one thing the members of
this “peace-loving elite” has in common, from the Zealots at the time of
Christ to the Neocon Chickenhawks who got us into the current morass in the
Middle East, was their love of what Trotsky called “perpetual war.”



Be that as it may, Professor Harari has very definite ideas about the
Jewish paradise that he and his friends are preparing for us. The End of
History corresponds to the arrival of the perfect social order, which is based
on capitalism and science, which tell us that:

As far as we can tell, from a purely scientific viewpoint, human life has
absolutely no meaning. [Is the preceding sentence a meaningful statement?]
Humans are the outcome of blind evolutionary processes that operate without
goal or purpose. Our actions are not part of some divine cosmic plan, and if
planet Earth were to blow up tomorrow morning, the universe would probably
keep going about its business as usual. As far as we can tell at this point, human
subjectivity would not be missed. Hence any meaning that people ascribe to
their lives is just a delusion. The other-worldly meanings medieval people
found in their lives were no more deluded than the modern humanist, nationalist
and capitalist meanings modern people find.[87]

Hence it should come as no surprise to learn that the goal of history as
manifested by the American Empire and administered by Jews like Harari, is
not the happiness of its inhabitants:

the dynamics of history are not directed towards enhancing human well-being.
There is no basis for thinking that the most successful cultures in history are
necessarily the best ones for Homo sapiens. Like evolution, history disregards
the happiness of individual organisms.[88]

This is not reason for despair, however, because happiness is still
possible even if “life has absolutely no meaning” because:

Biologists hold that our mental and emotional world is governed by biochemical
mechanisms shaped by millions of years of evolution. Like all other mental
states, our subjective well-being is not determined by external parameters such
as salary, social relations or political rights. Rather, it is determined by a
complex system of nerves, neurons, synapses and various biochemical
substances such as serotonin, dopamine and oxytocin.[89]

It turns out that history has a meaning after all, and that the ultimate
meaning is pharmaceutical:

If we accept the biological approach to happiness, then history turns out to be of
minor importance, since most historical events have had no impact on our
biochemistry. History can change the external stimuli that cause serotonin to be
secreted, yet it does not change the resulting serotonin levels, and hence it
cannot make people happier.[90]

If “the only thing that matters” is the level of serotonin in my blood,[91]

why did I waste my time reading Harari’s book? Was it only to learn that:
There is only one historical development that has real significance. Today,



when we finally realise that the keys to happiness are in the hands of our
biochemical system, we can stop wasting our time on politics and social
reforms, putsches and ideologies, and focus instead on the only thing that can
make us truly happy: manipulating our biochemistry.[92]

After wasting our time by slogging through 400 pages of illogicality
couched in bad prose, we learn to our chagrin that history is bunk, and true
happiness lies in ingesting the right chemicals. The same Jews who used to
promote revolution are now promoting a docile drugged out population,
probably because the Jews are now in control and want to remain there.
Turning Karl Marx upside down, Professor Harari feels that opiates should be
the religion of the masses:

If we invest billions in understanding our brain chemistry and developing
appropriate treatments, we can make people far happier than ever before,
without any need of revolutions. Prozac, for example, does not change regimes,
but by raising serotonin levels it lifts people out of their depression. Nothing
captures the biological argument better than the famous New Age slogan:
‘Happiness Begins Within.’ Money, social status, plastic surgery, beautiful
houses, powerful positions—none of these will bring you happiness. Lasting
happiness comes only from serotonin, dopamine and oxytocin.[93]

Or did he mean OxyContin? According to Harari, “each day, each
person” should take “a dose of ‘soma’, a synthetic drug which makes people
happy without harming their productivity and efficiency.”[94] Aldous Huxley
popularized the originally Indian concept of “Soma” as a form of control in
his dystopian novel Brave New World, which appeared in 1932. The
Selective Serotonin Reuptake Inhibitor which goes by the brand name of
Prozac entered medical use in 1986.[95] Soma in its current form came on the
market in 1995 and is known as OxyContin. OxyContin—which is the time-
release version of Oxycodone, an opiate which has been in existence since
1916—is a Jewish invention. It was created by the Sackler family and
marketed by their drug firm Purdue Pharma. In 2007, Purdue Pharma had to
pay a $600 million fine for “lying to doctors about the potential for patients
to abuse OxyContin”[96] and thereby almost single-handedly igniting what is
now being called the opioid crisis. The $600 million Purdue Pharma paid was
a drop in the bucket compared to the billions OxyContin has earned for it
since the drug was first approved by the FDA. The Sackler family alone has a
net worth of $13 billion, which places them above the Rockefellers and the
Mellons on the list of America’s richest families.[97]



Purdue Pharma’s founder Arthur Sackler along with his brothers grew up
in Brooklyn during the Depression as the child of Jewish immigrants from
Galicia and Poland. His genius lay not so much in the chemistry of the brain
as in the chemistry of modern advertising. “In 1997, Arthur was
posthumously inducted into the Medical Advertising Hall of Fame, and a
citation praised his achievement in ‘bringing the full power of advertising
and promotion to pharmaceutical marketing.’” Sackler was, in other words, a
drug dealer who knew how to change the system to accommodate what was
previously known as either unethical or illegal activity. In this, he was no
different from other Jews of his generation—like Meyer Lansky or Moe
Dalitz, for instance—who accomplished the same feat by bringing about the
decriminalization of gambling and usury.

The Sackler family epitomizes in our day the perfect marriage of science
and capitalism which Hariri celebrates in Sapiens. Like the English
involvement in the opium trade in the 19th century, Arthur Sackler provided
the imperial project with practical knowledge, ideological justification, and
pharmaceutical gadgets which turned Americans into Harari’s idea of the
ideal citizen, which is to say, into a mass of drugged out zombies who made
the Jews rich by becoming their docile chemical slaves. Without the
collaboration of the Jewish pharmaceutical industry, “it is highly
questionable whether Europeans [i.e., the Anglo-American empire] could
have conquered the world.”[98]
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Super-Oxycontin

When the original patent for OxyContin was about to expire in the 1980s, the
“scientists” at Purdue came up with a dose that was eight times stronger than
the original pill, creating the equivalent of “an nuclear weapon ... in terms of
narcotic firepower.”[99] Soon the same people who had gotten hooked on the
drug were grinding up multiple tablets of the new super-OxyContin and
injecting it into their veins to maintain the original high, which had worn off
as original highs always do. Graduating to the needle meant that those who
began their addiction to OxyContin under a doctor’s supervision for things
like athletic injuries soon moved on to heroin, which at a certain point
became cheaper than the drug Purdue Pharma was peddling.

Within five years of its release in 1995, OxyContin was earning Purdue
Pharma $1 billion a year. During this time

there were signs that people were abusing it in rural areas like Maine and
Appalachia. If you ground the pills up and snorted them, or dissolved them in
liquid and injected them, you could override the time-release mechanism and
deliver a huge narcotic payload all at once. ... As more and more doctors
prescribed OxyContin for an ever-greater range of symptoms, some patients
began selling their pills on the black market, where the street price was a dollar
a milligram. Doctors who were easily manipulated by their patients—or
corrupted by the money in play—set up so-called pill mills, pain clinics that
thrived on a wholesale business of issuing OxyContin prescriptions.[100]

The Sackler family’s $13 billion net worth was accumulated from a load
of human suffering and death which is only now coming to light:

Since 1999, two hundred thousand Americans have died from overdoses related
to OxyContin and other prescription opioids. Many addicts, finding prescription
painkillers too expensive or too difficult to obtain, have turned to heroin.
According to the American Society of Addiction Medicine, four out of five
people who try heroin today started with prescription painkillers. The most
recent figures from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention suggest that
a hundred and forty-five Americans now die every day from opioid overdoses.
[101]

In Pike County, Kentucky, where Purdue Pharma reached an out of court
settlement, 29 percent of the county’s residents said that they or their families



knew someone who had died as a result of using OxyContin. At the time of
the lawsuit, nearly half of the players on the 1997 Pikeville High School
football team “had died of overdoses or were addicted.” In some parts of
West Virginia ten percent of newborns come into this world addicted to
opioids.

The story of the Sackler family gives new meaning to Harari’s
celebration of drugs as the “only” source of “lasting happiness.”[102] It also
puts in stark relief the difference between the Jewish heaven on earth based
on Darwinism, “science,” Libido Dominandi, and dope and St. Augustine’s
City of God. We now have a clear idea of the slavery which Harari’s Jewish
utopia entails. Can anyone in his right mind choose that over a social order
based on logos as articulated by the tradition of the natural law which was
abandoned at around the time of the Scientific Revolution? According to that
concept

moral laws are based on human nature, on the way we are. As a consequence,
morality is a function of human nature, so that reason can discover valid moral
principles by looking at the nature of humanity and society, no matter where on
Earth. This means that what we ought to do is related to what we are. “You shall
not kill,” for instance, is based on the real value of human life and the need to
preserve it. “You shall not commit adultery” is based on the real value of
marriage.[103]

There is, in other words, no radical dichotomy between the mind and the
universe. Logos is common to both, or as Aquinas would say, “the light of
reason is placed by nature in every man to guide him in his acts.” This means
that

the laws of morality are not rules that we invent but principles that we discover,
similar in a way to the laws of a science such as physiology. Just as our
physiological nature makes it necessary for us to eat certain foods and to
breathe oxygen for our bodies to be healthy, so our moral nature makes certain
moral rules and laws necessary for our souls to be healthy. Not only is there a
physical order in nature, but also a moral order.[104]

The order of creation is eminently rational. True science could not exist
if it were not. Science and mathematics are not possible in the Darwinian
universe which Professor Harari is proposing as “paradise.” They are only
possible if we accept the proposition that:

The most fundamental assumption of the rational mind is that the world
perceived through reason is true—that the world itself is reasonable. This
presupposes that the mind interpreting the world through reason is somehow



apprehending the world as it actually exists.[105]

The “mysterious conformity here between the rationality of our minds
and the ‘rationality’ found in the world around us” has a very simple
explanation: both were brought into being by “an intelligent, rational,
orderly, and lawgiving Creator God who made this Universe the way it
is.”[106]

Creation could not exist without a Creator. Creation is rational because
the Creator is the epitome of all rationality. God is logos and logos is God.
The mind of man fits into that order like a key into a lock:

Only the existence of God can explain that there is a Universe, that there is
order in this Universe, that this Universe is intelligible, that there are universal
laws of nature, and that there are universal moral laws. This is the only way we
can take the world as something created according to an intelligible plan
accessible to the human intellect through the natural light of reason. This is the
only way we can understand the natural order and moral order of this Universe.
Because there is a Creator, we have not only a rational Lawgiver—who
guarantees order, intelligibility, and predictability—but also a moral Lawgiver
—who guarantees decency, integrity, conscience, responsibility, justice, and
human dignity that comes with human rights.[107]

In spite of his allegiance to Darwin, philosophical materialism, dope, and
even dopier “science,” Professor Harari can’t seem to get Genesis out of his
mind. He ends his book not as the disinterested scientist but by taking on the
role of the Serpent in the Garden of Eden, who told Eve “ye shall be like
gods” if she and her husband followed his instructions. Harari titles the
afterword to his book: “the animal that became a god,” arguing that man can
become divine by following what Harari calls “intelligent design.”
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Animal to God

Like the United States of America, which went from barbarism to decadence
without ever finding civilization along the way, Harari’s Sapiens went from
being an animal to a god without ever becoming human. Which vision is
more plausible? The idea that man evolved from an amoeba into a god, or the
claim that “At the dawn of humanity, there appeared quite suddenly and
abruptly the faculties of language, rationality, morality, self-awareness, and
religion, all combined in an immortal soul—practically all at once.”[108]

By now it should be obvious that what Harari calls intelligent design is
another word for logos. The event that he predicts for the future actually
happened 70,000 years ago. It is now time for Sapiens to abandon the
illusions of the Serpent and return to being what he has been all along, the
rational animal who occupies an intermediary position between angels and
beasts.
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Seven years after Baruch Goldstein murdered 29 Palestinians in the cave of the 

patriarch in Hebron, and less than 5 years after Shahak and Mezvinsky explained how 

Goldstein was a Jewish Nazi, The Believer, a film written and directed by Henry Bean about 

an orthodox Jew who becomes a neo-Nazi won the Grand Jury Prize at the 2001 Sundance film 

festival. The film is based loosely on the life of Daniel Burros, a neo-Nazi who committed 

suicide in the mid-‘60s after a New York Times reporter wrote an article exposing him as a 

Jew. According to Bean: 
 

Burros was staying at a camp in the Poconos with the neo-Nazis when the 
story in the New York Times claiming that he was Jewish came out. The Nazis 
weren’t upset. They were saying just sit down; we can talk about this. But 
Burros went up to his room, put on a Wagner record and shot himself. He killed 
himself within an hour of the story coming out. 

Bean began discussing the Danny Burros story in the ‘70s when he was a writer living on 

the West Coast. He began to see Burros as typifying a particular kind of Jew. “He was a rabbi 

manque. Antisemitism is a form of practicing Judaism. He’s sort of a rabbi after all. A Jew by 

day, a Nazi by night… . He was desperately hiding something and compulsively trying to 

bring it out at the same time. People are drawn to contradiction. He undergoes a conversion, 

but not back to the Torah.” By telling the story of the Jewish Nazi, Bean concluded, “I began to 

understand what Judaism was.” 

When Danny Balint, the character Bean created out of the story of Danny Burros, gets a 

call from a New York Times reporter, he gives an eloquent articulation of anti-Semitism. 

Judaism “is a sickness… . The real Jew is a nomad and a wanderer. He has no roots and 

no attachments. He universalizes everything. All he can do is buy and sell and manipulate 

markets. It’s all mental. Marx, Freud, Einstein: what have they given us? Communism, 

infantile sexuality and the atom bomb. They want nothing but nothingness, nothing without 

end.” 

The main issue in The Believer is theological. Danny has penetrated to the heart of the 

Jewish religion by understanding that the Jew worships Nothingness. If Hitler is the biggest 

Nihilist of the 20th century, he is the chief rabbi in the religion that worships “nothing but 

nothingness, nothing without end.” He attained that position by default when the Church 

stopped working for the conversion of the Jews. 



Dorothy  Rabinowitz  recently  announced  the  death  of  multiculturalism  in  the Wall  

Street  Journal .  Citing  the pronouncements of the prime ministers of England, France, and 

Germany, she crowed: 
 

Who would have believed that in the space of a few weeks the leaders of the 
three major European powers would publicly denounce multiculturalism and 
declare in so many words that it was a proven disaster and a threat to 
society? 

Rabinowitz claimed that multiculturalism had “led to segregated communities”; it had 

also “helped nurture radical Islam’s terrorist cells.” Rabinowitz goes on to claim that 

multiculturalism, which she describes as “the unofficial established religion of the 

universities,” is, in fact, “a faith whose requirements have shaped every aspect of cultural, 

economic and political life in Western democracies for the last 50 years.”[1] 
Twenty years ago Rabinowitz was worried about Pat Buchanan and Joe Sobran. Twenty 
years ago she was writing to the 

editors of papers like the Philadelphia Inquirer demanding that that paper drop Joe Sobran 

as one of its columnists. Now she’s worried about Major Hasan. For those of you who have 

trouble keeping mass murderers straight in your mind, in November 2009 Major Nidal Malik 

Hasan opened fire in Fort Hood killing 12 fellow soldiers and wounding 32 others. 

Rabinowitz attributes this attack to a combination of “Hasan’s well-documented jihadist 

sympathies” and multiculturalism. She ends her piece by claiming that when Major Hasan goes 

on trial, “The forces of multiculturalist piety, which played so central a role in advancing this 

Army major and concealing the menace he posed, will be the invisible presence on trial with 

him.” 

Associating multiculturalism with Islam is a daring rhetorical move, especially when that 

rhetorical move is made by a Jew, because Dorothy Rabinowitz must know, even if the dumb 

goyim who read her columns in the Wall Street Journal do not, that multiculturalism has been 

a completely Jewish creation from start to finish. For over 100 years now, Jews in America 

have been promoting multiculturalism as a strategy for weakening the dominant culture and 

thereby enhancing Jewish power. 

In his  essay “Jewish Involvement in Shaping American Immigration policy,  1881-

1965: A Historical  Review” [2] University of California at Long Beach Professor Kevin 

MacDonald shows in exhaustive detail how Jewish organizations supported multiculturalism 

almost from the moment when eastern European Jews arrived in significant numbers on these 

shores. According to MacDonald, the “historical record supports the proposition that making 

the US into a multicultural society has been a major goal of organized Jewry beginning in the 

19th century.” The main way in which Jews promoted multiculturalism is by changing this 

nation’s immigration laws. “Jews,” according to MacDonald, “have been ‘the single most 

persistent pressure group favoring a liberal immigration policy’ in the US in the entire 

immigration debate beginning in 1881.” MacDonald goes on to cite one Jewish authority after 

another to back up his case. According to Neuringer: 
 

Immigration had constituted a prime object of concern for practically every 



major Jewish defense and community relations organization. Over the years 
their spokesmen had assiduously attended congressional hearings  and  the  
Jewish  effort  was  of  the  utmost  importance  in  establishing  and  financing  
such nonsectarian groups as the National Liberal Immigration League and the 
Citizens Committee for Displaced Persons. 

According to Nathan C. Belth: 
 

In Congress, through all the years when the immigration battles were being 
fought, the names of Jewish legislators were in the forefront of the liberal 
forces: from Adolph Sabath to Samuel Dickstein and Emanuel Celler in the 
House and from Herbert H. Lehman to Jacob Javits in the Senate. Each in this 
time was leader of the ADL and of major organizations concerned with 
democratic development. 

Indeed,  writing in 1914,  the  sociologist Edward A.  Ross  had  a  clear  sense  that 

liberal  immigration policy was exclusively a Jewish issue. 

The Jewish promotion of multiculturalism in America had two main goals: 1) 

“maximizing the number of Jewish immigrants” and 2) “opening up the US to immigration 

from all of the peoples of the world.” Both goals paradoxically used “diversity” as a stalking 

horse to advance Jewish ethnocentrism. This is so because the whole point of multiculturalism 

is not so much the promotion of diversity as it is the demographic dilution of homogeneity. 

Jews wanted to weaken the majority culture because they always felt uncomfortable in 

unified coherent cultures. The defenders of immigration restriction during this period made it 

clear that America was a country which had been settled and was then inhabited by 

Christians from northwestern Europe. This implied racial superiority in the minds of the 

Jewish proponents of restrictionism but not the legislators, who claimed that 
 

the northern European, and particularly Anglo-Saxons, made this country… . It 
is a good country. It suits us. And what we assert is that we are not going to 
surrender it to somebody else or allow other people, no matter what their 
merits, to make it something different.” Representative Leavitt saw through the 
diversity 



ploy when he complained that the Jews were “the one great historic people who 
have maintained the identity of their race throughout centuries because they 
believe sincerely that they are a chosen people, with certain ideals to maintain, 
and knowing that the loss of racial identity means a change of ideals. 

The restrictionists complained that the Jews were attempting to shape U.S. immigration 

policy according to Jewish interests and not in the interests of the country which welcomed 

them as immigrants: 
 

Hence  the  endeavor of the  Jews to control  the  immigration policy of the  
United States… . The systematic campaign in newspapers to break down all 
arguments for restriction and to claim nativist fears is waged by and for one 
race. Hebrew money is behind the National Liberal Immigration League and its 
numerous publications… . literature that proves the blessings of immigration to 
all classes in America emanates from subtle Hebrew brains. 

The reference to “subtle Hebrew brains” probably excludes Dorothy Rabinowitz from our 

discussion, but the purpose of multiculturalism has remained constant, as has the Jewish 

support for it. The purpose of multiculturalism has always been to subvert coherent cultures, 

weaken the majority, and thereby enhance the Jews’ power. Or, as MacDonald puts it, 
 

ethnic and religious pluralism serves external Jewish interest because Jews 
become just one of many ethnic groups. This results in the diffusion of political 
and cultural influence among the various ethnic and religious groups, and it 
becomes difficult or impossible to develop unified, cohesive groups of gentiles 
united in their opposition to Judaism. Historically, major anti-Semitic movements 
have tended to erupt in societies that have been, apart from the Jews, 
religiously and/or ethnically homogeneous. 

The restrictionists included organized labor, who feared competition from the new 

immigrants who were a perennial source of cheap labor. 

“During this period, the immigration issue was also economic. Native businesses feared 

cutthroat Jewish business practices.” Jewish factory owners, the group most likely to be the 

backers of Jewish organizations favored immigration as a source of cheap labor. During this 

period [1914] Edward A. Ross described gentile resentment for “being obliged to engage in a 

humiliating and undignified scramble to keep his trade or his clients against the Jewish 

invader—suggesting a rather broad- based concern with Jewish economic competition.” 

The early opponents of multiculturalism also feared Jews as agents 

of cultural subversion: 
 

Our whole system of amusements has been taken over by men who came 
here on the crest of the south and east European immigration. They produce 
our horrible film stories; they compose and dish out to us our jazz music, they 
write many of the books we read, and edit our magazines and newspapers. 

Jewish immigrants were also “widely perceived to be … disproportionately involved in 

radical political movements,” a fact often acknowledged by the Jewish press. In one of its 

editorials, The American Hebrew pointed out that “we must not forget the immigrants form 

Russia and Austria will becoming from countries infested with Bolshevism, and it will 

require more than a superficial effort to make good citizens out of them.” 

The fact that Jewish immigrants form Eastern Europe were viewed as “infected with 

Bolshevism … unpatriotic, alien, unassimilable” resulted in a wave of anti-Semitism in the 



1920s and contributed to the restrictive immigration legislation of the period. Almost a decade 

after the immigration debate ended with the triumph of the restrictionists in 1924, Jewish 

immigration was still having consequences for American identity. As MacDonald points out, 

“In Philadelphia in the 1930s, fully 72.2 percent of the Communist Party members were the 

children of Jewish immigrants who came to the US in the late 19th and early 

20th century.” 

During the 1920s, Franz Boas, the Prussian Jewish anthropology professor from 

Columbia University, turned the social sciences into a form of ethnic warfare. Arguments 

from anthropology, no matter how absurd, could then be marshaled as “scientific” refutation 

of restrictionist immigration policies: 
 

Carl Degler notes that Boas’s professional correspondence “reveals that an 
important motive behind his famous head-measuring project in 1910 was his 
strong personal interest in keeping America diverse in population.” The study, 
whose conclusions were placed into the Congressional Record by Representative 
Emanuel Celler during the debate on immigration restriction … concluded that 
the environmental difference consequent to immigration caused differences in 
head shape. 

The Battle over  multiculturalism continued unabated after  World War  II. Senator  Pat 

McCarran, a Catholic from Arizona,  was  subjected  to  psychoanalysis  on the  pages  of  

Commentary magazine,  published  by the  American Jewish Committee, as a way of 

explaining his opposition to the progressive Jewish view on immigration. As before the war, 

the opposition to  McCarran’s  bill—which became  the  McCarran-Walter  act—“was  led  

by Jewish members  of  Congress, including Celler, Javits and Lehman, all of whom … were 

prominent members of the ADL.” 



There is a direct link between Jewish anthropology as practiced by Franz Boas during the 

1920s and Jewish immigration policy as implemented by Senator Jacob Javits in 1965. In 

other words, if New York City resembles Mogadishu these days, we have Dorothy 

Rabinowitz and her co-religionists to thank for this. The main reason people like Major Hasan 

are American citizens and serving in the United States Army is the immigration bill of 1965, 

which was a Jewish operation from start to finish. It turns out that the Jewish organizations 

that promoted multiculturalism all shared the view of America proposed by Philip Roth in his 

recent paranoid fantasy novel The Plot against America. America, in spite of waging war on 

Hitler ’s Third Reich, was always in Jewish eyes a country waiting to be taken over by Nazi 

extremists. Multiculturalism was the Jewish way of ensuring that that would not happen. As 

MacDonald points out: 
 

Earl Raab … remarks very positively on the success of revised American 
foreign policy in altering the ethnic composition of the United States since 1965. 
Raab notes that the Jewish community has taken a leadership role in changing 
the Northwestern European bias of American immigration policy, and he has 
also maintained that one fact inhibiting anti-Semitism in the contemporary US is 
“an increasing ethnic heterogeneity as a result of immigration, has made it even 
more difficult for a political party or mass movement of bigotry to develop.” Or 
more colorfully: “The Census Bureau has just reported that about half of the 
American population will soon be non-white or non-European. And they will all 
be American citizens. We have tipped beyond the point where a Nazi-Aryan party 
will be able to prevail in this country.” … Indeed the “primary objective” of 
Jewish political activity after 1945 “was … to prevent the emergence of an anti- 
Semitic reactionary mass movement in the United States.” 

Charles Silberman notes that 
 

American Jews are committed to cultural tolerance because of their belief that 
Jews are safe only in a society acceptant of a wide range of attitudes and 
behaviors, as well as a diversity of religious and ethnic groups. It is this belief, 
for example, not approval of homosexuality, that leads an overwhelming majority 
of American Jews to endorse ‘gay rights’ and to take a liberal stand on most 
other so-called ‘social’ issues. 

Silberman’s testimony leads MacDonald to conclude that: 
 

The 1965 law is having the effect that it seems reasonable to suppose had 
been intended by its Jewish advocates all along: the Census Bureau projects 
that by the year 2050, European-derived peoples with no longer be a majority 
of the population of America. Moreover, multiculturalism has already become 
a powerful ideological and political reality. 

In promoting their multicultural agenda, the Jews claimed that it would lead to 

collaboration and brotherhood. Writers like Boas protégé Israel Ehrenberg, who wrote under 

the name of Ashley Montagu, claimed that human beings were “innately cooperative.” Any 

evidence that increasing ethnic diversity led to ethnic conflict, i.e., violence, was ignored by 

the Boasian social science establishment, which had an a priori and overriding commitment to 

Jewish universalism. Conflict and violence, however,  were  inevitable,  especially  since  the  

dominant  philosophy  of  post-Christian America  was  then  and  is  now Capitalism, which 

is the economic version of the war of all against all: 
 

If  one  adopts  a  cultural  pluralism  model  in  which  there  is  free  



competition  for  resources  and reproductive success, difference between ethnic 
groups are inevitable, and history suggests that such differences would result in 
animosity from the groups that are losing out… . Under present policies, each 
racial/ethnic group in the world is encouraged to press its interest in 
expanding its demographic and political presence in America and can be 
expected to do so if given the opportunity. 

According to MacDonald, the American Jewish Committee, the main proponent of both 

multiculturalism and unrestricted immigration,  succeeded  in  changing  the  ethnic  make  up  

of  the  United  States  by  a  combination  of  “strong  leadership [particularly Louis 

Marshall], internal cohesion, well-funded programs, sophisticated lobbying techniques, well-

chosen non- Jewish allies and good timing.” 

If timing is everything the timing was all wrong in Rabinowitz’s attack on the connection 

between Major Hasan, Islam and multiculturalism. One the one hand, Islam was changing the 

political face of the Middle East through non-violent, pro- democracy rallies. Egypt had just 

toppled its dictator in a bloodless revolution. (Paradoxically, the same pro-democracy 

forces that neocons like Rabinowitz had promoted as agents of change in the Middle East were 

finally having their day, and the neocons were upset being pro-democracy in the Middle East 

means invariably being anti-Israel.) On the other hand, at the very moment when the Islamic 

world was becoming a paradigm of non-violent democratic revolution of the sort that the 

neocons all claimed they desired in the mid-East, Americans were treated to a spate of mass 

murders perpetrated by Jews. 

That you may not have noticed this is not surprising. Ever since the Leo Frank trial in 

America, the Dreyfus case in France, and the Mendil Beilis case in Russia, the Jewish-

dominated press has adopted a policy of 1) suppressing the evidence whenever a suspect in a 

crime turns out to be a Jew and 2) accusing anyone who brings up this fact of anti-

Semitism. In 



addition to that, the Jewish dominated media work for the exoneration of any Jew brought to 

trial. The pattern had already been established in the 19th century. Once Jews gained 

significant control over the press, they instituted a policy which suppressed the identification 

of Jews as criminals, or as a fallback position, once the Jewishness of the perpetrator was 

inescapable, of proclaiming the suspect as an innocent victim of anti-Semitism. The trial of Leo 

Frank is a good case in point, and it has served as a template for the Jewish press ever since. 

As one writer put it in 1892: 
 

It is a strange phenomenon which otherwise is evident in no other religious 
group that the Jewish public opinion in the Austrian press always shows 
solidarity with Jewish criminals. Every time a Jew is convicted of a  crime,  it  is  
take  as  new  proof for  pervasive  anti-Semitism.  Every  conviction  is  

evidence  of anti- Semitism.[3] 



 
 

 
 
 
 

 



Dorothy Rabinowitz could have bolstered her  case against multiculturalism if she had 

cited the story of Maksim Gellman. One week before her article appeared in the Wall Street 

Journal , Maksim Gelman, a recent Ukrainian immigrant, who became an American citizen in 

2005, went on a two-day killing spree from February 11 to February 12, 2011, which 

resulted in the stabbing deaths of four people, including his girlfriend’s mother, and the 

wounding of five others. The only problem in this scenario, at least from Rabinowitz’s point 

of view, is that Gelman is a Jew. He was certainly a product of Jewish-inspired 

multiculturalism which opened this country’s borders in 1965, but it is unlikely that he was 

inspired by jihadism,  especially since  his  father  drove  an ambulance  for  a  Jewish 

organization.  If Rabinowitz were  interested  in understanding the psychology of mass 

murderers, she should have focused on the Jews because it was they who were making the 

news as mass murderers in early 2011, not the Muslims. 

The story of Jared Loughner is another case in point. Roughly one month before Maksim 

Gelman’s homocidal rampage in New York, on January 8, 2011, Loughner went on a shooting 

spree that resulted in the death of six people and left 14 wounded. One of the people whom 

Loughner shot but did not kill was United States Representative Gabrielle Giffords, who is 

Jewish. The response to the killings was both predictable and immediate. Loughner was 

accused of being a right-wing anti-Semite whose actions had been set in motion by right-wing 

talk radio and politicians like Sara Palin, whose website featured a picture of Giffords in the 

cross hairs of a gun sight. The hate crime story circulated widely until the facts started to 

emerge. Loughner, it turns out, was a Jew himself. In fact, according to some reports, he was a 

member of the same synagogue that Giffords attended. To make matters more complicated, 

his favorite book was Mein Kampf. Loughner was, in other words, a Jewish Nazi. 

According to the Jewish Telegraph Agency: 
 

Bryce Tierney, a friend of Loughner from high school, told Mother Jones 
magazine that the alleged gunman posted “Mein Kampf” as a “favorite book” on 
a social media site in part to provoke his mother, who Tierney says is Jewish. 

Once it became apparent that Loughner was Jewish, and once it had become clear that it 

was going to be impossible to maintain the right-wing, anti-Semite story line, the story began 

to change. The ADL then released an “analysis of the messages written by Arizona shooting 

suspect Jared Lee Loughner” which “revealed Wednesday that the he may not have been 

motivated by anti-Semitism when shooting Congresswoman Gabrielle Giffords, but rather by a 

profound mistrust of government.” 

“While there is still much we don’t know about Loughner, his online footprint offers one 

window into his mindset in the months leading up to the killings,” said Abraham H. Foxman, 

ADL National Director. “The writings that have come to light so far suggest someone who 

probably was not associated with any extremist group or movement, but who has a generic 

distrust of government and a vague interest in conspiracy theories.” 

In other words, the ADL was telling us that the fact that Mein Kampf was Loughner ’s 

favorite book had nothing to do with his attempted assassination of a Jewish member of 

Congress. The only way this makes sense is if we look at the already mentioned pattern of 



Jewish organizations and newspapers, who exonerate automatically any suspect who happens 

to be Jewish. But even granting that, it’s probably just as accurate to say that the concept of a 

Jewish Nazi is simply too difficult for the media to process. 

The historic precedent of Jewish Nazis assassinating Jewish politicians, however, has 

already been established, no matter how alien it seems to 21st American media categories. 

Anton Graf von Arco auf Valley was a Jewish Nazi in the most literal sense of the term. In 

February 1919, he assassinated Kurt Eisner, the Jewish premier of the Bavarian soviet 

republic. Arco Valley had served in the German army during World War I and upon his return 

to civilian life in Munich he was appalled at what he saw as the Jewish influence which took 

over German culture in the wake of their defeat. Some speculate that he decided to kill Eisner 

to prove himself to his nationalist friends in the Thule Society, but the mystery remains. Why 

would a Jew other than Groucho Marx want to be part of an organization that would not accept 

him as a member? Politics may have had something to do with it. Arco Valley is reported to 

have said that “Eisner is a Bolshevist, a Jew; he isn’t German; he doesn’t feel German; he 

subverts all patriotic thoughts and feelings. He is a traitor to this land.”[4] Once Arco Valley 

killed Eisner, the students at the university which he was attending proclaimed him a hero. 

Hitler was grateful to his Jewish supporter because Eisner ’s death led to the creation of the 

Bavarian Soviet Republic, under another Jew, Eugen Levine, and this convinced groups like 

the Bavarian Freikorps that things had gone too far and caused them to intervene and put an 

end to the Communist, i.e, Jewish takeover of Bavaria. Arco Valley was sentenced to death 

for his crime, but a sympathetic judge overturned the ruling and commuted it to a five-year 

prison sentence. Four years into his sentence, he was evicted from his cell to make room for 

Adolf Hitler, who wrote Mein Kampf during his stay there. 

Jewish mass murderers remain invisible in America in the 21st century because the 

concept of the hate crime was created with a political purpose in mind. Murder as already a 

crime in every state in the union; hate crimes were created to demonize a certain group of 

people. As a result, the hate crime went on to become a self-fulfilling prophecy because it is 

only applied when the perpetrator fits a certain profile. As the late Tom Herron pointed out in 

these pages, the Jew who deliberately set fire 



to the church of the little flower in Royal Oak, Michigan as retaliation against Father 

Coughlin, could not be construed as the perpetrator of a hate crime because he was Jewish. 

Needless to say, the Rabinowitz theory that mass murders came about when jihadism 

mixed with multiculturalism was looking less plausible by the minute. On February 10, 2010, 

which is to say one year before Rabinowitz discovered the key to mass murder in a 

combination of jihadism and multiculturalism, a white professor walked into a faculty meeting 

of the biology department at the University of Alabama in Huntsville and murdered the 

African-American department chairman and other persons of color in the department. This 

would seem to constitute the quintessential hate crime. That’s how the media would have 

played the story had they not discovered that the mass murderer in this instance turned out to 

be a woman and Jewish. Once those facts were established, the story, deprived of its political 

usefulness, disappeared from the headlines. 

Amy Bishop, the Jewish lady who gunned down her black department chairman, had 

murdered her brother a few years earlier but had never been prosecuted because her parents 

were both wealthy and members of powerful Jewish organizations. Once it becomes apparent 

that a mass murderer is Jewish the story changes dramatically. Suddenly, we are out of the 

realm of hate crime and into the realm of dynamic silence, or back to the ’60s therapy 

explanation of why basically good people do bad things when under stress because they have 

not been granted tenure, etc. 



Just as the recently deceased Bernard Nathanson found that he ceased to exist as a person 

in the public record when the became a Jew who opposed abortion (there is not such thing as 

a pro-life Jew according to the categories of the New York Times) so there is no such thing as 

a Jewish Nazi or a Jewish mass murderer. The category simply doesn’t exist. 

Unless, of course, you read Israel Shahak’s account of Baruch Goldstein, yet another 

Jewish mass murderer, and how he murdered 29 men, including children, at the Patriarch’s 

cave in Hebron on February 25, 1994. Goldstein was born into an Orthodox Jewish family 

from Brooklyn, where he attended the Yeshivah of Flatbush, Yeshiva University and Albert 

Einstein College of Medicine. One of Goldstein’s boyhood friends was Rabbi Meir Kahane, 

founder of the Jewish Defense League, and so it came as no surprise when Goldstein joined 

that organization. 

Goldstein emigrated to Israel in 1983 and served as a physician in the Israeli Defense 

Force, where he refused to treat Arabs, even if they were members of the IDF. The IDF 

ignored his disobedience of a direct order and sheltered him instead of punishing him until the 

day he died at the hands of the Palestinians he had failed to kill in his attack. 

According to the Wikipedia entry under his name, “Goldstein was immediately 

denounced with shocked horror even by the mainstream Orthodox,’ and most in Israel 

classified Goldstein as insane.” Israel Shakak tells a different story in his book Jewish 

Fundamentalism in Israel, which documents Goldstein’s apotheosis as a Jewish saint, 

complete with monument and pilgrimages to his gravesite. The canonization procedures started 

at Goldstein’s funeral when Rabbi Yaacov Perrin announced that the lives of one million 

Arabs were “not worth a single Jewish fingernail.” Goldstein had become a Jewish saint 

because he was a Jewish mass murderer: 
 

While the government seemed determined to play down the magnitude of 
the massacre, the Jewish masses had turned Goldstein into a saint… . In 2010, 
Jewish settlers were criticized that during celebrations of Purim they sang 
songs praising Baruch Goldstein’s massacre demonstratively in front of their 
Arab neighbours. A phrase from the song reads “Dr. Goldstein, there is none 
other like you in the world. Dr. Goldstein, we all love you … he aimed at 
terrorists’ heads, squeezed the trigger hard, and shot bullets, and shot, and 
shot.” 

According to Shahak, “Goldstein’s behavior had deep roots in the Jewish religion, and 

that religion had a profound influence on political culture in Israel.” The main connection 

between Goldstein’s act of mass murder and the Jewish religion lay in the halachic teaching 

that “the killing by a Jew of a non-Jew under any circumstances is not regarded as murder.” 

Hence, in the ensuing discussion, “the terms ‘murder,” “massacre” or “killing” were avoided; 

instead the terms used were “deed,” “event” or “occurrence.’” 

The fact that “at least 50 percent of Israeli Jews” approved of the massacre led Katz to 

claim that “the most obvious conclusion” is that “we, the Jews … have been programmed by 

the same racist computer program that is shaping the majority of the world’s nations.” 

Katz’s mention of Jewish racism then led to a discussion of Jewish Nazism. Goldstein 



was a Jewish Nazi because, unlike Christians who believed in conversion of the Jews, he, 

like Hitler and Goebbels, believed in exterminating his enemies because of ineradicable racial 

characteristics. The esteemed Israeli journalist Teddy Preus made Jewish-Nazi connection in 

article which appeared in Davar on March 4, 1994: 
 

Compared to the giant-scale mass murderers of Auschwitz, Goldstein was 
certainly a petty murderer. His recorded statements and those of his comrades, 
however, prove that they were perfectly willing to exterminate  at  least  two  
million  Palestinians  at  an  opportune  moment.  This  makes  Dr.  Goldstein 
comparable to Dr. Mengele; the same holds true for anyone saying that he [or 
she] would welcome more of such Purim holiday celebrations. [The massacre 
occurred on that holiday.] Let us not devalue Goldstein by comparing him with 
an inquisitor or a Muslim Jihad fighter. Whenever an infidel was ready to convert 
to either Christianity or Islam, an inquisitor or Muslim Jihad fighter would, as a 
rule, spare his life. Goldstein and his admirers are not interested in converting 
Arabs to Judaism. As their statements abundantly testify, they see the Arabs as 
nothing more than disease-spreading rats, lice or other loathsome creatures; this 
is exactly how the Nazis believed that the Aryan race alone had laudable 
qualities that were inheritable but that could become polluted by sheer contact 
with dirty and morbid Jews. [JDL founder Meir] Kahane, who learned nothing 
from the Nuremberg Laws, had exactly the same notions about the Arabs. 

Shahak and Mershinzky conclude their book with a condemnation of “those who are 

silent and do not condemn Jewish Nazism, as exemplified by the ideologies of Goldstein and 

Ginsburgh, especially if they are Jews, [because they] are guilty of the terrible consequences 

that may yet develop as a result of their silence.” 



Seven years after Baruch Goldstein murdered 29 Palestinians in the cave of the 

patriarch in Hebron, and less than 5 years after Shahak and Merzinsky explained how 

Goldstein was a Jewish Nazi, The Believer, a film written and directed by Henry Bean about 

an orthodox Jew who becomes a neo-Nazi won the Grand Jury Prize at the 2001 Sundance film 

festival. The film is based loosely on the life of Daniel Burros, a neo-Nazi who committed 

suicide in the mid-’60s after a New York Times reporter wrote an article exposing him as a 

Jew. According to Bean: 
 

Burros was staying at a camp in the Poconos with the neo-Nazis when the 
story in the New York Times claiming that he was Jewish came out. The Nazis 
weren’t upset. They were saying just sit down; we can talk about this. But 
Burros went up to his room, put on a Wagner record and shot himself. He killed 
himself within an hour of the story coming out. 

Bean began discussing the Danny Burros story in the ’70s when he was a writer living 

on the West Coast. He began to see Burros as typifying a particular kind of Jew. “He was a 

rabbi manque. Antisemitism is a form of practicing Judaism. He’s sort of a rabbi after all. A 

Jew by day, a Nazi by night… . He was desperately hiding something and compulsively 

trying to bring it out at the same time. 

People are drawn to contradiction. He undergoes a conversion, but not back to the 

Torah.” By telling the story of the 

Jewish Nazi, Bean concluded, “I began to understand what Judaism was.” 

Bean’s explanation of how a Jew can become a Nazi is at root theological. Through a 

series of flashbacks, the viewer sees Danny Balint, as he is called in the movie, arguing with 

his Yeshiva teacher about whether Abraham spared Isaac’s life, as recounted in the Genesis 

account, or whether, as Danny maintains, he died on Mt. Moriah. Danny’s problems with 

religion stem from the fact that he takes the Torah much more seriously and literally than his 

fellow Yeshiva bokkers. When one of them tells Danny that “Fear of the Lord is the 

beginning of wisdom,” he becomes rhapsodic: “Fear of the Lord,” he responds, “makes you 

afraid of everything. Do you even believe in God? I’m the only one who does believe. I see 

Him for the power- drunk madman that he is. And we’re supposed to worship such a deity? I 

say never.” 

At this point the teacher tells one of the students “to ask Rabbi Singer remove Danny 

from my class,” something which prompts Danny to turn his eyes upward and say to God, 

“Then let Him destroy me now. Let Him destroy me like the conceited bully that He is. Go 

ahead.” 

Like Jared Loughner, Danny Balint is a Jew who has read Mein Kampf and thinks it’s a 

great book. “Did you ever read Mein Kampf?” Danny asks his fellow skinheads when they end 

up in jail after a fight with two blacks. “Hitler had some of his best ideas in prison.” Danny 

admires Hitler, especially his views on race. In the middle of a meeting of more moderate 

right- wingers at an upscale Manhattan apartment, Danny, who is wearing a red T-shirt 

emblazoned with a black swastika, interrupts the speaker to opine that “race is central to 

everything we’re talking about tonight. Race is the source of religion.” When the speaker 



objects that this would mean “Germany all over again.” Danny responds by saying, “Isn’t that 

what we want? Germany all over again but done right this time?” 

When Danny gets a call from a New York Times reporter, he gives an eloquent articulation 

of anti-Semitism. Judaism “is a sickness… . The real Jew is a nomad and a wanderer. He has 

no roots and no attachments. He universalizes everything. All he can do is buy and sell and 

manipulate markets. It’s all mental. Marx, Freud, Einstein: what have they given us? 

Communism, infantile sexuality and the atom bomb. They want nothing but nothingness, 

nothing without end.” 

The main issue in The Believer is theological. Danny has penetrated to the heart of the 

Jewish religion by understanding that the Jew worships Nothingness. As he says to the Times 

reporter, the Jews “want nothing but nothingness, nothing without end.” 

The Times reporter is impressed, but as we have come to expect from reporters, at the 

moment when the real issue is framed, the reporter changes the subject. “Wow,” he tells 

Danny, “You’re incredibly articulate, but how can you believe all this when you’re a Jew 

yourself?” 

When confronted by the contradiction at the heart of his identity, Danny becomes violent. 

At first he denies he’s Jewish, then he threatens to sue the Times if the reporter publishes the 

article: “It’s reckless disregard. I’m going to sue your fucking Jew paper.” Finally, he takes 

out a gun and puts it into the mouth of the reporter and announces, as if unaware of the 

contradiction: “If you publish that article, I will kill myself.” 

All of the themes we have been discussing—Jews, racism, Nazism, nihilism, and 

violence—are all present in this powerful scene. At this point, they begin to coalesce into a 

coherent picture. The Jewish Nazi is a political terrorist, but he is, first of all, a Nazi, which is 

to say a particular kind of socialist. Jews were drawn to socialism and communism throughout 

the 

19th century. In fact Jews made up the backbone of those movements. Jews were drawn to 

those movements because they provided both an antidote and a way to give political 

expression to the Jewish nihilism which came into being when the Enlightenment arrived in 

the shtetl and destroyed rabbinic Judaism. Deprived of a coherent worldview, the Jew still 

had a sense of himself as a member of the chosen race which could now only find expression 

in revolutionary violence. The best way 



for the shtetl Jew to bring about tikkun olan was via dynamite and the Colt revolver. 

Because Danny lives in an age in which socialism has failed, he is unsure of how to focus 

the revolutionary violence that is going to deliver him from the strong pull toward non-being 

which Jewish nihilism creates. Should he kill the reporter from the Jew newspaper or should 

he kill himself? Actually, the question needs to be reframed in light of what Danny actually 

said, namely, “If you publish that article, I will kill myself.” Should Danny the Nazi kill 

Danny the Jew? In a fantasy he picked up after hearing a holocaust survivor describe how a 

Nazi soldier killed his son, Danny plays the role of both Jew and Nazi soldier. 



Judaism, according to the theology proposed by The Believer, is essentially nihilistic. 

The Jews “want nothing but nothingness, nothing without end.” This theme gets developed 

throughout the film. When Danny’s girlfriend asks him to explain the difference between God’s 

apophatic character and “Him not existing at all,” Danny replies, “there is no difference.” 

When she tells him that “Christianity’s silly but at least there’s something to believe in,” 

Danny responds by saying, “Judaism is nothing. Nothing but nothingness.” Then as if 

reconsidering the issue, Danny says, “Judaism isn’t really about belief. It’s about doing 

things.” 

“And belief follows?” his 

girlfriend asks. “Nothing 

follows.” 

Eventually his girlfriend catches on. After setting out a seder meal for Danny, she says he 

should sit down and take part in the meal because God “commands it whether he exists or 

not.” 

Like Jacob, Danny’s girlfriend concludes that there is no point in fighting God. “We can 

fight Him and be crushed. Or we can submit.” 

“And be crushed,” says Danny. 

After their rejection of Christ, the Jews confected a religion which is based on the absence 

of Logos, which is to say, the absence of Being, which is to say, nothing. If the Eucharist in the 

tabernacle in the Catholic Church can be termed “the real presence,” then what the Jew who 

rejected Christ worships in his synagogue can be termed “the real absence,” which is 

another word for nothing. The Jew worships nothing; or better, the Jew worships nothingness. 

The Jew, as Jacques Derrida has pointed out malgre lui but amply in his deconstructive 

literary criticism, is obsessed with the absence of presence or the presence of absence. 

Nihilism leads inevitably to violence because violence, which is a manifestation of the 

arbitrary and autonomous will, is the only way that the acting person can assert his existence 

in a world without Logos. Violence is an extreme form of self- assertion, and only extreme 

forms of assertion are powerful enough to prevent the slide into non-being to which the 

Jewish nihilist is exposed by the very fact that he is Jewish. That is so because Jews worship 

the absence of being and as a result “want nothing but nothingness, nothing without end.” 

Judaism is about doing things because nihilism is ultimately about doing things, because 

action is the only thing that prevents dissolution into non-being in a universe based on 

nothingness. 

Nihilism, in other words, leads inevitably to violence. So to get back to the plot of The 

Believer, when Danny goes to a Jewish bookstore, he meets one of his former Yeshiva 

classmates, who invites him to the synagogue for services—the same synagogue, it turns out, 

where Danny planted a bomb, which failed to go off. This time he plants another bomb, timed 

to go off during Sabbath services, at which he decides to read the Torah. When Danny goes to 

the synagogue, he meets one of his former Yeshiva classmates, who calls him a “Jewish Nazi.” 

By showing up to davin at the synagogue where he has planted a bomb, Danny the Nazi 



finally succeeds in killing Danny the Jew. But since he dies reciting the Torah, it is equally 

accurate to say the Danny the Jew ends up killing Danny the Nazi. 

At the end of the film, after Danny blows up the synagogue in which he is praying, we 

next see him running up a flight of stairs at the Yeshiva. At the top of one flight, Danny sees 

his former teacher, who now agrees with Danny, claiming now that “Isaac died on Mt. 

Moriah and was reborn in the world to come,” but Danny runs past him up yet another 

flight of steps, causing the teacher to ask, “Danny, where are you going. Don’t you know? 

There’s nothing up there.” 

Jewish nihilism, in other words, leads to Jewish violence. 



Russia was plagued by nihilism and the violence which it inevitably spawned throughout 

the course of the 19th century. This was nowhere more evident than in the Jewish shtetls 

which dotted the Pale of the Settlement which made up Russia’s predominantly Jewish 

border with the West during the 19 th and early 20th centuries. After centuries of rabbinic 

despotism, Jewish nihilism became too obvious to ignore about when the German 

Enlightenment came in contact with the Talmudic culture of  the shtetl and destroyed it by 

showing its futility and intellectual obsolescence. The shtetl Jew was released from his 

bondage to the rabbis and the kahal, the Jewish courts which enforced Talmudic nihilist 

culture, but without being granted access to the Logos which made Christian Europe and hence 

the Enlightenment (by way of reaction, of course) possible. Using the Enlightenment to split 

the Talmudic atom released enormous amounts of destructive energy, energy which eventually 

destroyed Russia itself in 1917. 

In his magisterial treatment of Jews and revolution in 19th century Russia, Erich Haberer 

claims that “Nihilism was the most spontaneous and radical expression of the Russian 

renascence of the 1860s. Essentially, it was a ‘cultural revolution’ of the young generation 

against the existing order”:[5] 
 

Convinced that their native culture was an anachronism that was kept alive by 
an equally anarchistic surrounding society, these men were rebels without firm 
social and/or national moorings in either the Jewish or Russian world. They 
were strangers who, like all men cast adrift on a turbulent sea, sought security 
by boarding and helping to navigate any ship which would sail into the 
sunrise. The only vessel that came into sight and took them aboard as full 
members of the crew, sailed under the flag of revolution. Here they found 
brotherhood, recognition, and a place they could call their own; here they 
regained a sense of identity, of belonging and fulfillment, that they had sought 
desperately in so far as they ceased to identify with their Jewishness. Cut off 
from their original sources of Jewish existence, they planted - or rather 
replanted - themselves firmly on the deck of this life-saving vessel which 
promised a safe, albeit stormy, journey to the promised land. Succinctly put, 
their cosmopolitanism was really the obverse side of Jewishness - a search for 
identity that was predicated on their estrangement from the community in which 
they were raised and which had shaped their spiritual being. Hence the 
religious-existential nature of their identification with socialism and its Russian 
‘church’ - the revolutionary movement. 

If the Enlightenment could overturn a Logos-based culture like Catholic France in a 

matter of decades, it is not difficult to imagine the devastating effect that it would have on a 

fragile anti-Logos culture like the Talmudic shtetl. We are still experiencing the fall out from 

the explosion that destroyed the shtetl. The Believer, as well as the phenomenon of the 

Jewish Nazi which it describes, is part of that ongoing cultural fall out. 

Nihilism in Russia, including the writings of Nikolai Chernyshevksy, “the Russian 

‘philosophe’ par excellence,” was based on the French Enlightenment. As in France, the 

Haskalah or Jewish Enlightenment called for “the destruction of all authority” and “the 

ridiculing of all res sacrae.”[6] If the 1860s in Russia were a preview of what the 1960s were 



going to be in the West, it was largely because of Chernyshevsky’s novel What is to Be Done? 

The Tales of the New People (Lenin later appropriated the title Shto Delat? for his famous 

revolutionary pamphlet.) The main characters of the novel, Vera Pavlovna and Pavel 

Rahkmetov became role models for the youth of the 1860s by espousing free love and a 

primitive vaguely religious sounding communism. 
If the past century and a half has shown anything, it has shown how vulnerable the 
Logos-based west has been to the 

weaponizing of sexuality and the secularization of the Gospel that people like Chernyshevsky 

were proposing. If Catholicism in the West, strengthened by Scholasticism’s appropriation of 

Greek philosophy in the Middle Ages proved to be no match for the Enlightenment, then it’s 

not difficult to see that an essentially xenophobic anti-intellectual Russian orthodoxy was 

going to fail even more spectaculary. Similarly, if the weaponizing of sexuality and the 

secularization of the Gospel that people like Chernyshevsky were proposing devastated the 

West for the next century and a half, they were going to have an even more devastating 

effect on the culture of the shtetl, which had no Logos to defend itself. The result of this 

obliteration of shtetl culture was nihilism, or as Haberer puts it, “As a Philosophy of 

emancipation Russian nihilism can be viewed as an extension of the Jewish  Enlightement:   it  

reinforced   and   radicalized   its   ideals   of  secular   learning,   self-improvement,   and   

social responsibility.”[7] 
Nihilism took over the ’60s generation in the shtetl even more rapidly and completely 

than it took over the mind of the Jews’ Russian counterparts because the Logos of an anti-
intellectual Christianity provided more resistance that anti-Logos of the Talmud. 

Nihilism had served them well in their maskilic, individualistic desire to emancipate 
themselves from their religious- traditionalist bound Jewish society. But it had left them 
frustrated, isolated, and marginal in trying to transform themselves and the Jewish people into 
universal citizens in the image of modern European culture. In socialism, regardless of its 
Populist 



form, they discovered a philosophy of social action which was concerned with, the 

collective rather than the individual, the 

‘emotional’ rather than the ‘rational’, and ‘the people’ rather than the ‘critically thinking’ 

intelligentsia. While Aptekman’s 

‘Christian socialism’ captures very well the underlying religious-existential motif of this shift 

to socialism, it is Akselrod who best exemplifies the Jewish radical’s infatuation with the 

new grandiose perspectives of building “churches of the future” which would “conquer the 

whole world” and establish “universal brotherhood.” 

As a result Jewish nihilism became a cultural  movement that swept through the Pale 

of the Settlement spawning revolutionary violence in its wake: 
 

Spear-heading this crusade were Jewish gymnasium students and rabbinical 
seminarians. In places like Vilna, Mogilev, Zhitomir, and Kiev, they formed 
‘circles of self-education’ which, in turn, proliferated by attracting talmudists, 
pupils of Jewish crown schools, and privately educated children of wealthy 
Jewish merchants. Meeting more or less regularly, members would read and 
discuss Russian literature, articles from the Russian-Jewish periodical press, 
and works of the German-Jewish Haskalah. Some ventured to write their own 
Russian, Hebrew, and Yiddish compositions criticizing and satirizing Jewish life 

and its Orthodox leadership.[8] 

The anti-Logos of the Talmud found its natural fulfillment in the anti-Logos of revolution. 

And nihilism, which was the new term for anti-Logos, found expression in revolutionary 

violence. This trajectory is best explicated from the lives of the revolutionaries themselves. 

Before long the philosophy of nihilism gave birth to revolutionary organizations. The first 

“genuine revolutionary organization, theSociety of Land and Freedom (Zemlia i Volia) came 

into existence in 1861. In 1864 Nikolai Ishutin and Dmitrii Karakazov created another 

revolutionary society known as “Organization.” The terrorist arm of Organization was a 

“highly secretive inner  group called ‘Hell,’” which “stripped nihilism of its humanistic 

content by advocating unrestrained revolutionary violence.”[9] From the mid-’60s onward, 

“ultra-extreme nihilists” like Karakazov, who “attempted to assassinate Alexander II on 4 

April 1866” dominated radicalism in Russia. The fact that Karakazov was executed only 

“vindicated the terrorist legacy of the Ishutintsy and made Karakazov, who was promptly 

executed, a hero in the eyes of future generations of revolutionaries.”[10] 
Haberer claims that “only a small number of Jews were attracted to the revolutionary 
experiments of nihilist radicalism 

between 1856 and 1868” because nihilism—for the time being, at least—was “a cultural 

experience which, while contributing to their radicalization within a traditional Jewish setting, 

was devoid of direct or immediate revolutionary implications.” But that would change soon 

enough. 

Before long the Russian revolutionary movement split into above ground essentially 

educational organizations like Chernyi  Peredel,  and  under  ground  terrorist organizations  



like  Narodnaia  Volia,  which were  dominated  by Jews.  The connection between Jews  and 

revolutionary violence  is  not coincidental. In its  initial  phase, the  Russian revolutionary 

movement pursued what would be viewed in retrospect as an essentially Romantic attempt on 

the part of Russian intellectuals to move to the countryside and live among the peasants, 

enlightening them about the true extent of their oppression at the hands of the Russian ruling 

class. In practical terms, this often took the form of revolutionary Jews preaching to orthodox 

Russian peasants. The peasants invariably perceived the Jews as foreigners espousing some 

alien, godless ideology, and more often than not the revolutionary proselytizing backfired 

when the peasants reported their would-be liberators to the local police. The failure of the 

Jewish participation in the back to the land movement led to a change in strategy. Jewish 

revolutionaries decided to concentrate on what they could do best as praktiky, i.e., organizers 

but especially, as techniky, which brought to bear their skills as printers, forgers, smugglers, 

counterfeiters, and technicians, particularly in their expertise in handling explosives. 



Despite the obvious presence of Jews in Chernyi Peredel, it has been argued that Jews 

qua Jews were more attracted to Narodnaia Volia because political terrorism was more 

congenial to Jewish panicipation than the theory and practice of traditional Populism. In this 

view - most forcefully put forth by Elias Tscherikower - the new political orientation and 

its urban-centred terrorist activity significantly ‘broadened the range of possibilities for 

Jewish revolutionaries - both psychologically and factually’. Factually, it provided Jews with 

the unprecedented opportunity to be active in an urban environment that was  much more  

conducive  to  their  natural  abilities  and  national  characteristics:  instead  of acting as 

propagandists in the name of an alien ideology in an alien peasant environment, they now 

were able to partake in activities where their Jewishness was less of a liability than 

previously. Without feeling a sense of inferiority, without necessarily divesting themselves of 

their Jewish traits, as Narodovoltsy they could participate fully and effectively in the sort of 

work for which they were ideally suited as Jews. In short, their characteristically Jewish 

abilities of ‘underground organization’ and 

‘technical know-how’ were a real asset readily appreciated and sought after by their Russian 

comrades. Psychologically, Narodnaia Volia provided Jews with a political rationale for 

revolutionary action that was much more in tune with their experience of Jewish rightlessness 

than Populist abstractions of social revolution. 

Haberer ’s explanation of Jews’ attraction to revolutionary violence is good as it goes 

but it ignores the ontological connection between nihilism and violence. Jews were more 

attracted to violence because they came from a more nihilistic background. The Talmud had 

trained them to treat both the moral order and the goyim with contempt, and this 

dehumanization made it easier to kill people for a sacred cause. As Salo Baron has pointed 

out, Russians who ended up being interrogated by the Cheka, the Soviet secret police, after the 

revolution were more likely to be tortured by Jews because Jews did not view the goyim as 

fellow citizens. The Jews who had been taught as children to hold the goyim and their 

Christian moral law in contempt were going to be less inhibited in engaging in violence and 

mayhem than their Christian counterparts. If the entire Jewish people could be sacrificed to 

the abstractions of the Talmud, it was only a short step to claim that goyim should be 

sacrificed to the revolutionary cause. 

If we combine both internal and external reasons, it is easy to see why the revolutionary 

movement in Russia would become both more Jewish and more violent as the 19th century 

progressed. That progression is mirrored in the lives of the revolutionaries themselves. For 

Mark Natanson, 

nihilism proved to be an ideology of salvation. Having been sensitized from 
early on to the discrepancy between the reality and ideals of traditional Jewish 
society and beginning to lose, if not having already lost, faith in Judaism, he 
readily identified himself with the sort of ‘nihilist personality’ that emerged from 
Chernyshevsky’s What Is to Be Done? and Pisarev’s characterization of Bazarov - 
a person that would ‘help cure society of its moral and physical ills by his 



exemplary life and useful work’ and whose ‘rational egoism was really a form of 
puritanism based upon the discipline of scientific work and a “scientific” ethic… . 
The influence of nihilism and Jewishness in shaping Natanson’s personality was 
also recognized by his contemporaries. Lev Deich and Osip Aptekman imply that, 
as in their own case, maskilic ideals and nihilist prescriptions contributed to 
Natanson’s radicalization. Others have noted that while Natanson’s practical 
and  businesslike  approach to  revolutionary  affairs  was  due  to  his  
upbringing  in  a  Jewish  merchant household, his intellectual perseverance 

bordering on dogmatism derived from his talmudic studies.[11] 

Natanson’s Jewishness made it more likely that his nihilism would find expression in 

violence rather than attempts to educate the benighted peasantry. 
 

The degree to which nihilism retained its hold on Natanson was, as will be 
shown later, quite commonly replicated among Jewish intelligenty of the 1870s. 
In the person of Natanson, however, this translated itself politically into a 
concrete Jewish revolutionary contribution in the form of a programme that 
introduced a party-political dimension into an ostensibly apolitical Populist 
movement. Therefore, to put it succinctly, it was his Jewish background and 
Jewish-tinted nihilism which, in formulating the original programme of the future 
Chaikovtsy, made Natanson emphasize ‘scientific rationalism’ rather than 
romantic peasantism, political rather than social revolution, the intelligentsia 

rather than ‘the people’. [12] 

In 1875, Mark Natanson returned to St. Petersburg after four years of exile. In response to 

the disillusionment which police repression, peasant inertia and the xenophobic hostility of 

the masses had created in the revolutionary movement,[13] Natanson answered 

Chernyshevsky’s question, “Chto delat?” by building “a party of struggle.” Because of the fear 

of being labeled anti-Semitic, scholars cannot address the issue of “‘how and why’ a Jew 

created Russia’s first truly revolutionary party.”[14] 
One of the Jews attracted to Natanson’s revolutionary party of struggle was Aron 
Zundelevich. In his novel The Career 

of a Nihilist, Sergei Kravchinskii has Zundelevich say that he loves the Nihilist more 

than he loves his fellow Jews: 



We Jews, we love our race, which is all we have on the earth. I love it deeply 
and warmly. Why should I love your peasants, who hate and illtreat my people 
with, blind barbarity, who to-morrow will perhaps loot the house of my father, 
an honorable working-man, and brutally assault him, as they have done to 
thousands of other poor hard-working Jews? I can pity your peasants for what 
but contempt can one feel for such wholesale cowards? No, there is nothing in 
your Russia worth caring for. But I knew the Nihilists, and I loved them even 
more than my own race. I joined and fraternized with them, and that is the only 
tie which binds me to your country. As soon as we have done with Your Tsar’s 
despotism, I shall expatriate myself forever, and settle somewhere in Germany 

… Germany is the only land where we are not total strangers.[15] 

The nihilist was in some sense the ultimate Jew, the apotheosis of the Jew, and the if 

activity is the expression of essence, then the essence of nihilism was violent revolutionary 

action. Without action of this sort nihilism becomes nothing more than non-being. The nihilist 

needs violent action to prevent the slide into nonexistence which his philosophy brings about 

as its ultimate telos. The more violent the action the better it acts as the antidote to non-being. 

This probably explains Zundelevich’s attraction to dynamite, a new form of explosive that 

became increasingly important in revolutionary circles during the latter part of the 19th 

century. Kravchinskii, who before becoming a novelist was a fellow nihilist and terrorist, 

“conducted experiments in the Swiss mountains to test the efflcacy of dynamite and other 

explosives” at Zundelevich’s behest.[16] Zundelevich told Kravchinskii that dynamite, out of 

which the nihilists fashioned “elegant and slender bombs,” was the “most modern means 

available” to kill the Tsar and that it “corresponds best with the targets singled out for 

terrorist acts.”[17] 
Natanson attracted more and more Jews to the revolutionary movement, and Jews like 
Ginzburg, Epshtein, Finkelshtein 

and Zundelevich created an organization that mirrored their need for revolutionary violence 

rather than educating the peasantry: 
 

With Zundelevich’s extensive underground organization at their disposal, the 
Natansonvtsy controlled a network of illegal border crossings which connected 
them via Berlin, Koenigsberg and Vilna with the two most important centres of 
Russian revolutionary printing activity abroad, London and Geneva. This line of 
communication and its central transfer points for goods and people was 
manned almost exclusively by Jews. In the border region between Koenigsberg 
and Vilna, Jewish smugglers - chief among them Zalman and his family - took 
care of the revolutionary ware, conveying it across the frontier by all sorts of 
ingenious enterprise.” Particularly sensitive and valuable items such as printing 
press accessories and, later on, dynamite were taken directly to St Petersburg by 
Zalman himself and sometimes by Zundelevich. But generally the ‘port of entry’ 
was Vilna, which since the days of the first Vilna circle served as the main post 



once for ‘red mail’ to and from Russia.[18] 

When Natanson visited Zundelevich in the fall of 1875 most of this underground 

infrastructure was already well in place. On June 11, 1876 Zundelevich and Natanson’s 

organization attempted to murder the suspected agent-provocateur Nikolai E. Gorinovich by 

pouring sulphuric  acid  on his  face.  Gorinovich survived  and  provided  the  police  with 

evidence  about Zundelevich and Natanson’s terrorist cell. In 1877 nihilism led to terrorism 

in the most literal sense of the term when Zundelevich and Natanson’s organization murdered 

“the railroad worker N. F. Sharashkin for betraying Mark Natanson and a large number of 

workers associated with his so-called ‘Society of Friends.’” As a result of the Gorinovich 

affair, “assassinations were increasingly viewed as an acceptable, even legitimate, weapon of 

revolutionary revenge and defense.” 

Soon the south of Russia was awash in terrorist attacks. The reason that “the virus of 

terror spread first in the south” of 

Russia is because of the overwhelmingly Jewish participation in the revolutionary movement 

there: 
 

The statistical findings of Kappeler (as they relate to Jews) show up in the 
presence of Jewish radicals in almost all “southern circles” which were directly or 
indirectly involved in acts of terrorism or physical resistance against the 
authorities. For instance, the Elizavetgrad circle of Lev I. Rozenfeld, which 
was closely  linked with the  Kiev  Buntarists  and helped them  in organizing 
the  Gorinovich assassination, consisted almost exclusively of Jews. The same 
was the case in Nikolaev where the “rebels” were in contact with, Solomon 
Vinenberg, Aron Cornbet, Lev and Savelii Zlaropolskii, all of whom were leading 
activists among the local, Predominantly Jewish, radical youth. Indeed, Jews 
were a major and very active component in virtually all radical circles which in 

the south of Russia acted as catalysts of political terrorism.[19] 

In the spring of 1878, Solomon Vittenberg returned to Nikolaev after a trip to Odessa in 

the south of Russia where terrorism was is full swing and announced that he was going to 

introduce a “new style” of terrorism by blowing up Tsar Alexander II’s train with pyroxylin 

when it passed through Nidolaev on its way to St. Petersburg in August. Vittenberg was 

arrested on August 16, 1878, when police discovered his address on someone sent from 

Odessa to assist in the assassination 



attempt, and hanged one year later. All of the conspirators in the Nikolaev plot to assassinate 

the Czar but one were Jewish. [20] 

According to Haberer, 
 

Scholars have justly cautioned against perceiving Judaism as a motivating 
force of Jewish radicalization. But to ignore or deny the workings of this religious 
dimension in the psychology of revolutionary Jews would be short-sighted. It 
prevents us from comprehending the mental processes which drove alienated 
men and existentially troubled individuals like Vittenberg to sanctify socialism 

and to commit themselves to terrorism.[21] 



The revolutionary career of Grigorii Davidovich Goldenberg (1855-80) is another 

example of how the Enlightenment led to Nihilism and Nihilism to revolutionary violence. In 

1865, Grigorii’s parents moved out of the shtetl town of Berdichev to Kiev, where his father 

opened a successful hardware business. With success came assimilation, and with 

assimilation an end to the practice of Jewish culture and religion. All of the Goldenberg 

children were given a secular eduction, and all of them were as a result “caught up in the 

revolutionary movement.”[22] Grigorii, the oldest and most talented, was the “first to fall 

victim to the siren call of revolution.” On February 9, 1879, Grigorii entered the inner circle 

of the terrorist elite when he assassinated  Prince  Dimitri  Kropotkin,  Govemor  of  Kharkov.  

One  month later  he  was  plotting the  assassination Tsar Alexander II with the Zemlevoltsy 

of St. Petersburg: 
 

Goldenberg himself was a perfect, and timely, example for demonstrating 
the supposed truth that behind every terrorist plot there was a Jew. Here was a 
Jewish terrorist par excellence who had not only assassinated the Governor 
General of Kharkov, but who had advised others to kill the Tsar - a task, 
moreover, which he desired to execute himself. In addition, his written testimony 
was full of Jewish names implicating Jews like Aronchik and Zundelevich in 
terrorist activities. In the light of the previous arrest of Vittenberg and Jewish 
associates of his circle, including Gobet, all this merely confirmed the 
government’s suspicion that Jews were principal agents of terrorism. 

Eventually, on March 1, 1881, Narodnaia Volia succeeded in assassinating Tsar 

Alexander II and the government began to see Jewish nihilism as the source of revolutionary 

activity in Russia. 
 

The ever growing Jewish participation in the revolutionary movement, and 
its increasing visibility as Jews became more frequently linked to highly 
publicized acts of terrorism, was duly registered by those who had least to gain 
from it - the government officials. Although some noticed that there was a nexus 
between the  radicalization of Jews and yiddishe rektlozikeyt, the general 
feeling was that from time immemorial the ‘Hebrew race’ had been an alien 
and subversive element in society and that its decomposing powers had reached 
epidemic proportions due to the influx of Jews into Russian society via 
educational, professional, and commercial channels. This feeling gained in force 
as more and more Jewish names appeared conspicuously on the pages of 
government reports and newspaper articles dealing with political subversion in 
general and terrorist plots in particular. 

A consensus was forming among the Russian elites. As a result of the Enlightenment, 

Jews had been “set free but not satisfied.” The name for that unhappy state of affairs was 

Jewish Nihilism. Jewish nihilism was the source of revolutionary violence in Russia. “To all 

the other good qualities which you Jews possess,” the governor of Vilna told a group of 

Jewish leaders sarcastically in 1872, “about the only thing you need is to become nihilists 

too.” Commenting on Mlodetskii’s execution, Novoe vremia opined that “these Jews, being 

from time immemorial the representatives of the revolutionary spirit, stand now at the head of 

Russian Nihilists.” 

Though highly prejudiced in its assertion that Jews, along with Poles, were the 



mainspring of the revolution, the tsarist government obviously had a case in blaming ‘Jewish 

nihilists’ for the wave of terrorism that had rocked the ship of state since 

1878-79 and even claimed its captain in 1881. In some ways, and in spite of their 

exaggerations, its officials had a more accurate appreciation of the role of Jews in the 

terrorist movement than the revolutionaries themselves or historians who joined them in 

downplaying die Jewish contribution.[23] 
In spite of the crackdown following the assassination of the tsar in 1881, Jewish 
commitment to revolutionary violence 

only intensified. In 1884 Shternberg wrote an influential pamphlet entitled Political Terror in 

Russia, in which he advocated “systematic terrorism” including the “systematic killing of the 

tsar and the most important, the most outspoken enemies of the people and the intelligentsia.” 

Terror, Shternberg concluded was “the only form of struggle possible against autocracy.” 

Arguments like this caused a split between Jews and Gentiles in the movement. During 

debates at the socialism congress, Jews argued for “‘the systematic and uninterrupted 

repetition of terrorist acts’ as the only means to destroy tsarism.” Haberer concludes that, all 

anti-Semitism notwithstanding, there was a “factual basis underlying the phobia in official 

and reactionary circles that the Jew was poised to destroy Holy Tsarist Russia.” Starting of 

with Shebeko’s claim that 80 per cent of socialists in southern Russia were Jews, Haberer 

makes it plain that statistical evidence alone “makes it hard to ignore that throughout the 

1870s and 1880s Jews were a substantial element in Russian revolutionary activity.” 

What they sought can best be described as an abstract and futuristic idealism of 

assimilation qua emancipation in a denationalized and secularized democratic society, ideally 

of universal scope. Leaving the world of their childhood did not necessarily imply its total 

abandonment in one act of irreversible forgetfulness. For many this departure under the sacred 

halo of socialism was the next best solution to their own existential problems 

Father Seraphim Rose, an American convert to Russian orthodoxy, dealt with these 

“existential problems” which led to 



and flowed from nihilism from an orthodox perspective. Rose claimed that “Violence is no 

merely incidental aspect of the Nihilist Revolution, but a part of its essence.” According to 

Marxist “dogma,” “force is the midwife of every old society pregnant with a  new  one”;[41]  

appeals  to  violence,  and  even a  kind  of ecstasy at the  prospect of its  use,  abound  in 

revolutionary literature. Bakunin invoked the “evil passions” and called for the unchaining of 

“popular anarchy” in the cause of “universal destruction,” and his “Revolutionary Catechism” 

is the primer of ruthless violence; Marx was fervent in his advocacy of “revolutionary terror” 

as the one means of hastening the advent of Communism; Lenin defined the “dictatorship of the 

proletariat” (the stage in which the Soviet Union still finds itself) as “a domination that is 

untrammeled by law and based on violence.” Demagogic incitement of the masses and the 

arousing of the basest passions for revolutionary purposes have long been standard Nihilist 

practice. 

If metaphysics, which is the science of being qua being, can also be called “theology,” 

then the root of nihilism, which was an attack on God qua being, had to be theological. 

Hence, Rose claims that nihilism is ultimately a “war against God.” Nihilism prosecutes this 

war against being by a violent attack on Old Order. Political categories like right and left are 

irrelevant; both Bolshevism and Nazism grow out of nihilism and find their expression in 

violence: 
 

The most violent revolutionaries—a Nechayev or Bakunin, a Lenin or Hitler, 
and even the demented practitioners of the “propaganda of the deed”—dreamed 
of the “new order” their violent destructions of the Old Order would make 
possible; Dada and “anti-literature” seek not the total destruction of art, but 
the path to a “new” art; the passive Nihilist, in his “existential” apathy and 
despair, sustains life only by the vague hope that he may yet find some kind of 

ultimate satisfaction in a world that seems to deny it.[24] 

Violence  is  inseparable  from nihilism.  Nihilism finds  its  fulfillment  in violence.  

Both Bolshevism and  National 

Socialism are equally violent forms of Nihilism. Both find their 

fulfillment in violence: 
 

Hitler’s role in the Nihilist program was more specialized and provincial, but 
nonetheless essential. Even in failure — in fact, precisely in the failure of its 
ostensible aims — Nazism served the cause of this program. Quite apart from 
the political and ideological benefits which the Nazi interlude in European history 
gave to the Communist powers (Communism, it is now widely and erroneously 
believed, if evil in itself, still cannot be as evil as Nazism), Nazism had another, 
more obvious and direct, function. Goebbels explained this function in his radio 
broadcasts in the last days of the War. 

 
The bomb-terror spares the dwellings of neither rich nor poor; before the 

labor offices of total war the last class barriers have had to go down. … 
Together with the monuments of culture there crumble also the last obstacles to 
the fulfillment of our revolutionary task. Now that everything is in ruins, we are 
forced to rebuild Europe. In the past, private possessions tied us to a bourgeois 
restraint. Now the bombs, instead of killing all Europeans, have only smashed 
the prison walls which kept them captive. … In trying to destroy Europe’s future, 



the enemy has only succeeded in smashing its past; and with that, everything 
old and outworn has gone. 

 
Nazism thus, and its war, have done for Central Europe (and less thoroughly, 

for Western Europe) what Bolshevism did in its Revolution for Russia: destroyed 
the Old Order, and thus cleared the way for the building of the “new.” 
Bolshevism then had no difficulty in taking over where Nazism had left off, 
within a few years the whole of Central Europe had passed under the 
“dictatorship of the proletariat” — i.e., Bolshevist tyranny — for which Nazism 
had effectively prepared the way. 

 
The Nihilism of Hitler was too pure, too unbalanced, to have more than a 

negative, preliminary role to play in the whole Nihilist program. Its role, like the 
role of the purely negative first phase of Bolshevism, is now finished, and the 
next stage belongs to a power possessing a more complete view of the whole 
Revolution, the Soviet power upon which Hitler bestowed, in effect, his 
inheritance in the words, “the future belongs solely to the stronger Eastern 
nation.” 

The thirty years of Nihilist war and revolution between 1914 and 1945 have been an ideal 

breeding-ground for the “new human type.” The new man was “deracinated” by the nihilist 

revolution. The old Christian civilization was destroyed by this 

30 years 

war. 
 

What, more realistically, is this “mutation,” the “new man”? He is the rootless 
man) discontinuous with a past that Nihilism has destroyed, the raw material of 
every demagogue’s dream; the “free-thinker” and skeptic, closed only to the 
truth but “open” to each new intellectual fashion because he himself has no 
intellectual foundation; the “seeker” after some “new revelation,” ready to 
believe anything new because true faith has been annihilated in him; the 
planner and experimenter, worshipping “fact” because he has 



abandoned truth, seeing the world as a vast laboratory in which he is free to 
determine what is “possible”; the autonomous man, pretending to the humility 
of only asking his “rights,” yet full of the pride that expects everything to be 
given him in a world where nothing is authoritatively forbidden; the man of the 
moment, without conscience or values and thus at the mercy of the 
strongest “stimulus”; the “rebel,” hating all restraint and authority because he 
himself is his own and only god; the “mass man,” this new barbarian, thoroughly 
“reduced and “simplified” and capable of only the most elementary ideas, yet 
scornful of anyone who presumes to point out the higher things or the real 
complexity of life. 

As the foregoing passage makes clear, the new civilization which emerged from the ashes 

of World War II was Jewish. The new man was a Jew because only the deracinated could 

flourish in a world where the old order had been destroyed. Rose describes the post-World 

War II era and its culture as “the most concentrated era of Nihilism in human history.” The 

war turned everyone into Jews by making Nihilism the world’s regnant ideology. Yuri 

Slezkine, another Russian, noticed something similar in his book The Jewish Century: 
 

It is easy to dismiss as fantasy the “new humanity” foreseen by a Hitler or a 
Lenin; and even the plans of those  quite  respectable  Nihilists among us 
today who calmly discuss the  scientific breeding of a “biological superman,” 
or project a utopia for “new men” to be developed by the narrowest “modern 
education” and a strict control of the mind, seem remote and only faintly 
ominous. But confronted with the actual image of a “new man,” an image brutal 
and loathsome beyond imagination, and at the same time so unpremeditated, 
consistent, and widespread in contemporary art, one is caught up short, and the 
full horror of the contemporary state of man strikes one a blow one is not likely 
soon to forget. 

Superman was created by two Jews in the ’30s. So it should come as no surprise that the 

“Biological superman” is also a Jew. He has super DNA. Obsession with DNA among the 

deracinated was another sign that we had all become Jews in the wake of Nihilism’s 

destruction of the old order. 



In The Believer, the Jewish Nazi gets a call from a New York Times reporter. In real life, 

the editor of Culture Wars gets a call from one of his subscribers, who praises The Jewish 

Revolutionary Spirit and then announces, “I’m a Jew, and I agree with everything you have 

written about the Jews.” It turns out that my Jewish admirer is not just a Jew but an anti-

Semite as well, because, as he puts it at another point in our conversation, “Jews make the best 

anti-Semites.” 

In the winter of 1992 David Cooper was working as a painter in New York, when one 

of his colleagues asked if he would mind if he turned on the radio. What began as an interest 

in the Clarence Thomas hearings ended up as a long-term commitment to  listening to  the  

local  NPR station,  whose  orientation he  described  as  totally Jewish.  One  afternoon he 

remembers hearing a report on a drive-by shooting which took place in Israel. The fact that 

they were in Brooklyn at the time and that drive-by shooting were commonplace there but 

never reported on led him to conclude that Jews control the media, and that controlling the flow 

of information allows them to control the world. Exposing that control then became his mission 

in life. 

David was born in 1966 in Manhattan, which he describes as “an expensive Jewish 

ghetto.” David was born into an intact family, but he soon became a casualty of the sexual 

revolution. He blames his mother for the destruction of their family. 

“My dad was a doctor (GP) and my mom was the daughter of a wealthy judge. She was 

a virgin when she married my dad, but the ’60s definitely impacted her. When I was three 

years old, she threw my dad out of the house. Dad then used that divorce to check out from 

normalcy. She became what some people would call a whore. She had three small children 

in the house and a new boyfriend every six months. I don’t accept that kind of behavior. It’s 

dissolute and amoral and typically Jewish. 

“My created a new future for himself which involved sleeping around. My mom got into 

‘law’ after she threw my dad out. She started as a court reporter and retired as a lobbyist for 

SUNY Binghamton. In the meantime she ran a couple of bar associations; one was in New 

York, where she slept with half the lawyers (I jest). She [eventually] got out of running the 

bar because ‘that was too many ‘nasty Jewish kunts even for her.’” 

David claims that his childhood became a function of his mother’s career as a lawyer and 

sexual libertine. 
 

We weren’t raised religious. We were barely ‘raised’ at all. We were left to our 
own devices and demise. The baby sitters were around just long enough ‘til my 
older brother could ‘manage’ us on his own, probably when I was like eight years 
old. I’m sure there was no babysitter after that. 

 
“Our dad got us on Thursday nights and every other weekend. He did what 

he could, I guess. He tried to be a good dad, but he didn’t really provide any 
moral compass. He just told us that if we ever rode a motorcycle we’d need to 
wear a helmet, and that if we wanted to be a doctor we couldn’t marry. And he 
told me that if I ever got caught dealing drugs that he’d execute me, with a 
needle, on a table—a medical table of some sort, I imagine, a gurney, I guess. 

David now claims that his parents’ divorce had a devastating effect on everyone involved. 
 



It ruined my childhood and much of my adulthood. I’ll probably never get over 
it. She sure didn’t provide any moral compass. I couldn’t keep track of all her 
boyfriends. They were around from my earliest memories. It was like a revolving 
door. 

 
“When I was growing up, my best friends were typically Jewish, but I never 

viewed her as a Jew until I came to understand Jewish values. I can’t really 
explain this. (I could try.) I didn’t identify as such. Like attracts like I suppose. 
That may explain why probably half my best friends throughout my life have 
been Jews, and why I’ve dated countless Jewish women, at least a dozen that 
I’ve identified so far. 

In 1978, when David was 11 years old, his mother moved him and his siblings to the 

Catskills. The move effectively changed nothing. David’s mother brought the hippie 

commune mentality she adopted when she divorced his father with her when she moved. 

Finding no guidance at home, David took a job at a restaurant shortly after arriving in the 

Catskills. By this point his siblings were starting to imitate his mother, which is to say, they 

were in his mind becoming “moral degenerates.” Soon he found himself working for his 

brothers who were now in the restaurant business. He worked as a sales manager for his older 

brother ’s import business in New York but lost that job when the company when bankrupt 

because of embezzlement. His brother then built a restaurant which was a tremendous success 

until “he cheated someone else into buying it based on his famous bookkeeping. He is able to 

cook books so that anyone, including bank auditors, believe whatever he wants them to 

believe about the success of his business.” 
 

My older brother is the least guilty of them all, but he has no moral standing 
in the world. His life is a lie. They all lie, to themselves and most everyone else 
about themselves. They all live lies. Their lives are lies. They are all morally 
repugnant. They are all so typically Jewish. There’s not a moral bone between 
them all combined. 



His experiences as a child left him full of anger and may have contributed to the 

alcoholism and substance abuse with which he has battled for most of his adult life. Although 

David doesn’t make the connection himself, it’s difficult not to see his alcoholism as one of the 

sequelae of his parents’ divorce. 
 

My life was totally dissolute, but I didn’t live lies—not like they do. I lied to 
myself, but I didn’t lie to others, besides the women when they asked me if I 
had a girlfriend or if I drank too much. I lied to women, about alcohol and other 
women, where I’d been and the like. I typically had a couple girlfriends at any 
given time, but these women really wanted to hear the lies. 

David’s mother threw him out of the house when he was 15. The issue was attendance at 

school. David claimed that he didn’t have time for school since he was now working full-time 

in the restaurant business. Finding himself homeless on the streets, he met “some old queen 

who took me in. He could hardly keep his hands off me, but I managed. I was his houseboy. I 

was his chauffeur. I was his handyman and his friend.” 

David became involved in music, but, given the circumstances in his life, that led to 

trouble too. In 1993 he got into a fight with a Negro who used a baseball bat to rearrange 

David’s facial features. $75,000 later his face is “still kind of lopsided,” but not noticeably 

so. He has subsequently been assaulted by “a dozen African-Americans for being too white, 

I guess.” Or maybe the brawls came about as a result of “being careless, like about were I was 

and stuff.” 

Through it all, David’s family life has been a constant source of anger, which he projected 

onto the Jewish race. “Jews,” he opined, “are the worst thing that happened to mankind, and 

the ’60s revolution was a Jewish revolution.” When I mention that he sounds a lot like 

Samuel Roth in Jews Must Live. David admits to having read the book and agreeing with 

Roth’s negative take on the Jews. Roth earned a place in the Valhalla of Supreme Court 

decisions when he lost a landmark obscenity case. He earned literary immortality when he 

ended up being excoriated in James Joyce’s unreadable novel Finnegans Wake for having 

pirated an edition of Ulysses. Roth claims that he ended up serving time for an obscenity rap 

because a Jew lured him into sending obscene material through the mail. Roth then 

extrapolated from his unhappy experience to the Jewish race. “It dawned on me suddenly, 

blindingly,” Roth wrote in a book which set out to prove “what a hideous swamp the Jews 

have made of Western Civilization,” “that all the evils of my life had been perpetrated by 

Jews… . On every side I was being eaten alive by Jews.”[25] 
Some might call Roth a Jewish Nazi. “Do you believe a whole civilized nation would 

stand aside, witness what Hitler is doing to  the  Jews  without  a  protest,  unless  there  were  
real  abuses  on the  part  of  the  Jews  which justified  what  is 

happening?”[26] Roth is aware of the contradiction but insists on the truth of the claim when 

he writes “I am myself a Jew, I know it. But I am a Jew who has been brought to the point 

where he so loathes his people that he thinks in terms of their destruction.”[27] 
The explanation of Roth’s feeling is fairly straightforward. The main cause of anti-
Semitism is Jewish behavior. “Anti- 

Semitism is the natural effect of such a social cause. I cannot understand why such a deep 

mystery is made of this simple cause.” Since their behavior renders Jews, as St. Paul put it, 



“enemies of the whole human race,”[28] and since Jews have more contact with Jews than the 

goyim, and since they often bear the brunt of Jewish behavior, it is only natural that a Jew 

would become an anti-Semite. It would be a bit of a stretch to call St. Paul a Jewish Nazi, but 

there are some Jews who might see him as the archetypal self-hating Jew. Whatever the case, 

his views are not that dissimilar from fellow Jew Roth, who writes, “We are a people of 

vultures living on the labor and the good nature of the rest of the world.”[29]  Roth cites 

Edward I, king of England, who expelled the Jews from that land in 1290 and in doing so set 

a precedent for other Christian lands. Roth puts the blame for these expulsions squarely on the 

shoulders of the Jews: 
 

Wherever they come that are welcomed, permitted to settle down, and join in 
the general business of the community. But one by one the industries of the 
country close to them because of unfair practices— until it being impossible to 
longer hold in check the wrath of a betrayed people, there is violence and, 
inevitably, an ignominious ejection of the whole race from the land. There is not 
a single instance when the Jews have not fully deserved the bitter fruit of the 

fury of their persecutors.[30] 

David claims: 
 

Israel gets his shabbas goy to do his dirty work. Judah doesn’t get his 
hands dirty unless he has to. Judah gets the shabbas goy to fight his wars for 
him. Israel called for Hitler’s head on March 24, 1933. Twelve years and 48 
days later, they got it. At what cost? Upwards of 70 million dead gentiles and 
well over 4 trillion american dollars. At what cost to Judah? How much did 
Judah’s war on Hitler cost Judah? And what did Judah get from this war? He got 
Israel and much, much more. 

 
Back to the present. Why are we the sole superpower? How did it get to be 

this way? Of course we had no stake in either of those world wars. Nothing, but 
Israel dragged us into them, and she built a military 



empire using American tax dollars and men as their shabbas goyim. What is 
this vast military empire protecting? Not America. Judah has ruined us. 

When he’s not sounding like Samuel Roth, David sounds a lot like Danny Balint: 
 

Israel gave us communism, Lenin, and Stalin, and this all led from Israel’s war 
on Germany to the cold war and Korea and Vietnam. This is all Israel’s doing 
with her Judeo-communism. Multiculturalism is part of Judah’s strategy to 
destroy us and to destroy western civilization. The Jews were behind the sexual 
revolution. Everything they did related to culture was a form of revolution. 

In the year 2000, David discovered the writings of Professor Kevin MacDonald. As a 

result, David, like Danny Balint in The Believer, became convinced that race was central to 

understanding the human condition. In 2008 he was celebrating Thanksgiving with relatives 

when the topic of race came up. “Wouldn’t it be great if we were Jewish?” he asked one of 

his cousins, who answered, “Well, as a matter of fact, we have many Jewish relatives.” 

David then went and had his DNA tested and discovered that he was a Jew. Which 

means, of course, that up until that time he wasn’t a Jew. What was he then? It turns out that 

David was baptized as a Catholic; as was his mother, as was his mother ’s mother. At this 

point the geneology gets a bit misty, and it is at this point that the Jewish ancestors begin to 

appear on his family tree. 

Before going any further, it should be noted that the phenomenon of suddenly discovering 

Jewish DNA in the family tree is not uncommon these days. The most famous example of this, 

of course, is Christopher Hitchens. Hitchens sees Judaism is as something racial. After 

discovering that one of his grandmothers was Jewish, he claimed that this helped him to 

understand why he had been a revolutionary for his entire life. The idea that Jewish 

revolutionary behavior is a function of Jewish DNA and is, therefore, ineradicable is an idea 

that Hitchens shares with Adolf Hitler, which brings us back once again to the Jewish Nazi 

theme. 

Hitchens’ brother Peter, who shares ipso facto the same genetic make-up, remains an 

Anglican, which is how both brothers  were  raised,  and  has  apparently experienced  a  

conversion away from revolutionary behavior,  which he  now associates with the Zeitgeist 

of the ’60s and not his own DNA. As to Christopher ’s conversion and his subsequent 

atheism, Peter feels that it has more to do with his brother ’s sexual behavior, specifically his 

abandoning of his pregnant wife and taking up with a Jewish woman, rather than some 

irresistible urge emanating from his chromosomes, or the 12.5 percent of which he inherited 

from one of his grandmothers. 

In the end, Christopher Hitchens’ Judaism comes down to hatred of Christ and the Logos 

he embodies, a point which he made clear when he delivered the Daniel Pearl Memorial 

Lecture a UCLA on March 3, 2010: 
 

Any real Christian, any serious believing Christian, would give everything he 
owned to have a personal meeting with Jesus of Nazareth. Nothing more could 
be desired than that. they yearn for it, they thirst for it, they hunger for it. No 
serious Moslem could want anything more than to have met himself with the 
messenger of God, with the prophet Mohammed. 

 
But there were no Ukranians around at that time. There were no Poles at the 

crucifiction. There were no Irish people in Mecca and Medina. There’s only one 



people that’s still around that both of these imposters and said ‘No’, ‘No sale’, 
‘Don’t believe it’. Do you think that’s ever going to be forgiven? Of course it’s not. 
Of course it will never be forgiven. They say Jesus and they spat in his face. 
They saw the prophet Mohammed and they said, ‘this guy’s just a warlord’. And 
of Jesus they said ‘he’s a just a crackpot rabbi’ and also a great blasphemer - 
Maimonides, in one of his sharper passages ‘our sages never did a better thing 
than when they got rid of that rabble-rousing imposter.’ 

 
“Well, [it] makes you proud, I hope. You shouldn’t want to be forgiven for 

getting a thing like that right. But don’t go to any mushy ecumenical outreach 
meeting with these people - it’s a waste of time. 

Another even more unlikely example of someone discovering via DNA that he was 

Jewish is Minister Louis Farrakhan, who announced his Jewishness at a synagogue prayer 

service in Jamaica. Not surprisingly, this ongoing narrative of surprising conversions reached 

the level of paroday in a recent issue of Forward that announced that Glenn Beck was really a 

Jew. 
 

Following the recent revelations that Glenn Beck, born Bekershteyn) shares 
the Jewish genetic marker, the Cohen Modal aplotype, he has been brushing up 
on his Yiddish and planning his holidays … Beck fiddled nervously with a red 
kabbalah thread around his wrist. “I guess I’d always had doubts,” he mumbled. 

The irony in David’s conversion is almosgt as overpowering as the moral pleas 

bargaining and opportunism in the case of Christopher Hitchens’ conversion. David became a 

Jew largely because of reading Kevin MacDonald. When he got his DNA test back and 

found at the he was (probably) [31] a Sephardic Jew, David welcomed the results because 

“it gives me credibility. That’s why I joined the synagogue. I needed the credibility. If you’re 

not a Jew, you can’t talk about the Jews. If 



you’re not a Jew, you’re going to be marginalized. Only Jews are authorized to discuss these 

subjects in public.” As if to give the indisputable proof of what he just said, David cited the 

case of E. Michael Jones. “The greatest gift I have ever gotten is to learn that we were 

Jewish.” And then to make matters even more confusing, David confides to me that “there are 

lots of Jews on our team.” 

Upon reflection, this is less surprising that it might seem at first. In fact, David’s 

transformation from a baptized Catholic to a practicing Jew  flows fairly logically from his 

engagement in MacDonald’s writing. In an essay on anti-Semitism, MacDonald admits 

candidly at one point: 
 

But the reality is that I greatly admire Jews as a group that has pursued its 
interests over thousands of years, while retaining its ethnic coherence and 
intensity of group commitment. There have been ups and downs in Jewish 
fortunes, to be sure; but their persistence, at times in the face of long odds, and 
their spectacular success at the present time are surely worthy of 

emulation.[32] 

At another point in the same essay, MacDonald claims: “The point is that Jewish elites 

have been hugely influential in advancing the interests of their people. This is surely a goal to 

emulate.”[33] 
MacDonald’s involvement with the Jews dates back to his days at the University of 
Wisconsin when he was involved 

with radical politics. In his memoir Commies, Ron Radosh has documented how the largely 

Jewish Communist Party targeted the University of Wisconsin at Madison for takeover in the 

’60s. When MacDonald got swept up into New Left politics, he became involved in the 

sexual revolution, and because of his involvement in that, he ceased practicing the Catholic 

faith. Sociobiology then filled the vacuum which the abandoned Catholic faith left behind.[34] 
As a result there are at least three competing Kevin MacDonalds out there, and the 
permutations involved in the differing 

positions which each MacDonald persona represents can lead to strange results, as they did 

when David decided to become a 
Je
w. 

There is, first of all, Kevin MacDonald the scholar. This man does admirable research 

into Jewish influence on our culture. Then there is Kevin MacDonald the sociobiologist, who 

has to claim that Jews are racially superior because they, as a small minority constituting only 

around two percent of the population in the United States, have triumphed in the struggle for 

existence that is the crucible of all value. The Jews have taken control of all of this country’s 

cultural choke points and now control American culture, and they have accomplished this feat 

in the face of overwhelming demographic odds. 



Survival of the fittest is a preposterous tautology, but it is, nonetheless, the cornerstone of 

sociobiology. If it is true that only the fittest prevail in the struggle for existence, then the 

inescapable conclusion which we must draw is that the Jews are the master race, and that they 

deserve their position of pre-eminence because they earned it on the battleground of 

evolutionary conflict, which is the only arena of significance. The sociobiology crowd must 

conclude that Jews are racially and biologically superior because they have triumphed against 

all other ethnic groups, including ethnic groups much larger than their own, in the struggle for 

existence. End of story. Non datur tertius. It was this aspect of sociobiology that led David 

paradoxically to admire the Jews and to want to become one, even if deploring all the while 

their pernicious effect on society. After all, Kevin MacDonald, the sociobiologist, has written 

in response to John Derbyshire: 
 

Derbyshire complains about my statement that, “the human mind was not 
designed to seek truth but rather to attain evolutionary goals.” I was merely 
expressing a principle of evolutionary biology that has been of fundamental 
importance since the revolution inaugurated by G. C. Williams and culminating in 
E. O. Wilson’s synthesis: Organisms are not designed to communicate truthfully 
with the others but to persuade them — to manipulate them to serve their 
interests. 

And this leads us to the third Kevin MacDonald, the lapsed Catholic who still retains the 

moral indignation which he learned from his religious training as a child. This persona leads 

MacDonald to impose moral judgements on the conclusions he has derived from 

sociobiology, even if they completely contradict his sociobiological premises. So the final 

conclusion— Jews have triumphed in the ethnic struggle for existence, but this is a bad thing—

is an oxymoron based on a combination of two completely incompatible world-views, 

MacDonald’s sociobiology and the residual moral consciousness which he retains as a lapsed 

Catholic. 



Catholicism as practiced in the wake of Vatican II was hardly an unclouded mirror of 

Catholic tradition or without its own inconsistencies and self-contradictions, but for those who 

dug hard enough, a coherent position on the Jews could still be mined from the deposit of 

faith and the writing of the evangelists and the Church fathers. In fact, as late as 1892, Georg 

Ratzinger, great uncle of the present pope, had not only carried the teaching of the Church on 

the Jews known as Sicut Iudeis non into the present, he had applied it to the economic crisis 

that was gripping Europe at the time: 
 

The great medieval popes Innocent III and Gregory IX as well as the ecclesial 
synods and councils felt themselves called to take legal measures against the 
excesses of the Jews. They protected the life and existence of the Jews, but 
only under certain specific conditions. The Jews had to recognize the Christian 
social order and had to submit themselves to it. Whatever they had appropriated 
through usury and exploitation, they had to pay back to their victims. They were 
not allowed to occupy the choke points in the culture; they were not allowed to 
employ Christian servants in their houses, and when it came to their clothing 
they had to wear the so-called Jew hat in order to be immediately 
recognizable as Jews. Jews were in no way allowed to undermine the Christian 
social order. Jews who defamed Christ or Christians were punished. They were 
not allowed to do business on Christian holidays … and were not allowed to 
make usurious loans. During Holy Week they had to remain in their homes. 
Jews couldn’t live wherever they pleased, but were confined to specific districts. 
It was also forbidden to sell house or real estate to Jews, or to rent to them, 
was also forbidden, as was living under the same roof with Jews. Similarly, Jews 
were forbidden to hire Christian nursemaids, servants, or day laborers. 

Traditional Catholicism, in fact, provides the only coherent explanation of what came to 

be known in Georg Ratzinger ’s day as the Jewish question. As some indication of its 

coherence, the explanation is fairly simple. Following Napoleon’s emancipation of the Jews, 

they took over the economies of one nation after another in Europe because their sharp 

business practices. What Ratzinger calls “Juedisches Erwerbsleben” allowed them to cheat 

the Christian natives, who had been taught to work hard, be trusting, and love their 

neighbor.[35] Jewish immorality, in other words, gave the Jews an unfair economic advantage 

in Catholic countries: 
 

The emancipation of the Jews, whose views and concepts contradicted the 
laws and customs of the Christian nations, could not help but have a 
destructive and corrupting effect on the entire Christian society… . This fact 
alone explains why Jews are able to accumulate riches so quickly… .The 
example of moral corruption has a contagious effect, and that explains the 
corrupting effect of Jewish influence on commerce. 

 
It was an act of supreme foolishness when in the years following 1789 the 

necessary protections for the social order were lifted immediately and 
universally. Once this happened it was only a matter of time before the Jews 
with their attitude toward business and commerce would gain the upper hand. 
This was particularly the case among the benevolent peoples who made up the 
population of Catholic nations, who had all grown up and been raised… . Others 



fell into the hands of the usurers and in spite of their frugality could not 
extricate themselves from its tentacles. Just about everyone was 

impoverished; and only the Jews got rich. [36] 

Ratzinger ’s book appeared in 1892, at around the same time as Rerum Novarum, Pope 

Leo XIII’s encyclical on the condition of the working classes, and the three-part series in 

Civilta Cattolica which warned Catholics about “the voracious octopus of Judaism.”[37] The 

anger at Jewish business practices had reached the boiling point: 

The situation of the lucrative professions is totally different. In a few years, 
riches are amassed but at the cost of others. This form of profit is obscene, and 
the hatred and revulsion which the working classes feel toward these practices is 
fully justified. Envy isn’t the cause of this hatred, but rather indignation at the 
unjust appropriation of value, that and the perception that this unjust 
appropriation constitutes an assault on the foundations of social life, evokes in 
the breast of the honest working man, bitter feelings. When the industrious and 
skilled worker, the honest civil servant, and the circumspect merchant in spite of 
all out exertion can’t earn a living, when on the other hand this or that 
speculator, without any effort, can earn thousands or hundreds of thousands 
through IPOs or the issuing of T-bills, then this is a sign that the economic 
organism is so diseased that society is in urgent need of medicine and 

reform.[38] 

Georg Ratzinger ’s GermanWikipedia page accuses him of “publishing antisemitic hate 

literature,” but in making the charge they ignore the fact that Ratzinger goes out of his way 

in the same book to attack anti-Semitism as an un-Christian 



ideology. The anti-Semites of Ratzinger ’s day were capitalizing on the hatred which Jewish 

business practices had created in the working classes. The source of that hatred is Jewish 

behavior, not Jewish DNA. And Jewish behavior has gotten out of control because the 

Christian majority was no longer willing to enforce the laws which had been enacted to 

defend the Christian social order. And the Christians lack the will to enforce the laws which 

protect the social order because they have become, by and large, Jews. Christian idealism has 

been disappearing all the while being replaced by the Jewish Weltanshauung in Christian 

circles. In the circles which feel and think like Christians, however, the revulsion at Jewish 

dealings and those of the baptized conversos is becoming more and more apparent. The 

reason that Christians now look on Jews with intense anger in their eyes is not to be found in 

race, and not in national origin, and not in anti-Semitism. The real path of resistance lies not 

anti-Semitism and its excesses. The real basis of the contemporary Jewish question lies in the 

moral inferiority of the Jewish view of commerce in comparison with the demands of 

Christianity. 

“The solution to the Jewish question” lies in the application of the traditional Catholic 

teachings like Sicut Iudeis non. That means “not in allowing Christians in general to sink to 

the level of the lucrative occupations, but rather in raising the Jews to a higher sense of 

productive work, in higher numbers than is the present case, to the level of Christian mores as 

propounded by Christian teaching on commerce and property.” 

And that means rejecting anti-Semitism: 
 

We totally reject the anti-Semitism that is now being proposed … in Austria 
and by a number of the exalted German nationalists. Anti-Semitism understood 
as a matter of race stands in total contradiction to the Commandment of love of 
neighbor, without regard to race or national origin. On the other hand, it is the 
duty of every true Christian and patriot to take a stand against the dangerous 
errors of numerous Jews in the business world and to warn their fellow 
Christians about the dangerous illusions of the philosemites who predominate 

among the ruling elites.[39] 

Georg Ratzinger ’s accusers also ignore the fact that Jews from Heinrich Graetz to 

Samuel Roth have said far worse things about the Jewish business ethics which the 

Ashkenazi have learned from the Talmud. According to Roth, the Jews are taught that they are 

“the salt of the earth” and that everything they 
 

see before them… is only to be won away with the superior brain with which 
God has endowed his chosen ones? Each of them, when he grows up, becomes 
an agency of cunning to defeat the civil law. The Polish Jew does not remain in 
Poland. He migrates. Eventually he finds himself a rich nest in England, in 
France, in Germany, in America, in one of the South American countries. To each 
of the counties of his invasion the Jew brings the whole bag of commercial tricks 
and statutory maneuvers with which he poisons the arteries of the civilized 

world.[40] 



The short hand term for “Jewish business practices” is capitalism. Given the pernicious 

effects which capitalism has on every traditional culture, especially traditional Catholic 

cultures, the nations of Europe at the end of the 19th  century were faced with a choice: 

either enforce the laws (e.g. the prohibition against usury, child labor, etc.) which were 

erected by the state to protect Christian culture against the Jews who were the cutting edge of 

capitalist subversion or become Jews. 
By now, it should be obvious which course Europe and America chose. It comes out in 
The Believer when Danny, the 

Jewish Nazi, attempts to solicit a $5,000 contribution from a wealthy Wall Street banker. The 

banker tells Danny, “Forget the 

Jewish stuff; it doesn’t play anymore. There’s only the market now and it 

doesn’t care who you are.” Danny: “You’re a Jew. You may not 

realize it but you are.” 

Banker: “Maybe I am. Maybe we’re all Jews now. What’s the difference?” 

The current pope mentions his Georg Ratzinger in an interview conducted by Peter 

Seewald: 
 

He was my great uncle, my father’s uncle. He was a clergyman who had a 
doctorate in theology. In his capacity as a representative in the Bavarian state 
legislature and in the Reichstag, he was an early advocate for the rights of 
farmers and of the average man in general. I read the passages in the 
congressional record in which he attacked child labor, something which was 
unheard of at the time and considered by many an affront. He was obviously a 
tough guy, and because of his achievements and his political stature we were all 

proud of him.[41] 

Proud or not, there is a significant gulf which separates the present pope from his great 

uncle. The most significant area of disagreement is their disparate views on the Jews. On the 

last day of February 2011, Joseph Ratzinger released volume II of his book Jesus of Nazareth. 

The big news surrounding the release of the book had to do with the Jews. As the AP headline 

put it, “Pope exonerates Jews for Jesus’ death in new book.” According to the same report, 

“Benedict concludes, it was the 

‘Temple aristocracy’ and a few supporters of the figure Barabbas who were 

responsible,” not the Jewish people. 



The current pope should be proud of his great uncle. The real issue is whether the feeling 

would be reciprocal. Would a man who wrote that “There is nothing more repugnant than 

having to listen to educated Christians slandering their own people while at the same time 

glorifying the Jews” be proud of a great nephew who exonerated the Jews’ of responsibility for 

Christ’s death? Or a prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith who presided 

over the publication of an apology to the Jews issued by his predecessor? Probably not, 

because Onkel Georg had written even more pointedly: 
 

There would be no Jewish Question if the educated elites among the Christian 
peoples hadn’t betrayed their own principles. At a time when Jews stand by 
even their own criminal element, we see Christian politicians and legislators 
betraying their own Christian faith on a daily basis and vying with each other to 
see who has the privilege of harnessing himself to the triumphal car of the Jews. 
In Parliament no Jew need defend another Jew, when their Christian lackeys do 

that for them.[42] 

No matter how the traditional Catholic critique of the Jews has been effaced by recent 

Church pronouncements it remains both extant and coherent; it remains more coherent than the 

sociobiological position, because it is based on moral principles, which are then integrated 

into a coherent political and theological structure. The Catholic position is the opposite of the 

Darwinian position. According to Darwin and his epigoni, the superior race of necessity ends 

up victorious in any economic struggle for existence. According to the Catholic position, the 

exact opposite is true. Or as Georg Ratzinger puts it: 
 

In a contest between two rival world views the worse element often wins the 
upper hand and becomes the cause for the moral corruption of the people and 

the collapse of the state.[43] … Under the mild and benign character of the 
Catholic nations there was no resistance to the exploitation practiced by the 

Jews and the devastation it was to cause.[44] 

According to Georg Ratzinger, the Jews succeeded in getting the economy of states like 

Austria and Hungary under their control, not because they were more intelligent (or had 

“higher IQs than Caucasians,” as Professor MacDonald claims) but because their 

internalization of Talmudic culture had allowed them to become “skilled in the deceptions of 

economic warfare”: 
 

It was to be expected that the Jews, who with centuries of practice became 
skilled in the deceptions of economic warfare and acquired the arts of 
exploitation to perfection, it was to be expected that they would take center 
stage under the regime of free competition. The Christian, among whom the 
overwhelming majority were accustomed to performing productive work, and 
who had been taught to avoid as immoral the type of deception that was 
typical of the arts of economic warfare, became the first victims of this 



exploitation, which made the Jews rich. Not talent, but rather sharp business 
practices; not knowledge and ability, not productive capabilities and production, 
but rather deception and exploitation of others is what makes the Jew rich and 
admired in society. The stock exchange, lending money, usury, paying in truck, 
in short all of the business practices which lead to easy and quick profits 
without productive work are the preferred trades of the Jew. If they devote 
themselves to study at the university, they turn more often than not to 
journalism, medicine and the law, because these occupations lead most 

easily and quickly to riches.[45] 

The same can not be said for sociobiology, which presents a radically incoherent picture 

of the Jewish question, by simultaneously praising the Jews for their intelligence and 

excoriating them for its application. In the article we have already cited on Jewish 

involvement in multiculturalism MacDonald wrote, “There is indeed evidence that Jews, like 

East Asians, have higher IQs than Caucasians.” 

Ratzinger, however, dismisses the idea of superior  intelligence as an explanation for  

the Jews’ dominant role in quondam Christian societies: 
 

It isn’t talent but rather sharp business practices; it isn’t productivity but 
rather deception and the art of exploitation which earns the  Jew his money 
and ensures his position of dominance  among the  big capitalists… . There is 
a curse upon all this egotistical business activity which leads to the wreck of 
society and the destruction of the social order. Everywhere where we find 
destruction and corruption, we find the Jew hard at work. The worst attack 
against the Christian religion and against the Church are all mounted by 

Jews.[46] 

Unlike Professor MacDonald, Georg Ratzinger considers the Jew clever and conniving 

but morally defective. That means that his economic system is intellectually inferior to 

Christian economics. Ratzinger comes to the anti-Darwinian conclusion that Jewish 

economics succeeds because it is inferior, both morally and economically. If economics is 

defined properly, as the science of how to achieve the common good through economic 

exchange, it is ultimately inferior to the 



Christian economic system: 
 

We discover the quintessential nature of the present day Jewish question in 
the moral inferiority of the Jewish worldview in relation to the limitation of 
competition. To be precise, the overwhelming majority of Jews have no sense 
whatsoever of the role which morality plays in economic life. The only form 
of limitation which they recognize in business is the penal statute. If an 
opportunity to make money appears whose profit seems greater than the 
penalty imposed by the law, the Jew doesn’t hesitate to treat the law with 

contempt.[47] 

Jewish commerce can be characterized by two manifestations: 1) it is based on the 

exploitation of the work of others without any productive activity of its own and 2) it is 

characterized by gambling and speculation on the differentials in exchange as the way to 

achieve riches. The Christian view is the exact opposite. Christianity ensures decency in 

commerce by promoting honest toil  or  by promoting honest inheritance.  Christianity 

forbids  the  exploitation of his  neighbor  through excessive economic power, and insists on 

the subordination of the good of the individual to the common good, as well as concern for the 

economically vulnerable. There is a direct contradiction between Christianity and Judaism, 

and any Christian community which allows the unrestrained exercise of Jewish business 

practices is committing suicide.[48] 
As a result of succumbing to Jewish influence:  

The banks in Austria have become dens of usury and casinos, and the 
businessman in the Austrian sense of the word is nothing more than a stock 
market speculator or a small time chiseler. The Austrian press is nothing more 
than an extortion racket. Political life is calculated according to financial profit. In 
short, commercial life in Austria is permeated not by a Christian spirit but by a 
Jewish one. Economic life is dominated not by the Christian dedication of the 
individual to the common good, but is dominated instead by Jewish Egotism. 
The state has become nothing more than an agent of the powerful, oblivious to 
the fact that the Christian ideal demands the dedication of the individual to the 

common good and especially for the protection of the weak.[49] 

The problem is not bad DNA; the problem is the Talmud, which is the ultimate source 

of all sharp Jewish business practices: 
 

The Jew displays in this regard an unbelievable ruthlessness so that in little 
transactions they begin to accumulate the capital that allows them to exploit 
others. It is in this ruthlessness and in their tireless pursuit of almost 
imperceptible profits wherein lies the secret of Jewish success in business, but it 
is also therein where the danger to which the Christian population is exposed 
when they sink to the same level. As soon as the Polish Jew gets his foot in the 
door, wages are driven down and working hours are extended. Once this 
happens the Christian masses find themselves as if by a force of nature driven 
from a state of modest prosperity into the deepest misery. The Polish Jew is so 



deeply enmired in the teaching of the Talmud that any notion of a Christian 
society or a state based on the common good becomes impossible once the Jew 
gains the upper hand. The Polish Jew, precisely because of the influence of the 
Talmud, is universally a force for corruption and destruction. Wherever one finds 
elements of dissatisfaction which threaten to overturn the Christian social order, 
Jews jump to the forefront of the movement and adopt the role of agitator. 
Jewish agitators can be found in leadership roles throughout the socialist 
movement. In Vienna and Pest, the leadership of the socialist movement is 
entirely in Jewish hands. 

Implicit in Ratzinger ’s thinking is a chain of propositions which begins with a survey 

of the economic situation in Germany and Austria at the end of 19th century and ends with a 

radical redefinition of the problem. There are no technical, Enlightenment solutions to this 

problem. The technical thinking of the Enlightenment brought the problem about in the first 

place by striking down the laws which had been erected under the guidance of the Church for 

the protection of Christians and their culture. 



The emancipation of the Jews dealt a fatal blow to the Christian social order. That is 

another way of saying that the social question (the exploitation of the worker, usury’s 

appropriation of land, etc.) can only be solved by dealing with the Jewish question, which can 

only be solved by bringing about the conversion of the Jews, either completely through 

baptism, or formally by forcing their behavior to conform to Christian custom, as specified 

by Sicut Iudeis non. There is no point in dealing with an economic factor like state credit in 

isolation, especially 
 

when private persons determine the terms of credit. Jewish banks are now in 
the process of using state credit as a way of taking control of all industrial 
production. Herein lies the secret of the omnipotence of modern capitalist 
hegemony with all of its cancerous growth. Any social reform has to begin with 
the state establishing its independence from private equity firms as its source of 
credit. Only then will the source of all of capitalism’s debilitating excesses be 
contained. To call anything else social reform is a waste of time. 

It is pointless to talk about economics as if it were a science like physics when it is so 

closely bound up with the moral law. In order to deal with the crisis effectively, state 

authorities need to admit that: 
 

Seduction and crime are the main components of Jewish commerce. When the 
scions of wealthy families go astray, the easiest way to find the culprit 
responsible is to seek him among the Jews. The Jew supplies riding and wagon 
horses, equipage and dogs; he encourages the acting out of all base desires and 
the adoption of degenerate lifestyles; he is the fence and the pimp. Once he has 
established his influence over his rich young protégé, he encourages him to 
speculate on the stock market in order to win back the money he squandered on 
his vices. In this way the Jew brings about his complete ruin in a few years, 
which is when his fortune ends up in hands of his Jewish seducer. Anyone who is 
familiar with the realities of social life in Paris, Vienna, and Pest sees this sort of 
thing all the time. These seductive arts are closely allied with prostitution. Every 
aspect of trafficking in young females is firmly in Jewish hands and organized on 
an international basis. It’s only a short step from this immoral trafficking to 
criminal activity. When it comes to embezzlement, misappropriation, fraud, 
usury, blackmail, etc., the Jew is involved to a much greater percentage than the 
Christian. 

Capitalism, which is another term for “Juedisches Erwerbsleben,” or Jewish business 

practice has its roots in looting: 
 

In this way, Jewish business practices are similar to those of desert nomads 
who make use of their fleet horses of the  steppes to conduct looting 
expeditions on settlements which pursue  settled economic pursuits. In doing 
this they appropriate what they can drag off on their raids. They then live like 
kings off of “what they have earned” in the desert until the loot is all gone and 
another looting expedition is necessary. Jewish “commerce” has never been able 
to grow beyond its roots in looting. The majority of Jews has no idea of how to 
make a living from honest toil, nor do they want to learn how to do such a 

thing.[50] 
 



There are many forms of slavery that need to be abolished. What the Arab is 
to Africa, the usury Jew is to Europe. Both Semitic races live only off the 
exploitation of others, by looting. That is the revenant of the nomadic life of 
these tribes. Thousand years of living in the desert accustomed them to sudden 
attacks, and they learned through this booty off of the work of others. The 
entire Jewish-oriental way of doing business is deeply suffused with the 
characteristics of looting. One industry after another is singled out for looting, 

until finally whole nations have been plundered.[51] 

Because of this, Jewish business practices are totally antithetical to the economy of a 

Christian culture, which is based on an understanding and appreciation of the value of work: 
 

In the instruction manuals from the Middle Ages, the people were taught that 
“Man is born to work, as the bird is created to fly.” The Catholic Church raised 
the nations under her care to be workers and made earning by work the 
foundation of our civilization. There is only one way of earning a living which is 
worthy of respect and esteem, and that is earning a living by toil, whether that 
entails labor of a physical or an intellectual sort. It makes no difference whether 
this labor takes place on the lowest rung of the economic ladder among day-
laborers or among the  professions of the  elite. In doing this the  Church 
erected civilization upon an entirely new foundation. The pagan world proposed 
a life lived at the expense of others (slavery); Judaism preached preferential 
treatment for its own people, but permitted the exploitation and practicing usury 
on alien nations. And until this day Jewish business practices exhibit this dual 
nature. On the one hand, we see concern for the family and for his fellow Jew, 
but on the other a totally heartless exploitation via usury of the goyim, which 
becomes the source of the wealth accumulated by Jewish 



billionaires… . The ancient principle of the Catholic Church, which only honors 
commerce when it is based on honest work, is drowned out by the Jewish 
screeching which encourages speculation and gambling on the stock 

market.[52] 

By the last decade of the 19th century, it had become clear to thinkers like Georg 

Ratzinger that the laws enacted in the wake of the Enlightenment and its concomitant 

revolutions spelled economic disaster for Europe. The only solutions to the economic crisis 

was a return to Christian-inspired state regulation of the economy. “The Jews,” Ratzinger 

opined, 
 

must once again learn to subordinate themselves to Christian social 
reform and to conform their business practices to Christian norms. All of the 
money which they have earned through state-sanctioned usury and the 
exploitation of the worker must be returned to the people. The legislatures must 
now criminalize all of the fraud and exploitation which now has established itself 
under the rubric of free enterprise. The state needs to prosecute in a public 
manner all forms of usury and fraudulent exploitation. The current laws against 
usury and fraud are much too one-sided, and they do not correspond either to 
the experience or the plain sense of Christian jurisprudence. 

There is no middle ground here; there are no neutral scientific laws. Either the Christian 

State must force Jews to acknowledge the superiority of their laws and conform to them, or, 

under the guise of tolerance and enlightenment, Christians will end up by becoming Jews via 

an unregulated, capitalist, Jewish economy: 
 

Just think how contagious usury was then [during the middle ages] and how 
quickly public morality declined as a result. What germs are to epidemics, so is 
bad example on the moral level. It is irresponsible to give a free pass to 
contagious toxins by promoting a false view of life, unless you want the entire 
social organism to get sick. The disease of our culture consists in the cancerous 
spread of the Jewish-heathen worldview over the moral norms of Christendom. 
The inferiority of the Jewish-heathen worldview to Christianity must be made 
apparent, by the actions of the Christian state. 

The solution to the social question can only come about when the Christian idea of 

commerce has vanquished the Jewish- heathen idea. True protection of the social order is only 

possible in the confessional state. “Business practice must be made to conform once again to 

Christian morals”: 
 

Intoxicated by revolution, Christian nations have pawned their most precious 
jewel — the teaching and the grace of their savior—and have rejected their most 
precious asset, their character as redeemed children of the Lord, by abandoning 
the Christian basis for their culture. The Lord as a result has let the Christian 
nations go their own way, which has led to the debt bondage which flows from 
the obdurate hegemony of capital, which will end up concentrated in the hands 
of a small minority of Jews and their lackeys. 

The Jews will also benefit from 

these reforms: 
 

Clear limits on Judaism in not only necessary for the interests of the Christian 
nations; it is also in the interest of the Jews themselves. Only when the sane 



principles of Christian reform have been put in place, can we hope to disarm the 
specter of anti-Semitic racial hatred. It is only then that we can hope to avoid 
the path of the violent taking the law into their own hands. Those who think 
that a small minority of Jews with the help of the power of the state can solve 
this problem, are deceiving themselves. 

To put the case another way, if reform is not forthcoming, the Jews will be 

the first to suffer because: 

The hegemony of social corruption has ended in every age in terror. This solution is no 

longer plausible. Either we are going to have Christian reform in our future or we are going 

to have the reign of racial hatred. The Jews should be under no illusions about what they can 

expect from the racial hatred that is waiting for them in the near future. Their arrogance is 

going to turn quickly into bitter disappointment in the future. 



Ratzinger was especially prophetic when he wrote in 1892: 
 

A reaction against the jewification of our culture is now building momentum 
among the common man. That movement is hardly perceptible today, but it is 
going to grow like an avalanche. That movement would be irresistible at this 
very moment if it weren’t lacking a leader. (Ratzinger’s word was, of course the 
German word “Fuehrer,” which took on a whole new dimension some 40 years 
later.) 

What he said of working class Christians in the 1890s is now true of Muslims in 2011: 
 

What the Christian earns by the sweat of his brow, the Jew lays hold of via 
usury, fraud, and cheating the worker out of a decent wage, and he squanders 
the money he appropriates in luxury and wretched excess. Confronted with 
these excesses, the moral consciousness of the working class finds itself 
consumed with rage, and since the government and the legislature provide no 
protection against the usurious and exploitative Jews and their lackeys, the 
people take to the streets. That is the meaning of anti-Semitism and the 
uproar it is now causing. We see in this a kind of economic self-defense and the 
moral defense mechanism of the exploited. It’s a sign to the government and 
the legislature that the necessary legal protection isn’t there, and a sign that the 
administration and the legal system aren’t offering the assistance that they need 
to offer. Anti-Semitism is a serious and ultimate warning to the ruling class. If 
this warning is ignored, if the ruling class thinks that they deal with the people 
with bayonettes, then we are heading toward a revolution that is going to make 
the Reformation and the French revolution look like child’s play by comparison. 

Ratzinger is aware of the Darwinian notion that life involves struggle among individuals 

and ethnic groups as well. He simply takes that notion of struggle out of the biological realm 

and re-situations it n the moral cultural arena, as when he writes: “Any ethnic group which is 

totally lacking in moral restraint when it comes to economic life will end up the winner in any 

struggle for existence. This is the secret of Jewish success in Austria-Hungary.” [53] 

Similarly, Ratzinger isn’t denying that life is a struggle; he is simply unwilling to say, as the 

sociobiologists must, that the cause of the victors in cultural warfare is ipso facto just: 
 

The life of nations is like the life of individuals. He who fails to engage in 
battle daily to secure his position in society will soon disappear. The Catholics in 
Austro-Hungary have failed to engage in the daily battle for their possessions, 
and as a result they lose year after year one institution after another. They 
have been dispossessed from top to bottom, from their universities as well as 
their kindergartens. The Jews, who make up less than 10 percent of the 
population, have as a result of their energetic and unified and self-confident 
activity won a victory over the 90 percent of the population which is Catholic 
and have everywhere occupied the positions which the Catholics have 

abandoned.[54] 

If survival of the fittest is the fundamental law of sociobiology, then Jews must be in fact 

the master race. Hitler got it almost right.  Conversely,  when it comes  to  the  struggle  for  

existence,  white  guys  are  losers; from the  sociobiological perspective, the highest thing 



anyone can aspire to be is a Jew. Hence, David’s delight when he found that he had Jewish 

DNA in his cells. He was now a member of the master race, which of course, was at the same 

time, the enemy of the entire human race. This leads him to the contradictory assertion “I’m a 

product of my times. I am my genes.” What he means to say is that the upheaval in his life 

caused by the sexual revolution left him totally uprooted and without any sense of identity. 

Since he lives is a materialist scientistic culture, finding his roots took a biological turn, 

helped of course by the sociobiology he imbibed from the writings of Professor MacDonald. 

Talk about race is the ultimate sign of deracination. 

If Georg Ratzinger ’s explanation of the rise of Jewish power is superior to Kevin 

MacDonald’s, a different picture begins to emerge. David became a Jew not because he 

discovered superior DNA in his cells, but because the Catholic Church failed to preach the 

gospel. We are talking about failure on a massive scale here. In Georg Ratzinger ’s day when 

the Catholic confessional state was in power in places like Bavaria and the double monarchy 

of Austro-Hungary, Catholic elites refused to enforce the (largely economic) laws on the books 

which protected the weak in a Christian culture 

Then came the Thirty Years War (1915-1945) which put the revolutionary elites in 

power after World War II By nineteen sixty farseeing church men like Alfredo Cardinal 

Ottaviani saw that European Christian culture needed to strengthened against assaults from the 

Jewish elites in both the East and the West, as represented by Freudianism and 

Communism, Hollywood movies, fast food, rock n roll—in short, everything that Federico 

Fellini discussed in La Dolce Vita, the seminal 

1960 document. 

Instead of regaining the initiative, the Catholic Church used the council which Ottaviani 

persuaded Pope John XXIII to convoke as a way of internalizing the commands of her 

oppressors. The Church which used Dignitatis Humanae as a pretext to 



abandon the confessional state (even though the document affirms the opposite) and Nostra 

Aetate as a pretext to abandon its efforts to preach the Gospel to the Jews and work for their 

conversion, created a world in which Jews who recognized the synagogue’s attack on logos 

and recoiled from it in disgust had no alternative but to become Jewish Nazis, because Hitler 

had succeeded Christ as the antithesis of what it meant to be a Jew. David Cooper and Danny 

Balint are infallible signs that the Church is not doing its job. Whenever a Jew recoils in 

disgust from the Nihilism which is the essence of the Jewish religion, his first thought should 

be, “This is what St. Paul meant when he said the Jews are ‘the enemy of the entire human 

race.’ This is what the Church has been saying all along.” 

The fact that this thought did not pop into David’s mind is a sign that the Church has 

abandoned its mission of evangelization to the people who need it the most, the people to 

whom Christ preached exclusively when he walked this earth. 

When pushed on the matter, David will admit, “In theory I was a Catholic. But they 

didn’t tell me anything. My dad left Church” as a result of the divorce, and after that 

David’s exposure to Catholicism was attending “the hippie Mass at St. John’s” in the 

company of his sexually liberated mother. As part of his Catholic upbringing, David’s mom 

told him that “the priest at St. John’s is gay.” The net result of this failure on the Church’s 

part was deracination. David felt totally rootless, totally cut off from any familial or cultural 

or religious tradition. As a result, he began to see those roots in his DNA. Race would 

provide what David’s church and family failed to give him. 

“I wanted to know who I am. Race is not a social construct. Race and ethnicity is about 

biology.” Then after discovering his Jewish DNA, David joined the synagogue, where he 

learned that “Judaism doesn’t involve a relationship with God.” Now after learning that the 

rabbi and most of his congregation are atheists, David is feeling spiritually restless again. 

“Technically I’m a Jew,” he says, “but my 

heart’s not in it. 

The logic here is not as convoluted as one might think. After being exposed to the full 

nihilism of the Jewish “faith,” the Jew recoils in horror and disgust. At that point, he either 

devotes himself to some lesser god such as money or sex, or he recoils completely and looks 

for the opposite of what he learned in the synagogue. The Catholic Church is the true opposite 

of what gets taught in the synagogue, but the Church simply has not been proclaiming Church 

teaching on the Jews for decades. As a result, in his search for the antithesis of everything 

Judaism stands for the Jew discovers the Nazis, whose racial beliefs are simply the mirror 

image of Judaism anyway, and the Jew becomes a Nazi. 

By virtue of his baptism, David is a Catholic, something he admits in more candid 

moments, “I’ve been to Mass more times than I’ve been to the synagogue.” Why then does he 

think he’s a Jew? The initial answer to that question is Kevin MacDonald and DNA testing. 

The real answer to that question, however, lies in the massive failure of the contemporary 

Catholic Church either to live or proclaim the gospel. To begin with the living part, the priest 

he got to know best as a child was a regular guest at their house because he was having an 

affair with his mother. 
 

When I was 11 years old, my mom met and seduced a monsignor. The 



relationship lasted for as long as 
20 years. Maybe more. I don’t know when it ended. He died a few years ago. I 
don’t know how much more I’ll say about it, but I’d like for you to let it lie. 
Please don’t poke around about it. Thank you. Of course, it takes two to tango. I 
couldn’t exactly say who seduced whom. She wanted to marry him, and she 
says he talked about that as a possibility for many years. The whole thing 
disgusts me. Talk about sacrosanct and profane. I’ll probably never forgive her 
for this, or some other transgressions. 

The failure of the church to proclaim the gospel is not unrelated to moral failure. The 

contemporary Church’s intellectual cowardice in proclaiming the Gospel teaching on the Jews 

simply puts its moral turpitude in sexual matters in the shade by comparison. Everything the 

contemporary Catholic Church has to say about the Jews is either insipid or flat out wrong 

and a contradiction of everything the gospels and the Church fathers had to say on the matter. 

The Church has all but officially proclaimed that it is not interested in converting the 

Jews. The American bishops had proclaimed in their own catechism that the Mosaic covenant 

was eternally valid and that Jews could be saved by following it. That this was a heretical, 

flat out contradiction of the gospel finally dawned on the bishops and they deleted the 

offending statement. 

Those organizations which do claim to be interested in the conversion of the Jews, turn 

out to be, upon closer inspection, the opposite of what they claim to be. The Association of 

Hebrew Catholics is a good case in point. Instead of working for the conversion of the Jews, 

the AHC works instead for the preservation of pockets of Jewish DNA within the Church. 

Instead of working to integrate Jewish converts into Church life, the AHC attempts to create 

Jewish ghettos based on what can only be construed as racial and therefore heretical 

principles. 

In the February 2006 issue of Culture Wars , Theologian Raymond Kevane, theological 

advisor to the AHC pointed out these heretical principles publically to David Moss, the 

organization’s president, after years of trying to get an answer from him privately: 
 

Not too long ago (March 2005) in a public statement on EWTN, Dave Moss 
rejected the idea that the Church replaced the people of Israel. He clearly 
identified the latter idea as an “erroneous theology” that was taught for 2000 
years by the Catholic Church. He further stated that the Church no longer 
teaches that 

http://www.culturewars.com/


he people of Israel are superseded. They are an eternal people with an 

irrevocable calling. How can any individual declare that the Catholic Church … . 

has taught erroneous theology for 2000 years.[55] 
 

Both statements are heretical. The most important “irrevocable calling” for 
the Jews is the same as for the rest of us—to save their immortal souls. In one 
stroke Dave Moss denied the Scripture as inspired by God, the infallibility of the 
Pope and Ecumenical councils and the fact of Tradition (the office of the 
Magisterium of the Catholic Church). No Catholic can say that the Church has 

held and erroneous theology for 2000 years and still remain a Catholic. [56] 
 

In almost every century there has been an effort to bring the rites of the 
Jewish religion into the Catholic Church. Every time it has arisen it has caused 
great harm to the Catholic Church before finally being discredited. 

So when Dave Moss said that the Church was in theological error for 2000 years, he 

denies the infallibility of the pope and the councils of the Church 
 

The Council of Florence… firmly believes and profess, and teaches … that 
whoever, even after the passion , placed hope in these mattes of the law and 
submitted himself to them as necessary for salvation, as if faith in Christ could 
not save without them, sinned mortally… . 

To reinstate, in the Catholic Church, any of the Judaic rituals of the Old Testament would 

be to suggest that the Sacrifice by Christ is not perfect. 

It turns out that the AHC isn’t interested in Jewish conversion at all: 
 

David Moss told me … that he doesn’t believe that the AHC should be involved 
in “targeting” other Jews 

, but rather to simply “converse” or “dialogue” with them. But if that’s true, 
then the converted Jew is not obeying the command of Christ “Go forth and 
preach the Gospel to all nations.” 

On August 5, 2010, David Moss, president of the Association of Hebrew Catholics, 

interviewed Archbishop Raymond L. Burke, who was then head of the Apostolic Signatura in 

Rome. Moss’s tendentious questions were largely formulated in response to the objections 

which Raymond Kevane raised in his Culture Wars article but remained unanswered. In 

response to a question about the special role the “Hebrew” Catholic might play in the Church, 

Burke ignored the issue and thinking that he was agreeing with Moss claimed that “We [ i.e., 

Catholics] are the sons and daughters of Abraham, and we feel the closest bond to the 

Jewish people.” Burke, of course, implies here that we feel this bond because the Jews 

can also construe themselves as children of Abraham, even though this assertion is 

contradicted by the Gospel of St. John, which states quite clearly that followers of Christ 

can call themselves children of Moses, but those who reject Christ, i.e., the Jews, cannot. 

Burke then goes on to add: 
 

A Hebrew Catholic has a distinctive witness to give in the church. They 
are particularly cherished because of the rich heritage they bring to the church. 
Is his excellency referring to the Talmud here? If not, it’s difficult to see what 



other heritage the Jew can bring to the church, since that rejection of logos is 
the heart of the Jewish religion. 



David wasn’t impressed by this sort of outreach. In fact, he’s hoping that the Church 

maintains its position as “a last bastion of anti-Semitism” because American Protestants in his 

view have been Judaized. The Catholic Church is a repudiation of Judaism, in David’s view 

because Jesus Christ’s teaching was a repudiation of the religion of that time and place. The 

Talmud is not based on the Hebrew Bible. They start with the Mishna, spoken word brought 

down from Mt. Sinai. From there it is only a short step to concluding as the rabbi did at Baruch 

Goldstein’s funeral, that 10,000 Palestinian children aren’t worth one Jewish fingernail. 

David’s experiences in the synagogue confirmed the nihilism which Danny Balint 

discovered at the heart of Judaism as a 

Yeshiva student: 

“I’ve never met a Jew who believes in God,” David opined. “My rabbi does not believe 

in God. None of the Jews in my congregation believes in God. I have yet to find a Jew who 

believes in a divine God.” 

It was this discovery of nihilism at the heart of Judaism which led David to conclude 

that “Jews make the best anti- Semites.” It also led him to conclude that the greatest anti-

Semite of all time, as well as one of the modern era’s greatest nihilists, was Jewish. 

“Hitler ’s dad’s dad was Jewish,” David said. “His dad’s mom worked in a Jewish 

household and the man of the house impregnated her when she was around 40.” It led 

Danny Balint to the same conclusion in The Believer, when he asks rhetorically, “So 

Hitler’s the chief rabbi now?” 

Danny is right. Hitler is the chief rabbi now. He attained that position by default when 

the Church stopped working for the conversion of the Jews. 
 

* * 

* 
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PREFACE
 Whenever I thought of the fact that I had lived in Europe for years before I
had been west of the Susquehanna River, I couldn’t escape the feeling that I was the
American version of a Nestorian or an Arian because I had flagrantly denied two tenets
of the American creed. I did not own a car, and I had never driven the car that I did not
own to California.

The big western moment for Philadelphians of my generation took place
40 years ago during the summer of 1967. It was known as the summer of love, and
whatever emotional attraction that hajj in a cramped VW beetle had was again
associated with music, songs like "If you’re going to San Francisco . . ." which prompted
Philadelphians of a certain persuasion to head out in their VW beetles with the flower
decal and the McCarthy bumper sticker.

So, 40 years too late and thousands of dollars short, Peter and I,
representing the babyboomers who hadn’t made our summer of love hajj then, made our
pilgrimage, not in the cramped and narrow confines of a VW beetle, but with all of the
luxury a brand new Class C motorhome can afford.

As we sat in the 21st century version of the Conestoga wagon and watched
America’s landscape roll by at the stately Conestoga pace of 50 miles per hour (Peter is
paid a lump sum for gas, and so the slower he goes the more money he earns), the main
topic of discussion was what do you do when you have ruined your life. America has
various answers to that question, and most of them have to do with the West, which is
where you go when your past becomes too complicated.

The RV is a home on wheels for the permanently deracinated. It entered
the canon of American literature 110 years after Hawthorne wrote the House of the
Seven Gables, when John Steinbeck wrote Travels with Charley In Search of America, the
story of Steinbeck’s 10,000 mile long RV trip from Maine to California and back again.

Steinbeck, his biographer tells us, "was afraid that fatherhood would
interfere with his writing." It turns out that Steinbeck’s fears were misplaced. Abortion, not
fatherhood, destroyed him as a writer.

If the RV is the modern version of the Conestoga wagon, then the
motorcycle is the modern equivalent of the horse. The biker is the modern day equivalent
of the cowboy. The cowboys were veterans of the Civil War who never made it back
home to the America that war destroyed.  So, too, biker culture is a reaction to war.
Cowboys were the disaffected veterans of the Civil War, bikers were the disaffected
veterans of World War II and Vietnam, the boys who never made it back to the world



those wars destroyed.
America never really felt comfortable with social engineering; as it

became more repugnant in the average American’s eyes, Hell’s Angels took on the aura
of outlaw heroes. Burdened by increasingly onerous social control, the average, which is
to say, the clueless socially engineered citizen became increasingly fascinated by
deviance, which he incorrectly saw as the antithesis of and antidote to social control.
Eventually the dominant culture exploited this fascination as it developed even more
sophisticated forms of control based on the arousal of sexual passion.
E. Michael Jones
December 2011



It seems that there are two contenders for the RV capital of the world. One
is Elkhart, Indiana, which is 15 miles east of where I live. The other is Forrest City, Iowa,
500 miles west, home of Winnebago Industries, the brand name, like Kleenex, that
became synonymous with the recreational vehicle. RVs are simply a part of life when
you live where I live. It's one of those things that you immediately recognize as some sort
of culturally promoted fantasy and then forget about it while cruising along the Interstate
trying to get where you've got to go. Your kids end up with RV toys because they end up
playing with trucks. Someone you know buys an RV and then wonders why he did that
and what he plans to do with the thing now that it has broken down for the thousandth time
and is filling up his driveway.

Then suddenly it becomes an existential issue. During the summer of 2007
I needed to attend a wedding in Spokane, Washington. Flying was out of the question;
driving was too expensive. It was during a weeks' long quandary that I thought of Peter.
Peter is a man of many talents. He hosts a cable access talk show; he also delivers RVs.
When I asked him if he were planning to deliver any RVs to the West coast at the
beginning of August, he not only said he was but that I could go along for the ride.

What I found out later is that the RV was leaving not from Elkhart but from
Iowa. In the end it was all the same, three days straight of somewhere between 600 and
700 miles a day over terrain that I had heard about but never seen (at least not at ground
level) and had coalesced under the rubric of the mythic American West. In spite of
having been born in America and having lived here all of my life, I had always felt a
little bit like a Muslim who had never made the hajj to Mecca because I had never driven
across the country.

Never mind that I hated cars. Never mind that my father did not own one
until I was in high school growing up, and that my wife and I did not have one until our
oldest son was in high school too. Never mind the fact that I had flown over the same
terrain a number of times. I had this inchoate sense that America really was a creedal
nation, and that the automobile and the West were parts of that creed. Whenever I thought
of the fact that I had lived in Europe for years before I had been west of the Susquehanna
River, I couldn't escape the feeling that I was the American version of a Nestorian or an
Arian because I had flagrantly denied two tenets of the American creed. I did not own a
car, and I had never driven the car that I did not own to California.

Growing up in Philadelphia, I came to this understanding of the American
creed from cowboy shows on TV. One of the things that attracted me to cowboys back
then was the fact that, more often than not, guys like Roy Rogers and Gene Autry were



singing cowboys. Music goes a long way toward making people attractive in my book. I
can even conceive of a TV show about artichoke pickers from Watsonville. As long as
they were singing artichoke pickers, I'd consider giving them a second look or listen. Even
the Lone Ranger stands out among movies whose names and plots I no longer remember
because of his association with Rossini's Wilhelm Tell overture.

As far as I was concerned the mythic west began somewhere just on the
other side of 69th Street, which was, and still is, the westernmost stop on the Frankford El.
It was all terribly important, that stretch of territory from Upper Darby to the Pacific
Ocean, because it symbolized hope, even if no one could really explain why. The big
western moment for Philadelphians of my generation took place 40 years ago during the
summer of 1967. It was known as the summer of love, and whatever emotional attraction
that hajj in a cramped VW beetle had was again associated with music, songs like "If
you're going to San Francisco . . ." which prompted Philadelphians of a certain persuasion
to head out in their VW beetles with the flower decal and the McCarthy bumper sticker.
We were a whole generation with a new explanation, as the song put it. Eventually the
summer of love turned into a miasma of drug overdose, venereal disease, and, worst of
all, hippie commercialism. It eventually got so bad that the hippies held a funeral for the
movement and abandoned San Francisco to the homosexuals.

So, 40 years too late and thousands of dollars short, Peter and I
representing the babyboomers who hadn't made our summer of love hajj then, made our
pilgrimage now, not in the cramped and narrow confines of a VW beetle, but with all of
the luxury which a brand new Class C motorhome can afford. I didn't know Peter 40
years ago, so I don't know what we would have talked about then, but I am fairly sure that
it would not have been what we talked about now, because 40 years represents the great
hump of life, and we were now on the down side of that hump rushing downhill toward
60, just 10 years from the three score and 10 that God allots to man as his portion on this
earth.

The West was still the West. It still embodied America's hope in the future.
But if the West embodied America's vision of hope and the future unencumbered by the
dead hand of the past, our conversation had a distinctly eastern cast to it. As we sat in the
21st century version of the Conestoga wagon and watched America's landscape role by
at the stately Conestoga pace of 50 miles per hour (Peter is paid a lump sum for gas, and
so the slower he goes the more money he earns), the main topic of discussion was what
do you do when you have ruined your life. America has various answers to that question,
and most of them have to do with the West, which is where you go when your past
becomes too complicated.



The traditional American answer to the question is move. In particular,
move West. The American answer to the great American question has always been the
same. What changes is the technology. In 1850, when Nathaniel Hawthorne wrote The
House of the Seven Gables, the answer was still "move," but then the vehicle for moving
was the railroad. The railroad allowed Clifford Pyncheon, scion of a New England
family in terminal decline, to escape from his past. Or at least it gave him that illusion,
because

looking from the window, they could see the world racing past them. At one
moment, they were rattling through a solitude—the next a village had grown up
around them—a few breaths more, and it had vanished, as if swallowed by an
earthquake. The spires of meeting houses seemed set adrift from their foundations,
the broad-based hills glided away. Everything was unfixed from its age-long rest,
and moving at whirlwind speed opposite to their own. (Nathaniel Hawthorne, The
House of the Seven Gables (New York: W. W. Norton, 1967, p. 256)

 
Clifford and Hepzibah Pyncheon were escaping from the house of the

seven gables because that house, acquired by ancestral acts of theft and murder, had
become the locus of sin, history, and the dead hand of the past over their lives. Their lives
were ruled by a curse—quite literally, Maule's curse—and when they realized that they
were powerless to lift this curse from their blighted lives, they had recourse to the
remedy which millions of Americans would seek in years to come: they left. They pulled
up stakes; they moved. Moving always involves technology of one sort or another, and in
1850 the state of the art technology for moving was the railroad. Hawthorne was writing
in an age when his peers drew metaphysical lessons from physical improvements. One
of the great essays of his day was on the moral influence of steam, and so it comes as no
surprise that Clifford got swept up into the same delusion, namely, that the railroad was
going to solve his spiritual problems. The logic behind the escape plan goes roughly as
follows: If a man is no longer bound to one place, then sin will have no hold over him,
because sin always happens in a particular place and time. Since one of the great sins in
history (in particular the history of the English speaking world) is theft of land and real
estate, the railroad will abolish this sin by abolishing the home:

"This admirable invention of the railroad," Clifford tells the train's puzzled
conductor, who feels that "The best chance of pleasure in an easterly rain. . . is in a man's
own house with a nice little fire in the chimney," "can abolish history and all the misery
bound up with it by turning men back into nomads." The railroad, Clifford continues, "with
its vast and inevitable improvements to be looked for, both as to speed and convenience, is



destined to do away with those stale ideas of home and fireside and substitute something
better. . . . My impression is that our wonderfully increased and still increasing facilities
of locomotion are destined to bring us round again to the nomadic state. . . ."

Railroads give us the ability to leave the past behind us. Since Americans
are invariably people who have left some other place to come here, this prospect
corresponds to the selection process that created America and is, therefore, doubly
attractive. Railroads "are positively the greatest blessing that the ages have wrought for us.
They give us wings; they annihilate the toil and dust of pilgrimage; they spiritualize travel.
Transition being so facile, what can be any man's inducement to tarry in one spot? Why,
therefore, should he build a more cumbrous habitation than can readily be carried off
with him?"

Had Hawthorne been able to see 150 years into the future and contemplate
the Class A motorhomes that were coverging, like our Class C motorhome, on Redmond,
Oregon, he would have most probably been amazed at just how cumbrous a habitation
Americans would eventually be able to carry off with them. But the psychological
motivation behind moving—whether by railroad or RV—would have been no more a
mystery to him now than it was to him then.

"Why," Clifford continues, "should he make himself a prisoner for life in
brick and stone and old worn eaten timber, when he may just as easily dwell, in one
sense, nowhere—in a better sense, wherever the fit and beautiful shall offer him a
home?"

"I should scarcely call it an improved state of things," the conductor
replied, "to live everywhere and nowhere!"

But Clifford is just getting started. The possibilities of railroad travel as the
solution to his problems have intoxicated him and loosened his tongue accordingly:

Morbid influences, in a thousand-fold variety, gather about hearths, and pollute
the life of households. There is no such unwholesome atmosphere as that of an old
home, rendered poisonous by one's defunct forefathers and relatives! I speak of
what I know. . . . . rusty, crazy, creaky, dry-rotted, damp-rotted, dingy, dark and
miserable old dungeon with an arched window over the porch and a little shop door
on one side, and a great melancholy elm before it. Now, sir, whenever my thoughts
recur to this seven-gabled mansion . . . I have a vision of an elderly man . . . dead,
stone dead, with an ugly flow of blood upon his shirt bosom. . .. I could never flourish
there, nor be happy nor do nor enjoy what God meant me to do and enjoy! . . . it
were a relief to me if that house could be torn down . . . . For, Sir, the farther I get
away from it, the more does the joy, the lightsome freshness, the heart-leap, the



intellectual dance, the youth, in short—yes, my youth, my youth—the more does it
come back to me. No longer ago than this morning was I old . . . But now do I look
old? If so, my aspect belies me strangely, for—a great weight being off my mind—I
feel in the very hey-day of my youth, with the world and my best days before me.

 
Abolish real estate and you will abolish sin! Victims of the subprime bust

might agree. Clifford is both loquacious and prophetic in a way he fails to understand:
What we call real estate—the solid ground to build a house on—is the broad

foundation on which nearly all the guilt of this world rests. A man will commit
almost any wrong . . . only to build a great, gloomy, dark-chambered mansion for
himself to die in and for his posterity to be miserable in. . . . Within the lifetime of the
child already born . . . All this will be done away. The world is growing too ethereal
and spiritual to bear these enormities a great while longer. . . . the harbingers of a
better era are unmistakable.

 
Hawthorne, of course, viewed this sort of pretension with an irony that was

as rare in his own day as it is in our own. After the trauma of the Civil War—only ten
years over the horizon at the time Hawthorne wrote his book—America would become
coarsened, and after that happened its inclination to find technological solutions for moral
and spiritual problems only intensified. The technology increased in power and scope as
well, until 157 years later when Walt Whitman's dictum "Every man his own priest" had
changed into "Every man his own railroad," largely because of the introduction of the
Interstate and the RV. The only thing that didn't change was the motivation to get moving
in the first place, which remained moral and spiritual, as is the case when a man "feels to
be over-filled with the dead man's presence" and flees "Heaven knows whither, at the
speed of a hurricane, by railroad" or Class C Motorhome (Hawthorne, p. 265).

Both Peter and I were getting close to Clifford Pyncheon in age (if in fact
we hadn't superceded him), but somehow Hawthorne's irony had spoiled the Great
American Escape for us. Peter started out in life as the scion of German and Norwegian
immigrants who had settled in the Wisconsin Dells. Peter's father graduated from Notre
Dame in '43, trained as Navy pilot, but the war ended before he could be deployed.
Attending Notre Dame created in his mind the standard image of God, country, and
Notre Dame which that generation had carried away with it. What Peter's father never
learned is that nothing stays the same in this life, and that the only definitive explanation
of life in America after World War II was The Invasion of the Body Snatchers. And so it
was ordained early on that Peter was to attend Notre Dame, as his father had, without
anyone telling Peter that the pod people had taken over what still called itself a Catholic



university in the years following his father's graduation.
One year before he entered Notre Dame, Peter went to visit his sister, who

was attending St. Mary's College across the street at the time. It was Mardi Gras 1970.
Peter was a naïve high school senior student athlete who believed in the culture which the
Wisconsin Dells had bequeathed him, and so was not prepared for what the Notre Dame
students told him when he arrived to stay for the weekend in their dorm room. The
testimony of the students was unanimous. "This place will really fuck you up." The
students told Peter. "We're all fucked up and we don't know why."

Peter returned to Wisconsin convinced that he should not go to Notre
Dame, but his uncle convinced him otherwise. Like Ishmael in Moby Dick, Peter ignored
the mene tekel of his peers, and as a result Peter's life took a turn for the worse when he
arrived at the University of Notre Dame in 1970.

After three years of deliberately instigated intellectual confusion, Peter
couldn't take it anymore. He returned to Wisconsin and moved into the family cabin
along the Wisconsin River and started reading Nietzsche, the only author he had picked up
from his stay at Notre Dame. One night he took speed and stayed up all night trying to
figure things out. When the sun came up the next morning, the only phrase left in his mind
was "the name of Jesus." Peter then dropped out of Notre Dame; he had dropped out of
the Catholic faith shortly after he arrived in South Bend.

He asked his father to let him stay in their hunting lodge, and his father
agreed to let him stay on one condition: that he go to a psychiatrist, which in this instance
meant going to Dr. Hahn, the famous Jewish psychiatrist from Poland, who let him rattle
on at $50 an hour until one day Peter mentioned that he had been thinking about God. At
that point Dr. Hahn said, "Peter, you are having a fantasy, and I fear you are entering
into psychosis." He then threatened to put him on medication and into a mental hospital if
he continued to talk about God.

Peter, as I mentioned, threw out the Catholic baby with the Notre Dame
bath water. Peter eventually got his degree. He now considers himself an itinerant
preacher in the Protestant mode, who travels around the country and pays his bills by
delivering RVs. The big issue in Peter's life right now is getting his Commercial Drivers
License. Given his state in life, getting a CDL makes perfect sense. He will be able to
deliver the whole gamut of RVs now and make more money. But the CDL has taken on a
metaphysical meaning in the Wisconsin Dells. If he gets it, that means that Peter has
finally made something out of his life. It means that Peter is no longer a 55-year-old
loser. He is now a 55-year-old who has been certified by the state to drive big rigs.
Peter's father, in whose heart hope springs eternal, stops people on the street in the



Wisconsin Dells to announce that Peter is on the verge of getting his CDL. It may even
make the papers there since it is the first time he has gotten a degree in his entire life.
Shortly after our odyssey ended, Peter called to say that he had gotten his CDL, so with
this achievement under his belt he can hold his head high in the Dells now. Regret should
be the farthest thing from his mind, and yet . . . Perhaps it's the times; perhaps it's the
mores. O tempora! O mores! Perhaps it's a bad case of Boomerdaemmerung. Whatever,
but now Peter wonders whether he should have gone to the seminary when he was 13
years old, which was his original plan in life. More than once he mentioned the attractions
of the monastic life. I make a note to mention Peter when I visit the monastery in
Norway.

Or maybe regret is the new demographic issue for the baby boomer
generation, which is now pushing 60. "Regrets I've had a few," is how Frank Sinatra put it
when he sang "My Way," but this generation never liked Frank Sinatra, and so it's
understandable that they might have a different attitude toward regret.

While speaking in Maine, I ran into another babyboomer, one year older
than me, someone whom I hadn't seen in years, someone who had gotten me a speaking
engagement there in the early '90s. When I asked "How are you doing?" my question
elicited the sad story that this man's wife had left him for another man and ruined his life.
James was 61 years old at the time and still interested in meeting other women, even
though the affair he had had with the divorcee of a year ago hadn't gone particularly
well. All of this sexual trauma had forced James to brood on the past, in particular on a
trip he had made to California 40 years earlier. On that trip he had met a woman, had
entered into a sexual relationship with her (as many had then), and then left her to come
back to something or other on the East Coast and had forgotten her pretty much until his
wife left him. Now James is full of regret. "I should have married her," is how he put it to
me on that foggy evening in Maine, putting me in the position of trying to offer some
consolation. "I can't un-mess up your life for you," is what I blurted out at the time. It
wasn't the most consoling thing to say, I suppose. It also wasn't the only thing I said. But in
many ways, it was the most pertinent thing to say to someone who was contemplating
another sexual relationship to make up for the failures of the past. I spoke of redemption
too, but it became clear as I spoke, that redemption is not a time machine. We can still
make contact with God's plan for us as long as we are alive, but we can never go back and
marry the woman we didn't marry, or bring back to life the children we killed.

James was fortunate enough to have three children by the woman who left
him for another man. One of the biggest sources of regret for the baby boomer
generation is the sexual revolution. The sexual revolution blinded them to the people they



were supposed to marry. But worse than that, it seduced them into killing their own
children. If there is one thing that can ruin a life, it is abortion. Abortion devastates the
lives of everyone involved in it.

Peter, who now feels he should have joined the seminary when he was 13
years old, lives like a monk, and in fact talks with enthusiasm about the monasteries of the
middle ages, so abortion is not part of his story. But it is part of Daniel Smith's story,
which is now in print ("How Did I Get So Far from Who I Am?" By Daniel Smith, in
Kevin Burke LSW, David Wemhoff, Marvin Stockwell, eds, Redeeming a Father's Heart:
Men Share Powerful Stories of Abortion Loss and Recovery (Bloomington, IN:
Authorhouse, 2007, p. 51).

Like Peter, Daniel Smith went to Notre Dame. Unlike Peter, Daniel Smith
went on to a fairly successful career as a lawyer. Daniel never heard the mene tekel that
Peter heard from Notre Dame students in 1970. If he had, it is not clear that he would
have heeded any more than Peter did. Experience, as Ben Franklin said, keeps an
expensive school, but fools will learn in no other.

In retrospect, Smith feels that he and his classmates at Notre Dame in the
late '70s "were under attack," because even though Notre Dame claimed to be Catholic,
its main mission in life after Father Hesburgh stole the university from the Catholic
Church in 1967 was disabusing Catholic undergrads of the last vestiges of sexual morality
so that they could go off and become loyal FBI agents and docile wage slaves. "All
around us," Smith continues, "were messages that said sex is good, sex is fun, sex is
natural. . . . Of course, no one told us, no one showed us, where all this 'free love,' this
sexual liberation would lead us. No one showed the hurt feelings, the broken hearts, the
shattered dreams, the suffering and the years of pain and emptiness. No one showed us
the truth." Smith as a result holds Notre Dame responsible for the trainwreck that his life
was to become. "Where," he wonders, "were the shepherds who were to protect the flock?
. . . They were wolves in sheep's clothing. Abortion? Never heard of it. Sex outside of
marriage? It was tacitly approved." In short, Father Hesburgh and the people under him
"either did not believe, or they sold out. . . . At the place some call the preeminent
Catholic university we were immersed in the sex and booze and the rock and roll of the
destructive mainstream society."

Smith bought into the American dream of material success, as brokered by
Notre Dame, which made a name for itself among America's elites by giving its students
the illusion that there was no conflict between the American Dream and the Catholic
Faith. The net result of that deception is that Smith became so involved in the selfish
pursuit of sexual pleasure that he became willing to kill anyone who threatened to



interfere with that pleasure, even if that person was his own child. Or, perhaps, better put,
especially if that person were his own child.

Smith recounts a conversation with his girlfriend of the time, Ann, who
asked him, "Hypothetically, if I told you that I was pregnant, what would you want me to
do?" Smith lost no time replying: "I would want you to have an abortion." That was the
day on which, as he puts it "It was then that the Devil entered me." That was day that
ruined the rest of David Smith's life. From then on his life was "an emptiness broken by
strife, and infused with sorrow."

The first thing to die after their child was Smith's relationship with the
child's mother. In the same book, Fr. Frank Pavone talks about "the overwhelming despair
that comes from abortions that" people like Smith "insisted upon." Daniel Smith's
testimony corroborates Pavone's claim:

A wave of despair engulfed me. The despair included physical pain and a
withdrawal from everyone around me. I took time off from my job and spent days
away from friends and family. . . . The pain was in every fiber of my being, during
the hours I was awake, and even during my sleep. There was no respite. There was
no end in sight. I had lost the love of my life. I knew it, and felt it and did not know
how I would live with it. I despaired.

 
Sex and booze are the normal antidotes to bad conscience. One father had

an affair with a co-worker which led, when discovered, to the break-up of his marriage.
The break-up in turn led to alcoholism, pornography addiction, and, ultimately, a suicide
attempt before this man could bring himself to admit that abortion was the cause of all of
it.

Smith "turned to sex with several women and to partying as a way to
deaden my feelings. But it didn't." Nor did recourse to frenzied activity solve the
problems other fathers faced after their involvement with abortion. Sometimes the
frenzied activity involved otherwise laudable activity. One woman became a model
student and devoted all of her waking hours to study to distract herself from the fact that
she had killed her own child. Careers for women as well as political activism are often the
unacknowledged sequelae of abortion. Ultimately all of the book's contributors learned
with Smith, that "denial cannot last forever" because "it costs too much energy."

Justifying an abortion is psychically exhausting. Redemption is possible, but
it's important to understand just what redemption is and not to be deceived by the illusions
which the culture of death proposes as its surrogate. The trauma the abortion wreaks is so
great that Smith is forced to admit that "Even after confessing the sin of abortion to my



parish priest, it all remained in the closet. With time, it pushed against the door, wanting to
come out. Seeing no way for that to happen, anger started to build." Smith's sin may have
been forgiven, but his anger remained: "Dealing with the anger required that I accept
what had happened and put it all in its proper place. To do that, I had to face the events of
the past, and that in turn meant remembering everything. That is a difficult thing to do."

The ultimate cause of sin is the will, which is free. But the will can be
influenced by culture. And one of the main cultural influences in the stories recounted in
Redeeming a Father's Heart was the military. Virtually every narrative involved the
military. The military facilitated abortion because it promoted deracination. Virtually
every testimony in Redeeming a Father's Heart came from someone who had been in
the military. Some of the writers had been raised in military families, and the constant
moving that involved made "making and breaking relationships . . . easy." Jonathan Flora
writes:

For me, making and breaking relationships was easy—I had done it my whole
life. I had learned early and it was all I knew when growing up. Because of my
father's Naval career, I attended seven different schools (two outside the US) from
the first grade through my senior year in high school. . . . Because military kids were
always moving, maybe a third or less of the class that stayed the year together
would be intact by the time summer break rolled around. Making and breaking
relationships was easy. . . . Later in life breaking up with girls was handled just as
easily.

 
And since breaking those relationship had become easy, it was even easier

to break a relationship with a child which, according to the canons of the dominant culture,
did not exist. Any unpleasant memories of that child could be exorcised by joining the
military and allowing it to put him on the merry-go-round of constant transfers and
mindless activity. "In my last semester of high school I signed up for the Air Force," Flora
writes, completing the circle that began when he was born into a military family.

Daniel Smith touches on the connection between abortion and deracination
obliquely when he blames "radical autonomous individualism" for the fact that "we were
isolated from the sources of our lives and so could fall for anything" (p. 58). He also
claims that I have helped him understand those forces:

These nefarious ideas did not simply fall out of the sky . . . it was years later after
having read the work of Catholic scholars like Gerry Bradley and Michael Jones that
I came to see that the myths which we grew up, that surrounded ourselves with late
in 20th century USA, were just that—myths. Or, to be more blunt, lies. . . . We were



told there was a "we," all Americans are one big family and we believed it. But
reality was different, as it always is in times of delusion. . . . Smarter? No, we were
just arrogant and ignorant of the sophisticated means by which we were being
manipulated. Freer? No, just promiscuous and isolated.

 
The men who ruined their lives became haunted by the ghosts of the

children they had killed. One father wrote: "I would have dreams of a phantom male
child coming to see me but I couldn't see the face." Abortion causes ghosts; and since
those ghosts are a product of guilt, the guilt ridden soul quickly concludes that there is no
escape from the past. At this point getting out of town seems like an attractive option. So if
motion is a sign of guilt, America must be the most guilt-ridden nation on the face of the
earth.

Daniel Smith found redemption in Christ, but like a character in a Hawthorn
novel, he realized that the expiation of his sin would take years:

Even after facing the events of long ago, I had to deal with the rage that comes
from the knowledge of the reality of what happened. This anger does not easily drain
because at the base of it is the sense that we have been emasculated for not
protecting our own flesh and blood. With time, that empty chair, that silent room, the
hole in my soul left by the loss of this child and his mother, took root in me, and I
came to realize that this loss was permanent. . . . Going to Confession, reading
tirelessly about abortion, working feverishly in the prolife movement, being nice to
people. These things did not bring me back to health. If anything, they caused me to
ask, "Why doesn't anyone seem to care about my little one and his mommy?" . . . I
learned that I had a Father in heaven who did care and learned that healing would
take years of prayer and hard work.

 
Daniel Smith says that he was a victim of war, or perhaps a victim of the

cultural version of "friendly fire." He and the mother of his child "were the targets of
what I can only now call a war—a war against people, a war against families, a war
against the Truth. . . . Those who created the toxic culture that gave our son less than an
even chance must bear responsibility for the little one's death, and for our suffering. . . . I
have come to see clearly how abortion and the culture of death that surrounds it, must,
and will one day be brought to an end."

Daniel's story doesn't end when the narrative in the book ends. Unlike the
Protestants who gave their testimony in the same book, Daniel did not remarry, nor did he
have children by the second wife to replace the child he killed. Daniel lived alone, and so
the ghost of the child he killed returned to haunt him in the house he occupied all alone.



Perhaps it was the prospect of those long years of expiation, perhaps he needed to forgive
himself as God had forgiven him, perhaps it was the fact that he hadn't sired a child to
replace the one he killed, perhaps it was the disappointment which came when he realized
that the redemption that Christ offered was not a time machine, perhaps he was simply
overwhelmed with regret—whatever the reason, Daniel chose the geographical cure,
facilitate not by the railroad or the RV but by the US military, which is eager to send you
to the Middle East these days. Eventually, in spite of the religion he professed on his lips,
Daniel, like Clifford Pyncheon, had to flee the house, go someplace else to get away
from the past. That meant Iraq. Daniel re-enlisted. Daniel is fighting the war on terror but,
after hours of discussing his story on Interstate 80 in Iowa, Peter and I conclude that
Daniel is AWOL in the culture wars.

So 40 years after the summer of love, two babyboomers conclude that the
mood is pessimistic. Nothing can turn back time. Time flows in one direction only. The
past is immutable. There is nothing you can do to change what you have done. Regret is,
of course, anti-American. It contradicts the fundamental American premise, which is if
you mess up your life in one place, you can always move farther west and start all over
again, as if nothing had ever happened.

The rise of the Mobile Home industry is premised on the institutionalization
of that hope. To achieve that end, the mobile home industry promotes deracination as a
way of life. It promotes deracination as an identity. The RV is a home on wheels for the
permanently deracinated. It entered the canon of American literature 110 years after
Hawthorne wrote the House of the Seven Gables, when John Steinbeck wrote Travels with
Charley In Search of America, the story of Steinbeck's 10,000 mile long RV trip from
Maine to California and back again. Steinbeck mentions both South Bend, Indiana and the
Wisconsin Dells, Peter's current and ancestral homes. Wisconsin is a state where
"everything I saw brought a delight." Most delightful of all were the Wisconsin Dells, "the
weird country sculptured by the Ice Age, a strange, gleaming country of water and
carved rock, black and green." The main thing Steinbeck remembers about South Bend,
Indiana is the Toll Road, which

strings the northern border of Indiana, bypassed Elkhart, South Bend and Gary.
The straightness of the way, the swish of traffic, the unbroken speed are hypnotic,
and while the miles peel off an imperceptible exhaustion sets on. Day and night are
one. The setting sun is neither an invitation or a command to stop, for the traffic rolls
constantly.

 
Steinbeck tells us that he avoids the Interstates because there is nothing to



see on the Interstates and that leads him to think about his past, bringing up "the areas of
regrets. If only I had done so-and-so, or had not said such-and-such—my God, the damn
thing might not have happened." As a result, Steinbeck "avoided the great wide traffic
slashes which promote the self by fostering daydreams."

It turns out that Steinbeck, like many Americans from the time of Clifford
Pyncheon and after, wanted to travel because he has regrets, but in Travels with Charley,
he never gets around to telling us just what caused those regrets. Instead, he tells us about
his RV. Steinbeck got Ford to build him a customized RV, which he named Rocinante,
after Don Quixote's horse. The name gave his quest a literary flavor, even if ultimately
the allusion, unlike the RV, went nowhere. More important was the symbolism of the RV,
which Steinbeck tells us symbolized the fact that "I had to go alone and I had to be self-
contained, a kind of casual turtle carrying his house on his back." (John Steinbeck, Travels
with Charley in Search of America [New York: Penguin, 2002]).

Steinbeck was younger than I am when he wrote Travels with Charley, but
he sounded like an old man. He was not in good health at the time, having suffered a
stroke that was the result of a lifetime of overindulgence in passions that impaired his
health. But before long it becomes clear that the main disease pushing Steinbeck toward
"senility" is not physical; it is rather "the virus of restlessness" which has taken "possession
of a wayward man." Over the course of his 10,000 mile journey, Steinbeck notices "a
burning desire to go" all over America:

I saw in their eyes something that I was to see over and over in every part of the
nation—a burning desire to go, to move, to get underway, anyplace, away from
Here. They spoke quietly of how they wanted to go someday, to move about, free
and unanchored, not toward something but away from something. I saw this look and
heard this yearning everywhere in every state I visited. (p. 9).

 
He describes this desire as a disease for which there is no cure. "He (19

year old) had a dream I've had all my life, and there is no cure."
Steinbeck is no Dante; he was well past "the middle of life's road" when he

wrote Travels with Charley, but like Dante he does find himself in the middle of a dark
wood when he gets to Maine. Unlike Dante, however, he never really finds his way out
again, most probably because he likes being lost, or at least in the state of perpetual
motion that characterizes, as the Marquis de Sade told us, those who live in and support
revolutionary societies.

As of 1960, when Steinbeck set of on his trip across America, it was not
clear that he had ruined his life. In fact, when looked at from the outside, it looked as if his



life was a stupendous success. Steinbeck had achieved heights of fame and fortune which
few American writers either before or after him would ever achieve again. When he
arrived back home from his RV odyssey, an invitation to the Kennedy inaugural was
waiting for him. Two years later Steinbeck went on to receive the Nobel Prize. The
publication of Travels with Charley in the same year established him as a national
treasure, which is the word which always gets used when a writer has nothing more to
say, but is still useful to the regime as a propagandist.

In many ways, Steinbeck's travelogue is the antithesis of the memoirs in
Redeeming a Father's Heart, and yet what both have in common is abortion, and how
abortion ruined their lives.

Both men ruined their lives by procuring abortions. The difference is that
Steinbeck never understood how he ruined his own life. The very fame and fortune he
craved prevented him from ever understanding why a writer who began his career with
such promise ended up such a mediocrity.

The Grapes of Wrath, which was published in 1939, was a huge success.
After years of living the life of the starving artist—his happiest years, of course—
Steinbeck awoke to hear fame calling him on the telephone and offering him $5,000 a
week if he would come to Hollywood and write movie scripts. At the height of his
success, shortly after the publication of The Grapes of Wrath, when Hollywood was
beating down his door, offering him $5000 a week as a script writer (having already paid
$75,000 for the movie rights to Grapes), Steinbeck ordered his wife to abort their child.
Carol, who happened to be his first wife and (in keeping the formula which would become
depressingly familiar over the course of the next 60 years) the one who stood by him
when he was a nobody and stayed up late at night typing the manuscripts that would make
him famous, wanted a child desperately but put it off in the interest of Steinbeck's career.

Now that his career was flourishing all he could think to do was order her to
have an abortion. Carol acquiesced to his request in spite of her better judgment and got a
bad infection as a result of the botched abortion. Eventually the infection led to a total
hysterectomy, something which Steinbeck's biographer refers to as "an utterly
devastating operation for a woman of childbearing age who wanted a child very badly."
Needless to say, Carol "never got over the bitterness of this." This bitterness led to bitter
recriminations, which were needless to say unpleasant, which in turn drove Steinbeck to
seek female companionship outside their marriage. Eventually, Steinbeck divorced Carol
and married a singer/actress 19-years his junior by the name of Gwyn Conger, who bore
him two children, both of whom ended up hating their father.

Steinbeck, his biographer tells us, "was afraid that fatherhood would



interfere with his writing." It turns out that Steinbeck's fears were misplaced. It was
abortion, not fatherhood, that destroyed him as a writer.

Steinbeck had been born and raised on a farm near Salinas. His forbears
were forty-niners, which in terms of America, meant that they were quasi-aborigines
and deeply rooted in their native soil. Abortion changed all that. After Steinbeck packed
the invalid Carol off on a trip to Hawaii, he moved in with Gwyn Conger. When Carol
returned and confronted him with his infidelity, Steinbeck filed for divorce.

The divorce traumatized Steinbeck. His reputation had been built more on
his moral compass—as the man who understood the plight of migrant workers—rather
than on any spectacular writing ability, and now that moral compass had been shattered
by acts of cruel and gratuitous selfishness, at the height of his career, when he should
have been at his magnanimous best. Steinbeck moved in with his friend Ed Ricketts, the
main character in Cannery Row, who did his best to calm his friend down with "whiskey
and conversation," but it soon became apparent that this self-inflicted wound could not be
medicated out of existence:

"I've been very raddled and torn out by the roots," he told Ricketts,
"Nightmared, etc. . . . I . . . am working hard but I get the horrors pretty often." The only
thing, he claimed, that saved him from going crazy was his work. He resolved "not to try
to think but to let the work go on."

It's interesting that Steinbeck should mention being "torn out by the roots" as
one of the symptoms of his malaise. The abortion uprooted Steinbeck. When Carol
threatened to return to California after the divorce, Steinbeck had to flee. California was
now full of unwelcome ghosts. In fleeing Steinbeck destroyed himself as a writer,
because if there were ever a writer who was rooted in one place, it was John Steinbeck.
Steinbeck was the quintessential California writer. It was the one place he could write
about with confidence as Tortilla Flat, Grapes of Wrath, and Cannery Row had shown.
But abortion and the return of his wife and the ghosts she brought with her changed all that
and brought about the deracination which ultimately ruined him as a writer. Like Clifford
Pyncheon, Steinbeck thought he could escape the dead hand of the past by changing his
locale, but the move—to New York—eventually destroyed him as a writer. Elia Kazan
was one of many New York writers who noticed that Steinbeck did not fit in, no matter
how hard he tried.

"It was a mistake," Elia Kazan said. "Steinbeck was a Californian, never a
New Yorker. It was a great mistake for him to leave the West Coast. That was the source
of his inspiration. He was himself there. In New York, he was awkward, out of place. I
think it hurt him as a writer."



Arthur Miller noticed the same thing:
He seemed an ungainly, small-town fellow out of his element, grabbing the

check like a provincial—a New York writer would not have thought to pay for ten
people he had not invited for dinner; it smacked more of inner uncertainty than
confident noblesse. It was cold but he wore not overcoat and enjoyed breathing the
sharp wind as we walked toward the park. He seemed like a shackled giant of a man
fit for sun, water and earth and not sidewalks and smart people. . . . That the author of
prose so definite and painterly could be so personally unsure was beyond my
experience. (Jay Parini, John Steinbeck: A Biography (New York: Henry Holt and
Company, 1995, p. 486).

 
Eventually, the disparity between the promise that Steinbeck showed in the

'30s and the hack he had become by the '60s, began to be formulated as what Daniel R.
Noble called "the Steinbeck question":

Why is it that the work of this enormously popular author is disappearing from
the pages of anthologies even faster than the works of Hemingway, Faulkner,
Fitzgerald and other major figures of the traditional canon?

 
The answer to that question is abortion. Steinbeck destroyed himself as a

writer when he murdered his child. In order to survive from one day to the next Steinbeck
had to medicate his conscience with booze and amphetamines. Medicating the conscience
is never a good idea, but it is especially fatal for a writer whose main claim to fame was
being the conscience of a nation.

As is so often the case in history, war provided Steinbeck with the deus ex
machina that would release him from the psychic prison which his selfishness had created
for him. In the fall of 1941 he was called to Washington to consult with the Roosevelt
administration about setting up a propaganda ministry, one that eventually came into
being under the name of The Foreign Information Service.

Steinbeck then devoted himself to propaganda, an addiction that proved
more powerful than his dependence on booze and amphetamines. Because of his new-
found career as a government propagandist, Steinbeck's life had "become frenetic and
confusing." The first fruit of this collaboration was The Moon is Down, a novel which
Parini characterizes as "as an unabashed piece of propaganda." Steinbeck, according to
Parini, "was never paid for his work. But he enjoyed saying rather facetiously that he
wrote his next novel, The Moon is Down, on assignment for this agency."

To the impecunious writer, propaganda may seem like an easy way to
earn money. But Steinbeck was hardly impecunious at this point in his life, and so we



must seek for the attraction which propaganda held for him elsewhere. Parini provides a
clue when he notes that, "propaganda is after all the art of deception." Steinbeck was now
being paid to deceive people, his own people, about the war effort. The prospect seemed
attractive to him not because he needed the money but because he was interested in
deceiving himself about the kind of person he had become. War was good for that
because it made his duplicitous behavior to his wife seem insignificant in the grand
scheme of things, a scheme which he was now weaving. Steinbeck now had the full force
of the government on his side in his ongoing battle with his own troubled conscience. With
a plausibility that could convince everyone but the man for whom the deception was
intended, Steinbeck could say that the decision to go east was prompted not by Carol's
decision to return to California but by America's entry into the war.

Steinbeck was once a writer whose conscience moved the nation. After the
abortion, he became a propagandist and then a standing joke in the publishing world that
continued to promote him because of the money he could bring in. After Steinbeck
received the Nobel Prize in 1962, Arthur Mizener wrote a critique in the New York Times ,
in which he claimed that "after The Grapes of Wrath, most "serious readers" had stopped
reading Steinbeck, whose work was marred everywhere by "sentimentality.' Mizener
swept through the writer's career, stopping at every book from In Dubious Battle on to
mock and belittle." (p. 448).

When Steinbeck was sent to Russia as the representative Homo Americanus,
One Russian reader . . . began harassing John with questions about why he once

wrote books that attacked the capitalist system but caved in later. This made John
furious and he would scream back at them things like, "You son-of-a-bitch, don't you
realize that times change, that America in the 30s was different from America in the
'50s" and so on. (p. 452).

 
Once Steinbeck succeeded in anesthetizing his conscience, he no longer

saw the injustices that had moved him when he was younger. After receiving the Nobel
Prize, Steinbeck was invited to tour Israel, but while there he ignored the Palestinians, who
were living in camps much worse and much more permanent than the camps of migrant
workers in California which had inspired him to write The Grapes of Wrath. "The
Steinbeck of three decades earlier," Parini writes, "would surely have sniffed out the
injustice—or at least the tragic contradictions—inherent in this situation" (p. 470). But
Steinbeck did not because his conscience had now taken a back seat to other
considerations, like his career and the sensibilities of Harold Guinzberg, to whom he
dedicated Travels with Charley, and the New York publishing industry.



Steinbeck could no longer write even short fiction because "nothing would
cohere," (p. 471). Instead, spurred on by the success of Travels with Charley and the
Nobel Prize, Steinbeck reinvented himself as a cracker-barrel moral theologian who could
now fulminate against the moral decay plaguing his country. "Why," Steinbeck wonders
in America and Americans, the 1966 sequel to Travels with Charley, "are we on this verge
of moral and hence nervous collapse?" Based on his reading of history, Steinbeck
concludes that "it is because we have reached the end of the road and have no new path to
take, no duty to carry out, and no purpose to fulfill" (p. 140). At this point we begin to
wonder whether Steinbeck is addressing his fellow Americans or himself. Instead of
answering that question, Steinbeck wanders off into an attack on overpopulation, a ruling
class obsession in the mid—'60s.

The same unfortunate tendency to propaganda is evident in Travels with
Charley, a book in which Steinbeck becomes a shill for deracination in general and the
mobile home industry in particular. Product placement became commonplace in the
movie industry by the end of the 20th century, but so far no one has located its beginning
in literature. Travels with Charley might be a good place to start. In Travels, Steinbeck
never tells us how much he paid for his RV. In reading Travels, one gets the impression
that the RV was comped in exchange for favorable publicity.

The mobile home, Steinbeck tells us, is "wonderfully built," with "aluminum
skins, double-walled with insulation and often paneled with veneer or hardwood. . . . They
have two to five rooms, and are complete with air-conditioners, toilets, baths, and
invariably television. . . . A mobile home is drawn to the trailer park and installed on a
ramp, a heavy rubber sewer pipe is bolted underneath, water and electric power is
connected, the television antenna is raise and the family is in residence."

Steinbeck is impressed: "It seemed to me a revolution in living and on a
rapid increase. Why did a family choose to live in such a home? Well, it was
comfortable, compact, easy to keep clean and easy to heat." And on top of that the
factory workers who live in these rattletraps don't have to worry about job security or
decent wages any more because "If a plant or a factory closes down, you're not trapped
with property you can't sell. . . . if he has a mobile home he rents a trucking service and
moves on and he hasn't lost anything. He may never have to do it, but the fact that he can
is a comfort to him" (p. 76). After dining with the folks in the mobile homes and watching
football games on their television sets with them, Steinbeck concludes "that permanence is
neither achieved nor desired by mobile people."

"From start to finish I found no strangers," Steinbeck wrote of his travels in
search of America. This, however, is not what he wrote to his third wife Elaine, in one of



the many letters that served as the basis for the book he would write when he got back
home. "These are Martians," he told Elaine, referring to the mobile home people he had
just praised, "I wanted to ask them to take me to their leader. They have no humor, no
past and their future is new models." He added: "If ever I am looking for a theme—this
restless mobility is a good one" (Parini, p. 424).

We have no record of what he talked about in the cramped metallic living
room of the RV in front of the TV, but the esoteric Steinbeck felt that sports were "the
national distraction designed to keep the mind of the nation preoccupied and away from
dangerous subjects like foreign policy or the economic system" (p. 425). "The
Conscience of America" had concluded privately that the country was "a corpse":

There were wishes but no wants. And underneath it all the building energy like
gases in a corpse. When that explodes, I tremble to think what will be the result. Over
and over I thought we lack the pressures that make men strong and the anguish that
makes men great. The pressures are debts, the desires are for more material toys
and the anguish is boredom. Through time the nation has become a discontented
land.

 
This, of course, is not the impression one gets from reading Travels with

Charley, especially when Steinbeck interviews Joe from Tuscany and his Irish wife and
the subject of roots comes up. "One of our most treasured feelings concerns roots,"
Steinbeck begins, "growing up rooted in some soil or some community. How did they feel
about raising their children without roots? Was it good or bad? Would they miss it or not?"

Joe from Tuscany has no patience with this kind of talk because Joe's father
came from a home which lacked a television and other modern conveniences, like the
modern kitchen Joe's Irish wife is bustling around in after their meal together.

"My father came from Italy," Joe opines to the Conscience of America:
He grew up in Tuscany in a house where his family had lived maybe a thousand

years. That's roots for you. No running water, no toilet, and they cooked with
charcoal or vine clippings. They had just two rooms, a kitchen and a bedroom where
everybody slept, grandpa father and all the kids, no place to read, no place to be
alone, and never had had. Was that better? I bet if you gave my old man the choice
he'd cut his roots and live like this.

 
Joe then adverts to his wife. "Now you take my wife," he continued

sounding like Henny Youngman. "She's of Irish descent; her people had roots too. . . ." and
before Joe can finish his sentence, his wife adds, "In a peat bog . . . and lived on potatoes."
Steinbeck then looks at her as "she gazed fondly through the door at her fine kitchen" (p.



79).
Once again Steinbeck drags the labor issue into the discussion of roots but

not in the way he treated the issue in The Grapes of Wrath. There is not such thing as
"permanence" in American life because when the "Factory closes down, you move on.
Good times and things opening up, you move on where it's better."

If "You got roots," Joe concludes, "you sit and starve."
Once again Steinbeck the propagandist (or the people into whose mouths his

words get put) invariably parrots the ruling class line on anything of importance. Reading
Travels is a bit like hearing Ma Joad give a glowing endorsement of the California
Growers Association. If cheap labor is the greatest commandment of the unwritten
American constitution, labor mobility is its second greatest commandment, and here we
have two deracinated Catholics extolling the very thing that the American ruling class has
desired ever since the country was founded. Is it any wonder the ruling class considered
Steinbeck a national treasure? With a conscience like this, America needed no corrupting.

Lest Joe's point be too subtle for the average reader, Steinbeck concludes
with a panegyric on deracination that follows in an uncanny way from Clifford
Pyncheon's declamation on the railroad. Hawthorne viewed rootlessness as a technology-
fueled temptation for Americans. One hundred and ten years later Steinbeck claimed that
Americans are by definition rootless:

Could it be that Americans are a restless people, a mobile people, never satisfied
with where they are as a matter of selection? The pioneers, the immigrants who
peopled the continent, were the restless ones in Europe. . . . Roots were in ownership
of land, in tangible and immovable possessions. In this view we are a restless species
with a very short history of roots, and those not widely distributed. Perhaps we have
overrated roots as a psychic need. Maybe the greater the urge, the deeper and more
ancient is the need, the will, the hunger to be somewhere else.

 
At the end of day one we arrive at the Winnebago plant in Forrest City,

Iowa. In order to get there we have to travel north on Interstate 35, which is the road
which crosses the bridge that collapsed when we were heading toward Minneapolis. Had
we continued on that road we might have ended up in the Mississippi like the rest of the
commuting crowd, but Forest City isn't that far north. The dusty lot is full of the
behemoths of the Interstate, veritable castles on wheels, Class A Motorhomes with metal
blisters on their roofs concealing state of the art electronic devices that allow them to
communicate through the ether with each other, watch television broadcast from
satellites, and, for all I know, deflect incoming missiles. Because Peter did not yet have



his CDL, we had to content ourselves with a Class C Ithaska, mounted on the updated
version of the Ford truck that was the basis of Steinbeck's Rocinante. Wandering around
inside what was to be our home on wheels for the next three days, I find myself
wondering what is in the Class A motorhomes, because our Ithaska had a bunk over the
cab, a sofa which converted into a bed, a kitchen table with chairs, a stove and sink, a
bathroom with a sink and shower, and a master bedroom hanging out behind the rear
wheels. Peter is relieved that our vehicle is relatively modest, because the bigger they
come the harder they are to drive, and the fewer possibilities there are to park them.

Having spent the day on the road, we decided to spend the night in Crystal
Lake, a small Iowa town a few miles down the road. The main attraction from our point
of view is the lake, which offers swimming to two sweaty and cramped Hoosiers. At this
point a dip in the crystalline waters of the eponymous lake seems even more inviting that
a hot meal. And so after pulling into the parking lot we plunge into Crystal Lake. Actually,
we had to wade about a hundred yards into the lake before the water reached our thighs.
We then sort of plunged into the muddiest water I have ever immersed myself in and
paddled around in it for the next hour or so. When we drove into town past the statue of a
massive catfish, we learned the mystery of the wildly misnomered Crystal Lake. The
lake is in the process of being dredged to get back to its pristine clarity. The locals also
plan to kill all of the fish in the lake and replace them (which judging from the statue in the
center of town means catfish) with fish of a better sort.

The proprietors of the only restaurant in town, reopen their establishment to
feed us. They are amazed that we have come all the way from far-away Indiana, but the
main topic of conversation that evening is the bridge that collapsed. Since we now have
our own RV we can sleep pretty much where we damn well please, which in this instance
means a parking lot next to Crystal Lake. It is the best spot of the trip.

Crystal Lake brings to mind the fact that America and Americans are in
many ways two separate things. America was once a continent full of promise; it was
succeeded by a metaphysical concept which espoused one thing (freedom) and delivered
something else (bondage). People from all over the world have been trying to live in this
brave new world for centuries now, failing or succeeding, but becoming who they are,
which for the most part means open and friendly, if a bit superficial, and willing to open
up a restaurant for two strangers, whose bill comes in at somewhere under $12. After our
meal at the town's only restaurant, we stop at the town's only gas station and admire a
motorcycle on display surrounded by the town's young men.

"Are you heading to Sturgis?" I ask.



We stop for breakfast at a McDonald's and before I can complete my
order, the cashier, a plump corn-fed middle aged blonde interrupts me to ask if I'm a
movie star. I tell her, no, I'm Senator John Kerry (During the 2004 election campaign,
black people would greet me on the street as Senator Kerry), but she doesn't believe me.
She also doesn't believe me when I tell her that I am neither a movie nor a TV star. When
we get up to leave, she comes over to me and the questioning continues, this time with
physical contact included. She keeps poking my arm and shoulder, as if to see if I'm real
and not just a phantasm of her TV drenched imagination.

Iowa is nothing but an endless sea of genetically modified corn and
soybeans, destined to become either the staff of life for junk food culture (80 percent of
everything in the supermarket has corn in it) or fuel for the nation's cars (either ethanol or
biodiesel). As a sign of the future, a sign in north central Iowa announces the construction
of yet another ethanol plant. Trying to see the silver lining in this cloud, I concluded that if
ethanol fails as a fuel we can all drink ourselves into oblivion, since the nation will
probably lead the world in alcohol production.

The terrain in southern Minnesota isn't much different. It's pretty much
wall to wall corn and soybeans until we cross the South Dakota border; then the cornfields
begin to alternate with fields of grazing land we reach Mitchell. After Mitchell, the
countryside turns into a vast ocean of brownish yellow grass, with an occasional sparse
tree, not unlike what I saw in the rift valley in Kenya. By the time we reach the end of the
state, the savannah has begun a gradual change into the high plains of western legend. In
the high plains there are hills and they are topped with pine trees.

Before long, it becomes apparent that there are no towns anymore. There
are cities, and there are gas stations. Gas stations have replaced the towns and villages that
people like Sherwood Anderson and Sinclair Lewis, of nearby Sauk Centre, South Dakota,
used to write about. I'm talking about big Gas stations, like the Flying J truck stops, which
include restaurants, convenience stores, showers, casinos and clothing stores which seem
to specialize in Harley-Davidson lingerie. The proliferation of Harley products at the gas
station convenience stores, as well as the proliferation of motorcycles on Interstate 90, is
an indication that we are nearing Sturgis, South Dakota just in time for the annual biker
rally.

As with the summer of Love, I feel that I'm 40 years too late, or in the
case of the biker rally, maybe four. The Biker Rally, which has taken place every year
since 1938, is in a period of probably permanent decline. Attendance at the rally peaked
in 2003, when 600,000 bikers showed up. The cause of the decline is demographic. In



spite of a large influx of baby boomers into Harley Culture in the late '80s and '90s, the
median age of a Harley Rider is now pushing 50, and the earlier generation, not known
for the moderation that leads to longevity, has a tendency to die young.

The sidewalks of Sturgis are full of venerable bikers, with lack of
moderation written on their leather-like faces, sitting in the shade, stroking their gray
beards, regaling each other with stories of biker rallies past or the merits of various
customized motorcycle parts. Main Street is full of motorcycles but not yet closed off to
traffic. At that point, a double row of motorcycles will run down the middle of the street,
parallel to the two rows of motorcycles already parked by the curb, making the normal
flow of traffic impossible.

Peter and I arrive in Sturgis at the end of the day, just in time for the
tentative beginnings of this year's biker rally, which is to say, before the bacchanal begins
in earnest. Sturgis is a blue-collar Dionysian festival; it is an annual Woodstock for folks
with grease under their fingernails.

Back in the day, which is say in 1965 when the publishing industry was
pushing rape fantasies, people like Freewheelin' Frank Reynolds of the Hell's Angels
created the Dionysian ambiance that places like Sturgis and Daytona have been living off
of ever since, according to the law of diminishing returns. Back then the biker rally began
with "what looked like a barbarian sale of women." Then, "as the evening shadows closed
in" and

the trees seemed covered with black smoke. The moon was full and the howls of
he women as they were being raped rang out in the night. This was the biggest sex
orgy we had ever had in our lifetime. Everyone by this time was covered with filth
from falling in the lake and wallowing in the dust and sloshing wine over each other.
The smell of sexual orgies reeked along with the honeywind of marijuana. In some
jagged stumplike corners of the forest certain characters were rolling up their
sleeves and geezing their arms full of crystal and opiates, jacking themselves
completely off the ground in their insane way. Everyone was completely mad.
(Frank Reynolds as told to Michael McClure, Freewheelin Frank: Secretary of the
Angels (New York: Grove Press, 1967, pp. 104-5).

 
Those were the days, weren't they? But in Sturgis these days, as at Bike

Week in Daytona, the bacchanal isn't what it used to be. Indecent exposure, i.e., ladies
bearing their breasts within the city limits, is now punishable with a $150 fine. As if to test
the limits of the law early on, a young woman wearing a red-white-and blue costume
(Sturgis is nothing if not patriotic) bears her breasts on the sidewalk in front of us,



attracting a gaggle of graybeards who line up to be photographed standing next to her. Just
to be sure she is on the right side of the law, however, the young lady has placed red,
white and blue bandaids over her nipples. Like Notre Dame, and John Steinbeck's
Monterey, Sturgis has become a theme park, which evokes a spirit of lawlessness in a
setting carefully calibrated to make sure that it doesn't go beyond the law and no one gets
hurt, seriously that is.

Of course, every year a number of people die while riding their
motorcycles to Sturgis, and this year was no exception. William Xaver of Plymouth,
Indiana, 30 miles south of South Bend, died on his way to Sturgis when "his beloved
Honda Gold Wing. . . suddenly swerved onto the gravel roadway and flipped over, tossing
Xaver, who was reportedly not wearing a helmet, from his motorcycle." According to a
story which appeared in the Fort Dodge, Iowa Messenger, "witnesses to the crash
reported that Xaver was not speeding or riding recklessly, but appeared to be having
trouble controlling his motorcycle prior to the crash." Xaver left behind a widow, who told
Adam Jackson of The South Bend Tribune, "I guess if there is one thing that helps us feel a
little better, it's that we know he died doing something that he loved" (Adam Jackson,
"Plymouth motorcyclist killed in Iowa crash," South Bend Tribune, 8/7/07).

Less than fatal injury is also evident in the crowd walking (or hobbling) up
and down Main Street in Sturgis. More than one man was walking on a prosthetic foot. The
casualty statistics are uniformly grim. Depending on the agency which compiles the
statistics, anywhere between 70 and 90 percent of all motorcycle accidents result in
serious injury. A biker is five times more likely to die in an accident than the driver of an
automobile. This explains the proliferation of insurance companies among the vendors on
Main Street. Geico, in keeping with its usual ad campaigns, tries to be cheeky and talks
about bikers having bugs between their teeth while one of the few black men in town
hands out shopping bags with the Geico logo on them. Allstate, perhaps having pondered
the above statistics more deeply, takes the "we deeply respect your decision" approach
and sounds a bit like the doctor who hears that you're not going to undergo chemo for the
cancer that has spread throughout your body.

Aside from the bikes and the broads and the tattoos, Sturgis is pretty much
wall-to-wall vendors. In fact, when I asked a biker at a gas station on the way, what drew
him to Sturgis, the first word out his mouth was not bikes or broads but "Vendors." The
vendors, of course, all bring their own girls, who look to be old enough to be the
grandchildren of the bikers. The Jaegermeister girls are perched on their colorful orange
Jaegermeister motortricycle and surrounded by another gaggle of graybeards eager to
have their pictures taken with them.



I'm sure you could learn more than you want to know about biker culture
by attending, say, the coleslaw wrestling contest at Bike Week in Daytona, but to
understand biker culture in any depth, you need to go to Sturgis, because biker culture is a
cultural phenomenon which never would have come into being if the West, with all of its
mythic associations, had not been there to spawn it.

If the RV is the modern version of the Conestoga wagon, then the
motorcycle is the modern equivalent of the horse. This means, of course, that the biker is
the modern day equivalent of the cowboy. Since the cowboys were veterans of the Civil
War who never made it back home to the America that war destroyed, the other
important thing you need to know to understand biker culture is that it is a reaction to war.
Hunter S. Thompson, recently deceased as the result of a self-inflicted gunshot wound,
wrote a book on the Hell's Angels which appeared in 1967 and remains to this day the best
analysis of the genesis of biker culture and its connection to the American West. If the
cowboys were the disaffected veterans of the Civil War, the bikers were the disaffected
veterans of World War II and Vietnam, the boys who never made it back to the world
those wars destroyed. Biker culture is both a creation of and a reaction to war. "Ever since
the end of World War II," Thompson writes,

the West Coast has been plagued by gangs of young, wild men on motorcycles,
roaming the highways in groups of ten to thirty and stopping whenever they get
thirsty or road-cramped to suck up some beer and make noise. . . . The whole thing
was born, they say, in the late 1940s, when most GIs wanted to get back to an
orderly pattern: college, marriage, a job, children—all the peaceful extras that come
with a sense of security. But not everyone felt that way. Like the drifters who rode
west after Appomattox, there were thousands of veterans in 1945 who flatly rejected
the idea of going back to a prewar pattern. They didn't want order, but privacy and
time to figure things out. It was a nervous, downhill feeling, a mean kind of angst that
always comes out of wars. . . a compressed sense of time on the outer limits of
fatalism. They wanted more action, and one of the ways to look for it was on a big
motorcycle. By 1947 the state was alive with bikes, nearly all of them powerful
American-made irons from Harley-Davidson and Indian [now defunct]. . . . The
root definition remains the same . . . a dangerous hoodlum on a big, fast motorcycle.
And California has been breeding them for years (Hunter S. Thompson, Hell's
Angels: the Strange and Terrible Saga of the Outlaw Motorcycle Gangs  [New York:
Random House, 1967], p. 59).

 
Thompson claims that the concept of the "motorcycle outlaw" was "as



uniquely American as jazz."
Nothing like them had ever existed. In some ways they appeared to be a kind of

half-breed anachronism, a human hangover from the era of the wild west. Yet in
other ways they were as new as television. There was absolutely no precedent, in
the years after World War II, for large gangs of hoodlums on motorcycles, reveling
in violence, worshipping mobility and thinking nothing of riding five hundred miles on
a weekend (Thompson, p. 68).

 
The biker as an American icon made its first appearance over the 4th of

July weekend in Hollister, California. A motorcycle gang called the Booze Fighters
arrived there to attend the motorcycle races and, after hours of drunken carousing and
fighting, overpowered the local gendarmerie, and took over the town.

Just as the Mass is the solemn re-enactment of the drama of Calvary,
Sturgis is a not-so-solemn liturgical re-enactment of the Hollister riot. It is a modern day
Feast of Fools in which the normal order of life is turned up-side down. The jester gets to
sit in the bishop's chair and all of the prayers are said backwards. Once a year in Sturgis,
the bikers get to take over the town just at they did in Hollister, California in 1947.

Just as the Booze Fighters took over Hollister, the media of the dominant
culture took over the Booze Fighters and turned them into a parable of troubled youth and
a cautionary tale for the nation. The Booze Fighters became symbols of deviance when
Life magazine ran a short-hundred word article on the Hollister incident, complete with
staged photo of motorcycle thug astride his bike swilling beer amid a sea of empty bottles.
According to Daniel Wolf,

The national exposure that was given the Hollister incident by Life magazine and
others resulted in the stigmatization of an image: the motorcyclists as deviant. Life's
account started a mass-media chain reaction that saw the Hollister incident grow
considerably in its sensationalistic portrayal, and, as a result, the image of the
motorcyclist as deviant became more defined and immutable. In 1949, Frank
Rooney wrote a shart narrative entitled "Cyclist Raid," based on Life's 115-word
documentary. In 1951, "Cyclist Raid" was published in Harper's magazine. The
Harper's serial was read by Stanley Kramer, a Hollywood producer, who
immortalized the 'motorcycle riot' in the movie The Wild One, released in 1953. The
anti-hero image of the motorcyclist was cast in the person of Marlon Brando, while
Lee Marvin personified the motorcyclist as villain (Daniel R. Wolf, The Rebels: A
Brotherhood of Outlaw Bikers (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1991, p. 5).

 



Hollywood tried to turn the Hollister riot into an enigmatic parable about
troubled youth but instead rendered the story incomprehensible because they left out the
essential element, namely, the fact that it was disaffected veterans who drove the biker
phenomenon. To hint that veterans could be disenchanted with the land that they fought to
defend was medicine too strong for Hollywood to either take or sell, since Hollywood had
been heavily involved in making propaganda for the war effort. However, Booze Fighter
'Wino Willie' Forkner tells a different story. He was neither Marlon Brando nor Lee
Marvin, but rather "had returned from the Second World War after fighting the Japanese
as a waist gunner and engineer for the American Seventh Air Force." His account makes
Hollister sound less apocalyptic than the voice over in The Wild One and more like the sort
of thing that drunken sailors got involved in while on shore leave:

The worst thing that happened was that a bunch of guys wanted to break Red
Daldren out of jail. I was in a bar and somebody came in and said there were about
500 bikers ready to break him out, and I thought, 'Shit, that's all we need, something
like that.' So I ran down to where the crowd was assembling and told 'em, 'Hell, old
Red's drunk and he needs a good night's sleep. Leave him stay—he'll be out in the
morning.' Then I turned around and went back to the bar, and damned if the cops
didn't come and nail me for inciting a riot [the charges were dropped] . . . but no big
bad things happened. There were a few broken windows that we paid for (Interview
in Easyriders, Sept 1986, p. 107 also in Wolf, p.7).

 
Once Hollywood got involved in the Hollister riot, they created an image

of deviance—complete with a line of clothing: denim jeans, black leather jackets,
engineer boots—that took on a life of its own. In 1972, Life magazine, which got this ball
rolling 25 years before, took stock of what it and Hollywood had wrought: "The Wild One
became a milestone in movie history, launching the cult of gang violence in films. It also
helped create an image of motorcycling that non-violent bike riders have been trying to
live down for a quarter of a century now" (Life, September 1972, p. 32).

Law enforcement agencies came to see bikers increasingly as a criminal
subculture. In 1984 the Criminal Intelligence Service of Canada claimed that outlaw
motorcycle gangs had become as much of a threat as the Mafia. But the bikers viewed
themselves "as nothing less than frontier heroes, living out the 'freedom ethic' that they
feel the rest of society has largely abandoned." War, once again, is the only concept that
reconciled these conflicting accounts.

The cowboy is the soldier who never made it back after the Civil War. The
biker is the soldier who never made it back after WW II and Vietnam. The biker is the



modern-day cowboy. Hell's Angels began as WW II veterans; The Wild One is The Sun
Also Rises, but for unliterary proles, the mechanics of the land, who had no future in
corporate America. Hunter Thompson cites Frenchy, a 29-year-old veteran who was a
submariner when he was in the Navy as the typical Hell's Angel, because he is "unskilled
and uneducated, with no social or economic credentials beyond a colorful police record
and a fine knowledge of motorcycles." Frenchy and his Hell's Angels buddies

are out of the ball game and they know it. Unlike the campus rebels, who with a
minimum amount of effort will emerge from their struggle with a validated ticket to
status, the outlaw motorcyclist views the future with the baleful eye of a man who
knows no upward mobility at all. In a world increasingly geared to specialists,
technicians, and fantastically complicated machinery, the Hell's Angels are obvious
losers and it bugs them. But instead of submitting quietly to their collective fate, they
have made it the basis of a full-time social vendetta. They don't expect to win
anything, but on the other hand, they have nothing to lose.

 
Missing from all of the hype was a simple fact: the biker gangs of the late

'40s and '50s were a lower class protest movement against the social engineering which
followed World War II. The motorcycle became a potent symbol of lower class
rebellion against the culture of social engineering which they could not understand.
Hollywood, in this regard, engaged in an act of deliberate mystification by obscuring the
real roots of the men they portrayed in The Wild One. Daniel Wolf talks about the lower
class nature of the biker gangs and about how he used the motorcycle to transcend the
narrow confines of the lower-middle class neighborhood where he was raised:

I rode my motorcycle in anger; for me it became a show of contempt and a
way of defying the privileged middle class that had put me down and had kept my
parents 'in their place.' I felt that the Establishment had done me no favours and that
I owed it even less. At that time I saw outlaw bikers as a reflection of my own dark
side. I made them the embodiment of my own youthful rebellion and resentment. In
retrospect, I believe that it was this aspect of my nonacademic background—the fact
that I had learned to ride and beat the streets—that made it possible for me to
contemplate such a study, and eventually to ride with the rebels.

 
Wolf says, "Becoming a biker constitutes a search for identity" (p. 30). The

outlaw motorcycle gang is "a class-specific response to the general problem of self-
actualization." Modern industrial culture, driven by the twin demons of cheap labor and
labor mobility, promotes deracination as the simplest way to create a pool of docile
worker. This deracination, however, creates an intolerable cultural and psychic vacuum.



In a world in which neither work nor community can provide either psychic rewards or
identity, the worker is forced to look elsewhere. "Why," Wolf asks,

Why does the lower working class produce candidates for biker subculture? The
answer lies in the culture of the streets and in the workplace. It is a modern-day
urban setting that lacks symbols and activities around which to build a personal
identity, and is largely devoid of meaningful collective endeavors around which to
build a sense of community. Often the only identity available to a manual laborer is
that of a cog in an impersonal machine. He begins each day by punching in his
number to an assembly line, his work task is not his decision but that of a
management whose face he never sees, the pace of his work is decided by a
machine, and there is no variation in the grinding monotony of petty tasks unless the
machinery breaks down. The same pattern repeats itself day after day with no
prospect of change. He simply sweats a lot and leaves a little of himself behind at the
factory each day. While he receives a pay cheque, he finds himself short-changed
in meaning. Whether you call it 'alienation' or label it 'anomie' he is deprived of
adequate psychological payoff in the way of life-expanding experiences and
identity-confirming ritual. Isolation from meaningful social participation and the
subsequent psychological experience of inadequate identity fulfillment may result in
a personal search for self-authenticity. If the laborer is a young man in search of
himself, he will find nothing in his self-image at work that will excite him; he had best
look elsewhere. Men who are chained to these circumstances share a compelling
desire to escape. (p. 31).

 
Alienated from the traditional sources of resistance which religion can

inspire, totally unaware of the panoply of social engineering arrayed against him,
deracinated and alienated from his ethnic roots, the biker turns to the only thing he knows,
namely, machinery and derives his identity from an expensive machine. "The biker,"
according to Wolf, "is a man who has turned to a machine to find himself. He has learned
how to find both meaning and pleasure in the man-machine relationship, and he uses his
motorcycle to create peak emotional experiences that are worth living for. . . . He
controls the machine, and he writes the rules. His bike is his 'two-wheeled freedom.'"

The graybeards who assemble each year in Sturgis are part of what Wolf
calls "a lower-working class bohemian subculture" which uses an expensive consumer
item "to create an identity."

The ideological foundation of the subculture accurately reflects the lower-
working-class origins of its participants. A man who enters this subculture in search



of identity looks to the outlaw-biker tradition to provide him with long-standing values,
behaviours and symbols. What he will find are heroes and role models, a personal
legacy that is consistent with what he discovered on the streets about the complete
man. He will adopt attitudes and learn behaviors that gravitate around lower-class
focal concerns with independence, freedom, self-reliance, toughness, impulsiveness,
and masculinity, all of which will be embodied in a highly romanticized image of the
anti-hero (p. 33).

 
Thompson claims that Hell's Angels descended from the Linkhorns, Nelson

Algren's term for the poor white trash who descended from the indentured servants who
migrated to America from England throughout the 18th century. The biker gangs, in other
words, are the descendants of the Okies and Arkies that Steinbeck wrote about in The
Grapes of Wrath. If Steinbeck had hung around California, he might have written the
definitive biker novel. But he didn't, and Hunter Thompson, no novelist, wrote his New
Journalism piece instead, full of echoes out of The Grapes of Wrath:

Some stayed behind and their lineal descendants are still there—in the Carolinas,
Kentucky, West Virginia and Tennessee. There were dropouts all along the way:
hillbillies, Okies, Arkies—They're all the same people. Texas is a living monument to
the breed. So is Southern California. . . . Algren called them "fierce craving boys"
with "a feeling of having been cheated." Freebooters, armed and drunk—a legion of
gamblers, brawlers and whorehoppers. Bowling into town in a junk Model A with
bald tires, no muffler, and one headlight. . . looking for quick work, with no questions
asked and preferably no tax-deductions. Just get the cash, fill up at a cut rate gas
stations and hit the road with a pint on the seat and Eddy Arnold on the radio moaning
good, back-country tunes about home sweet home, that Bluegrass sweet heart still
waiting, and roses on Mama's grave. . . . Algren left the Linkhorns in Texas, but
anyone who drives the Western highway knows they didn't stay there either. They
kept on moving until one day in the late 1930s they stood on the spine of a scrub-oak
Californian hill and looked down on the Pacific Ocean. . . .When the war ended,
California was full of veterans looking for ways to spend their separation bonuses.
Many decided to stay on the Coast, and while their new radios played hillbilly music
they went out and bought big motorcycles—not knowing exactly why, but in the
booming, rootless atmosphere of those times, it seemed like the thing to do.

 
The Booze Fighters who caused the riot in Hollister in '47 were the rootless

spawn of the Arkies and Okies that Steinbeck found in the migrant worker camps during



the '30s. Terry the Tramp symbolizes the deracination of the motorcycle gang. He is,
Thompson tells us,

"from" Detroit, Norfolk, Long Island, Los Angeles, Fresno, and Sacramento. As a
child he lived all over the country, not in poverty but in total mobility. Like most of
the others, he has no roots. . . . His longest bout with stability was a three-year hitch
in the Coast Guard after finishing high school. Since then he has worked half-
heartedly as a tree-trimmer, mechanic, bit actor, laborer and hustler of various
commodities. . . . He tried college for a few months but quit to get married. After
two years, two children and numerous quarrels, the marriage ended in divorce. He
had another child, by his second wife, but that union didn't last either. Now, after two
hugely publicized rape arrests, he refers to himself as an "eligible bachelor." (p.
156).

 
World War II had a lot to do with the Hell's Angels origins. John B. Watson,

at the beginning of his book Behaviorism, said war and social engineering go hand in hand.
Wars have always been followed by periods of isolationism and anomie, like the one
which characterized American life from 1920 to 1940. Biker gangs were the '50s
equivalent of The Lost Generation of the 1920s, a generation that had been deeply
affected by World War I, and then made a bad situation worse by their self-indulgence
during the 1920s.

The big difference between the Booze Fighters and the Lost Generation is
that, unlike 1919, World War II did not end after 1945. Instead, the nation's leaders,
intoxicated by their victory over fascism, worked toward the permanent militarization of
American culture. President Eisenhower noticed it and warned against it in his farewell
address in 1959, but that militarization had already had a head start by 1959 and continued
apace. Sooner or later, a reaction was inevitable, because, as Robert Nisbet put it in 1975,
when the nation was suffering through the reaction to the war in Vietnam,

There is nothing so constrictive of freedom, of creativeness, and of genuine
individuality as the military in its relation to culture. . . . As soon as the special
character of the military power begins to envelop a population . . . a kind of
suffocation of mind in the cultural sphere begins. . . . Populations . . . quickly become
restive unless the strongest and most formidable measures are taken by military
authorities to curb them; unless propaganda, force and even terror become almost
incessant (p. 136).

 
The biggest fear of the regime after WW II was the backlash which had

occurred after WW I. In order to avoid a repeat of the Bonus Army debacle, the



government created the GI Bill, VHA loans, Levittown, the Civil Rights Movement, and
intensified social engineering as the antidote against backlash that they expected from 11
million returning GIs.

By destroying the ethnic neighborhoods of America's big cities and the
local high schools of America's small towns, social engineering, of course, destroyed the
only matrix that could have reintegrated the returning soldiers and so as a result pockets of
the unreassimilated began to crop up in places like California, where most of the GIs
landed after returning from the Pacific Theater.

War, which destroys family and tradition and the social order, both
enabled and disabled the protest against social engineering that lay at the root of biker
culture. War accelerated the destruction of kinship and religion that gave people roots.
Once the social matrix was weakened, the state, in Nisbet's words, "slowly takes over
many of the functions previously resident in family, religion, guild and other social
institutions to become, as in our day, an economic, social, moral, and intellectual
Leviathan." The military also "liberated" its members from the moral order. War, as
Nisbet points out, "creates opportunity for what can only be called 'licensed immorality'"
(p. 142) not only on the battlefield but also in the realm of sexual conduct.

It was under the steady impact of the Roman Republic's wars, first foreign, then
civil as well as foreign, that the destruction of the roman family system gradually
began. It was not easy for young Romans, after a number of years in the field
where every form of violation of the canons of continence was scarcely more than
routine, to return to the iron morality of the traditional Roman family system, with its
built-in coercions, constraints, and subjections to patriarch and matriarch. The great
wave of immorality that hit roman society in the first century BC so well attested to
by contemporary essayists, and that the Emperor Augustus strove valiantly to
terminate through laws and decrees, had its origins in war.

 
Biker culture in this regard was as much a symptom of war as it was a

protest against it and the invisible social engineering which followed in its wake. Biker
culture was, as Wolf points out, a bohemian subculture, which means that the returning GI
s had declared war on the family, marriage, and monogamy after their country had
declared war on Japan. Deracination and the military had been the opening barrage in
this war. In fact without real wars like World War II and Vietnam, we never would have
had the culture wars of the 1960s because, as every thinker from time immemorial has
known, war destroys morals.

Wars also cause revolutions. In fact, as Nisbet points out, "War is by nature



revolutionary in its impact upon a people. How could it be otherwise? Its values . . . are
antithetical in the extreme to the values of kinship-based society with its consecration of
tradition, conventionality, and age or seniority." It was Lenin who claimed that "national
wars are virtually made to be turned into revolutions."

The cultural revolution of the 1960 was no exception to this rule. The net
result of three major wars within a 20 year span was all too predictable: "moral
guidelines are loosened, and the line between good and bad becomes ever more
indistinct." The Jacobins of the 1960s became experts "at exploiting war in the name of
revolution and revolution in the name of war." Nisbet notes that it was von Clausewitz who
"laid down the vital principle that modern war demands a large scale reconstruction of the
society that participates in it." The net result of America's involvement in the wars of the
20th century was social engineering which changed American society into
institutionalized revolution, whose main theoretical framework was the Roman law which
made the Roman empire possible. According to those principles,

A sovereign defined as being not under the law but its very source, contract
rooted in will or volition in place of ascribed or fixed states, and, far from least, a
conception of society composed of atomlike individuals, rather than of impenetrable
social groups and associations, that in fact, has proved to be the framework of
modern warfare, capitalism, and nationalism.

 
This meant an end to the pluralism, localism and regionalism which

characterized both the Catholic Middle Ages and America during its era as a republic.
Instead of man rooted in a community of relationships in a particular place, the
permanent revolution which flows from war and finds its expression in social engineering,
envisions the state as "an aggregate of individuals bound together only by the ties of
contract and the will of the sovereign" and the social order "as a kind of sand heap of
legally discrete individual particles."

War, as Nisbet points out, creates community. Or to put it more exactly, it
turns Gemeinschaft into Gesellschaft. Normal communities are replaced by societies
organized along quasi-military lines. Hell's Angels corresponded exactly to this pattern. In
a deracinated culture where everyone is an individual fending for himself, the military is
often the only institution that can bring men together for a common purpose. Since all of
"our major values—love, protection, courage, honor, loyalty among them— were all
nourished originally in the small contexts of human association: family, neighborhood,
small community," they begin to become invisible when those intermediary groups
disappear. At moments like this they can only be found in the military and the



community that war makes possible. "For individual who find the search in our large-
scale society today for these contexts and values difficult and frustrating, the experience
of war and its community known at first hand in the squad or platoon can be memorable."
Or they can be found in a quasi-military Gesellschaft like the biker gang.

Once again biker culture was both a symptom and a reaction. War turned
the Gemeinschaft of local communities into the Gesellschaft of the military, and the
deracinated refuse of that system, knowing inchoately that man is a social animal,
created an anti-society which was the mirror image of the military which destroyed his
community in the first place.

Bikers recreated the Gemeinschaft the war destroyed as the Gesellschaft of
the outlaw motorcycle gangs. Hell's Angels is a deviant community, based on the
inchoate rejection of social engineering, the planned community or suburb, and the
corporate ladder, unavailable anyway because of the blue collar status of most bikers.
The biker community is also based on the inversion of the military, which is usually the
only stable community the uprooted have ever known. Hence, the proliferation of Nazi
memorabilia. The biker is going to embrace the symbols he was taught to reject by
creating a paramilitary organization dedicated to deviance.

Biker culture is full of military symbols. But they are all deviant. And it is
for this reason that they have largely disappeared down the memory hole created by the
Harley Davidson Motor Company when they embraced biker culture in the '80s to coopt
it and bring it under corporate control.

In his soft-core porn memoir published by Grove Press, Frank Reynolds
tried to explain the connection between Nazi symbols, belonging, and deviance as
practiced by the Hell's Angels. The Nazi insignia symbolized the racial pride that was
now taboo in post-Brown v. Schoolboard America: "People come up to me and ask me
why I wear a swastika and why all of us have these German medals and items from the
Hitler regime . . . We feel that we are a superior race. The swastika signifies a superior
race. We feel we are a superior race. . . . it helps us generate togetherness" (Reynolds, p.
9). Hell's Angels wear Nazi insigniae because they symbolize deviance and togetherness
simultaneously. The Angels are Gesellschaft as anti-Gemeinschaft, and in this regard, as
in their consumerism, they are faithful followers of the dominant culture. "Angel
mamas," Frank Reynolds informs us, "are nymphomaniacs who will do anything related
to sex." Reynolds was articulating in 1965 the feminist vision of femininity three decades
before the feminists articulated it. Biker culture was social engineering ahead of its time.

Up until 1969 every one knew that hippies and bikers were two distinct
tribes, even if they were co-belligerents in the war on straight society, which at that time



had nothing to do with homosexuality. The hippies were leftists and the bikers were fascist
losers, something which became apparent when the bikers attacked the hippies at a Get
Out of Vietnam rally held on the Oakland-Berkeley border in October 1966. The Left
tried to recruit the Hell's Angels into their side of the culture wars but failed because as
Thompson put it,

The Angels, like all other motorcycle outlaws, are rigidly anti-Communist. Their
political views are limited to the same kind of retrograde patriotism that motivates the
John Birch Society, the Ku Klux Klan an the American Nazi Party. They are blind to
the irony of their role . . . knight errants of a faith from which they have already
been excommunicated. The Angels will be among the first to be locked up or
croaked if the politicians they think they agree with ever come to power. (p. 249).

 
Allen Ginsberg tried to link the Angels to Walt Whitman:

The great image –which all can buy—is your own ideal image—
 

Whitman's free so, camarado, also of Open Road.
 

I asking you to be Camarado, friend, kind, lover because vast majority
 

Of peace marchers
 

Actually respect & venerate your lonesomeness
 

& struggle & would rather be peaceful intimates
 

with you than fearful enraged frightened paranoid enmeies hitting each other.
 

All separate identities are bankrupt-
 

Square, beat, Jews, Negroes, Hell's Angels, Communist & American.
 

But anyone could see this attempt was going nowhere. To begin with,
deracinated veterans were drawn to gangs like the Angels precisely because those gangs
offered "separate identities." Ginsberg's poem, in this regard, has uncanny similarities
with the ADL's concurrent attempt to disrupt any ethnic group's identity but its own. The
final nail in this coffin got hammered home at the Rolling Stones concert at Altamont in
December 1969, when the Hell's Angels who got hired as security guards clubbed hippies
with pool cues and ended up stabbing to death one of the few blacks in attendance. The



real subversion of the Angel's separate identity and its conflation with the hippies they
hated did take place in 1969 with the premiere of Easy Rider.

Easy Rider is hands-down the dopiest movie ever made, but it did succeed
as an act of co-optation and subversion by conflating hippies and bikers in the public mind.
Peter Fonda's helmet is the most important icon in Easy Rider. If Dennis Hopper and
Hollywood had been interested in cinema verite, both he and Peter Fonda should have
been wearing Nazi Wehrmacht helmets because that was the uniform of the day. Hell's
Angels loved Nazi memorabilia. The only thing more popular than the Nazi helmet was
the Iron Cross. If there were one symbol of the outlaw biker gang it was the iron cross.
Easy Rider changed all that; it was an ominous sign because it showed how easily bike
culture could be manipulated and brought under control and how the protest at its heart
would be determined not by the people from whom the protest arose but by the culture
which took control of its interpretation.

There were violent protests against social engineering in the ethnic
neighborhoods of Boston, Philadelphia, and Chicago, but the bikers were ipso facto, not
part of that protest. Because they had remained in California, the bikers were hors de
combat. In keeping with the essence of biker culture as both symptom of and reaction to
the militarization of American culture, the bohemian protest of bikers and beats invariably
manifested itself as aggressive rootlessness, symbolized by the automobile in Jack
Kerouac's Novel On the Road, which took place in 1947, and aggression against the
family, which clueless beatniks saw as the engine of oppression since they were unaware
of social engineering. This error in ascribing proper causality coupled with the divisive
and isolating consequences of sexual immorality set up the dynamic of co-optation which
would eventually triumph over biker culture

Initially, however, the inchoate protest biker culture represented was
prohibited by the dominant culture. Harley Davidson wanted to have nothing to do with
Hell's Angels. The American Motorcycle Association responded to the publicity
surrounding the Hollister riot by saying that 99 percent of all motorcycle riders were law-
abiding citizens, prompting Hell's Angels to wear 1 % patches as part of their uniform.

America, however, never really felt comfortable with the idea of social
engineering, and as it became more repugnant in the average American's eyes, Hell's
Angels began to take on the aura of outlaw heroes. Burdened by increasingly onerous
burdens of social control, the average, which is to say, clueless socially engineered citizen
became increasingly fascinated by deviance, which he incorrectly saw as the antithesis
of and antidote to social control. Eventually the dominant culture exploited this fascination
as it developed even more sophisticated form of control based on the arousal of sexual



passion.
Rejected by the community that had used them as cannon fodder and then

spurned them as low-class losers, the bikers created the equivalent of the loser's table in
the high school lunch room. They deliberately and defiantly espoused all of the traits
which made them unattractive in the eyes of the dominant culture. If the culture was
obsessed with being neat and clean, they would take pride in being slovenly and dirty. If
the culture took pride in defeating fascism, the bikers would proudly wear the iron cross,
the swastika and the Wehrmacht helmet of the Germans they had defeated.

The crucial issue became morals because unwittingly the bikers' espousal
of bohemian antimoralism opened the door for the subversion of group identity. If the
dominant culture believed in marriage, the bikers believed in rape and misogyny. The
biker gangs were cesspools of misogyny, created by men who had abandoned their
families, or were too morally corrupted or fearful to create them in the first place. Sexual
deviance set up dynamic which would ultimately lead to the subversion of the biker
culture and the reason it was created. Freewheelin' Frank joined the Angels after he
abandoned his wife and children, explaining that "my bike has replaced a woman in the
sense of love for something near" (p. 90).

it was the 22nd day of July, the year of 1965. I had just left Reno, Nevada—and
behind me a wife and child. My mind was very young in youth and torn and mixed
up. I'd been an expensive parasite and had not known it really, and I had come back
to the Hell's Angels. My mind wandered, I had no feeling of security, my road was
suicide. I had attempted it in Reno . . . (p. 76).

 
I was going to leave San Francisco and go with them into the land of Reno,

Nevada, in order to stay away from my people, who do not mix with the lines of
society and marriage and wife and children. It was a heartbreaking compromise,
and my choice would not be the same today. For I deeply fear women and in turn
my love is for the mechanical motorcycle that cannot be compared to any other
motorcycle or any other mechanical object. As I said, in the end my lover turned
into Delilah. I was ridded from the land of Reno by the law. Directed off by a
psychiatrist—never to come back again. Force away form the child and woman
forever. I went back to the land of my people in San Francisco and they took me
back (p. 93).

 
Reynolds refers to marriage "and society's pliers of raising kids" as "the

almost impossible kind of life that is set up for you" without asking who or what had made



it impossible. Sensing that his passion inflamed mind will never get to the bottom of this
issue, Reynolds abandons the family for the Gesellschaft of the biker gang and blames
women for his defection. "We both lost our place as Hell's Angels because of a woman—
but we made it back. Most of the men don't ever make it back. . . . Our biggest downfall is
women. . . .We're trying to teach our women to be more of a Bohemian contact to get on
trip of taking care of children and keeping their mouths shut—to keep their hair brushed
out an long and straight. . . . It's our job to hold the sword. The woman is there to bear our
children and that's all." Needless to say, Freewheelin' Frank was going to get no support
from the social engineers or their feminist auxiliary with views like these. The social
engineers wanted labor mobility; they wanted to drive down wages by doubling the work
force by integrating women into it, and the feminists were only to happy to collaborate.
As a result, the biker protest against the things it didn't understand turned on the people
nearest to it and began blaming the victim. It was similar to the Catholic ethnics fighting
the migrants from Mississippi in Chicago; both groups unaware of who had enabled the
migration that was the cause of the fighting. In spite of momentary insights—"We don't fit
into the production lines"—the whole issue was just too damned complicated to figure out,
and so the Angels became beasts to escape the burden of acting like men.

The motorcycle would henceforth become the symbol of how you had
ruined your life but didn't care anymore. Hollywood found the sexual degeneracy of the
biker gangs irresistible. In 1965 Hollywood broke the production code. In 1965 the
Supreme Court decriminalized the sale of contraceptives in Griswold vs. Connecticut. It
was the age of ghetto riots, and the sexual revolution. Nineteen sixty-five was also the
year in which the New York Times, Time Magazine and Newsweek created the Hell's
Angels as a symbol of sexual deviance. In a section of his book entitled "The Making of
the Menace, 1965," Hunter Thompson describes how the Hell's Angels were
reappropriated by the culture which had spurned them in 1953:

The Angels seemed headed for obscurity once again, but the tide was turned by
a New York Times  correspondent in Los Angeles, who filed a lengthy and lurid
commentary on the Lynch Report. . . . Time followed with a left hook titled "the
Wilder Ones." Newsweek crossed with a right, titled "The Wild One." And by the
time the dust had settled the national news media had a guaranteed grabber on their
hands. It was sex, violence, crime, craziness, and filth—all in one package. (p. 25). . .
. The Hell's Angles as they exist today were virtually created by Time, Newsweek,
and the New York Times. (p. 36).

 
The Angels become famous as a rape fantasy, even though the charges



that were the basis of the fantasy were dropped. The fact that Time and Newsweek
continued with the story took on a meaning of its own. The Establishment was in the
process of redefining deviance, specifically sexual deviance. Contraception was a big
part of this. It would solve the race problem and the Catholic problem simultaneously. It
would also become the most effective form of social engineering this country would ever
know. One of the great achievements of George W. Bush was trashing this system in
favor of military imperialism, a sin for which Hollywood Jews would hold him forever
responsible. The bikers, most of whom were veterans anyway, were drafted once again
to be deployed as the lumpeproletariat in the opening phase of the culture wars of the
1960s. Their role now was to act, as Thompson put it, as an "instrument of Anarchy, a tool
of defiance, and even a weapon" (p. 91). A weapon in the culture wars. They became a
standing incitement to sexual deviance at precisely the time that the ruling class wanted to
promote deviance as a form of control. Beginning in 1969, the Angels would not have to
worry about being stopped by the California Highway Patrol.

They were now the saints of a sensate culture, and, as Mick Jagger would
put it at around the same time, in sensate culture "every cop is a criminal" and all of the
criminals are saints. The world had been turned upside down, which is another word for
revolution. The biker had become a culturally accepted form of deviance. Hollywood's
infatuation with biker culture deepened when they realized in Thompson's words, that
bikers were "acting out the daydreams of millions of losers who don't wear any defiant
insignia and who don't know how to be outlaws" (p. 266). In a world of almost total
deracination, visible identification with a group had become a valuable commodity, too
valuable to be left to amateurs who didn't know how to market it properly.

Sexual license would prove to be the undoing not only of American culture
but of all of the vulnerable subcultures within it, including the biker subculture, which
would be co-opted and transformed into a form of social control. The crucial middle term
in this transformation is narcissism, which always substitutes the illusion of power for the
reality of control. Veterans became bikers because they were bewildered by the culture
which rejected them as losers and because they ruined their own lives by rejecting
matrimony. The biker was always on the verge of despair that came from knowing that
he was a total loser in the world's eyes and that he had messed up his life in his own eyes
as well. The motorcycle gave bikers the illusion of power, which is always attractive to
the impotent. One of the Rebels Wolf studied explained to him that "When I'm on my
bike, I feel good. I feel free. It's just me and my bike, two against the world. You know
the freedom. You get 700 pounds of hot throbbing iron between your legs . . . when I twist
open that throttle I know she's going somewhere" (p. 50). Wolf then proffers the following



explanation of the attraction which "700 pounds of throbbing metal between my legs"
holds for the biker:

Wolf then proffers the following explanation of the attraction which "700
pounds of throbbing metal between my legs" holds for the biker: "If the biker feels that he
has been used, manipulated, or twisted by some institution, the motorcycle will return to
him a sense of strength and potency."

Put another way, the motorcycle, by giving the biker the illusion of power,
insures that he will never deal with the real issues that are causing him to feel "used,
manipulated, or twisted by some institution." The motorcycle guarantees that the biker
will never figure out who or what has been pushing his buttons. Wolf remains oblivious to
all this and in the end remains incapable of reading his own text: "This ability to transcend
one's immediate circumstances," he writes, "is the essence of hope. The sensation of
controlled power helps silence inner doubts; it works against a self-image of being a
passive functionary whose life is a matter of fate or circumstance." The motorcycle, in
other words, inures its victim against the kind of passive suffering symbolized by the cross
which is the basis for Christianity and any effective antidote to the culture of libido
dominandi. "Controlling power," Wolf continues, "encourages people to believe that they
are the key to cause and effect and to take full responsibility for their lives; this is the key
to effective decision making in life. By itself riding is an elixir that the biker uses to change
the base metal of life into gold." The motorcycle, in other words, offers a kind of
narcissistic magic to the culture's losers. It ensures that whatever associations they form
will be ultimately impotent and easy for co-optation by those who know how to
manipulate the symbols of narcissistic magic. All of this is lost on Wolf: "Simply by
engaging in an activity that he feels is 'the real me,' the biker makes a statement about his
being an individual who has the freedom to choose his own destiny. This is the
psychological core of those elusive and hard to define sensations that a biker will
sometimes refer to as 'two-wheeled freedom.'"

No one has "the freedom to chose his own destiny." Two-wheeled
Freedom is another word for narcissism, which always offers the reality of bondage
under the illusion of power. Bikers became blinded by their own illusions, and when that
happened their protest became ripe for the picking of anyone sophisticated enough to
know how to manipulate their passions and control them. The motorcycle became, as a
result, one of many escape valves which the culture tolerates in order to keep the masses
under control. When Wolf quotes Wee Albert, who claims, "If it weren't for my hog, I'd
probably go insane," he fails to see that if all of the Wee Alberts got off of their bikes and
pondered for a moment the forces that drove them to biking for release, they might be



able to first understand and then circumvent the social structures that have been created to
control them. The narcissism which flows from 700 pounds of throbbing metal between
their legs insures, however, that that will never happen. Wolf goes on to define an outlaw
biker as

a man who feels that he has been cheated, used or denied by society. He comes
to view riding as an act of liberating defiance that removes, or at least temporarily
suspends, the mass-conditioned repressions that patterned his parents and threaten to
curb his impulse toward freedom and pleasure (p. 52).

 
What Wolf fails to see is that the motorcycle, far from being an instrument

of "liberating defiance," is actually an instrument of control. Even if Wolf couldn't see
that fact, other people could, and it paved the way for the total co-optation of biker culture
when Harley Davidson got into the business of social engineering in the 1980s.

By the time Easy Rider appeared on the silver screen in 1969, the Harley
Davidson Motor Company, as the only American motorcycle manufacturer, had been on
the receiving end of a ten-year-long beating at the hands of Honda, Yamaha, and Suzuki,
the major manufacturers of Japanese motorcycles. The Japanese started out at the low
end of the market in 1959, producing bikes with 50 and 90 cc engines. Then in the late
'70s, the Japanese decided to contest Harley on its own turf when Honda introduced the
Honda Gold Wing, a 1000 cc big bike that was cheaper and ran better than the leaky and
temperamental Harleys with their 74 cubic inch V 2 engines. As if that weren't bad
enough, the challenge came when Harleys were being manufactured by the American
Manufacturing and Foundry, a company known best for the manufacture of pin setting
machines in bowling alleys.

Eventually a group of executives and mechanics who were only interested
in producing motorcycles bought Harley from AMF, and, with help from the Reagan
administration, which slapped a tariff on big Japanese bikes, pulled off one of the great
comebacks in the history of American manufacturing. That comeback required the
implementation of new management techniques (all of which were borrowed from the
Japanese, at the same time the company was encouraging Harley riders to drop Japanese
bikes from cranes, demolish them with sledgehammers, etc.), the development of a new
engine, the Evolution engine, which leaked less oil and broke down less frequently than the
Knuckleheads, Panheads, and Shovelheads of years gone by.

But the most important thing that Harley did was to get into the identity
business, when it embraced the biker image which it had previously shunned by creating
HOG (the Harley Owner's Group) in 1983. Honda was the first motorcycle company to



deal with the biker image, and Honda dealt with the image by running in the opposite
direction. "You meet the nicest people on a Honda," was not the best characterization of
the clientele that took part in the Hollister riot of 1947. Nor did it spring to mind as you
watched Sonny Barger and the Oakland branch of the Hell's angels ride their motorcycles
over naked, sqealing hippies on their way to the stage at the Rolling Stones concert at
Altamont. But it sold a lot of small engine bikes to the babyboomers in the '60s.

Twenty years later, the babyboomers were still around, but the world had
changed. The elites had redefined deviance; suddenly the yearly bacchanals at Sturgis,
Daytona, and Piercy, California seemed as American as, well, Woodstock. Dennis
Hopper had put an American flag on Peter Fonda's helmet, instead of the swastika on the
chrome Wehrmacht helmet he should have been wearing.

What was up was now down, and what was down was now up, which is
another word for what happens during a revolution. Deviance had been redefined, and in
terms of biker culture, the major instrument for its redefinition was HOG. HOG was to
biker culture what political correctness and speech codes were to college campuses at
around the same time. HOG was social engineering, privatized to fit into the ethos of the
Reagan administration. By creating HOG, Harley Davidson finally embraced the deviant
biker culture which it had been shunning since the Hollister riot of 1947. Gone were the
Nazi memorabilia which were one of the main hallmarks of the biker culture of the '60s.
The classic biker back then rode a Triumph and wore a chromed Wehrmacht helmet. If
he did not have an Iron Cross on his jacket, he was considered some kind of imposter.
Take a look at photos of Sturgis or Bike Week at Daytona at any time after 1990 and you
will look in vain for Nazi helmets, chromed or otherwise, or iron crosses or, God forbid,
the swastikas that Hunter Thompson saw in California in 1965. By creating HOG, Harley
realized that the only way they could beat the Japanese was by creating an antidote to the
deracination which had driven World War II and Vietnam veterans to embrace biker
culture in the first place.

By creating HOG, Harley Davidson put corporate America's seal of
approval on the deviant community. HOG was a consumer group that gave all of the
benefits of ethnic identification—clothing, patriotism, belonging, etc.— along with the
right to engage in sexual excess. In short, HOG embodied the ideals of American culture
as redefined by the social engineers in the period following World War II. America now
meant sexual degeneracy, no children, impulsive buying habits, disposable income spent
on expensive status-conferring consumer items, narcissism, and, most important of all,
the illusion of freedom spraypainted over the reality of control. It wasn't so much that
bikers had become respectable Americans, as it was that Americans in general and the



babyboomers in particular had all become Hell's Angels.
Harley Culture meant identity and friends in an increasingly opaque and

unfriendly world, something biker publisher Reg Kittrelle considers "an important plus"
because "there has been an ever-increasing disfranchising of the population. Individuals
feel pretty distant from their government and they were looking for things to identify
with. Everyone wants an identity. It's pretty much lost in most people's work places. None
of us feel that we have much voice in government. The vote doesn't count. So people look
around and say, 'What am I? How do I count as an individual?" (Joans, p. 43).

Motorcycles always conferred an identity on people who considered
themselves losers. What has changed since the Hollister Riot of '47 is the size of the loser
pool. Now since everyone can buy into HOG, everyone must be a potential loser. Even
yuppies, who as yuppies are "upwardly mobile," the criterion for success in America,
now have the identity vacuum that marketers love to fill.

The creation of HOG also heralded the arrival of a new breed of biker, the
RUB, or rich urban biker. Once they get to a place like Sturgis the Yuppie Bikers tend to
blend in because of their assiduous cultivation of biker fashion, but with a little effort you
can still pick them out in a crowd. The absence of gray facial hair is one give away. The
absence of prosthetic limbs is another, as well as the presence of temporary tattoos. But
the yuppie bikers are most easily recognized en route, as we noticed while puttering along
at our Conestoga Wagon pace of 50 miles per hour when three Class A Motorhomes with
Harley trailers and New York license plates roared past us on Interstate 90. This was a
sign that the investment banker bikers from Manhattan were hightailin' it to the Buffalo
Chip campground to get their front row seats for the wet T-shirt contest. It could have
been a scene out of Wild Hogs, the final film in the trilogy of biker movies, the one that
brings down the curtain on the movement that began as protest and ended up as a
marketing strategy.

Most commentators mention Harley's creation of HOG in 1983 in the
hushed terms reserved for high-wire financial deals of the sort that landed Michael
Milliken in jail. Anthropologist Barbara Joans spent years learning how to ride a
motorcycle before she wrote Bike Lust, her study of biker culture. (Let's hope she never
decides to study suttee.) She refers to the creation of HOG as "pure brilliance" because

With the formation of HOG, Harley is now selling more than bikes; they are
selling the H-D experience. HOG, the only official Harley-Davidson group backed
by the corporation, provides social and riding activities all over the country. HOG
has turned motorcycling into a respectable way of life. . . . Buying a Harley has
become more than buying a product. Customers are now offered a ready-made



community to join. The community is laced with patriotism. The nationwide network
gives riders the feeling that they are joining with other American riders in supporting
the country. They are buying an American product and keeping the economy strong
(Barbara Joans, Bike Lust: Harleys, Women, and American Society [Madison: The
University of Wisconsin Press, 2001])

 
Professor Barbara Joans is an anthropologist who teaches at Merritt College

in San Francisco. She is also part of the Extraterrestrial Intelligence Project. When not
waiting to hear from E.T, she hangs around biker bars and Harley dealerships in San
Francisco, where she has become an expert, in her own words, in destroying the culture
you wish to join. This comes naturally to Professor Joans because she is a New York Jew:

The only problem is that I am a New York Jew [problem? Is this a problem?],
reared in the streets of Manhattan and the side streets of Brooklyn, and I had been
born to read books not ride bikes. Being sedentary, sickly, utterly nonmechanically
inclined and a lover of the great indoors, I am more suited to appreciate museums
than motorcycles. I am used to corridors and carpets, not canyons and woodlands.
(pp. 182-3).

 
The problem Professor Joans refers to here can best be summed up by

saying that she really doesn't like riding motorcycles.
My entire past city life of university teaching, child rearing, poetry writing, piano

playing and radical activism left me utterly unprepared for the glory and
godawfulness of riding the wind. Only my innate fanaticism prepared me for riding.
I had been, in mind-numbing order, a fifties beatnik, a sixties civil rights, radical
politics, antiwar, hippie (urban not rural); and an eighties down and dirty, fast field
professional anthropologist. It was revolution, sex, dope, and rock and roll all the
way. . . .My profile, at the start of this work, would have read urban intellectual and
cultural cynic, as well as loudmouthed troublemaker. (p. 184).

 
Professor Joans is, in other words, a Jewish revolutionary of the sort that

was common in the '60s, who doesn't really like riding motorcycles or the type of people
who ride them. Instead of just leaving it at that and keeping busy by reading Franz Boas,
Joans the revolutionary feels duty bound to reform the redneck bikers she hates. She
knows that she doesn't really belong but rather than start her own club she decides to
wreck their club by making it more inclusive, i.e., by destroying the reason it came into
existence in the first place by importing women and homosexuals into its ranks.
Confronted by a biker club in rural California where women don't ride, or ruin the men's



ride by insisting that the keep their speed below 35 mph, Professor Joans
realized with envy that I would never belong to a group that had that much

female solidarity. These women rode in a universe far more ordered than mine.
These women knew their place. It was a place of strength, courage, and power, but it
was a gender-specific place. They share the bid and club with their husbands and
both accepted their complementary roles. . . . Their behaviors were defined by club
rules, by community standards and by church affiliation. It worked. They had a
good thing going and they all knew it. Unfortunately for me, it was their thing, and,
appealing as it was, I was not willing to join a small society with relatively rigid
roles, no matter how emotionally gratifying the payoff.

 
Rather than confront her own Jewish hatred of logos, Professor Joans

decides to confront the group instead and inform them that they are not allowed to break
up an antiwar rally. The thing that made this chutzpah seem conceivable and anything
less than suicidal was HOG and Harley's involvement in social engineering:

Even though I was a guest at that club, I was a Harley rider. Having ridden in on
my own Sportster, I felt qualified to talk. The chairman was polite enough to
acknowledge me before he firmly called me out of order. [But in spite of all that] I
had to prevent the group from going downtown. Luckily for me, one of the few
members I knew grabbed me off my bike. "Are you crazy?"

 
No, Professor Joans is, as she said, just a New York Jew, an entitlement in

our culture which allows the possessor to tell other people what to think and how to run
their lives. Professor Joans, as the culturally entitled Jew, is determined to turn the
motorcycle into her kind of deviance, which involves riding with the Dykes on Bikes at
San Francisco's annual Gay Pride Parade. Professor Joans likes Dykes on Bikes because
she sees them as "an incredible mix of strength, sexuality and rule breaking." (p. 200).

As if to show that even professors have pensive moments, Professor Joans
wonders at one point whether "the new riders are unwittingly destroying the very culture
they wish to join. By their entrance into the biker world, they are changing the rules.
They have not given their souls to riding. It is not their life. They are weekend warriors"
(p. 207).

After admitting that she is a dilettante, Professor Joans still feels that she
has the right to set the rules for the biker clubs she is in effect subverting. Men created this
club so that they could ride fast, but Professor Joans has no compunction in denouncing a
group of bikers who didn't want to travel at the 35 mph she preferred, as "shits." Professor
Joans also has no compunction in denouncing biker for their racism, even though



"separate identity" is the only reason this (or any other) club was created in the first
place. Women bikers are equally ungrateful because they don't want to emulate "the
early feminists whom so many women bikers wish to distance themselves from, helped
pave the way for today's riders" (p. 150). They too get an earful from Professor Joans,
who informs them in no uncertain terms that "If my entire generation of feminists hadn't
been such hard-nosed, hard-assed, hard-working, civil rights pushing, abortion rights
gaining, humorless bitches, there would be damn fewer women in the wind today."

Just why that would be tragic is something Professor Joans never explains.
It's one of many things Professor Joans never explains in her book, like why she would
want to hang around with a bunch of fat losers drinking Jack Daniels sitting on plastic
chairs in a parking lot in, say, Carson City, Nevada when she could be at home savoring
the prose of Ruth Benedict. Just why does Professor Joans enjoy paryting with men who
are

Overweight and underfit, the men of this hard-living culture push their pleasures
to excess. Avoidance of pain and promotion of pleasure is a far more accurate
description of the goals of this group than is the deferred gratification of the golden
mean. The men will eat, drink, and screw as much as possible. When they can. (p.
163).

 
The short answer to this question is community. Professor Joans is starved

for community because she is just as deracinated as everyone else.
This is a community that crosses economic, class, race and gender lines. The

bike, as symbol, icon, transportation, and greatly loved machine permits us to cross
those lines. The bike provides the solidarity glue that cements us as a community. . . .
the shared language that brings us together. The bike brings us together. Without it
some of us would remain friends. But without it, most of us would fragment into our
separate worlds. The extraordinary strength of the bike lies in its ability to forge a
community out of disparate folk and keep it going.

 
If Steinbeck should have stayed in California and never gone to New York,

the exact opposite is true of Professor Joans. She should have stayed in New York and left
the California bikers alone.

When the Harley-Davidson company got into social engineering, they also
redefined the family. Freewheelin' Frank Reynolds joined Hell's Angels as an escape
from the family he abandoned in 1965. Now when you buy a motorcycle, you "join the
Harley family." But there are other options for those who don't have $20,000 to spend as
a down payment on future repair and medical bills. You can become the Harley



equivalent of "poor relations" and join the Harley family on the cheap, as Professor Joans
points out:

You don't need to ride a bike (or even own a bike) to join the Harley family. The
dealerships sell an impressive line of new Harley products—from functional and
protective road gear to household goods. Go to the shops and check out the baby
clothes, sleeping attire, wine, watches, pocketknives, Tiffany-style lamp shades, and
shaving mugs. From blankets to bibs, the H-D logo is likely to show up everywhere. It
even appears on jukeboxes and cigarettes.

 
When you buy a Harley, you buy "the whole Harley experience," which

means that "At 7:00 PM, far from home, when the bike has broken down and both rider
and wife sore and hungry, it helps to know that the closest dealership will offer
assistance."

Harley redefined the family by turning it into a consumer subculture. This
was especially appealing to a cohort which had annihilated their real families during the
carnage of the sexual revolution and, now faced with the inescapable conclusion that they
had ruined their lives, needed to make a U-turn to get out of Memory Lane:

Belonging to the Harley family is one of Harley's strongest selling points. Once
in the family, if you break down, there is someone to help you in every town across
the country. The rider, especially the long distance rider, is no longer riding along.
Dealerships offer services that reinforce customer loyalty. Milwaukee has hit upon
marketing magic. It is somewhat ironic that the image of the independent biker riding
alone down the lonely country lane is, in reality, backed by a national network of
dealerships. Independence may look and feel good, but every Harley rider knows
that breakdowns on isolated roads are no fun (Joans, p. 32).

 
After redefining the family, Harley redefined America. "Riding can also

be seen as an extension of the frontier. It's an iron horse. And Harleys are as American
as mom and apple pie. Harleys carry on a tradition. There is that streak of independence
in all of us. And a little bit of recklessness too. Kind of like, if the world gets too close, you
can say, 'Screw it, I'm getting on my bike. Goodbye."

In addition to the America stuff, owning a Harley means control of
destiny:

Riding a Harley provides an outlet. Now the rider is in control of his own destiny.
Gone is the remoteness of modern life. If the rider makes a mistake on the bike, he's
going to pay for it. There is the satisfaction of knowing that the rider has made some
decision concerning what he does with his time and his life. . . . When a whole bunch



of people are riding on Harleys together, riding the actual bike is secondary. What is
primary is that it gives the rider an identity and a group of friends to ride with. These
are people he might otherwise not have befriended. (Joans, p. 45).

 
Secure in his identity and in control of his destiny, the HOG member can

now tell the world: "'Take me or leave me.' For better or for worse, this is who I am. It
also represents for me my love of my country. I'm putting my country up there and
supporting it. I can't get satisfaction out of the government, but I can still support and love
my country. It also allows you to choose your own statement. It sets you apart." (Joans,
p. 46).

Not everyone is as uncritically enthusiastic as Professor Joans about what
has happened to biker culture after HOG took it over. Some people feel that HOG has
destroyed biker culture by making it inclusive. Even Professor Joans, in one of her few
reflective moments, entertains the notion that people like her may have destroyed the
subculture they wanted so avidly to join. No one, however, claims that biker culture is
what it once was. Roby Page, unlike Professor Joans, mourns its passing and its
transformation.

A generation ago it would have been possible . . . to generalize about the biker
subculture as a predominantly white, male-driven, working-class-based,
individualistic group. This was the subculture of individualism, patriotism, and
machismo identified by Schouten and McAlexander. The arrival of the new bikers
has altered this characterization, making the biker culture much more heterogeneous.
(Roby Page, Bike Week at Daytona  [Jackson: University of Mississippi Press, 2005],
p. 122.)

 
In their 1995 analysis of biker culture, John W. Schouten and James H.

McAlexander refer to "Harley World" as a "subculture of consumption," by which they
mean "a distinctive subgroup of society that self-selects on the basis of a shared
commitment to a particular product class, brand or consumption activity." (John W.
Schouten and James H. McAlexander, "Subcultures of Consumption: an Ethnography of
the New Bikers," Journal of Consumer Research, 22 [1995]: 43-61, cited in Page).

Page also cites Juliet B. Schor who claims that "It is now widely believed
that consumer goods provide an opportunity for people to express themselves, display
their identities, or create a public persona. . . . Who we are not only affects what we buy.
What we buy also affects who we become." But he fails to note that the need to buy an
identity has its source elsewhere in other pathologies. Healthy people in healthy cultures
do not feel the need to buy an identity. Only empty people in empty cultures feel that



need. The unspoken truth here is that the malaise which struck the blue-collar veterans
returning from World War II has now spread to the offspring of the white collar veterans
who made it back via the GI Bill and FHA housing loans. Successful yuppie babyboomers
now have the same lack of identity that the poor white trash their parents spurned in the
'50s had.

Just as the babyboomers got herded like sheep into the sexual revolution of
the '60s, buying Beatles records, birth control pills, and Honda 90s, they got herded into
the Harley revival of the 1990s because of the same ego needs. They still don't know
what is going on, or as Schouten and McAlexander put it: "Because the newcomer is
ignorant of many nuances of biker culture, his or her socialization may be facilitated
opportunistically by marketing efforts. . . This socialization process has the effect of
molding the malleable perceptions of the new biker toward an acceptance of the
corporate vision of bikerdom and of creating customers for official H-D clothing and
accessories."

The babyboomers, who made the inventors of the hula hoop rich, got
suckered into one more fad, and "the old biker subculture has been co-opted by elements
of mainstream society."

The 1983 organization (and trademarking) of HOG was another step in the
co-optation of biker culture. "It was formed in part to counteract the dissident Harley
Davidson Owners Association and in part to coalesce new customers," according to
Yates. "This involved a radical turnabout in policy in that the heretofore pejorative 'hog'
was embraced as a self-effacing, irreverent corporate nickname." The Invasion of the
Body-Snatcher scenario, in other words, happened in just about every subculture worth
colonizing, from Notre Dame to NASCAR.

The task when it came to the co-optation of biker culture, as Schouten and
McAlexander put it, was "to expropriate certain symbols of the outlaw subculture and
employ the product design and advertising components of the fashion system in order to
redefine their meanings just enough to make them palatable to a broader group of
consumers. . . . Harley-Davidson has co-opted important symbols and structural aspects
of the outlaw subculture, sanitized or softened them, and given them more socially
acceptable meanings."

Of course, excessive co-optation risks destroying the very qualities that
initially make the subculture so appealing. "As membership in the subculture becomes
more and more accessible and acceptable to mainstream consumers, and as more
mainstream consumers begin to don the trappings of bikers, lines of marginality become
blurred and some of the distinctiveness of the biker subculture is lost," Schouten and



McAlexander observe.
Not everyone is happy with HOG or Harley's marketing strategy. The old

time bikers who handed on the trappings of biker culture only to have them co-opted refer
to the Harley Davidson Motor Company as the "MoFoCo," whose "stealerships" favor the
upscale yuppies who appropriated their symbols. This means, according to Schouten and
McAlexander, that Harley Davidson, "is faced with a veritable tightrope walk between the
conflicting needs of two disparate but equally important groups of consumers: those who
give the product its mystique and those who give the company its profitability."

In America profitability wins out over mystique every time. What began
as a protest against social engineering was absorbed by the very social engineering it
sought to avoid. Harley World triumphed over biker culture, something the old-timers
noticed with dismay:

"Daytona," one biker noted in an on-line chat room, "has become a regular
fuckin' motorcycle Disneyland, which is why I don't go anymore." Page finds this
criticism "prescient," especially "when considering the growth possibilities of a new
Orlando Bike Week in the shadow of Disney World. Indeed, Bike Week often does look
like a fantastic theme park, one where bikers, poseurs, and nonbikers alike come to sample
a commercialized version of biker culture and revel in the carnival-like atmosphere. Call
it Biker World."

The word "World" attached to something like a motorcycle is the sign that
what started off as a protest ended up as a theme park. It is a sign that something got co-
opted. If Harley World is now a reality, can Notre Dame World be far behind? What
about America World? The nation that became a theme park. Is it possible anymore to
tell the difference between America World and America?



Steinbeck loved Montana and as part of his homage to that state he made a
pilgrimage to the Little Big Horn Battlefield, where General George Custer died along
with hundreds of his men.

Steinbeck and his dog Charley wanted to "pay our respects to General
Custer and Sitting Bull on the battlefield of Little Big Horn. I don't suppose there is an
American who doesn't carry Remington's painting of the last defense off the center
column of the 7th Cavalry in his head. I removed my hat in memory of brave men, and
Charley saluted in his own manner but I thought with great respect."

Peter and I arrived at the Little Big Horn after a whole morning's drive
over 212, the short cut that eliminates 70 miles from Interstate 90 and takes us through an
endless sea of grass and two Indian reservations. You can tell that you've entered Indian
territory because the architecture goes from bad to worse. Instead of 19th century
wooden balloon frame buildings, you see mobile homes surrounded by junked cars.

Little Big Horn is where General George Custer held his famous last stand.
Like Steinbeck, I was familiar with Remington's painting of Custer's Last Charge, where
the general is mounted on his horse, brandishing his saber, charging at three demoralized
Indians. Needless to say, if this were an accurate presentation of what happened, Custer
wouldn't be buried in South Dakota, with 600 of his troops.

Instead of mounting a cavalry charge against the Indians, Custer ordered
his men to shoot their own horses and hide behind them as protection against the bullets of
the Indians. The cavalry's dead horses, unfortunately, provided no protection against
Indian arrows, which rained down on the US troops like primitive mortar fire for that
entire day in the early summer of 1875. When the bodies were discovered a few days
later, they looked like porcupines, so many arrows were sticking out of them.

The audience which listened raptly to the park ranger's account of Custer's
last stand was filled with bikers on their way to Sturgis. The parking lot was filled with
Harleys, some of which flew the black and white POW-MIA flag which indicated that the
owner was a Vietnam veteran.

The park ranger who explained the battle to us tried to put a positive spin on
Custer's death, but the fact remains that what Custer did was militarily indefensible. It was
also morally indefensible. He divided his forces, sending one group into the Indian village
at the river at the bottom of the hill to massacre women and children, but in doing that
Custer also allowed his own forces to be cut off and massacred by the enraged Indians.
Just why a seasoned Civil War general would do something this stupid and wicked is
difficult to explain. Custer was known for his daring during the Civil War. Now faced with



a group of primitive people armed with technologically inferior weapons, Custer allowed
daring to turn into arrogance and arrogance into hubris, and hubris led to defeat.

Custer's mission was to persuade the Indians to return to their reservation.
His men did this by firing indiscriminately into the teepees of the Indians they were sent
to persuade, killing women and children in the process. Crazy Horse, like Francis Drake,
refused to rush into battle. He was busy being prayed over by the medicine man whose
charms would make him invisible and invincible. The charms must have worked. Crazy
Horse rode directly in front of Custer's lines three times and escaped unscathed. It was
then that the Indians mounted their counter attack.

It is difficult not to conclude that Custer was a victim of the myth of
technological superiority. The myth of racial superiority probably also played a role. If
so, Little Big Horn was a warning that got ignored. It was a prelude to Vietnam, which
was a prelude to Iraq. The rifles Custer's men carried were technologically superior to
the bow and arrow, but in the end that didn't matter because of the circumstances of the
battle. The F-16 is technologically superior to the Iraqi car bomb, but so what? The F-16 is
also helpless against it.

The high plains are the ideal place to ride a motorcycle—in the
summertime, at least. The sky over Sturgis was blue when we left the redneck biker
bacchanal, but when we entered Montana the weather changed almost imperceptibly. At
first the sky seemed overcast, as if we are heading into rain, but as the sun sank deeper
and turned redder, it became clear that what seemed at first glance to be clouds were in
fact smoke. All of Montana around I-90 was on fire and we were heading into the heart of
the fire, or better still, into the heart of darkness.

Steinbeck claimed that "from start to finish" he "found no strangers" on his
quest in search of America. He found only Americans, who in spite of "all of our
enormous geographical range, for all of our sectionalism, for all of or interwoven breeds
drawn from every part of the ethnic world, . . . are a nation, a new breed. . . . Americans
from all sections and of all racial extractions are more alike than the Welsh are like the
English" (Charley, p. 160). "The American identity," Steinbeck concludes, "is an exact
and provable thing."

But as Steinbeck drove across Texas toward the Old South, the tone of his
narrative changed. Unlike the rest of the country, the South, he tells us, "is in the pain of
labor and the nature of its future child is still unknown." As a result, Steinbeck "faced the
South with dread.

Steinbeck's narrative in search of America undergoes a change of genre
once he crosses the border from Texas into Louisiana. What began as an American



Picaresque Don Quixote is suddenly transformed into The Heart of Darkness. By the time
he reached the South, Steinbeck's RV has become the symbol of deracinated America,
and deracinated America has become the only legitimate America according to the elite
for which Steinbeck had been writing propaganda for the past 20 years. So the RV has
become the synagogue of acceptable opinions, and Steinbeck has become their rabbi, the
man who passes judgment on the legitimacy of Americans, and expels anyone who
comes up with ideas that do not pass muster as "American."

At this point it should be obvious that the prime candidates to get hauled
before Steinbeck's rolling Committee on Un-American Activities are the Southerners who
disagree with the form of social engineering that was being inflicted on them at the time,
otherwise known as de-segregation. Steinbeck reports on a group of Louisiana women,
known as "the Cheerleaders," who are unhappy with the desegregation of their schools
and expressed their unhappiness in the following way:

No newspaper had printed the words these women shouted.
 

But now I heard the words, bestial and filthy and degenerate. In a long an
unprotected life, I have seen and heard the vomitings of demoniac humans before.
Why then did these screams fill me with a shocked and sickened sorrow?. . . These
blowzy women with their little hates and their clippings hungered for attention These
were not mothers, not even women. They were crazy actors playing to a crazy
audience (Charley, p. 195).

 
Then Steinbeck runs into the cab driver who tells him that "them goddamn

New York Jews come in and stir the niggers up." Then Steinbeck picks up a cracker
hitchhiker, who tells him he sounds like a "Commie nigger lover."

At this point, Travels with Charley reaches its climax. Unlike Will Rogers,
Steinbeck has finally found an American whom he does not like, and he loses no time in
expelling him from the RV which has become the symbol of deracinated America. "Get
out," Steinbeck says in his best tough guy manner. When the cracker hesitates, Steinbeck
reaches for a non-existent gun, and the redneck scurries off—"In the mirror I saw his
hating face and his open spit-ringed mouth"— forcing Steinbeck to conclude in his macho
way, "I guess when they're drafting peacemakers they'd better pass me by" (Charley, p.
206). A short ways down the road, the cracker with the hating face and spit-ringed mouth
is replaced in the RV which has become the rolling synagogue of acceptable American
opinions by "a young Negro student . . . a passionate and articulate young man with
anxiety and fierceness just below the surface, who tells Steinbeck, "I want to see it—me
—not dead. Here! Me! I want to see it –soon." At this point the passionate and articulate



Negro wipes the tears from his eyes and "walked quickly away."
At this point the sensitive reader begins to wonder whether Steinbeck has

crossed the boundary from journalism into fiction. In a sense the question is moot
because propaganda covers both sides of that border. If the nagging sense that Steinbeck
made all of this up continues, the sensitive read can at least tell himself he is not alone in
his suspicions. Steinbeck's sons also felt that he made up the conversations in Travels with
Charley. "Thom and I are convinced," wrote John Steinbeck IV, "that he never talked to
any of those people in Travels with Charley. He just sat in his camper and wrote all that
shit. He was too shy. He was really frightened of people who saw through him. He
couldn't have handled that amount of interaction. So, the book is actually a great novel."
(John Steinbeck IV and Nancy Steinbeck, The Other Side of Eden: Life with John
Steinbeck (Amherst, NY: Prometheus Books, 2001, p. 151)

The redneck who got expelled from Steinbeck's RV was right, of course.
New York Jews were coming to the South to stir up the Negroes. They had been coming
ever since a group of New York Jews had created the NAACP, and they were going to
come in even greater numbers. The summer of 1964 would be a high water mark of sorts
in the Black Jewish Alliance, which would collapse in acrimony in 1967-8, when Harold
Cruse wrote his expose of the Black Jewish alliance from the Negro perspective and when
the Negroes expelled Jewish teachers from their schools in the Ocean-Hill Brownsville
section of New York around the same time.

So the cracker got expelled from Steinbeck's RV for telling the truth. It is
not surprising that someone who had dedicated his life to promoting the deceptions
favored by those in power would feel this way about the truth. Steinbeck also probably
felt this way because he owed his fame to the Jews, first the Hollywood Jews and then the
New York Jews. "I don't think any writer has ever been luckier," says Gore Vidal.
"Steinbeck was one of those rare novelists who actually had a happy relation to
Hollywood." (Parini, p. 229).

And yet even when promoted by the most powerful people on the face of
the earth, deception and propaganda have their limits. And these limitations become most
apparent in time of war. It is said that the winners of wars write the histories. That is
probably the case. But no amount of propaganda can disguise the realities of losing a war,
especially the fact that it has been lost. Steinbeck had become a war propagandist during
World War II. When he tried the same thing in Vietnam, he was forced to admit 1) that
the war was wrong and 2) that America was losing it and 3) that his own reputation was at
stake. Unable to admit any of those things, but at the same time unable to change the tide
of events through deception, Steinbeck, whose health was failing anyway, took the easy



way out and killed himself, rather than admit he had been wrong. Steinbeck's sons served
as soldiers in Vietnam. According to John Steinbeck IV, Steinbeck "chose the overdose of
morphine" over admitting that he, "the Conscience of America" had been wrong about the
war. "He was broken from the Vietnam thing. He didn't want to be alive in a world where
he wasn't right."

In his analysis of the corrupting effect which war has had on American
culture, Robert Nisbet makes it clear that it was the intellectuals who created the Hell
which America became. High on Nisbet's list of intellectual villains was George Creel,
Woodrow Wilson's propaganda minister, and creator of the progenitor of all agencies of
deception in America, the Committee for Public Information. Creel, whom Nisbet
describes as "one of the most gifted architects of propaganda, of manufacture of public
consciousness that has ever lived," created the "four minute men" whose "job was to
infiltrate every public gathering of any kind with the objective of delivering four-minute
speeches in celebration of the war." It was World War I and the propaganda which that
war necessitated which led America down the road to where it finds itself today. Using
the war as their excuse, Wilson and Creel prepared America for "the West's first
experience with totalitarianism—political absolutism extended into every possible area of
culture and society, education, religion, industry, the arts, local community and family
included, with a kind of terror always waiting in the wings. . . ." Wilson "succeeded in
infusing a whole generation of intellectuals with the sense of cause, of mission, in the
moral sphere, to be accomplished only through the power of the national state he came
close to worshipping." In order to succeed at war, America had to transform itself into the
Leviathan that meant the end of "the spirit of localism, of grass roots and of pluralism that
had characterized so much of American reform thought" until that time. Each succeeding
war president took America further down the same path. Franklin Delano Roosevelt drew
"upon experiences it had known in World War I in order to combat the Depression."
America got its first taste of home-grown fascism at that time. It was also at that time and
under the aegis of the war economy that "the marriage of university and government took
place." During the Cold War which followed World War II, "the marriage between
intellectuals and government became a firm tie. . . . The desire to be close to the seat of
power . . . was as strong in the Rome of Augustus as in the Washington of Kennedy" (p.
172).

The descendents of the "public intellectuals" who created the mess that is
America are still hard at work, trying to make an even greater mess out of the one the last
generation bequeathed to them. Steinbeck ended up a high-classed prostitute; he turned to
propaganda after he ruined his life and his wife's life when he ordered her to have an



abortion. One of the consequences of his work is that writing and prostitution (or academe
and prostitution) have become practically synonymous terms. This, as Robert Nisbet tried
to tell us in 1975, when America was going through its reaction to Vietnam, was one of
the many lamentable consequences of creating a culture based on war.

August 2007, the time when Peter and I made our hajj to the mythic
American West, marked the lull before the storm. In this instance that meant the
propaganda barrage which was calculated to enthuse Americans, already disgusted with
Iraq, with a new war against Iran.

If John Steinbeck was the equivalent of a high class prostitute when it
comes to war propagandists, we now live in the age of the two dollar whore. I am
referring to epigoni like Neoconservative Norman Podhoretz, whose book urging
Americans into war with Iran was released on September 11, the sixth anniversary of the
World Trade Tower collapse, and David Gelernter, a computer professor at Yale who
aspires to the stained mantle of public intellectual. Both Podhoretz and Gelernter are high
priests of the Jewish cult known as neoconservatism. Like all revolutionary Jews since the
time of Simon bar Kokhbar, they advocate messianic politics, which is based on the claim
that those who take up the sword can create heaven on earth. Just as Russia became the
vehicle for world revolution when the Jews from the pale of the settlement rose up and
toppled the czar, now America is the vehicle for creating the new Jewish version of
heaven on earth. After years of proclaiming that Bible thumpers were the villains of
American history, Jews like Gelernter have changed their tune. Jews like Leo Pfeffer, of
the AJC, made careers out of driving Christianity out of public life. Secularism was good
according to the Jews in the '60s. After years of driving religion out of the public square
and public schools, the Jews (of the neocon variety at least) now want to reintroduce
religion to shore up America's flagging support of the war in Iraq. Because America is
now a vassal of Israel when it comes to foreign policy, the Jews have become chest-
thumping patriots. "America" (the quotes are Gelernter's)

is one of the most beautiful religious concepts mankind has ever known. It is
sublimely humane, but based on strong confidence in humanity's ability to make life
better. "America" is an idea that results from focusing the Bible and Judeo-Christian
faith like a spotlight's beam on the problems of this life (not the next) in the modern
world, in a modern nation. (David Gelernter, Americanism: the Fourth Great
Western Religion [New York: Doubleday, 2007], p. 2)

 
Gelernter knows enough about American history to know that the Puritans

were Judaizers, although he never uses that term. Pretending that nothing happened in



America from the time of the half-way covenant in the late 17th century until the
present, Gelernter announces that "We American Puritans are God's new chosen people"
(p. 65). We are not dealing with any pale civic religion here; no, we are dealing with full-
blown idolatry. Caesar is once again God as he was in the other empire which ruled the
world and then collapsed. America is not just a religious nation; America is a religion,
characterized by "passionate belief in the community's closeness to God and its obligation
to God and the whole world—Americans as a new chosen people, America as a new
promised land—that is American Zionism" (p. 69).

In case you were wondering, Gelernter is quick to add that "the American
Religion is a global religion," which means that we as Americans are every bit as much
bound to spread "Liberty, Equality, and Democracy" from Iraq to Iran by force of arms
—nuclear arms, if necessary—as the Christians were bound by Christ to preach the
Gospel to all nations. "Americans," Gelernter informs us, "have a duty not merely to
preach but to bring them [liberty, equality, democracy] to all mankind." Drawing on a
view of American history that is stunning in its lack of depth and insight, Gelernter
concludes that Puritans were fanatics, but they were good fanatics. Unlike Muslims, who
are bad fanatics. Jews now like religious fanatics if they support wars in support of Israel.

Muslim fanatics murder men, women and children at random [unlike Israeli
fanatics who take careful aim before they shoot children]. But the Puritans who
settled the New World were fanatics of a different order. They came to America
because they chose not to fight it out in England; they did not want to foment
rebellion or cause bloodshed.

 
Gelernter is a depressingly common phenomenon lately. Gelertner is the

New York (or New Haven) Jew who is the expert on just about everything. Unlike the rest
of us, who have to back up their assertions, Jews get by on the ipse dixit alone. What they
say must be true because they as a group are rich and powerful. As if that weren't
enough, they have access to big New York publishing houses, like Doubleday, which
published Gelernter's book. In his new-found role as "public intellectual," Gelernter, the
computer geek, takes it upon himself to explain the real meaning of Christianity to the
dumb goyim, especially the evangelical variety who have been following Rev. Hagee
now that Rev. Falwell has gone on to his reward in the big Kibbutz in the sky. Gelernter's
book is full of patronizing nods in the direction of Christians:

you built America and Americanism. In so doing you gave mankind one of the
greatest gifts it has ever received. Do not allow yourselves to be spiritually
dispossessed in your own homes. This country will never have an established official



religion; it will never abandon religious freedom. But neither should it be allowed to
abandon its history or origins or lie about them.

 
Just in case the goyim get their hopes up and look for a return to Bible

reading in public schools, Gelernter is there to let them down easy: "Christians are
(rightly) prohibited to preach Christianity in the public schools; secularists should be
prohibited to preach secularism too" (p. 12). But aside from that nod to the ghost of Leo
Pfeffer, everything is going to be okay, as long as the goyim let professors like Gelernter
tell them what their country and their religion really mean: "For all Christians facing the
dauntingly powerful secularist culture of the modern United States," the great American
theologian from the Shalem Institute in Jerusalem tells us, "be strong and of good
courage."

Well, God Bless you too, Professor Gelernter!
We are then treated to the idiot's guide to American history, whose main

principle is that the only good Christian is a war-mongering Judaiser. According to this
algorithm, Woodrow Wilson "took America into the First World War and proclaimed
Americanism a world religion, which implied chivalrous duties abroad and at home. He
read the bible, prayed every day, and was shaped by his Presbyterian faith." It goes
downhill from there:

Ronald Reagan, who announced that America must finally win the cold War,
was a devout Protestant; his Americanism might have been even more devout.
Reagan reminded America of John Winthrop's prediction about a shining city on a
hill. George W. Bush is a chivalrous American who believes in liberty, equality and
democracy not just for France and Denmark but for Arab nations where the
residents have brown skin and strange ways. Our duty is to provide them too with
liberty, equality, and democracy, says Bush.

 
By now it should be clear that Jewish propagandists for war can say

anything no matter how preposterous and get away with it, as when Gelernter tells us that
Puritans "invented a primitive and serviceable type of democracy," or when he calls
Jonathan Edwards a Puritan, or when he claims that "at independence in 1776 roughly
three-quarters of American citizens were Puritan" [Like Thomas Jefferson and Ben
Franklin?] or when he confuses the concepts of original sin and predestination, as in the
following passage: "The doctrine of predestination preached by John Calvin was central to
Puritanism. It may be one aspect of Puritanism that is hardest for moderns to sympathize
with. Puritans reasoned that because of Adam's sin and the fall of man, men were born
sinful, able to control their behavior but not their thoughts," Or when he says "Queen



Elizabeth tolerated the Puritans"even though they didn't exist then.
Add to that Gelernter's relentless use of the the ipse dixit --"Jamestown,"

we are told, "had a Puritan flavor" -- and comically bad prose, as in Gelernter's view of
World War I: "In six week, said the brisk, heel-clicking German generals in their spike-
decorated clown hats, France's goose will be cooked," and you begin to long for the good
old days, when war propaganda was written by high class prostitutes like John Steinbeck.

Either way, intellectuals created the Hell that is now known as America.
Professor Joans has nothing but good things to say about the sexual decadence of biker
culture. As a feminist she tries to look the other way, when she is a witness to what the
nonbiking world would refer to as rape, including the rape of her favorite biker chick: "We
pass Miss White Hair . . . her hair's still in its neat brad but she has dark smudges around
her eyes and a swollen mouth."

And yet even Professor Joans' taste for deviance has its limits. When she
writes about her descent into the "The Pit," the locale of the bacchanal at the Redwood
Run in California, she ends up borrowing imagery from Dante: "As we walk I stare down
into the pit and realize that I could be looking into the ninth circle."

The same thought occurs to me at dusk on the third day of our journey,
when Peter and I descended the mountain of fire and entered Missoula, Montana. There
is a sign on the highway that announces the Missoula Testicle Festival, a sure sign that
Missoula is a university town. Steering through the smoke from the forest fires while
talking on his cell phone, Peter has a arranged a meeting with his nephew, an
undergraduate history major at the University of Montana. The young man turns out to
be a typical product of University culture. Both of his parents were professionals (his
father, now deceased, was a professor; his mother a counselor); he dresses like Gap's
vision of the working class, complete with grease-stained jeans. He has also just
purchased a pick-up truck which runs on vegetable oil. When I ask why he just doesn't get
around town on his bicycle, he says that he needs the truck for cross-country trips, since
he refuses to fly.

Peter steers the RV to the lowest point in Missoula, a parking lot under a
bridge next to the river. A number of semis are already there with their engines running;
they belong to the road crew for a Lyle Lovett concert on the other side of the bridge.
The initial arrangement was that we would go for a swim in the river, but that deal did not
go down, and instead we ended up at a Mexican restaurant when Peter's nephew
wondered aloud what to do for a course of directed readings on the South.

"How about something on the Black-Jewish alliance?" I suggested. When it
became clear that Peter's nephew didn't have a clue about the Black-Jewish alliance, I



launched into a mini-lecture which began with the founding of the NAACP, covered the
Leo Frank trial and the trial of the Scottsboro boys, and ended up with the civil rights
movement and the Black Panthers. I was in the middle of explaining the position of two to
the seminal texts—Murray Friedman's What Went Wrong? The Collapse of the Black-
Jewish Alliance and Harold Cruse's The Crisis of the Negro Intellectual—when a man
leaned over from the next table and said, "Would you mind not talking about this topic?
My friend here is Jewish."

Usually, I am dumbfounded at moments like this, but this time I replied,
"You can tell we're in a university town. The thought police are out in force." I then told
him to mind his own damned business and not eavesdrop on our conversation and
continued with what I was saying. I hadn't read Travels with Charley at that point in my
life, but now I realize that everyone who aspires to the things of the intellect has now
become a cracker-barrel commissar like John Steinbeck, expelling anyone who disagrees
with social engineering out of the synagogue of accepted opinions.

Peter and I entered Missoula in need of a meal, a place to wash up in
preparation for the wedding the next day, and a place to park the RV for the night. In the
end Peter's nephew, in spite of what he promised us over the phone, came through with
nothing. Peter's nephew, like all human beings created in the image of God, has an
obligation to treat strangers with kindness. His obligation to flesh and blood is even greater.
In the end, I ended up paying for the meal, and all his uncle got was an airy good-bye
because the nephew had friends to meet.

And so Peter and I returned to the parking lot under the bridge. The semis
were still there with their motors running, but it was much darker than when we left. It
was also now full of people streaming out of the Lyle Lovett concert. Lyle was on his
way to Sturgis to perform at the Buffalo Chip campground, and the women who had
listened to him sing were all intoxicated now, literally, figuratively, whatever.

"I love your hair," said a woman who was obviously drunk. She was
fortunate in not being alone and doubly fortunate because the people she was with were
not as drunk as she was. When the car she was in pulled away, another woman appeared.
This one is also drunk. I ask her if she knows when the semis are going to pull out, since
sleeping within three feet of a roaring diesel engine seems out of the question. She doesn't
know, but offers to let me park the RV in her driveway. She is not as drunk as the first
woman. If I asked her, she would probably agree to let me (us?) use her shower, but
somehow it didn't seem like a good way to prepare for the wedding in the morning. And
so with the semis still roaring and the women still intoxicated and wandering around in the
dark, we pull out of the parking lot by the river in Missoula and move on to the climax of



our own little journey into the heart of darkness.
We pull into the last circle in the hell which America's social engineers

have planned for all of us; we spend the night in a Wal-Mart parking lot. In many ways,
this is only fitting because Wal-Mart is the culmination of the American dream in one
sense, and RV its culmination in another. We are living in a home on wheels, the symbol
of America's deracination. And our home on wheels is now within walking distance of the
greatest emporium of cheap junk the world has ever known. What more could an
American ask for?

As I walk, toothbrush in hand, across the parking lot toward the Wal-Mart
men's room, I notice that we are not alone. There must be at least 20 RVs like our own all
nestled together in the corner of a huge parking lot across an asphalt lake from the
institution dedicated to enslaving us by catering to our disordered desires. It is late when
we arrive, so they are all shut up and dark, but I'm sure had we arrived earlier, we could
have found a ready-made community there on that parking lot. At least we would know
that we were not alone, which is, of course, what occurred to Dante, when he entered
Hell. "I had not thought that death had undone so many."

The men's room at Wal-Mart was clean; it was also well-lighted, and unlike
the café where Hemingway's old man sat, there was no waiter there waiting impatiently
to go home. The water from their water fountain was cool and refreshing. I could have
drunk as much as I wanted; it didn't cost me anything. I could have also stayed there all
night if I had wished, shuffling up and down aisle after aisle over what were literally
acres of junk from China. What more could an American want?

As one answer to that question, I recommend a recent film, The Shooter,
starring Mark Walberg. It's now out on DVD; you can probably buy it at Wal-Mart. In
that film, Wahlberg plays a sniper who has been betrayed by his government. He retires
from the military only to be lured back to prevent an assassination attempt against the
president. When that turns out to be a set up for which he is to take the fall, the Wahlberg
character declares war on his own government. We have become used to this sort of film
from Dirty Harry to Rambo, but the rage level in The Shooter is, as they say in
Hollywood, over the top. At the end of his own journey into the Heart of Darkness, the
Wahlberg character ends up confronting the politician, played by someone who looks like
Pat Robertson, who embodies all of the evil of the system. "I'm an American Senator," he
says, and the Wahlberg character responds by say, "I know" as he shoots him down in
cold blood.

The Shooter is full of rage at what America has become. The Shooter is
also a Hollywood film, which means that the rage is fanned to a white-hot flame and then



directed at a phantom target. Eventually, the military is going to discover who led us into
the war in Iraq. It was not phantom Senators; it was AIPAC and Neocon Jews like
Norman Podhoretz and David Gelernter. It is they who are leading the charge (from the
safe confines of retirement and academe respectively) into Iran. Eventually that story is
going to get out, and when it does, the Jewish supporters of our wars in the middle east,
who take consolation in the fact that they have shut down public demonstrations of the sort
that plagued the nation during the Vietnam War, might want to ponder the suggestion,
mooted in this film, that the reaction this time may come as mutiny in the military. How
about this as a plot line for Shooter II? Mark Wahlberg goes gunning for Paul Wolfowitz.

Daniel Smith, as I said, is in Iraq now, trying out the geographical cure for
the wound which abortion and the culture of death inflicted on him. Unlike David
Gelernter and the other neocon chickenhawk warmongers, Daniel Smith has served in the
military, defending a country which he now realizes has ruined his life. Before he left for
the middle east he left a manuscript behind which can serve as a Catholic counterpoint to
the Jewish warmongering of David Gelernter and Norman Podhoretz. Smith lacks their
access to the media, but his conclusions are worth pondering nonetheless, if for no other
reason that there are more Catholics in America than Jews, and certainly more in the
military.

Unlike Gelernter, who concludes that America is a religion, Smith
concludes that the United States lost its legitimacy the moment it legalized abortion and set
up the logic that led to him killing his own child. "There can be found no stronger evidence
as to the morally illegitimate nature of the Government of the United States," this soldier
writes, "than the Supreme Court holdings that establish "rights" of people, especially
women, to contracept and abort. . . . With the Griswold and the Roe decisions, the Court
established that the purpose, the nature, of the United States is to protect peoples ability to
live isolated, alone, and without God."

The unspoken assumption behind David Gelernter's book is that the dumb
goyim will believe anything as long as some Jewish intellectual, backed by the New York
publishing industry, says it. Smith's unpublished manuscript, coming as it does from
someone in the military, indicates that this is not the case. In fact, it indicates that the "The
Roman catholic Faith is fundamentally at odds with the American Economic System, or
with capitalism, as that system has come to be known and accepted. . . . An economic
system that allows vast disparities of wealth . . . is morally illegitimate."

The fact that Smith's manuscript is unpublished makes it even more
significant. Far from being ready to convert to Americanism, Gelernter's "fourth great
western religion," this Catholic soldier has concluded that



America . . . was flawed from the beginning and those flaws have worsened over
time. America has always been . . . a construct for the control of the masses by a
relatively few people at the top of the cultural, social and economic heap." Far from
being a religion that brings freedom to the rest of the world, "America, as an Empire,
is an engine for the destruction of lives and the damnation of souls at home and
around the world.

 
One wonders what kind of conversations Daniel Smith is having with his

fellow soldiers in Iraq. Are they discussing Americanism, freedom or how to find the
weapons of mass destruction? If it becomes common knowledge over there that it was the
neoconservatives who put American soldiers into that meatgrinder, David Gelernter has
reason for concern. He probably won't want to be standing next to a window when
Shooter II arrives at the multiplex.



Chapter 4: Saturday, August 4
 Like Steinbeck, Peter and I drove out of Montana "across the upraised
thumb of Idaho and through real mountains that climbed straight up, tufted with pines and
deep-dusted with snow." Like Steinbeck, 47 years ago, Peter and I arrived in Spokane, but
unlike the Conscience of America, we are not just passing through; we arrive for a
wedding. If the play ends with a wedding, I always tell my children, it has to be a
comedy, no matter how harrowing the story was before that. And so this narrative must
be a comedy, not a divine word.

Terry O'Riordain, the groom, was born in America, but he is not an
American. He and the rest of his family moved back to Ireland when they realized that
the struggle for an economic niche in New York wasn't worth the trouble anymore. In this
he is like virtually every other Irishman in New York. They have all gone back to Ireland.
You could shoot a cannon down any street in Queens now and not hit an Irishman.

Terry did come back to America, but not in the way that Irishmen have
come before. He came back to teach Irish to the heathen, the Irish diaspora cut off from
their roots and living in God-forsaken places like Montana and Indiana. Terry taught Irish
at Notre Dame, home of the Fighting Irish. His ultimate goal was to create an Irish studies
program, which he succeeded in doing at the University of Montana at Missoula, a place
even more God-forsaken than Notre Dame. Terry is a good example of the return of the
repressed. At the very moment that David Gelernter and the New York Jews are asking
us all to bow down in front of the Idol they have called America, Terry, like some latter
day St. Brendan, is finding converts to the ancient Irish brand of ethnic Catholicism in the
belly of the beast, the university at Missoula. It's hard to say which alternative David
Gelernter would find more repugnant: the average soldier figuring out that Neocons like
he are responsible for sending him to Iraq or Terry O'Riordain, the return of the ethnic
repressed, gaining a foothold in academe.

Terry has rented the Masonic temple for his reception, primarily because
it across the street from the cathedral. Peter and I have time. We check out the hall. I
launch into a lecture on the pillars, which are hopelessly eclectic but primarily Corinthian.
A woman selling drinks asks me if I am a professor. "Why," I ask, "do I look effeminate?
Should I have taken part in the testicle festival in Missoula?"

We meet three bikers on the street outside the church. One is a handsome
middle-aged Irish woman from Canada with red hair and freckles and black leather chaps
and heavy motorcycle boots. She is on her way to Sturgis.

When Peter and I cross the street to enter the church, I am struck by the



crowd standing in front of the steps. No one is wearing any kind of uniform, as far as I
can tell. It's not like the biker rally in Sturgis, where everyone is dressed the same. And
yet there is this similarity, this coherence nonetheless, when finally it dawns on me.
They're all Irish. Terry's wedding is a distinctly ethnic affair. His family has come from
Ireland to help him celebrate, and the Irish boyos have come with them. One of the
boyos has become a priest, and as the celebrant of the Mass he launches into a blistering
attack on the culture of death, from which all of us, including the groom, have narrowly
escaped with our lives. At this point it becomes obvious that there is nothing incompatible
about ethnos and Christ. Christ after all told his disciples to go out and baptize all nations.
You can baptize a nation, but you can't baptize a false religion or an idol, like the "fourth
great Western Religion" Jews like David Gelernter are now promoting. All you can do
with an idol is fall down and worship it or smash it, as St. Patrick smashed the altars and
idols of the Druids when he claimed Ireland for the faith.

If there is such a thing as redemption, its not what this culture thinks it is.
The American Jews turned the Messiah into Superman, a comic book hero. American
culture in years gone by set up redemption centers, where you could transform green
stamps magically into things like lamps and vacuum cleaners. No matter what else it is,
redemption is not a time machine. You can't bring the child you killed back to life, but as
long as you're alive, you can link up with God's plan for your life as long as you are
willing to do it on God's terms and not your own. Which is probably why John Steinbeck
committed suicide and why the people who gave their abortion testimonies in Redeeming
a Father's Heart did not. Like Peter, who stayed up all night on speed at the family cabin,
Clifford and Hepzibah Pyncheon found redemption by calling on the name of the Lord:
"Oh, God—Our Father—" they cried when they realized no railroad (or RV or
motorcycle) could travel fast enough or far enough to allow them to escape from their
sins, "Are we not thy children? Have mercy on us!"



On Sunday morning after Mass, Peter and I wander down to the
magnificent waterfall which lies at the center of Spokane, Washington. Except that on this
morning the falls are far from magnificent. In fact, there are no falls this morning.
Someone has inexplicably turned the river off, and so all we can contemplate is a
magnificent rock pool full of calm water, and the fact that the stairs leading down to that
pool have cut us off from any real access to the water. This strikes me as symbolic of
America. Magnificent natural resources spoiled by an overlay of culture that isolates
man from nature and vice versa. This leads me to expound Mike Jones's law of rivers. In
general I would never swim in a river in Africa. In general, I would have no hesitation
about swimming in a river in Europe, and have done so many times. In America,
however, I have no clear ideas one way or the other.

The river inspires other thoughts in Peter's mind. Looking at the bridge
crossing the river below the (now nonexistent) falls, Peter is reminded of his deceased
uncle, the only man who was brave enough to jump off the train trestle into the river in
the Wisconsin Dells. Peter's uncle was a legend in the Dells, and Peter keeps his memory
alive to this day, but his daredevil uncle got caught up America's never-ending cycle of
wars. He died while training as a World War II fighter pilot in the Florida Everglades. It's
one more sad instance of the same old story. America's potential wrecked by war. After
the Civil War, there were 50,000 widows and almost as many masterless farms in New
England, and that was the situation among the victors. The fact that life goes on obliterates
in our minds the cost of America's ongoing folly and any idea of what could have been.
The survivors get to articulate a vision, but one constrained by the exigencies of the raw
materials of history at hand. And so we are left with Peter, the oxymoronic symbol of
America, the rootless deliverer of RVs who in some sense never left the Wisconsin Dells.

 
* * *
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Preface

 Hollywood has a way of turning history upside down. Hollywood directors are often
in a position of not knowing what their own movies mean. The classic instance is horror
movies. Martin Scorcese made the point in a conversation with David Cronenberg, when
he told him that Rabid was a great film, but that Cronenberg didn't understand it.

The same is true in general of the Hollywood genre known as the biopic and in
particular of the biopic of the Chess brothers, Cadillac Records. It is difficult to imagine a
topic more likely to generate animosity between Blacks and Jews than the sordid story of
two Polish Jews ripping off the royalties of illiterate blues singers from Mississippi, which
is what Cadillac Records portrays; and yet here we have Hollywood doing a movie on
one of the most sordid chapters of the 60 year revolutionary movement known as the
Black-Jewish Alliance.

Murray Friedman, who used to be head of the American Jewish Committee in
Philadelphia, once wrote a book about the Black-Jewish Alliance called What Went
Wrong?

Lejzor and Fiszel Sing the Blues answers that question in minute if depressing detail.
June 2012



Cadillac Records

 As some indication that the black-Jewish alliance was a hot topic in the wake of Barack
Obama's election in 2008 as president of the United States, Sony released the movie
Cadillac Records, its homage to one of the most fertile periods of collaboration between
blacks and Jews, the '50s and '60s. Cadillac Records celebrates one of the most significant
areas of their cultural collaboration as well, namely, "race music," later renamed rock 'n
roll.

Obama mentioned the influence which the black-Jewish alliance had had on his life in
a speech he gave at the AIPAC convention during the summer of the 2008 election
campaign. Obama was, in more ways than he would like to enumerate in public, a
product of that alliance, but in hinting at that fact he was also less than honest about the
particular terms of engagement it stipulated and the causes of its eventual demise. In this
regard, Barack Obama has a lot in common with Cadillac Records, the biopic celebrating
the lives of an unlikely ménage of Polish Jews and Mississippi sharecroppers and the
music they produced. It is difficult to imagine something less capable of arousing
fraternal feelings among either blacks or Jews than the saga of Chess records in Chicago
and the tales of cheating, drug abuse, and sexual degeneracy that went along with it, but
the Zeitgeist, both then and now, has a logic all its own, and it is one which Hollywood has
shown itself determined to follow.

At some time during the 1930s, on one of his Library of Congress-sponsored ethnic
music collecting expeditions through the South, Alan Lomax popped open the trunk of his
car and recorded the singing of a Mississippi Delta cotton picker by the name of
McKinley Morganfield. The moment gets captured in Cadillac Records, which
documents in its revisionist and sanitized way one of the most significant chapters in the
volume of American history known as the black-Jewish alliance. By 1943 McKinley
Morganfield had had enough of chopping cotton and decided to join what would become
the greatest internal migration in American history when he got on an Illinois Central train
and moved to Chicago, where he changed his occupation to blues singer and his name to
Muddy Waters.

The change in locale necessitated a change in the music. Robert Johnson-style blues
played on an acoustic guitar was no match for the noise of a city like Chicago, so Muddy
Waters got himself an electric guitar. Cadillac Records has him busking on the streets of



Chicago with his electric guitar but offers no explanation of who was providing the
electricity.

In an April 1948 session, Muddy Waters recorded two electrified songs: "I can't be
satisfied" and "I feel like going home." Both were anthems of black migration, and both
records addressed the mind of theblack migrants, who were torn between nostalgia for the
simpler life they had left behind in Mississippi and the largely sexual attractions of
emancipation from both segregation and the moral law which big northern cities like
Chicago provided.

If demography is destiny, Muddy Waters was destined to become a star because by
1948 Chicago was home to 500,000 refugees from the Mississippi delta who had a set of
musical tastes and longings that had been created in the cotton fields and weren't going to
be satisfied, now that they were in Chicago, by the crooning of people like Bing Crosby.

Muddy Waters didn't write his own material. The uncrowned poet laureate of the
black migration to Chicago was a fellow Mississippian by the name of Willie Dixon, who
articulated the longings of the former sharecroppers by telling them that he was their
"Hoochie Coochie Man." Since moving to Chicago seemed like dying and going to
heaven, at least on Saturday night, Dixon explained their good fortune by claiming there
was a special juju attached to the train ride up from Mississippi. With Muddy Waters as
his front man, Dixon was telling them that "on the seventh hour, on the seventh day on the
seventh month the seven doctors say" that all of the Hoochie Coochie men in Chicago had
been "born for good luck ... ." If for no one else, the song proved to be good juju for
Muddy Waters. "He was doing that song until the day he died," Dixon said later. "I'm
Your Hoochie Coochie Man" was a song that Muddy Waters could sing with conviction,
and when he did, the Negroes on the South Side of Chicago believed every word he said
and bought his records. Muddy Waters was what the next generation would call a role
model for the Negro migrant, and they listened to what he said and acted accordingly.
The results were disastrous for the black family, something which gets noted almost as an
aside in Cadillac Records, and less than salubrious for everyone else, something which
does not get noted at all. Muddy Waters dealt with the sequelae of his liberated passions in
a way that suited his new abode and the lifestyle which went with it: he hired a Jewish
lawyer to defend him against the many paternity suits which got filed against him. He
never lost a case, but failed to realize that all of those legal fees were coming off the top
of his royalties. Muddy Waters got his Mojo workin in Chicago, but he never learned how
to read; in terms of writing, he mastered two words "McKinley" and "Morganfield,"
which he signed to a number of recording contracts, whose details remained opaque to
him until the 1970s when other lawyers explained to him how he had been cheated out of



his royalties.
The men who cheated this and other largely illiterate bluesmen from Mississippi were

two Polish Jews by the name of Leonard and Phil Chess. Lejzor Czyz (born in 1917) and
his younger brother Fiszel (born 1921) arrived in Chicago in 1928 along with their sister
Malka and their parents Yasef and Cyrla. The Czyz family had emigrated from Motele,
the Polish shtetl which had produced Chaim Weitzman, Israel's first president. After
arriving at Ellis Island, the Czyz family made its way to Chicago, where Yasef tried to
find work as a shoemaker and where his son, who Anglicized his name to Leonard Chess,
struggled to learn English and make a living as a "restless and unhappy"[1] junk dealer.

In 1946 Leonard Chess bought a small restaurant located at 3905 South Cottage Grove,
in what was then the heart of Bronzeville, the Negro Tenderloin district, and renamed it
the Macomba Lounge. Nadine Cohodas tells us that Cottage Grove Street "had become a
magnet for black Chicagoans looking for spirited night-life. Music, prostitution, drugs-all
were easily available. … It was a world of pimps, hookers, maids, chauffeurs, good-time
whites, factory workers, white collar workers, musicians, entertainers, bartenders,
waiters."

Moral corruption, in other words, was part of the migration experience. Cohodas
claims that "Prostitution was so common that Phil candidly described the neighborhood as
home to 'pimps and whores.'"[2] She then tries to finesse the question of the Chess
brothers' involvement in all this vice. "Prostitution was a financial boon to the club," and
"There was nothin' but dope in the place," according to one of the musicians who played
there, but "Nobody thought that Leonard was involved in drug dealing," even though "it
would be bad for business to crack down, not to mention futile."[3]

Were Jews like Leonard Chess responsible for the moral corruption of the Negro
migrants to Chicago? The question seems odd because the blues and sexual immorality
have by now become synonymous. At a time when between 70 and 80 percent of all
black babies are born out of wedlock, sexual immorality has come to be seen as a
constituent element of what it means to be black, and so no one gets around to asking
questions about how this situation came about. Racism surely plays a role in all of these
assumptions, but since sexual deviance has become the norm in America, no one gets
upset by such claims anymore, not as upset anyway as by claims that blacks are
genetically inferior to whites when it comes to intelligence. The solution to the problem of
sexual deviance has been to redefine it out of existence. Race music is one of the cultural
devices which have made that redefinition plausible to large numbers of people. The
cliché of the oversexed bluesman, however, obscures the moral corruption that often



overwhelmed the families of black migrants up from the South when they arrived in
Chicago. The fact that so many whites followed their example, largely because of the
widespread effect that the dissemination of "race music" exerted during this period
doesn't change the fact that the moral law is written on the hearts of all men, black and
white, and that something has to happen to obscure that fact.

That something is usually passion, but in this instance it was the deliberate excitation of
passion through a certain kind of music for both financial and political reasons. During the
50-year period following World War II, mass audiences at first came to tolerate sexual
deviance as part of the lifestyle of black musicians and then they came to expect it of the
musicians, both black and white, who played that kind of music.

In Cadillac Records, Leonard Chess is portrayed as profane but morally upright and
faithful to his wife when faced with the same temptations to which Muddy Waters
succumbed. Nadine Cohodas, in spite of her attempt to make the Chess brothers
respectable, tells a slightly different story when she informs us that Leonard's "other life
… occasionally … came to light in one special circumstance or another."[4] When a
black motorcycle gang showed up unannounced at Leonard's hospital bed, Leonard's son
Marshall suddenly realized that his father lived something akin to the double life that
Muddy Waters sang about, even if there were no illegitimate children to show for it.

Most Americans would find it difficult to believe that a Jew could corrupt the morals
of a Negro because most Americans feel that the Negro never had any sexual morals to
begin with. The situation in Chicago, however, comes into clearer focus when Cohodas
writes about Leonard's dealings with white boys like Bobby Charles Guidry (who later
renamed himself Bobby Charles), the Louisiana teenager who wrote "See You Later,
Alligator." In fact, Chess's dealings with Guidry throw a new and largely unflattering light
on the morally corrupting effect Chess had on all of his protégés. "Leonard," according to
Cohodas, "told Charles in their first meeting that Chess would make him rich and famous
and he could have all the women he wanted, though Leonard had expressed the latter
sentiment in far cruder terms than the 17-year-old was used to."[5] Cadillac Records
doesn't dwell on the point, but it seems that Chuck Berry isn't the only one at Chess
Records who should have been arrested for transporting minors across state lines for
immoral purposes. Instead of being the direct beneficiary (sexually, at least), Leonard
Chess was the pimp.

If feminism has done anything, it has taught women to brag about their moral
degradation as the badge of liberation. The situation at Chess Records, feminism
notwithstanding, throws the issue of moral corruption into even starker relief than the story
of Bobby Charles. Linda Ellerbee, who worked for Chess as one of the nation's first



female disc jockeys, concedes that she was financially exploited by Chess, but her
feminism obscures the deeper type of exploitation that was going on when Chess
procured abortions for female employees. After appealing to Leonard Chess, Linda
Ellerbee received $600 to pay for an abortion. Ellerbee left Chess's office "feeling
ashamed and in tears, but she reminded herself that he had provided the money without
hesitation and he didn't fire her."[6]

Leonard Chess knew that the music he was promoting was corrupting the morals of
the Blacks whose interests he claimed to be serving. Chess, according to Cohodas,

said he was sure that all blacks listened to R & B "although not all will admit it. He
likes jazz with the windows open but blues when the windows are closed. "I'm a Jew,
but I don't like some of the music my father listened to," he went on. "It's the same
with the Negro. … We want a Top 40 format with Negro music, not the Uncle Tom
… Stepin Fetchit."[7]

 
Negro music, in other words, was synonymous with sexual degeneracy, and the

Jewish record producer who cheated his talent out of their royalties and the Jewish disc
jockey who got paid off by the Jewish record producer could, like the Jewish pimp, salve
his conscience by claiming that he was only supplying the public with what it wanted.

In spite of Henry Ford's warnings during the 1920s, Americans were still largely
clueless in understanding Jewish cultural subversion and the moral subversion that was its
necessary companion. The Poles, on the other hand, had had centuries of experience in
dealing with this sort of thing. In 1936, eight years after the Czyz family had left Poland
for the New World, Augustine Cardinal Hlond, the Primate of Poland, issued a pastoral
letter on morals in which he claimed that Polish Jews were responsible for the moral
corruption of the Polish nation. "So long as Jews remain Jews," Hlond wrote, "a Jewish
problem exists and will continue to exist. This question varies in intensity and degree from
country to country. It is especially difficult in our country and ought to be the object of
serious consideration." After promising to "touch briefly here on its moral aspects in
connection with the situation today," Hlond mentioned specifically Jewish involvement in
pornography and prostitution as a danger to the morals of the Christian majority of
Poland:

It is a fact that Jews are waging war against the Catholic Church, that they are
steeped in free-thinking, and constitute the vanguard of atheism, the Bolshevik
movement, and revolutionary activity. It is a fact that Jews have a corruptive



influence on morals and that their publishing houses are spreading pornography. It is
true that Jews are perpetrating fraud, practicing usury, and dealing in prostitution.[8]

 
He also mentioned Polish youth as particularly vulnerable. "It is true that, from a

religious and ethical point of view, Jewish youth are having a negative influence on the
Catholic youth in our schools."

"But," he continued, "let us be fair. Not all Jews are this way. There are very many
Jews who are believers, honest, just, kind, and philanthropic. There is a healthy, edifying
sense of family in very many Jewish homes. We know Jews who are ethically
outstanding, noble, and upright."[9]

Hlond endorsed boycotts of Jewish businesses, but he warned Poles against adopting
"that moral stance, imported from abroad," i.e., from Nazi Germany, "that is basically
and ruthlessly anti-Jewish" because

It is contrary to Catholic ethics. One may love one's own nation more, but one
maynot hate anyone. Not even Jews. It is good to prefer your own kind when
shopping, to avoid Jewish stores and Jewish stalls in the marketplace, but it is
forbidden to demolish a Jewish store, damage their merchandise, break windows, or
throw things at their homes. One should stay away from the harmful moral
influence of Jews, keep away from their anti-Christian culture, and especially
boycott the Jewish press and demoralizing Jewish publications. But it is forbidden to
assault, beat up, maim, or slander Jews. One should honor and love Jews as human
beings and neighbors, even though we do not honor the indescribable tragedy of that
nation, which was the guardian of the idea of the Messiah and from which was born
the Savior. When divine mercy enlightens a Jew to sincerely accept his and our
Messiah, let us greet him into our Christian ranks with joy."[10]

Cardinal Hlond's warning hearkens back not to the 19th century racial concerns which
fueled Hitler's rise to power in Germany but to the 6th and 7th century theological
concerns of Pope Gregory the Great, who was the first pope to articulate what came to
be known as "Sicut Iudeis non"the traditional teaching of the Church on the Jews. It also
gives much needed cross-cultural perspective on what was essentially a Polish problem
transported to America, namely, Jewish involvement in prostitution and pornography.

Ever since the release of iconic Blaxploitation films like Superfly and The Mack in the
1970s, the pimp has been a black figure in the public mind in America, one associated
with the outlandish clothing and cars (in particular, the Cadillac El Dorado), as parodied in
satiric films like Undercover Brother. This cultural phenomenon obscures the fact that



during the 1920s and 1930s in both Poland and America, prostitution was a Jewish
business. Jews not blacks were responsible for "White Slavery."

"Between 1880 and 1939," Edward Bristow writes, "the Jews played a conspicuous
role in 'white slavery,' as the commercial prostitution of that era was dramatically called.
Not only was this Jewish participation conspicuous, it was historically unprecedented,
geographically widespread, and fraught with collective political dangers. "Jewish
trafficking," Bristow continues, "was anchored in brothel keeping," women freelanced or
kept houses while their husbands procured ... Jewish traffickers also supplied Gentile-run
houses."[11] The Jews learned their trade in Eastern and Central Europe, where they,
again according to Bristow, "dominated the international traffic out of the area."[12]

Jewish involvement in prostitution is a situation which continues to the present day, in
spite of media efforts to obscure it. The high-class prostitution operation which ensnared
Elliott Spitzer when he was governor of New York was run by a Jewish pimp, similar to
the ones which Bristow described. With the fall of communism and the collapse of the
economies of the former Soviet bloc countries, many eastern European women ended up
in brothels in Israel run by the descendants of the pimps who ran the white slavery trade
in the Pale of the Settlement during the first half of the 20th century.

On January 11, 1998, the New York Times ran an article on Slavic Gentile prostitutes
trapped in Israel. With the collapse of the Soviet Union and the resulting economic chaos,
hundreds of thousands of Russian and Ukrainian women have been dispersed throughout
the world, most entrapped in an international prostitution trade run by the "Russian mafia,"
a significant part of which is Jewish. According to an article by Leonard Fine in a 1998
Jewish Bulletin, "Israel has become a routine destination for the global trafficking of
women," and "The turnover of the prostitution trade in Israel comes to some $450 million
a year."[13]

The sex trade in Israel began in the Pale of the Settlement. By 1889 Jewish women
ran 203 of 289 (70 percent) of the licensed brothels in the "Pale of Settlement"
(encompassing over 20 provinces in eastern Poland and western Russia — an area where
Jews were about 12 percent of the population). Of the 5127 licensed prostitutes in this area
1122 or (22 percent) were Jewish. Bristow claims that, "The grievous political dangers for
local Jewry in the context of enduring interethnic hostilities, when 78 percent of the rest of
the women were Gentile, many indentured in Jewish houses, is obvious."[14] In Minsk,
Jews ran all four legitimate houses of ill repute. In the Russian province of Kherson
(which includes the city of Odessa) 30 of 36 licensed brothels were Jewish-owned. The
American Consul in Odessa wrote in 1908 that the "whole 'business' of prostitution is



almost exclusively in the hands of the Jews."[15]

In Vienna, authorities knew of about 50 Jewish prostitution traffickers based in
Czernowitz, "and they were a very inbred lot extending over two generations." The
most publicized 'white slavery' trial occurred in 1892, in Lemberg (once also called
Lvov, then a Polish provincial capital, today called Lviv in Ukraine), where 27
traffickers — all Jews were prosecuted for ensnaring women to go to Constantinople,
Egypt, and India. Some of the women recruits understood their tasks, but others
"were maids, others fieldworkers, one a butcher's helper, all apparently promised
honest jobs." (Lemberg, "a cradle of Zionism from the 1880s onward," also had anti-
Jewish riots in 1918.)[16]

 
By the 1930s, Jewish-run prostitution had spread from the Pale of the Settlement to

England. According to Martin Fido,

Jewish dominance of the East End [of London] and its crime was reflected in
their Yiddish name, "spielers" (places for games). In the Brick Lane neighborhood,
Isaac Bogard, a Jewish villain whose swarthy complexion and tightly curled black
hair earned him the nickname "Darky the Coon," extended his interests. He began in
the early years of the 20th century by supplying muscle for street traders who
wanted to prevent newcomers from moving in, but he moved on to managing
prostitutes and drinking clubs."[17]

 
Jewish involvement in white slavery (especially when it involved Jewish pimps

prostituting gentile women) led to a rise in anti-Semitism in the turbulent period following
World War I. Adolf Hitler was infuriated that many non-Jewish women were lured into
what was largely a Jewish-run operation in Vienna. Hitler wrote in Mein Kampf:

In no other city of Western Europe could the relationship between Jewry and
prostitution, and even now the white slave traffic, be studied better than in Vienna …
an icy shudder ran down my spine when seeing for the first time the Jew as an evil,
shameless, and calculating manager of this shocking vice, the outcome of the scum
of the big city.[18]

 
During the last half of the 19th century, Jewish pimps from the Pale of the Settlement

expanded their prostitution network to include the New World.



Thirty-nine Jews were expelled from Brazil in 1879 for soliciting women for
prostitution and running illegal whorehouses. [BRISTOW, p. 114] Of 199 licensed
whorehouses in Buenos Aires in 1909, 102 were run by Jews and more than half the
prostitutes were Jewish. [FRIED, p. 71] 4,248 Jewish women were registered for
licensed brothels in Buenos Aires between 1880-1913, and those represented only the
licensed ones. Edward Bristow estimates that 9,000 Jewish women immigrants came
to Brazil in a 25-year span in that era as prostitutes (many were no doubt highly
transient), when the total Jewish population of Argentina, Brazil, and Uruguay
combined amounted to less than 60,000 people in 1910. [BRISTOW, p. 119] In 1889,
the Buenos Aires Bulletin Continental reported that 200 German/Austrian women
were held against their will by Jewish pimps from Poland. [GUY, p. 5] "Jewish
procurers," says Donna Guy, "… became an organized ring in major cities all over
the world. They were particularly powerful in the Argentine port cities of Buenos
Aires and Rosario … [GUY, p. 10] … Turn-of-the-century reports by the Hamburg
B'nai Kith [a Jewish fraternal organization] concluded that most prostitutes in Buenos
Aires were Jewish and that traffickers 'dress with ostentatious elegance, wear large
diamonds, go to the theatre or opera daily; they have their own clubs and
organizations where wares are sorted, auctioned, and sold. They have their own
secret wireless code, are well organized, and — heavens! — in South America
everything is possible.'" [GUY, p. 19][19]

 
After the war, "Jews," according to an account by Marvin Wolf, a Jewish captain in

the US Army serving in Germany, "recruited starving, desperate German girls and
opened brothels." According to Rabbi Dave, the Jewish chaplain in Frankfurt am Main, the
Jewish pimps "Got their revenge [on the German people], and got rich, too," something he
found morally repugnant: "They're in other businesses now, but do you really want to
spend Pesach [Passover] with such people?"[20]

The same thing held true for North America. Jewish immigration meant a sharp rise
in prostitution in cities like New York.

In 1909 one Jewish observer, Marcus Braun, estimated there to be 50,000 Jewish
immigrant prostitutes in America and 10,000 pimps. (Edward Bristow considers
these figures grossly inflated, but notes that one of Braun's colleagues, echoing at
least public feelings about the problem, thought there were up to 100,000 American
Jewish women of ill repute.) In any case, the Jewish pimps of New York City (who



owned many of the "so-called French" bordellos in the Tenderloin district and
"sought to fill them with French prostitutes from abroad") [BRISTOL, p. 165] had
their own official organization: "The New York Independent Benevolent
Association." Frances Kellar, a respected social worker, wrote in 1907 that "the two
nationalities who may be said to be central to the disorderly house business in New
York [are] French and Jewish … French houses ... are not … to be so much feared as
the Jewish … [which are] thoroughly vicious and bad." [BRISTOL, p. 165] By the
turn of the century, "hundreds and hundreds" of Jewish women walked the Lower
East Side of New York City as prostitutes. [FRIED, p. 8] Benjamin Altman described
the whores he saw on Allen Street: "A hundred women on every ... corner. Tall
women, short women. Fair women. Ugly women." [FRIED, p. 12][21]

 
Before long, the American public was beginning to note the high Jewish representation

in the prostitution trade. In the June 1909 issue of McClure's magazine, for instance,
George Kibbe Turner wrote that "the appearance of the Jewish dealer in women" was "a
product of New York politics." The Jewish pimp "has vitiated more than any other single
agency the moral life of the great cities of America in the past ten vears."[22]

"It is an absolute fact," wrote Ernest Bell in his 1911 book about white slavery, "that
corrupt Jews are now the backbone of the loathsome traffic in New York and Chicago.
The good Jews know this and feel keenly the unspeakable shame of it."[23] "The criminal
instincts that are so often found naturally in the Russian and Polish Jew," wrote Frank Moss
in a popular volume called American Metropolis (1897), "come to the surface in such
ways as to warrant the opinion that these people are the worst element in the entire make-
up of New York City ... A large proportion of the people of New Israel are addicted to
vice."[24]

The situation in Chicago was just as bad as the situation in New York. Prostitution was
an essentially Jewish business in both cities.

By 1907 Rabbi Emil Hirsch declared that 75 percent of the "white slavery" in his
city was controlled by Jews. [BRISTOW, p. 177] The Jewish periodical, the
Forward, forlornly reported that "the facts that were uncovered at the trial [for
corruption] of [police] inspector McCann are horrifying. 75 percent of the white
slave trade in Chicago is in Jewish hands. The owners of most of the immoral resorts
on the West Side are Jews. Even in Gentile neighborhoods Jews stand out
prominently in the nefarious business." [FRIED, p. 70][25]



 
Then as now, there was a connection between the music business and prostitution. In

his autobiography, Jewish singer Eddie Fisher wrote that "while performing in England in
the late 1950s I had become friendly with a Jewish song plugger, a man who eventually
left the music business to open a very exclusive whorehouse."[26]

When Marshall Chess went to work for his father, he felt a sense of frustration at the
unspecific nature of his new job. At first it seemed that his job was just to drive around
with his father. Later Marshall learned that his job was to observe his father and then
imitate his behavior. That meant bribing disk jockeys with cash and other perks.
According to Cohodas, it meant being a pimp but not a drug dealer. "You might even get
somebody a girl, if you have to," Marshall Chess told Nadine Cohodas, who was quick to
add that Chess fils, "never paid anybody cash and never bought them drugs."[27]

In 1948 Muddy Waters began a short but intense set of gigs at the Macomba Lounge.
Cadillac Records portrays them as one long brawl interrupted by a few musical
interludes. Then, in 1950, the Macomba Lounge burned down. Cohodas calls the timing of
the fire "fortuitous" but claims that "an insurance investigation turned up nothing
untoward."[28] The black term for the "fortuitous" combustion of Semitic property in the
black ghettos of large cities like Chicago and Philadelphia is "Jewish Lightning." Whatever
its cause, after the fire, the Chess brothers were "happy with a cash settlement that netted
them as much, if not more, than they could have gotten from a sale."[29] It was this
insurance settlement that launched them into the record business.

By the time the Chess family arrived in Chicago in 1928 as poor immigrants from
Poland, popular music in America was already in Jewish hands. Commenting on a
Federal Sherman anti-trust suit filed against Irving Berlin, Leo Feist and the officers of
seven New York music publishing corporations, Henry Ford claimed that "Popular Music
is a Jewish monopoly. Jazz is a Jewish creation. The mush, the slush, the sly suggestion,
the abandoned sensuousness of sliding notes, are of Jewish origin."[30] The defendants,
Ford claimed, "controlled 80 percent of the available copyrighted songs used by
manufacturers of phonographs, player piano rolls and other musical reproducing
instruments, and fixed prices at which the records or rolls were to be sold to the
public."[31] The other 20 percent were controlled by other Jewish music houses not
included in that special group.

Jewish control of popular music through what would come to be known as the music
industry began with the efforts of "song pluggers," largely vaudeville entertainers at the
time, who would popularize by repeated renditions on the stage, until the flabby mind of



the "ten-twent'-thirt'" audiences began to repeat it on the streets. These "song pluggers"
were "the paid agents of the Yiddish song agencies. Money, and not merit, … dominates
the spread of the moron music which is styled 'Jewish Jazz.'"[32]



 

Jewish Jazz

 Tin Pan Alley, the section of 28th St. in New York between Broadway and Sixth
Avenue, the heart of the American music industry when Ford published his critique of the
"'Abies' and 'Izzies' and 'Moes' who make up the composing staffs of the various …
Yiddish song manufacturers" had more than a little in common with the Jewish pimps
who came over with them during the great wave of Jewish immigration because

Flocks of young girls who thought they could sing, and others, who thought they
could write song poems, came to the neighborhood allured by dishonest
advertisements that promised more than the budding Yiddish exploiters were able to
fulfill. Needless to say, scandal became rampant, as it always does where so-called
"Gentile" girls are reduced to the necessity of seeking favors from the eastern type
of Jew.[33]

 
If Tin Pan Alley was another word for the music business in American, then that

business was a version of the black-Jewish alliance from the moment of its inception. By
the mid-'20s, when the book that would eventually become known as The International
Jew began appearing in the Dearborn Independent, Ford noted "the organized eagerness
of the Jew to make an alliance with the Negro." He also noted "that it was Jewish 'jazz'
that rode in upon the wave of Negro 'ragtime' popularity, and eventually displaced the
'ragtime,'" which Ford considered a legitimate development of black music.

One of the earliest Jewish promoters of Negro music was Isadore Baline, otherwise
known as Irving Berlin, one of the "Izzies" of Tin Pan Alley who became "wealthy
through their success in pandering to a public taste which they first debased."[34] Berlin
was born in Russia, but after he arrived in New York he became the author of "Vamp"
songs and a master of "unashamed erotic suggestion." Irving Berlin, according to Ford,
was only following in the footsteps of,

The first self-styled "King of Jazz" ... a Jew named "Frisco." The general
directors of the whole downward trend have been Jews. It needed just their touch of
cleverness to camouflage the moral filth and raise it half a degree above that natural



stage where it begets nothing but disgust. They cannot gild the lily, but they can veil
the skunk-cabbage, and that is exactly what has been done. The modern popular song
is a whited sepulcher, sparkling without, but within full of the dead bones of all the old
disgusting indecencies."[35]

 
The Jews, according to Ford, used Jazz to corrupt the morals of the majority.

It is of little use blaming the people. The people are what they are made. Give
the liquor business full sway and you have a population that drinks and carouses.
After preaching abstinence to the victims for a century, the country turned its
attention to the victimizers and the abuse was greatly curtailed. The traffic is still
illicitly carried on, but even so, the best way to abolish the illicit traffic is to identify
the groups that carry it on. The entire population of the United States could be turned
into narcotic addicts if the same freedom was given the illicit narcotic ring as is now
given the Yiddish popular song manufacturers. But in such a condition it would be
stupid to attack the addicts; common sense would urge the exposure of the
panderers.[36]

 
The popular song is an especially good vehicle for moral corruption because "by

sheer dint of repetition and suggestion the song catches on — as a burr thistle catches
on."[37]

The principle is expressed in the words of the song, "Everybody's Doin' It." You
go to the theater and hear a song. Next day at lunch the café singer is singing the
same song. Blaring phonographs used for advertising purposes blat out the same song
at you as you pass on the street. You walk past an afternoon band concert in the park
the band is playing the same song. If you are a normal person you have a feeling
that perhaps something has been going on in the world while you were engaged with
your own affairs. The song - you say to yourself frankly - is silly and the music
trivial; but you keep your opinion a secret, because, after all, "everybody's singin' it."
Not long after you find yourself humming it. You go home, and your daughter is
"practicing up" on the piece. It yells its way through your home and through your
neighborhood and through your city and through your state until in sheer disgust, and
in one day, the people pitch it bodily out-of-doors. But, behold, another song is
waiting to take its place - a song fresh from Yiddish Tin Pan Alley. And the agony is
repeated. This occurs from 30 to 50 times a year.[38]



 
The song melody was especially corrupting when it was linked to indecent lyrics of

the sort that got sold under the counter and could be substituted for the over the counter
version when the situation demanded. As anyone who has been unable to drive an
advertising jingle out of his mind knows, music enters the soul directly and can be used to
carry morally corrupting thoughts with it: "The chances are that the song you are
humming today is being hummed by yousimply because you have perforce heard it so
often that it beats unconsciously within your brain."[39] The process, as Ford pointed out,
was largely involuntary. Those thoughts can also be attached to musically degenerated
forms, as Plato and the ancients warned. One of the characteristics which both the music
Plato condemned and the Negro Jazz shared was syncopation, an element which race
music would share with the Jazz of the 1920s and the white imitators of rock 'n roll in the
1960s. "Seductive syncopation [had already] captured the public ear" by the time Ford
wrote his book.

From moral corruption it was a short step to revolution. Ford mentioned Hollywood
films as a rehearsal for revolution, but claimed that popular music was an even more
effective "way of making 'revolution' as common and as familiar a thought as the movies
and popular songs have made 'vamps' and 'harems' and 'hooch' and 'Hula Hula.'"[40]

The moral decline of the 1920s, according to Ford, can be traced to Jewish influence
over American culture. Popular music was revolutionary. Jews controlled the industry
from top to bottom:

the Jewish control of the popular song field means that all non-Jews are barred
out. It would be next to impossible for the song of a non-Jew, however meritorious, to
reach the public by the usual channels. The musical magazines, the musical critics,
the musical managers, the music publishers, the music-hall owners, the majority of
the performers are not only all Jews, but are Jews consciously banded together to
keep out all others.[41]

 
What was true of Jazz, promoted through vaudeville and sheet music in the 1920s, was

a fortiori true of race music, rhythm and blues and rock 'n roll in the 1950s.
The Record Business in the 1950s was a Jewish operation. "Yiddish," Cohodas notes

citing an industry insider, "was the second language of the record business."[42]



 

Payola

 By the 1950s what Henry Ford had called "song plugging" in the 1920s was referred to
as "payola." Most of the payoffs were informal, via things like the "$100 handshake," but
oftentimes payola was more blatant than that:

WKHM in Detroit offered an "Album of the Week" deal: for $350 the station
would play a record 114 times a week with a commercial before and after each
play for a minimum of six weeks. Another record company executive told Time
magazine that under a formula he figured out, it took $22,000 to make a song popular
in Chicago. "There are so many people to shmeer," he said, creating a synonym for
bribe from a Yiddish word that meant "to spread." "The singer, his manager, the
station, the disc jockey."[43]

 
Cadillac Records portrays the disc jockeys who took payola as a bunch of venal,

cigarette-smoking rednecks, when in fact the main beneficiaries were Jews like Alan
Freed, the Jewish disc jockey who invented the term "rock 'n roll." By the late '50s, the
use of payola had become so widespread and so flagrant, that the government decided to
intervene. On November 21, 1959, Alan Freed was fired from his job at WABC in New
York. Freed was one of the biggest recipients of payola; he was also one of the biggest
promoters of Chess Records. In a letter he wrote to the board of the American
Broadcasting Company, the owners of WABC, Freed defended himself by claiming that
he had "and shall continue to program records for my show solely and completely on the
basis of my evaluation of the records and their appeal to my listening audience."[44]

Cohodas gives some indication of how that evaluation process worked. "You mother
f***er," Leonard Chess said to Freed after he showed up at WABC in New York and
found that Freed wasn't playing Chess records on his show.

"What the hell are you playing that guy's record for when I pay you money
every week: You know I pay the mortgage up in god-d***ed Connecticut. ..." When
Freed replied that he hadn't gotten anything that week, Leonard was furious.
Nonetheless, he walked over to Freed, took a wad of bills out of his pocket, peeled off



a few and handed them to the disc jockey along with a stack of new 45s. "Friends,"
Freed said when he was back on the air, "I've just been visited by my friends from
Chicago, Leonard and Phil Chess, and in honor of their presence, this is Chess
Records night."[45]

 
Payola eventually destroyed the career of Alan Freed. Even though he was fined

only $500 and sentenced to a six-month suspended jail term, he never regained the
audience he had at WABC and died in 1965 "a broken man physically and
financially."[46]

Payola meant that Jewish disc jockeys got paid for the songs the black musicians
wrote. Freed got 50 percent of the royalties for "Sincerely," but the most famous example
of Jews ripping off of black talent was Chuck Berry's hit "Maybelline." "Maybelline" was
a "crossover" hit, which is to say, it was race music, with all of the moral corruption that
genre implied, intended for a white audience. Because it reached a much wider audience,
via payola, at places like Bandstand, Dick Clark's Philadelphia-based show for white
teenagers, Berry stood to earn a lot more money in royalties than Muddy Waters did
from his Chicago-based race music.

But when the sheet music for "Maybelline" rolled off the presses in 1955, Berry
learned that he was sharing his royalties with two other men, neither of whom had
anything to do with writing either the song's melody or its lyrics. One of the "co-authors"
of "Maybelline" was Russ Fratto, who turned out to be the landlord of the building where
Chess Records was housed. The other co-author of "Maybelline" was none other than
Alan Freed.

Marshall Chess claimed that payola was part of the cost of doing business. "It wasn't a
matter of right or wrong," he told Cohodas. "It was a matter of survival."[47] Marshall
Chess's essentially Talmudic view of payola was one not shared by the former
sharecroppers. In fact, it "opened the brothers up to severe criticism and later
litigation."[48]

Leonard Chess's way of dealing with the royalty issue was to make Muddy Waters
feel "n***er rich." This usually meant peeling off a C-note from the wad of bills Leonard
carried around in his pocket and handing it to Muddy Waters whenever the blues singer
was broke. But there were other methods. When "Hoochie Coochie Man" made the charts
in 1954, Chess bought Muddy Waters a brand new red and white Oldsmobile 98.[49] The
undisputed emblem of being n***er rich, however, was the Cadillac, an icon which found
its way into the title of the film on Chess Records. In spite of bending over backwards to



see some justification for Chess's behavior, Cohodas finds his way of doing business
"uncomfortably close to sharecropping" with the label functioning as "the company
store," and the musician as the "employee/sharecropper."[50]

A close second to the Cadillac, as the Chicago version of the company store, was
"taking care of musicians' other needs," as when "Leonard made available his personal
lawyer, Nate Notkin, to handle Waters's paternity suits." Water's legal fees were
deducted from his royalties according to a schedule that Waters never saw. Bo Diddley,
another black musician from the South who recorded for Chess Records, had similar
complaints. "Bo Diddley ain't got sh*t," he told Rolling Stone magazine in 1987. "My
records are sold all over the world, and I ain't got a f***ing dime. … When I left Chess
Records … they said I owed them $125,000."[51]

By the time the '70s rolled around, the grumbling had morphed into lawsuits. In 1974
Howlin' Wolf filed a lawsuit against Arc Music, the music publishing company the Chess
brothers owned with Benny Goodman and his brother, asking for $2.5 million in damages
for unpaid royalties on his songs. The two sides reached an undisclosed monetary
settlement after Wolf's death in 1976. In 1976 Muddy Waters and Willie Dixon "filed
identical lawsuits against the publishing company, alleging fraud and conspiracy and
asking to be paid money damages and to have their publishing contracts voided."[52]

Cohodas does her best to view the accounting practices at Chess Records in a positive
light: "The musicians believed they deserved more than they got. Leonard and Phil
believed they treated them fairly. They played by the rules of the time."[53] Her efforts
are undermined by the fact that the accounting practices at Chess Records all took place
in the head of Phil Chess. There are no surviving written accounts because there were
never any written accounts. The accounts, if we can call the evanescent figures in Phil
Chess's mind by that name, disappeared when Phil Chess died. Even in trying to defend
the Chess brothers' accounting procedures, Cohodas is forced to concede that, "The
relationships could be paternalistic, even condescending. At Chess it sometimes looks as
though Leonard and Phil gave their musicians an allowance rather than a salary."[54]
Paternalism filled in where accounting left off. Phil Chess, Leonard's brother, claims that
they treated their Negro singers "like they were your children," because that is how "they
wanted to be" treated, at least in his mind. "They used to come to you whenever they had
a problem," Phil Chess continued, "If one had his wife having a baby in one hospital and
his old lady in another, they come to you to pay the bills so his old lady wouldn't know. …
As time went by, it was 'You know this wasn't right, that wasn't right,' which I'm not



gonna dispute. I'm not gonna defend. I know in my mind what it was and that's it."[55]
Whether it was paternalism or sexual liberation as a form of control, the charge that

the Chess brothers cheated the Mississippians dogged their business from its inception and
contributed to the animosity which eventually led to the collapse of the black-Jewish
alliance in the late '60s. Cohodas claims that the "stereotype of the crafty, even rapacious
Jew played into the disputes that arose later over royalties and contracts: Jews were about
money, smart but not to be trusted."[56]

Harold Cruse, the man whose book, The Crisis of the Negro Intellectual, did more to
bring about the demise of that alliance than any other work, gives some evidence that the
black attitude toward Jews as "rapacious" was based on something more than stereotypes.
Cruse, it should be remembered, was struggling to get his musical plays produced on
Broadway during the same period that Muddy Waters and Chuck Berry were being
cheated out of their royalties by the Chess Brothers. Cruse felt that the Negro had been
cheated out of his musical patrimony largely because of his own unfortunate experiences
in dealing with Jewish music producers in New York. America has never "produced a
black Gershwin," according to Cruse, because Jewish "publishers have used and exploited
the Negro composer unmercifully. This pattern has continued up to the present."[57]
Duke Ellington was denied a Pulitzer Prize in 1965, because, according to Cruse, "the
Gershwin-type musicians achieved status and recognition in the 1920s for music that they
literally stole outright from Harlem nightclubs. … The role of the Negro, as entertainer,
has not changed since the 1920s. In 1967, the Negro entertainer is still being used,
manipulated, and exploited by whites (predominantly Jewish whites)."[58]

The talk about royalties obscures the role Jews played in the moral corruption of the
culture in general and of their musicians in particular. Jews inherited the term "race
music," but they soon started fiddling with the terminology and the music as a way of
making it more appealing to white audiences. Jerry Wexler, head of Atlantic Records,
changed the term "race music" into "rhythm and blues," and Alan Freed, the Jewish disc
jockey who was one of the biggest casualties of the payola scandal, did him one better by
changing "rhythm and blues" into "rock 'n' roll."

Muddy Waters was never anything but a blues singer with a limited, racially defined
constituency on the South Side of Chicago. His successor at Chess Records, the man who
made race music acceptable to white teenagers, was Chuck Berry. As one indication of
his crossover appeal, Chuck Berry appeared on Dick Clark's Philadelphia-based TV show
for white teenagers, American Bandstand. As another indication, Jerry Wexler and
Ahmet Ehrtegun, the men who ran Atlantic Records, "observed that the rhythm and blues



sound was changing to a more pop feel in response to the growing potential of the white
teenage market."[59]

On October 28, 1961 Chuck Berry lost his last appeal in a conviction for transporting a
minor across state lines for immoral purposes and went to prison. Cohodas claims that
"Leonard and Phil had been very concerned about Berry's troubles,"[60] but she goes on
to add that "Berry had no such memory in his rendition of events in his autobiography."
Cohodas goes out of her way to explain that the 14-year-old girl whom Chuck Berry
brought to St. Louis for immoral purposes was an Apache Indian, which is to say, that she
was not white. Cadillac Records, however, dwells on Berry's sexual exploits with white
girls. In case the point of Berry's sexual adventures with white girls in the back seat of his
Cadillac might be lost on an audience that has come to expect this sort of behavior from
its musical idols, Cadillac Records deals with the political implications of Berry's music as
well. At the beginning of one concert, the black and white teenagers are separated by red
velvet ropes. Once Berry's music kicks in, however, Dionysian frenzy ensues, and the
rope barriers are overwhelmed by one large mass of interracial gyrating teenagers,
some of whom come up on stage, to the consternation of the police, and start gyrating
with Chuck Berry.

The point of the Berry concert vignette in Cadillac Records is to show how race music
fostered integration and the overturning of an unjust social order, but it also indicates that
the music itself had a morally corrupting influence on the teenagers, both black and white,
who listened to it. Race music began as a chronicle of the moral degradation which
followed the black migration from Mississippi to Chicago. It then morphed into a vehicle
for the moral corruption of white teenagers. If Chuck Berry was known as a purveyor of
"black hillbilly" music, Elvis Presley was the mirror image of the same thing, a white guy
who sang like a Negro. Elvis became a household word in 1957, and it was in that same
year that Norman Mailer's essay "The White Negro" appeared in the Partisan Review.
Even though Mailer was talking about jazz and Beatniks, no one fit the white Negro bill
better than Elvis. Sam Philips, the man who was to Elvis and Sun Records what Leonard
Chess was to Chuck Berry and Chess Records, got the idea of musical miscegenation that
Berry and Chess were promoting and put it into practice from the perspective of a white
southerner who was as avid to make money off of teenagers as the Jews in Chicago were.
"White Youngsters," he claimed "weren't sure whether they ought to like it [race music]
or not" when black musicians performed the music. As a result, Philips "got thinking how
many records you could sell if you could find white performers who could play and sing
in this same exciting, alive way." Cohodas claims that "Disc jockey Alan Freed believed
the same thing, only he was cultivating a white market for the black performers who



made the music he loved as much as Philips did."[61] She also deals with the sexually
subversive nature of Berry's music by ascribing the very idea to southern racists.
Cohodas, however, concedes the point white southerners were trying to make on more
than one occasion. Berry, she tells us,

would have violated every racial-sexual taboo. Berry himself appreciated the
racial-sexual borders, if for no other reason than his occasional scrapes with southern
sheriffs angry and unsettled by his popularity among southern white women only too
happy to share his company. Sam Phillips had also understood, and perhaps in their
own way Leonard and Phil had too.[62]

 
The point of all of this music, in other words, was to violate "racial-sexual borders." At

a Bo Diddley concert in Myrtle Beach, South Carolina, one of the sidemen jumped off
the stage only to find himself surrounded by white women eager to violate these racial-
sexual taboos. Sensing that "racial decorum had been violated," and that moral subversion
was a prelude to revolution, the police, "all of them white," shut down the performance.
When Marshall Chess asked what was going on, he was called a "Jew N***er Lover," and
told "We're going to lock you up and it will take them weeks to find you."

By the time the Revolution arrived in Chicago, Leonard Chess discovered that he was
one of its first victims. By the late 1960s, the South Side of Chicago was a dangerous place
for Polish immigrants. Chess was beaten by black assailants more than once. Cadillac
Re c ords portrays Leonard's beating as politically motivated. Cohodas finds this
inexplicable because Chess supported the NAACP, which she fails to see as a Jewish
organization which had enraged militant blacks by the time the '60s rolled around by its
duplicitous promotion of integration for blacks and ethnic solidarity for Jews.

The revolution always devours its own Jews, and the sexual revolution of the '60s, with
its Negro sound track, was no exception to this rule. The Chess Brothers had fomented a
revolution that was going to swallow them among its first victims. Sensing that their time
had passed, Leonard Chess decided to sell out:

He told Marshall that it was getting more and more difficult for white people to
own a company geared to black consumers. Jesse Jackson was pressuring Chess, just
as he was pressuring other companies that did business in the black community, to
hire blacks in senior positions.[63]

 
Corruption was a two-way street. Marshall Chess, Leonard's son, recalled being



shocked when he learned that Willie Dixon had "two wives and two families."[64] "I don't
feel it's no disgrace for a man because it's forty cows to one bull."[65] The record
business may have been good to Leonard and Phil, but it was not good for the next
generation of the Chess family. As a result of his involvement in the record business his
father had founded, Marshall Chess ended up a drug addict. His sister Susie died of a drug
overdose in 1973, and his only other sibling died in 1976 from complications following
surgery.

Leonard Chess died of a fatal heart attack on October 16, 1969. Two months later, as
some indication of how things had changed, Chicago police stormed Black Panther
headquarters and killed Fred Hampton.



 
 

Biographical Note

 E. Michael Jones, editor of Culture Wars magazine, is the author of more than fifteen
books, several of which are available for Kindle, including:
Jewish Nazis
Requiem for a Whale Rider
L'affaire Williamson: The Catholic Church and Holocaust Denial
Abu Ghraib and The American Empire
Travels with Harley in Search of America: Motorcycles, War, Deracination, Consumer
Identity
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Preface

  
On Thursday, January 22, 2009, within minutes of the leaking on the internet of the announcement that the

excommunications of the four Society of St. Pius X bishops were to be lifted, reports that Bishop Richard Williamson was a
“Holocaust denier” began circulating on the web as well. These reports referred to an interview conducted months before in
Germany but to be broadcast the following day on Swedish TV.

In spite of the Vatican’s efforts to the contrary, news reports kept confusing the Catholic Church’s focus on the sin of
schism with the media world’s focus on the unforgivable secular sin, i.e., “Holocaust denial” and anti-Semitism.

Holocaust denial is another word for Jewish control of discourse, in particular historical discourse, in particular
historical discourse about World War II. If a historian publishes something that a powerful Jew, which is to say a Jew with
powerful backers, dislikes, that person will be punished. If the person in question lives by writing books, as David Irving once
did, the Lipstadt brigade will get him blacklisted in the publishing industry. If the person in question is a professor, the big
Jews will try to get him fired, as Deborah Lipstadt herself did in the case of Professor David O’Connell. In that instance,
Lipstadt failed, but David O’Connell’s case is not typical in this regard.

More typical is the case of Norman Finkelstein, who was fired from his job at DePaul University in Chicago. The fact
that Finkelstein was a Jew himself doesn’t matter. It’s the big Jews, in this case Alan Dershowitz, who decide who is to live
and who is to die in academe and publishing. Finkelstein wrote a devastating critique of Dershowitz’s book The Case for
Israel, and, as a result, Dershowitz set out to destroy Finkelstein’s career.
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Chapter One: Bishop Williamson

  
“Christianity clears up the mystery which hangs over Judaism, accounting fully for the punishment of the people by
specifying their sin, their heinous sin. If, instead of hailing their own Messiah, they crucified Him, then the strange
scourge which has pursued them after the deed, and the energetic wording of the curse before it, are explained by the
very strangeness of their guilt; - or rather, their sin is their punishment; for in rejecting their Divine King, they ipso
facto lost their living principle and their nationality.”
John Henry Cardinal Newman
An Essay in Aid of a Grammar of Assent
“Oh, you’re German. I’m sorry. I thought there was something wrong with you.”
Basil Fawlty
Fawlty Towers
“Well, the police may come for Richard Williamson and hand him over for deportation proceedings.
Thomas W. Case, “The Society of Pius X Gets Sick,” Fidelity, October 1992

On Wednesday, January 21, 2009, in the middle of the week which the Church has traditionally used to promote
Christian unity, Pope Benedict XVI signed a letter announcing that he intended to lift the excommunications imposed on the
bishops in charge of the Society of St. Pius X, taking a major step toward ending the almost 21-year old schism that began on
June 30, 1988 when Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre, along with Bishop Antonio Castro de Mayer, illicitly consecrated Bernard
Fellay, Bernard Tissier de Mallerais, Alfonso de Galaretta, and Richard Williamson in a ceremony at the SSPX seminary in
Econe, Switzerland. On July 1, 1988, one day after the illicit consecrations, Cardinal Bernardin Gantin, the then head of the
Congregation of Bishops in Rome, announced that all six men had incurred excommunication latae sententiae, the penalty laid
down in the revised Code of Canon Law, Canon 1382, for directly participating in an episcopal consecration in the absence of
a papal mandate.

According to the January 21, 2009 document, Bishop Fellay, the Superior General of the Society had written in
December to Cardinal Dario Castrillon-Hoyos, Prefect of the Ecclesia Dei commission, requesting the removal of the
excommunications. Fellay claimed that, “We are always firmly determined in our will to remain Catholic and to place all our
efforts at the service of the Church of Our Lord Jesus Christ, which is the Roman Catholic Church. We accept its teachings with
filial animus. We believe firmly in the Primacy of Peter and its prerogatives, and for this the current situation makes us suffer
so much.”

Pope Benedict decided to lift the excommunications in order to promote unity in the Church: “This gift of peace at the
end of the Christmas celebrations, is also intended to be a sign to promote unity in the charity of the universal Church and to try
to vanquish the scandal of division.” (“With peace like this,” we can imagine the pope muttering to himself a few days later,
“who needs war?”)

Serious efforts to end the Lefebvre schism began in April 2005, when Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger became pope. Cardinal
Ratzinger had always been sympathetic to widespread use of the old Mass, a cause dear to traditionalists. Two years into his
pontificate Benedict lifted all remaining restrictions on the celebration of the Vetus Ordo , when he issued the motu proprio
Summorum Pontificium on July 7, 2007.

Bishop Fellay met with Pope Benedict at Castel Gandolfo on August 29, 2005, only four months after Benedict’s
election, and from that moment discussions started in earnest for the removal of the excommunications. On June 4, 2008,
Cardinal Castrillon-Hoyos set several conditions to be met by the SSPX to facilitate a lifting of the excommunications. All of
them had to do with schism, which is based on lack of charity; none of them had anything remotely to do with the Holocaust.

In November 2008 Bishop Fellay led a pilgrimage to Lourdes, during which he asked the faithful to pray the rosary to
have the excommunications lifted. On January 21, 2009 his prayers were answered when he received the letter from Giovanni
Battista Re remitting the excommunications. Re mentioned in his letter that the gesture was intended “to be a sign to promote
unity in the charity of the universal Church and to try to end the scandal of division.” Re also mentioned the hope that this
gesture would “be followed by the prompt accomplishment of full communion with the Church of the entire Society of St. Pius
X, thus testifying true fidelity and true recognition of the Magisterium and of the authority of the Pope with the proof of visible
unity.”

Bishop Fellay responded by expressing his “filial gratitude to the Holy Father for this gesture,” which he hoped would
help “to remedy the unprecedented crisis which presently shakes the Catholic world, and which Pope John Paul II had
designated as a state of ‘silent apostasy.’” The message of the pope’s gesture was clear to Fellay: “Tradition will no longer be
stigmatized.”

“Thanks to this gesture,” Fellay continued, “Catholics attached to Tradition throughout the world will no longer be
unjustly stigmatized and condemned for having kept the Faith of their fathers. Catholic tradition is no longer excommunicated.
Though it never was in itself, it was often excommunicated and cruelly so in day to day events.” In his response, Fellay



stressed his and the SSPX’s loyalty, as well as a willingness to work toward resolving:

the unprecedented crisis which is shaking the Church today: crisis of vocations, crisis of religious
practice, of catechism, of the reception of the sacraments … Before us Paul VI went so far as to say that
“from some fissure the smoke of Satan had entered the Church,” and he spoke of the “self-destruction of
the Church.” John Paul II did not hesitate to say that Catholicism in Europe was, as it were, in a state of
“silent apostasy.” Shortly before his election to the Throne of Peter, B XVI compared the Church to a “boat
taking water on every side.” We are ready to write the Creed with our own blood, to sign the anti-
modernist oath, the profession of faith of Pius IV, we accept and make our own all the councils up to the
Second Vatican Council about which we express some reservations.

 Some pundits, however, felt there was a contradiction between the two assertions, i.e., between professions of loyalty
and recognition that an “unprecedented crisis is shaking the Church today.” Neoconservative George Weigel was one of those
pundits. Weigel took issue with Fellay’s reservations about Vatican II, claiming that “Responsible canon lawyers have raised
questions about whether this arrogance [reservations about Vatican II] on the part of Bishop Fellay does not cast in question his
fulfillment of the canonical requirements for a lawful lifting of his excommunication.” (George Weigel, Newsweek, “Rome’s
Reconciliation: Did the pope heal or deepen the Lefebvre schism? www.newsweek.com/id/181721/).

Weigel puts in words a spectre which would go on to haunt the entire discussion surrounding the lifting of the
excommunications, namely, the fact that in some circles of the Church the profession of faith had been replaced by a profession
of faith in Vatican II. Vatican II was not just one council among many, according to this view. At some point during the past 50
years it had become a shibboleth and the sine qua non of church membership. Once it had been proposed as the substitute for
the Creed, Vatican II then got reduced to the documents which were supposed to support the political agenda of the person
doing the reducing. In the case of American neocons like Weigel, the Catholic Faith, became by way of synecdoche, Vatican II
statements on the Jews and religious liberty. If Bishop Fellay expressed reservations about Vatican II, this was an indication in
Weigel’s mind “that the healing has not taken place… . Moreover, Fellay’s letter raises the stakes for everyone, and to the
highest level. For what is at issue now, is the integrity of the Church’s self-understanding, which must include the authenticity
of the teaching of Vatican II.” Weigel found it difficult “to see how the unity of the Catholic Church will be advanced if the
Lefebvrist faction does not publicly and unambiguously affirm Vatican Council II’s teaching on the nature of the church, on
religious freedom, and on the sin of anti-Semitism.”

“How,” Weigel wondered in a comment to The Washington Post , “does this advance the unity of the church if they are
reconciled [without embracing church positions on religious freedom and anti-Semitism?] This really has the possibility of
unraveling a lot of the accomplishments of the John Paul and Benedict periods if not handled well.” All of the themes were
introduced in the overture of this opera, which would revolve around but not resolve the related issues of tradition and anti-
Semitism. Was anti-Semitism part of the Catholic DNA? Did Vatican II trump the Gospel of St. John? Or did it have to be read
in the light of the Gospels?

On Thursday, January 22, within minutes of the leaking on the internet of the announcement that the excommunications of
the four bishops were to be lifted, reports that Bishop Williamson was a “Holocaust denier” began circulating on the web as
well. These reports referred to an interview conducted months before in Germany but to be broadcast the following day on
Swedish TV.

In his interview, Williamson did not deny the suffering of the Jewish people at the hands of the Nazi regime, but he did
question the details of the Holocaust narrative, concerning the numbers of people who died at Auschwitz and how they died. In
doing this he broke the law in Germany and earned himself the epithet “Holocaust denier.”

“Pope Rehabilitates Holocaust Denier” is the headline Reuters used to frame the issue. Once the issue got framed that
way, the intent of the story became clear. L’affaire Williamson was born as a combination of the Danish cartoon story and the
media-orchestrated uproar among Muslims over the pope’s Regensburg speech. The “Pope Rehabilitates Holocaust Denier”
incident was a replay of the media-inspired frenzy, which took place in the wake of the pope’s September 2006 Regensburg
speech, over the pope’s quote from Emperor Manuel Paleologos. Once the term “Holocaust denier” got broached, the story
took on a life of its own, and that life had nothing to do with the pope’s intention, namely, to heal a schism and promote unity.
In fact, before long it became clear that the point of this story was to prevent the schism from being healed by proposing a
counter-morality based on a counter-magisterium based on the dogmas of political correctness.

In spite of the Vatican’s efforts to the contrary, news reports kept confusing the church’s focus on the sin of schism with
the media world’s focus on the unforgivable secular sin, i.e., “Holocaust denial” and anti-Semitism. The media could be
forgiven for their ignorance in light of the fact that theologians were failing to make the appropriate distinctions too. Wolfgang
Beinert, a student of the pope who now occupies the same chair the pope held at the University of Regensburg, faulted his
former mentor for breaking what he termed a 2000-year old tradition in the Church. Up until a week ago, Ratzinger’s successor
at Regensburg opined, “Groups which stood in contradiction to the pope had to recant their positions before they were
readmitted to the church.” Beinert here seems to be referring to the “sin” of Holocaust denial rather than the sin of schism



because, he “doubts that Rome was unaware of Williamson’s views.” Beinert was evidently unaware that the bishops had
signed a statement repudiating schism. Either that, or he considered holocaust denial a greater sin. If Catholics were confused it
was understandable. Evidently even theologians were having a hard time keeping their sins straight.

The Swedish TV interview had been in the can for months but it got released within minutes of the announcement that the
pope intended to lift the excommunications. Sources close to the SSPX in Sweden had been warning them during the fall of
2008 that they were being set up by the TV journalist Ali Fegan and the people associated with the Swedish National TV show
“Uppdrag granskning” (“Mission Examination”). The SSPX’s Father Morgan, however, continued cooperating evidently
feeling that Swedish National Television was interested in filming the ordination of the Swedish SSPX seminarian Sten
Sandmarks at the SSPX seminary in Zaitskofen, Bavaria, which is where Bishop Williamson was interviewed on November 1,
2008 when he made his comments about how many people died in Auschwitz. Evidence that Williamson trusted the Swedish
film crew is evident on the film itself when Williamson says, naively, “You realize you can get me in prison for that. I hope
that is not your intention.”

Once Fegan and the “Uppdrag granskining” crew had Williamson’s interview in the can they traveled around Sweden
showing it to the various groups which rented their facilities to the SSPX claiming that if they continued to rent their facilities
to the SSPX they would be indicted as Holocaust deniers as well. The Anglican Church in Stockholm succumbed to these
pressures and canceled their contract with the SSPX.

Not content to leave it at that, the “Uppdrag granskining” crew then showed the Williamson film clip to other SSPX
clergymen, putting them in the unenviable situation of either denouncing Bishop Williamson in public or incriminating
themselves in the crime of “Holocaust denial.” According to the same source which tried to warn the SSPX in the fall of 2008,
holocaust denial is “here in Sweden the worst sin and crime you can possibly commit, according to the gramscian-leftist
Jewish-owned Swedish media establishment.” The word of the set up had gone out through the SSPX by late November or
early December. We know this because the same source wrote that “I hope and pray that this TV-program will not be
broadcasted [sic] before Christmas-then we would have some time to prepare ourselfs [sic] for this fight.”

Italian journalists writing for Il Reformista and Il Giornale were claiming that the Williamson affair was the result of a
conspiracy between Ali Fegan and the Swedish national TV network and the French journalist and Lesbian activist Fiametta
Venner who had written a book, Les Nouveaux Soldats du pape, attacking the SSPX in France and an unnamed official in the
Vatican, with good contacts in Scandinavia, who wanted to thwart the re-union. The bishop of Sweden, Anders Arborelius,
OCD, was no friend of the SSPX in Sweden and clearly upset by the SSPX’s campaign to reconvert Sweden back to the
Catholic faith. Arborelius spoke of inclusivity as the chief characteristic of Catholicism, something clearly at odds with racism
and intolerance, which he seemed to imply was motivating the SSPX in its attempts to convert the Swedes. By the end of the
first week of the controversy, Vatican Spokesman Federico Lombardi was one of the few people who still claimed that the
timing of the reversal of Williamson’s excommunication and the Swedish broadcast were “absolutely unrelated.”

The folks at “Uppdrag granskning,” however, had bigger fish to fry than disrupting the SSPX’s Christmas holiday or
defending Swedes from proselytism. The fact that the interview showed up on the internet within minutes of the announcement
lifting the excommunications showed that the timing was intended to disrupt the healing of the Lefebvre schism, something that
became obvious when the Anti-Defamation League got involved in the story.

On January 23, one day before the announcement was officially promulgated, the ADL issued a press release whose
intent, to thwart the lifting of the excommunications, was clear from their headline: “ADL to Vatican: Do Not Rehabilitate
Holocaust Denier Bishop.” When the first ADL press release failed to derail the lifting of the excommunications, the ADL
followed up one day later with another press release: “ADL disappointed in Pope’s Decision to Rehabilitate Holocaust Denier
Bishop.” In the second ADL press release on the Williamson incident, Foxman claimed that Benedict’s decision to lift the
excommunications “undermines the strong relationship between Catholics and Jews that flourished under Pope John Paul II and
which Benedict said he would continue when he came into his papacy.” Foxman then mentioned Vatican II and “the centuries-
long history of anti-Semitism in the Church,” which Vatican II was supposed to redress, claiming that Pope Benedict’s action
was “a most troubling setback.”

If anyone had any doubts about the purpose behind the ADL press releases, Charlotte Knoblauch, president of the
German Council of Jews, laid them to rest when she told the Rheinische Post in Germany, “I would like an outcry in the church
against such actions from the pope.”

Der Spiegel, Germany’s socialist weekly, then began orchestrating that outcry, putting the pope on the cover of the next
week’s issue along with the claim that the “German pope had embarrassed the Church.” In the January 26, 2009 issue of
Spiegel Online International, Rabbi David Rosen, head of the American Jewish Committee, was quoted as saying, “In
welcoming an open Holocaust denier into the Catholic Church without any recantation on his part, the Vatican has made a
mockery of John Paul II’s moving and impressive repudiation and condemnation of anti-Semitism.” The vice president of the
Central Council of Jews, Dieter Graumann, accused the pope of an “incomprehensible act of provocation. The fact that it is of
all things a German pope who conjured up this new ice age between Jews and the Catholic Church … that is something
particularly painful, astonishing, and deplorable.”



Germany’s newspapers then followed the lead set by the world’s major Jewish organizations, which is to say, they
condemned the pope’s actions via appeals to Vatican II and invidious comparisons between Benedict and his predecessor, as
when the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung wrote: “it remains a mystery why the pope is now making such concessions to the
fanatical opponents of the Second Vatican Council, that he is making a mockery of his predecessor John Paul II’s insistence on
obedience to the teachings of the church and to the pope.”

Two weeks after the pope signed the letter lifting the excommunications, Der Spiegel was still on his case, this time for
appointing Gerhard Maria Wagner as auxiliary bishop in Linz. Wagner had earned the ire of Spiegel because he has “a knack
for inappropriate comments,” including “claiming in 2005 in a parish newsletter” that “Hurricane Katrina was an act of ‘divine
retribution’ for New Orleans’ permissive ways.” Wagner had similarly inappropriate views about Harry Potter books and the
tsunami in Thailand. Taken altogether these views rendered Wagner unacceptable as a bishop, according to Der Spiegel.

All of this raises the question: why does Spiegel have a dog in this fight? Who gave a socialist magazine in Germany
veto rights over who the pope appoints as auxiliary bishop in Linz? Does this mean the Church has veto rights the next time a
Spiegel sympathizer like Guenther Grass gets nominated for a Nobel Prize?

Before long, anyone who had an agenda and was willing to dump on the pope got a hearing in the German press. On a
normal news day at Der Spiegel, Hans Kueng was treated with dismissive condescension if not contempt. Years ago, Spiegel
reported on a phone call Kueng received after Pope John Paul I died. A Vatican official was on the other end of the line
wondering if Kueng would like to become pope. After considering the proposition for a moment Kueng declined the honor,
explaining “If I were pope, I’d no longer be infallible.”

But that was then. Now Der Spiegel was rehabilitating Kueng Germany’s great prophet, and Kueng responded by
producing what had to be the most moronic piece of journalism generated by the entire Williamson affair, namely, “If Obama
were Pope.” “It is no coincidence that the Pope celebrated his 81st birthday in the White House,” Kueng hinted darkly. “Both
Bush and Ratzinger are unteachable in matters of birth control and abortion, disinclined to implement any serious reforms,
arrogant and without transparency in the way in which they exercise their office, restricting freedoms and human rights.” By
lifting the schism, Pope Benedict “has confirmed all the fears which arose when he was elected pope.” Before long, Kueng’s
agenda came to the fore: “What would a Pope do who acted in the spirit of Obama?” Well, he would do what Hans Kueng has
been complaining about for decades now, namely, “he could authorize contraception over night, permit the marriage of priests,
make possible the ordination of women and allow eucharistic fellowship with Protestant churches.” What all this had to do
with Holocaust denial or schism wasn’t immediately clear. What was clear, though, was Spiegel’s attempt to mobilize Hans
Kueng’s German fifth column as a way of weakening the pope’s authority. The veiled threat was becoming clearer with each
intemperate outburst: admit the SSPX and the German Left will leave the Church.

Reaction from Germany was vehement to the point of hysteria. It was as if the fact that the pope was German somehow
obliged them to be anti-Catholic in the same way that the Holocaust obliged them to be anti-German. Beyond that, there was the
undeniable fact that Germany had criminalized the thought crime of Holocaust denial in 1994. If the pope failed to condemn
“Holocaust denial,” it put German Catholics in legal jeopardy, but did Germany have a jail big enough for 20 million
Catholics? That seemed a bit far-fetched. But the thought of revocation of the “Kirchensteuer,” the tax money the German
government paid to the Church, was enough to send shivers down the spines of theologians and bishops. Hence, the uproar.
Walter Cardinal Kasper tried to play the whole thing down, attributing the biggest church-state crisis in Germany since the
Reformation to “management errors.” But the theologians were having none of this.

Hermann Haering, a liberal German Catholic theologian, said that the Pope should resign “for the good of the Church.”
Werner Thissen, bishop of Hamburg, claimed that the lifting of the excommunications had led to “a loss of confidence in the
pope.” Christoph Schoenborn, bishop of Vienna, came close to claiming that Bishop Williamson had committed the
unforgivable sin, when he opined that “he who denies the Holocaust cannot be rehabilitated within the Church.” Gerhard
Ludwig Mueller, the bishop in Pope Benedict’s home city of Regensburg, outdid Schoenborn in fraternal charity by announcing
that Williamson would not be welcome in its churches.

The lack of support that the pope had among his fellow German bishops became even more apparent when their
spokesman Matthias Kopp appeared on German television. Matthias Kopp claimed that because Pope John Paul II signed a
concordat with Israel in 1993 (an agreement, by the way, which Israel has yet to honor) the Church has obligated itself to “fight
every form of anti-Semitism.” Kopp, however, failed to define even one form of anti-Semitism, thereby playing into the hands
of organizations like the ADL. “Every form of anti-Semitism” (jede Form des Antisemitismus) long ago became another word
for Jewish hegemony over the Church because the operative definition of anti-Semitism invariably ends up be the definition
promoted by groups like the ADL and Abe Foxman. This means that the Church must adopt Jewish categories in its internal
governance, which in turn means that schism takes a back seat to “Holocaust denial” when it comes to defining the gravity of
the sin.

Kopp pressed further into the theological equivalent of terra incognita when he asserted that the Church had to censure
Bishop Williamson, because combating “every form of anti-Semitism” now “belongs to the Magisterium of the Church” (“Das
sind Elemente, die zur Lehre der Kirche dazugehoeren “). The press secretary of the German Bishops’ Conference claimed



that the Holocaust was now part of Catholic dogma. Taking his cue on Church teaching from a law which was passed in
Germany in 1994, Kopp concludes that “the Holocaust cannot be denied.” The reasoning goes as follows: “The Holocaust is
not denied by the Church. Therefore, a bishop who has returned to the Church after 20 years of schism cannot deny the
holocaust… . He must conform to the teaching of the Church” (“Also hat er sich der Lehre der Kirche anzupassen.“)
(Kreuz.net Monday, January 26, 2009). The fact that Kopp lives in a country which has outlawed historical research on certain
topics does not change the fact that the Church can pronounce infallibly on matters of faith and morals but has no mandate
whatsoever to pass judgments on historical matters like how many people died in concentration camps and how they died, the
matters which Bishop Williamson brought up in his interview. In matters where she cannot speak authoritatively, the Church
allows the faithful to form their own opinions, everywhere it seems but in Germany.

Spiegel accused the Vatican of having an “an apparent tin ear” (a phrase which probably lost something in the
translation) on matters dealing with the Jews, homosexuals, women, etc. etc., and as an example of this “tin ear” mentioned
“moves to have the war-time Pope Pius XII, who is accused by some of having turned a blind eye to the mass deportation and
murder of Jews, named a saint.”

The status of Pius XII was especially apropos in this regard. I’m tempted to say that his cause has been in Limbo ever
since the Jews objected, except that Pope Benedict XVI doesn’t believe in Limbo. The status of the causes of Pius XII and
Father Dehon crossed my mind while attending a lecture by Archbishop Angelo Amato, prefect for the Congregation for the
Causes of the Saints, who spoke on Secularism in Europe at Notre Dame, the same week l’affaire Williamson was raging in
the press. Rather than listen to the archbishop shadow box with secularism, it would have been much more interesting to hear
him explain how organized Jewry (hereafter, the Jews) had gained veto power over whom the Catholics were allowed to name
as saints. The case of Pius XII, whose canonization is on hold, as well as the still unresolved case of Father Dehon, whose
canonization was postponed because the Jews accused him of anti-Semitism, are only two cases in point. What implications
did this stance have for church unity throughout history? Would it be possible, I wondered, for St. John Chrysostom to be
canonized by the Church today? Certainly not, if Adversos Iudeos had to be vetted by the Italian Rabbis or Abe Foxman.

The unspoken but all-pervasive issue at the heart of l’affaire Williamson came down to a question of who was running
the Catholic Church and whose dogmas had the final say in Church governance. Did Jewish concern over holocaust denial
trump what Canon 1382 had to say about schism? If so why? Or were the Jews simply using this as an excuse to promote more
division in the Church? Williamson himself had said on Dioscopus.blogspot.com that “the media uproar was surely timed and
orchestrated to block the decree.” The Jews, once again, were promoting division. Since the lifting of the excommunications
was only the first step in repairing the Lefebvrite schism, the media attack was meant to ensure that that complete reconciliation
would not happen.

Undeterred by the ADL’s threat and their orchestration of the world media against the Church, the Vatican released the
letter lifting the excommunications on Saturday, January 24. The Vatican’s initial statements showed calm and resolve by trying
to separate the two issues the Jews and the world press were determined to conflate, namely, schism and holocaust denial.
“This act regards the lifting of the excommunications, period,” Vatican spokesman Father Federico Lombardi told reporters, “It
has nothing to do with the personal opinions of one person, which are open to criticism, but are not pertinent to this decree.”

On January 28 at the end of his general audience on Wednesday, the pope reiterated the reasons that led to the lifting of
the excommunications, none of which had anything to do with the Holocaust or how many people died or how they died:

Precisely in order to fulfill the service of unity, which distinguished in a special way my ministry as
Successor of Peter, I decided a number of days ago to grant the remission of the excommunication that four
bishops had incurred when they were ordained by Archbishop Lefebvre in 1988 without a pontifical
mandate. I carried out this action of paternal tenderness because these bishops had repeatedly expressed
to me their acute suffering over the situation in which they found themselves. I hope that this gesture of
mine will be followed by concerted effort on their part to take the further steps necessary to realize full
communion with the Church, testifying in this way to their true fidelity and true recognition of the
magisterium and authority of the Pope and of Vatican Council II.

 He concluded his daily Wednesday audience by saying that he wanted to “express my full and indisputable solidarity
with our Brothers and Sisters who received the First Covenant, I trust that the memory of the Shoah will induce humankind to
reflect upon the unpredictable power of evil when it conquers the heart of man.”

The reports in the press invariably involved a skewing of the pope’s words. Michelle Boorstein, writing for the
Washington Post , wrote that Benedict told “pilgrims in his weekly audience in Vatican City that he feels ‘full and
indisputable’ solidarity with Jews and repudiating the idea of denying the Holocaust.”

“If the pope is in full solidarity with the Jews,” one Catholic wondered after reading the report in the Washington Post ,
“where does that leave us [Catholics]? Should we all become Jews?”

Boorstein went on to claim that Williamson “denied that the Holocaust occurred” when in fact (as she herself mentioned)
his statements, however, lamentable, had to do with numbers and technicalities. The pope fared no better in Boorstein’s



account, an account full of misrepresentations like the following:

In his short tenure as pope, Benedict has caused concerns among other faith leaders before. He sparked
deadly riots across the Muslim world in 2006 by citing a 14th century characterization of the prophet
Muhammad as “evil and inhuman.” Jewish groups protested in 2007 when he expanded use of traditional
liturgy-a priority among groups such as St. Pius X -that on Good Friday called for Catholics to pray for “the
faithless Jews.” After protests, the next year he required all Catholics to remove the word “faithless.”
(Washington Post, January 28, 2009 “Pope voices support for Jews, rejects Holocaust denial.”)

 The Boorstein account in the Washington Post blundered from one error to another. At a certain point it became difficult
to dismiss her ineptitude as simple incompetence. “Catholic officials,” Boorstein continued, “say anti-Semitic comments by
any of the bishops, while possibly abhorrent, are not heretical.” The statement ignored the fact that no one in the Church had
raised the issue of (much less defined the term) anti-Semitism, nor had anyone explained how questioning the details of how
Jews died was anti-Semitic, according to any definition of the term.

As the volume of the outcry increased, Vatican resolve began to crumble, and comment began to proliferate, making a
bad situation worse. As if to show that Rome could shoot itself in the foot without the help of the Washington Post ,
L’Osservatore Romano published an article by Anna Foa, a Jewish professor of history at the University of Rome “ La
Sapienza,” on the topic of “Negazionismo,” the Italian term for Holocaust denial. Foa’s article, “Anti-Semitism is the only
motive of the Deniers,” was so apodictic it made papal bulls look like models of empirical induction by comparison. In
contrast to the measured approach of Raul Hilberg, the Jewish dean of Holocaust studies, Foa, offering no evidence other than
her ability as a mind reader, dismissed David Irving’s credentials as an historian. She went on to claim that “Anti-Jewish
hatred is at the origin of this denial. … There is only one motive, one intention, behind denial of the Holocaust: antisemtism.
All the rest is lies.”

On January 27, 2009, Bishop Bernard Fellay, the Superior General of the Society of St. Pius X, joined the Vatican’s
efforts at damage control when he announced that Bishop Williamson had been silenced. “Our Society claims no authority over
historical or other secular matters,” Fellay wrote. If so, then it was not clear why the Society was silencing him, since what
Williamson said could not be construed as heretical or contrary to faith or morals. Again it came down to a question of who
had the right to declare an action sinful, the Church or the World.

Writing from a traditionalist perspective, Christopher Ferrara had similar difficulties distinguishing between what the
Church considers important and where she leaves her children the freedom to make up their own minds. Ferrara took issue
with Andrew Rabel, who claimed

The SSPX reverts to the penalties given by Rome prior to the episcopal consecrations and all four
bishops in the Society remain suspended a divinis. The society remains a group of Catholics in an irregular
state. No chapel of the SSPX in the world is in communion with the Universal Church, and its priests sharing
in the suspension are deprived of the clerical state (a separate matter from the validity of their
ordinations). They cannot offer the sacraments of matrimony and penance validly because that requires
faculties from a local bishop… But a significant hurdle in the way of full ecclesial communion for the Society,
appears to have been removed.

 Ferrara disputed the claims made by both George Weigel and Andrew Rabel, that the society remained in “an irregular
state” but in so doing involved himself in bizarre self-contradictions. Ferrara claimed that the pope’s action proved that the
SSPX was never in schism in the first place, a claim which causes one to wonder why Ferrara is rejoicing at the lifting of the
excommunications. In trying to explain his position, Ferrara only confuses the issue, as for instance when he writes:

To begin with, it can no longer be said by anyone in good faith that the four surviving bishops of the
Society are “in schism.” Further, those who have spent the past twenty years calumniating the priests and
lay adherents of the Society as “schismatics” have finally been deprived of even the pretense of a canonical
basis for this insult.

 Well ,which is it? If there was nothing irregular about the state of the SSPX, why are we all rejoicing at the lifting of the
excommunications? Brian Mershon attempted to bring clarity to the situation by writing to Msgr. Camille Perl, vice president
of the Pontifical Commission Ecclesia Dei, who responded on May 23, 2008. In response to the question of whether the society
is in schism, Perl refers to the Episcopal ordinations as “schismatic” but then adds

While it is true that participation in the Mass at chapels of the Society of St. Pius X does not of itself
constitute “formal adherence to the schism” (cf. Ecclesia Dei 5, c), such adherence can come about over a
period of time as one slowly imbibes a schismatic mentality which separates itself from the teaching of the
Supreme Pontiff and the entire Catholic Church. While we hope and pray for a reconciliation with the
Society of St. Pius X, the Pontifical Commission “Ecclesia Dei” cannot recommend that members of the



faithful frequent their chapels for the reasons which we have outlined above. We deeply regret this
situation and pray that soon a reconciliation of the Society of St. Pius X with the Church may come about,
but until such time the explanations which we have given remain in force.

 If the SSPX is not in schism now because of the lifting of the excommunications, then it would logically follow that they
were in schism before the excommunications were lifted. But Ferrara can’t bring himself to state either proposition clearly.
Instead he argues that

in justice the Society and its one million adherents must now be seen by everyone as a bona fide
“ecclesial movement” within the Catholic Church, with any remaining issues being precisions of canonical
regularity to be resolved by further decrees.

 Ferrara can’t have it both ways. By claiming that the SSPX was not in an irregular situation before the lifting of the
excommunications, he nullifies the point which the lifting of the excommunications made. But if what he says about schism is
true, why did he add the word “now” to the previous passage? If there were no problems, why were there excommunications?
If there was no lifting of the excommunications, why is Ferrara rejoicing?

 



The Brunt

 Ferrara focuses the brunt of his attack on Bishop Williamson and accuses him of being a holocaust denier. In canonical
terms this is known as straining at the gnat but swallowing the camel. Ferrara can’t seem to distinguish between schism, which
is a grave sin according to the authentic teaching of the Church, and discussions of how many people died in World War II and
how they died, which, no matter how inane or unfounded these views might be, do not rise to the level of excommunicable
offense, not in the Catholic Church at least. In order to have his excommunication lifted, Bishop Fellay had to make “the
commitment to avoid every public intervention which does not respect the person of the Holy Father and which may be
negative to ecclesial charity.” It is a phrase that may have given Ferraro pause, but if so, not for long because Ferrara goes on
to excuse his own attacks on the “conciliar popes” as

in keeping with the due liberty of the members of the Mystical Body, and indeed their duty to speak out
when they believe in conscience that the common good of the Church is being harmed, even should that
harm involve acts or omissions of the Supreme Pontiff himself.

 Ferrara then goes on to impose the canons of political correctness on any traditionalist who doubts the conventional
narrative of World War II. In fact, he continues,

It is time, then, for traditionalists to repudiate the inadmissible opinions of Bishop Richard Williamson,
with due respect for his dignity as a descendant of the Apostles. For the good of the Church we must make
it clear that the Bishop’s opinions are not those of the worldwide “traditionalist movement” (if we must call
it that). Above all, we must not allow the Society or the movement as a whole to be draped with the
albatross of the Bishop’s opinion on how many Jews perished at the hands of the Nazis.

 Traditionalism, as espoused by Ferrara, is the Catholic world turned upside down. In this world it’s acceptable to be a
schism denier, but when it comes to thought crimes like “Holocaust denial,” traditionalists of the Ferrara stripe are far less
tolerant. This is precisely the attitude Msgr. Perl warned against when he wrote that “over a period of time … one slowly
imbibes a schismatic mentality which separates itself from the teaching of the Supreme Pontiff and the entire Catholic Church.”
Traditionalists, in other words, can engage in all of the attacks on the papacy which Bishop Fellay had to abjure in order to
have the excommunications lifted, as long as they tow the line on political correctness:

Therefore, not only this newspaper [The Remnant], but every journal of traditional Catholic opinion, and
above all the Society itself, must clearly and unequivocally declare — as I do here and now — that
Holocaust revisionism, wacky conspiracy theories, and other such nonsense will have no part in the
traditionalist movement.

 Ferrara’s formulation of the issue is deeply schismatic in its orientation. Who cares about the so-called “traditionalist
movement” or what its self-appointed leaders teach, or who they want to exclude from their “movement”? By defining
themselves as a “movement,” the traditionalists have separated themselves from the Church. The real issue is what the Catholic
Church teaches, not what needs to be done to police “the movement.”

Now that Ferrara has brought up the term in a theological context, what exactly is holocaust revisionism? Do Catholics
now have to accept the Hitler’s diaries as authentic? What about the stories of lampshades made out of the skin of Jewish
concentration camp inmates? What about the flaming pits which gave the name to the holocaust? What about the electrocution
and head-bashing machines? What about the touching story of the all-Negro 761st tank battalion which liberated the Jewish
inmates of Buchenwald, as depicted on the PBS documentary “Liberators”? Was that part of the Holocaust narrative? If so, it
was exposed as a hoax by Jeffrey Goldberg and others in the New York Times , which had previously given serious, if naïve,
coverage to this story. What about the equally touching story of love in the concentration camps that was recounted on Oprah
and exposed as a hoax the week before l’affaire Williamson broke? Professor David O’Connell was accused of going to “the
brink of Holocaust Denial” by none other than thought cop Deborah Lipstadt for writing an article in Culture Wars  about the
inconsistencies in Elie Wiesel’s holocaust narrative Night. Who knew that literary criticism could land you in jail?

Ferrara loses sight of the big issue in his rush to turn Bishop Williamson over to the thought police. The big issue at the
heart of the Williamson affair is religious. It has to do with which religion is true: Christianity or what Rabbi Jacob Neusner
referred to as “the Judaism of Holocaust and Redemption.” Elie Wiesel made the situation clear in 1971 when he claimed that
“The sincere Christian knows that what died in Auschwitz was not the Jewish people but Christianity.” L’affaire Williamson
was an attempt on the part of the world’s Jewish organizations to force the pope to accept their dogmas as normative for
Catholics. It was an attempt to force Christians to accept what St. Paul in Titus 1:14 refers to as “Jewish fables” as superior to
Christian dogmas. This is not to deny the reality of Jewish suffering during World War II. This admission, however, must be
joined to a similar concession, namely, that no one can define the boundaries of the Holocaust narrative. Must Catholics accept
parts of the Holocaust narrative which everyone now admits never happened? St. Paul tells us that there are “a great many
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people … who talk nonsense and try to make others believe it, particularly among those of the Circumcision.” Instead of telling
us to go along with these liars “who ruin whole families by teaching things which they ought not to, and doing it with the vile
motive of making money,” Paul tells Titus to “stop taking notice of Jewish myths.” It’s a message that Christopher Ferrara
would do well to take to heart rather than demand that Bishop Williamson give his assent to a narrative full of “Jewish fables,”
many of which have gone down the memory hole over the past half century. Lest anyone think I am exaggerating we should
remember that the ADL has denounced Norman Finkelstein as a Holocaust Denier (he has never doubted the existence of gas
chambers or that millions of Jews were systematically killed) and that Alan Dershowitz has gone as far as to say that the
leading expert on the Holocaust, Raul Hilberg, is to be found on the spectrum of Holocaust Denial because of his support of
Finkelstein!

 



An Apology

 Bishop Williamson issued an apology on January 28, 2009. In it he claimed that he was responsible for a “tremendous
media storm stirred up by imprudent remarks of mine on Swedish television.” Citing Jonas I: 12, Williamson suggested that the
pope “Take me up and throw me into the sea; then the sea will quiet down for you; for I know it is because of me that this great
tempest has come upon you.”

Although Pope Benedict and Cardinal Castrillon Hoyos would have been happy to grant Bishop Williamson his wish, it
wouldn’t have helped. This storm was not of Bishop Williamson’s making. Williamson’s actions were indisputably
“imprudent,” as he himself admitted, but God was using them to bring about a long-overdue clarification of the Church’s
current position on the Jews, a position which can be traced back to the Vatican II document Nostra Aetate and is now codified
in the The Catechism of the Catholic Church, which claims that “The Church remains faithful to the interpretation of ‘all the
Scriptures’” concerning the crucifixion and death of Our Lord Jesus Christ. The Catechism tells us that “The personal sin of the
participants (Judas, the Sanhedrin, Pilate) is known to God alone… . Hence, we cannot lay responsibility for the trial on the
Jews in Jerusalem as a whole, despite the outcry of a manipulated crowd and the global reproaches contained in the apostles’
calls to conversion after Pentecost.” The Catechism ignores the distinction between the Jewish minority, who were ignorant
and manipulated, and the majority, who hated Jesus and wanted him dead. The Scipture passages which the Catechism
dismisses as “global reproaches” invariably insist on the guilt of the Jews not their ignorance. The difference is largely one of
time. The more that time passed, the more convinced the Apostles became of Jewish guilt for rejecting Christ. Nostra Aetate
tends to rely on Acts 3:17 and ignores I Thess 2: 14-15 as one of those “global reproaches.” In that passage St. Paul addresses
the community in Thessalonika as: “You, my brothers,” who have been “suffering the same treatment from your own
countrymen as they have suffered from the Jews, the people who put the Lord Jesus to death, and the prophets too. And now
they have been persecuting us, and acting in a way that cannot please God and makes them the enemies of the whole human
race… .”

The Catechism then goes on to propose Nostra Aetate (“Neither all Jews indiscriminately at that time, nor Jews today,
can be charged with the crimes committed during his Passion … . The Jews should not be spoken of as rejected or accursed as
if this followed from Holy Scripture.”) as the lens through which we must now interpret I Thess 2: 14-15.

As Bishop Fellay’s comments on the lifting of the excommunications indicated, this move involves a total inversion of
the hermeneutic of the Church. The world has been turned upside down. The same Church which traditionally specified that
every council document should be read in the light of tradition is now saying that tradition should now be viewed in the light of
a project (“the spirit of Vatican II” if you will) which turns the interpretations of one council into a meta-Magisterium.

Before long it becomes clear that the point of the Catechism’s section on the Jews is not only to cast doubt on the literal
meaning of passages like I Thess 2: 14-16 and a host of other passages, but also to exonerate the Jews from any responsibility
for the passion and death of Christ. The main way the Catechism does this is by insisting then that “sinners were the authors and
the ministers of all the sufferings that the divine Redeemer endured” and that “our crime in this case is greater in us than in the
Jews.”

This may be an indictment of sinful Christians, but it is hardly an exoneration of the Jews, even though it is always
portrayed in that light. No matter what Abe Foxman says, it should be obvious that the terms “Jews” and “sinners” are not
mutually exclusive categories. In fact the rejection of Jesus Christ and the collaboration in his murder makes all of the Jews
involved in that conspiracy sinners. This indictment, of course, does not extend to the Jewish race as a whole, i.e., to people
like the Blessed Mother, the beloved disciple, the apostles, St. Paul, etc.: hence, the Church’s ongoing and constant
condemnation of anti-Semitism, which is totally irrational from a Christian perspective because it condemns the race which
produced Jesus Christ.

However, it does mean that every Jew who called for Christ’s death and asked that “his blood be on us and our
children,” as well as every Jew since that time who has rejected Jesus Christ shares responsibility for his death because of
their participation in the sin of rejecting him. Paul addresses this on-going rejection of Logos when he says that the Jews
“never stop trying to finish off the sins they have begun.” As a result, “retribution is overtaking them at last.” So Nostra Aetate
is correct when it claims that Scripture proposes no “curse.” The “retribution” which Paul describes comes about as a result
not of some curse placed on the Jews; no, on the contrary, it flows naturally from their rejection of Logos.

But let’s leave the accusation Paul levels against the Jews as “the people who put the Lord Jesus to death” aside for a
moment. What about his claim that the Jews are “the enemies of the whole human race”? The Catechism, citing Vatican II, tells
us that “The Jews should not be spoken of as rejected or accursed as if this followed from Holy Scripture.” How are we then
to reconcile these two statements? Once again the postconciliar Church is confronted with a hermeneutical issue of its own
making. Do we interpret the Spirit of Vatican II in the light of tradition or do we interpret tradition in light of the Spirit of
Vatican II?

By January 29, it was clear that this issue lay at the heart of the conflict and that it was going to reassert itself willy nilly
even after Bishop Fellay silenced Bishop Williamson, because the repressed, as Sigmund Freud taught, always returns.



Shortly after Fellay and Schmidberger apologized for Williamson’s remarks, an SSPX priest from northern Italy re-
ignited the controversy by coming to Williamson’s defense. Father Floriano Abrahamowicz, a priest from the northern Italian
branch of the SSPX, came to Williamson’s defense, claiming that he didn’t know if Jews had been gassed either. He did say
that Williamson had been “imprudent” to allow himself to be drawn into the topic. But, even so, Williamson, according to
Abrahamowicz, did not deny that the Holocaust had happened; his doubts had to do with the “technical aspects of the gas
chambers.” No one was obligated to hold particular views about the English-American genocide which took place during the
bombing of Dresden, Abrahamowicz opined. Why then was Auschwitz so special? Would Williamson be in trouble if he
claimed that “only” 3,000 Germans died during the fire bombing of Dresden?

The Abrahamowicz story took a turn toward the heart of the matter when the priest, whose father is Jewish, claimed that
he wanted the Jews to convert to Catholicism. “As a Catholic Christian,” Abrahamowicz told the Tribuna di Treviso , a
newspaper from the southern Tirol, “I wish that the Jews would receive Jesus Christ as their Lord. Amen.” (Martin Zoeller,
Jan 29, 2009, Die Welt “Zweiter Piusbruder zweifelt oeffentlich am Holocaust.”). On February 6, Father Abrahamowicz was
expelled from the SSPX for sedevacantism and statements disrespectful of the pope.

Shortly before Abrahamowicz was expelled, SSPX priest Father Pierpaulo Petrucci, prior of Rimini, defended both
Williamson and Abrahamowicz, and in doing so got still closer to the heart of the matter, which had to do with the disruptive
effect that Nostra Aetate and the Church’s “improved” relations with the Jews had on evangelization: “The Church,” Petrucci
said, “has gotten away from bringing up the truth as a way of bringing about conversion. The Church engages in dialogue, but
no one preaches conversion.”

Much was made of the fact that the Jewish Council in Germany as well as the Israeli Rabbinate broke off relations with
the Vatican after the pope lifted the excommunications. Almost no one noticed that a week before l’affaire Williamson
happened, the Italian rabbis broke their relations with the pope because of the changes he had made in the Good Friday prayer
a year before. That fact, hardly noted in the ensuing furor, lent credence to both Abrahamowicz and Petrucci’s analysis of what
was really going on. If 50 years of dialogue could end this abruptly, one has to wonder what was achieved. Was there a
relationship there to begin with? Or had dialogue become a pretext for something else? Had it become what David O’Connell
claimed when he wrote in Culture Wars that “In the 40 years since Vatican II, this alleged ‘dialogue’ has actually turned out to
be a one way street in which the Jewish side ritually denounces Catholics and Catholicism while the Catholics nod in
approval.” Reacting to the rabbis’ announcement, Vatican spokesman Federico Lombardi hoped that the dialogue would return
to its formerly “serene” state, but there seemed little hope of that now.

Before long, however, Rome began to crumble under the pressure. Instead of just letting the dogs bark as the caravan
passed by, the Vatican began issuing statements which made Professor Foa’s comments seem judicious by comparison. By the
end of the week, Father Lombardi was beginning to sound like Elie Wiesel. “He who negates the Shoah, denies God!” was the
headline Suedtirol.online put over Lombardi’s theological lucubrations (Vatican: “ Wer die Shoah negiert, verleugnet Gott .”
1/30/09 www.stol.it).

According to John Allen, it was the Abrahamowicz interview which “prompted the Vatican Spokesman, Jesuit Fr.
Lombardi to go on Vatican Radio to say that ‘he who denies the fact of the Shoah knows nothing of the mystery of God nor of
the cross of Christ.’” Holocaust denial is “even more serious,” Lombardi said, when it “comes from the mouth of a priest or
bishop, meaning a Christian minister, whether or not he’s in union with the Catholic Church.”

“What recent events make clear,” Allen continued,

is that there are two camps in the small universe that rotates around the Society of St. Pius X. The first,
represented by Fellay, is composed of traditionalists whose concerns are solely liturgical and doctrinal, and
who see the future of their movement as a leaven within the formal structures of the church; the second,
represented by Williamson and Abrahamowicz, includes people for whom theological traditionalism bleeds
off into far-right politics, xenophobia, and conspiracy theories.

 Evidently Cardinal Dario Castrillon Hoyos didn’t know about either camp. “We absolutely didn’t know anything about
this Williamson. I really think that no one was aware of it,” Cardinal Dario Castrillon Hoyos was quoted as saying in an
interview published in Corriere della Sera.

It was a statement Allen found implausible: “Claims that the Vatican was caught off-guard don’t cut it; well before
Williamson appeared on Swedish TV, he had a public record of Holocaust denial and antagonism toward Jews which a 30-
second Google search would have unearthed” (“The Lefebvrite case: What was the Vatican thinking?” NCRonline, January 30,
2009):

In 1989, for example, police in Canada briefly considered filing charges against Williamson under that
country’s hate speech laws after he gave an address in Quebec charging that Jews were responsible for
“changes and corruption” in the Catholic Church, that “not one Jew” perished in Nazi gas chambers, and
that the Holocaust was a myth created so that the West would “approve the state of Israel” (NCR, Jan 26,
2009, John L. Allen, Jr. “Lefebvre movement: long, troubled history with Judaism”).



 Allen then muddied the theological waters by citing passages from the SSPX website which indicated, in his view, that
“The historical association between some strains of traditionalist Catholicism and anti-Semitism run deep.” Those strains
include the fact that “Traditionalists often uphold a robust missionary theology, insisting that the church cannot renounce its
duty to evangelize any group, including Jews.” Those strains also include the fact that, “The SSPX … issued a statement
asserting that ‘a Catholic cannot be anti-Semitic without destroying the origin and essence of his own faith.’” An unbiased
observer might conclude that statements like that would exonerate the SSPX from the charge of anti-Semitism, but Allen hints
that the statement is mere window dressing to cover over “a track record in some traditionalist and Lefebvrite circles of open
hostility toward Jews and Judaism that is anything but latent.” For example, “In just the past year, controversy arose in
Germany when a priest of the fraternity asserted that Jews were ‘coresponsible’ for the death of Christ.” Did he cite 1 Thess
2:15, perhaps?

Missing from Allen’s account was a clear distinction between anti-Semitism, which is wrong, and the anti-Jewish
polemic which is part of the fabric of the Gospels, the Acts of the Apostles, the Epistles of St. Paul and virtually every Father
of the Church and an inextricable part of the Catholic faith. L’affaire Williamson presented a golden opportunity to make this
distinction, but no one, not the pope, not the Vatican, not the traditionalists, not the pundits, seemed willing or capable of
making it. Allen to his credit did say that “if it is not arrested, a schism can become self-replicating and produce a parallel
church.” The schism had hurt all of the parties involved. It prevented the purification of the traditionalism which the SSPX was
promoting, but it also put the Church the Lefebvrites had left behind into the unnatural position of denying its own tradition in
the name of Vatican II.

Allen’s report on the murky underside of the SSPX was only the tip of the iceberg. If the Jews were interested in
damaging evidence against the SSPX they should have consulted Fidelity Magazine, in particular Thomas W. Case’s article,
“The Society of St. Pius X Gets Sick,” in the October 1992 issue, p. 28 or In the Line of Fire: John Rizzo, Ex-SSPX by
Michael Mazza, Fidelity, May 1995 or a series of articles on the SSPX and schism by John Beaumont. Of course, if the
Southern Poverty Law Center had done this, it would have undermined their case against me as a Nazi. Nevertheless, in Case’s
article, they would have read that

In 1989 Williamson delivered some speeches in Canada that caused some consternation and got him
investigated for possible “hate crimes” by the Royal Canadian Mounted Police. In Sherbrooke, Quebec, he
said “there was not one Jew killed in the gas chambers. It was all lies, lies, lies. The Jews created the
Holocaust so we would prostrate ourselves on our knees before them and approve the new State of Israel
… Jews made up the Holocaust. Protestants get their orders from the devil, and the Vatican sold its soul to
liberalism.”

 The Williamson story, in other words, has been out for 20 years and was reported on 17 years ago in Culture Wars ‘
predecessor Fidelity. Tom Case’s article makes clear that Bishop Williamson was far from the most extreme member of the
SSPX:

Father Ramon Angles (rector of the Pius X academy and the college in St. Mary’s Kansas) has an
apartment full of Nazi paraphernalia, which he shows to favored boys. He shows them the Nazi ceremonial
daggers worn by officers of the Third Reich. He is proud of the vintage Mercedes owned by his family which
was owned by Adolf Hitler. A one-time student at the academy was favored by a special meeting with
Father Angles a couple of years ago. In his private room on campus, Angles treated him and a friend to a
pizza and a showing of the Nazi propaganda film Triumph of the Will.

 
He played the film back, stopping it in places commenting with fervor and reading back from the stack

of Hitler speech transcripts he had at his side. Leni Riefenstahl, the film’s producer and a chief propagandist
for the Third Reich is still alive and resides in South America. Father Angles visits her often (he informs the
students) and boasts of the association.

 Case also recounted the case of Father Gregory Post, the first American priest ordained into the SSPX, who

arrived at the San Jose, California airport dressed in the full regalia of an SS army officer, complete with
helmet, boots and swastika arm bands. San Jose Pius X members who picked him up at the airport were
indignant, and the then district superior of the society had to fly out to San Jose to reprimand the priest and
cool off the situation.

 This and other anecdotes led Case to conclude that “There is a virulent sickness of hatred and Hitlerism running through
the traditional Catholic movement.”

Lest anyone think that personal animus was the driving force behind the Case article, Fidelity ran a follow up piece three
years later “In the Line of Fire: John Rizzo, Ex-SSPX” (Fidelity, May 1995), in which Michael Mazza recounts a conversation



that former SSPX priest Father Rizzo had with Ramon Angles:

All of a sudden, without any provocation whatsoever, he got up and went over to his bookshelf. He
pulled out this huge book with the title The Life of Adolf Hitler and a big picture of Hitler on the cover giving
his salute. He put it on the bridge of his nose, the same way the sub-deacon holds up the Book of the
Gospels at a solemn High mass. He walked around the coffee table in his apartment, making the noise of a
thurible (“ching ching ching ching”). After he sat down he says, “Well, Rizzo, what do you think of that? Isn’t
this great?” He was laughing quite devilishly. He then asked, “What else do you want to talk about?

 When told about Ramon’s antics, “Father Peter Scott … reportedly responded: “What can I do? I’m afraid of Father
Angles.” Father Rizzo had similar experiences when he decided to leave the SSPX. On the advice of the legal authorities,
Rizzo began wearing a bulletproof vest.

A little over a year after Mazza’s article castigating the SSPX appeared in Fidelity, the editor of that magazine got a
phone call from a man with a British accent. It was Bishop Williamson and he was calling me not to tell me to wear a bullet
proof vest but to congratulate me on my book Monsters from the Id. I was dumbfounded. After 30 years of logomachy I can
count calls like this on the fingers of one hand.

That conversation led to Bishop Williamson staying at our house not once but twice. During those stays he got to have
dinner with the Jones family a number of times, and he made a favorable impression on all of us. After his visit, there was a
standing joke in the Jones family: “What’s the difference between a bishop who has been excommunicated and a bishop in
good standing with the Church?”

Answer: “Excommunicated bishops don’t hold grudges.”
Bishop Williamson’s visit then led to an invitation which he extended to me to speak on horror films at the SSPX

seminary in Winona. My visit to Winona and the conversations we had there only confirmed my first impression. Williamson
was a man of intelligence-his analysis of Beethoven’s Fifth Symphony, illustrated by performing excerpts on the piano, is one
of the best pieces of musical criticism I ever heard or read-and wit. During the preparations for the talk, Bishop Williamson
and I had to vet the film clips I assembled to illustrate my point. “No R rated films,” he said, “Fidelity might do an expose on
us if they found out.”

During the question period after my talk, one of the seminarians asked me whether there were similarities between the
monsters and the Novus Ordo Mass. When I answered in the negative, he blurted out, “Well, aren’t you a traditionalist?

“No,” I answered.
“Well, then what are you doing here?”
The answer to that question was Bishop Williamson, a man who possesses both intelligence and magnanimity, a rare

combination in any man these days, and even rarer in a bishop.
There is another answer to that question, and that answer is Christianity. Unlike Jews who are often exhorted never to

forget and never to forgive, Christians are taught to do both. Hate, we all learned by reading First Things, is a Jewish virtue.
The fact that I published what I did about the SSPX and Williamson and that it did not lead to hatred is a tribute to Bishop
Williamson as a man but also to the religion we both share, a religion which demands both fraternal correction and
forgiveness. That is what l’affaire Williamson is all about. It’s about whether, as Yuri Slezkine claims in The Jewish Century,
we have all become Jews.

Tom Case said that the main reason Lefebvre’s May 1988 agreement with the Church fell through was the question of the
bishops. Lefebvre, Case wrote,

had presented the names of potential bishops and Rome had demurred. The selection of bishops is a
touchy subject. With papal approval, it is perfectly legitimate. Without papal approval, it is a schismatic act
and an excommunicable offense… . The real problem of the bishops, in this instance, was not when, but
who? … Rome had an extensive dossier on the men favored for consecration. And that is why the pope
reserves to himself the right of approval, and why it is such a grave act to consecrate a bishop without it. It
is not a technical matte, but a measure to protect the Faith. How could Rome ever approve a bishop who
really believed that the pope was a tool of the Freemasons?

 Richard Williamson, according to Case, was the candidate who caused the most consternation in Rome. And it was
Williamson, according to Case, who persuaded Lefebvre to renege on his agreement when he returned from Rome after signing
the May 5 accord. “There were too many in the Society (meaning Williamson and company) who simply had not trust in Rome
at all. Under that pressure, the Archbishop changed his mind.” One of the things Rome found most objectionable was
Williamson’s views on the Jews. In a Letter from Winona, dated February 1, 1991, Williamson wrote that “Until [the Jews]
discover their true Messianic vocation [by conversion to Christ], they may be expected to continue fanatical agitation in
accordance with their false messianic vocation of Jewish world-dominion, to prepare the Anti-Christ’s throne in Jerusalem…
the wise Catholic will remember that, again, the ex-Christian nations have only their own Liberalism to blame for allowing the
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free circulation within Christendom to the enemies of Christ. …”
It was hard not to see God’s hand in all of this. Or was it another instance of the return of the repressed? Rome would

have never approved Williamson as a bishop, but the fact that he ended up a bishop anyway may have been God’s way of
saying that some divine intervention was needed to solve the problems Rome had shown itself incapable or unwilling to
resolve, in particular questions involving the Church’s relations with the Jews. The Lefebvrite Schism has hurt both parties.
The harm to the SSPX should be obvious by now. But the Church was harmed as well by becoming a de facto bastion of anti-
Tradition, especially on the question of the Jews. If God was trying to teach the Church a lesson in the Williamson affair, the
Church was showing reluctance to learn even in the expensive school of experience. Rome seemed determined to snatch defeat
from the jaws of victory in the Williamson affair as the agonizing of the first few days soon led to a phase of second guessing
and buck passing. One report had Cardinal Re in a bus full of bishops heading to a liturgical celebration at Santa Maria
Maggiore mocking Cardinal Castrillon-Hoyos as a hopeless buffoon for his mishandling of the excomunications. The New York
Times (NYT, January 26, 2009, Rachel Donadio, “Healing Schism, Pope Risks Another”) portrayed Cardinal Walter Kasper,
the director of the Pontifical Council for Promoting Christian Unity and the liaison for Vatican-Jewish relations, as distancing
himself from a debacle that was not of his making. Kasper claimed that he had not been consulted. “It was a decision of the
pope,” the cardinal said in a telephone interview. A few days later, Kasper was quoted as complaining about “management
mistakes” and “lack of communication in the Vatican.”

Less invidious, but along the same lines, was a John Allen article which lectured the Vatican on Public Relations 101.
Allen called the handling of the lifting of the excommunications “a colossal blunder” and “stunningly inept.” Allen claimed that
“The Vatican under Benedict XVI still has not learned the lessons of Regensburg.”

Well, maybe so, but Allen never gets around to telling us just what the lessons of Regensburg were. Was it that the media
can create incidents to embarrass the pope and the church? Was it that the media can stir up lynch mobs in both Germany and
Islamic countries? Or were there deeper lessons involved in the Williamson affair which John Allen still hasn’t learned, as,
for example, the lesson which the Catholic Catechism (para 581) drew from pondering Jesus’s relation to the Jews: “Jesus
could not help but offend the teachers of the Law for he was not content to propose his interpretation along side theirs, but
taught the people ‘as one who had authority, and not as their scribes.’”

The lesson the Catechism proposed applied to both Christ and Christ’s vicar on earth, the pope. Jesus knew intuitively
that public relations was not going to save him from suffering in his dealings with the Jews. His followers had to learn this
lesson the hard way. The real lesson of Regensburg was that the Jewish-controlled media will use any pretext to stir up
animosity against the pope and discord within the Catholic Church? Better public relations techniques, Allen seems to be
claiming, could have avoided this debacle. But is that true?

If so, the pope was no stranger to the theological version of public relations. Cardinal Ratzinger tried to finesse the
Jewish question (i.e., how good relations with the Jews squares with the Gospel admonition to work for their conversion)
years before he became pope. In Reconciling Gospel and Torah: the Catechism, Cardinal Ratzinger wrote that

The history of the relationship between Israel and Christendom is drenched with blood and tears. It is a
history of mistrust and hostility, but also, thank God, a history marked again and again by attempts at
forgiveness, understanding and mutual acceptance. After Auschwitz, the mission of reconciliation and
acceptance permits no deferral. Does this hostility result from something in the very faith of Christians? Is it
something in the “essence of Christianity,” such that one would have to prescind from Christianity’s core,
deny Christianity its heart, in order to come to real reconciliation? This is an assumption that some
Christian thinkers have in fact made in the last few decades in reaction to the horrors of history. Do
confession of Jesus of Nazareth as the Son of the living God and faith in the cross as the redemption of
mankind contain an implicit condemnation of the Jews as stubborn and blind, as guilty of the death of the
Son of God? Could it be that the core of the faith of Christians themselves compels them to intolerance,
even to hostility toward the Jews, and conversely, that the self-esteem of Jews and the defense of their
historic dignity and deepest convictions oblige them to demand that Christians abandon the heart of their
faith and so require Jews similarly to forsake tolerance? Is the conflict programmed in the heart of religion
and only to be overcome by its repudiation?

 To begin with, Cardinal Ratzinger is looking into the wrong end of the telescope. The hostility in question doesn’t result
“from something in the very faith of Christians.” It is the inexorable result of the Jewish rejection of Logos. But, conceding that,
“the question remains: Can Christian faith, left in its inner power and dignity, not only tolerate Judaism but accept it in its
historic mission? Or can it not? Can there be true reconciliation without abandoning the faith, or is reconciliation tied to such
abandonment?”

 



The Right Questions

 Ratzinger is nothing if not acute in his ability to formulate the right questions. But in spite of that ability, he seems equally
determined to avoid the obvious answers which both Scripture and Tradition have always given to these questions. As of the
death of Christ, Judaism had no historical mission because, as of the destruction of the Temple, Judaism, as understood by
Moses, ceased to exist. This is not to say that the Jewish people will play no distinctive role in the end times. Rather than go
directly to Scripture, Ratzinger turns to the Catechism in order to maximize the claims he plans to make because, as he puts it:
“This work has been published by the magisterium of the Catholic Church as an authentic expression of her faith. In recognition
of the significance of Auschwitz and from the mission of the Second Vatican Council, the matter of reconciliation has been
inscribed in the catechism as an object of faith.”

Unfortunately, the passages he cites have to do with the moral law and not the Jews. As a result they can’t answer the
questions he raises and so when Ratzinger says that:

The mission of Jesus consists in leading the histories of the nations into the community of the history of
Abraham, in the history of Israel. His mission is unification, reconciliation, as the Letter to the Ephesians
(2:18-22) will then present it. The history of Israel should become the history of all, Abraham’s sonship
become extended to the ‘many.’

 Conversely, this means that all nations, without the abolishment of the special mission of Israel, become brothers and
receivers of the promises of the chosen people, they become people of God with Israel through adherence to the will of God
and through acceptance of the Davidic Kingdom.

This is true but it does not deal with the fundamental issue, namely the Jewish hostility to Christ and their ongoing
rejection of Logos. Ratzinger’s text is littered with statements that are undeniably true, but something prevents him from uniting
these statements into a coherent thesis:

Old and New Testaments, Jesus and the Sacred Scripture of Israel, appear here as indivisible… .
Reconciliation in the common recognition of the kingdom of God … One understands nothing about him if
one does not enter with him into the dynamic of reconciliation… . He was “to fulfill the law … With these
statements we find ourselves at the center of the Christian-Jewish dialogue, we reach the juncture where
we are faced with the decisive choice between reconciliation and alienation… . Beyond all historic and
strictly theological discussions, we find ourselves placed in the middle of the question of the present
responsibility of Jews and Christians before the modern world. This responsibility consists precisely in
representing the truth of the one will of God before the world and thus placing man before this inner truth,
which is at the same time his way. Jews and Christians must bear witness to the one God, to the Creator of
Heaven and Earth and do this in that entirety which Psalm 19 formulates in an exemplary way.

 Then, as if to say that he hasn’t convinced himself, Ratzinger comes back to the same nagging question: “Does such a
view of the relationship between the law and the Gospel not come down to an unacceptable attempt at harmonization?”
Ratzinger seems haunted by the fact that the answer to that question, in spite of the project of Vatican II, seems to be ‘yes.’ The
more scriptural evidence he brings us (and he doesn’t bring up much) the more he undermines his own argument:

How does one explain then the conflict which led to Jesus’s cross? Does all of this not stand in
contradiction to St. Paul’s interpretation of the figure of Jesus? Are we not denying here the entire Pauline
doctrine of grace in favor of a new moralism, thereby abolishing … the essential innovation of Christianity?
… Reconciliation and separation appear thus to be tied up in a virtually insolvable paradox.

 
In the catechism’s theology of the New Testament, the cross cannot simply be viewed as an accident

which actually could have been avoided nor as the sin of Israel with which Israel becomes eternally stained
in contrast to the pagans for whom the cross signifies redemption. In the New Testament there are not two
effects of the cross: a damning one and a saving one, but only a single effect, which is saving and
reconciling.

 Instead of seeing the cross as proof that reconciliation on human terms is impossible and conflict with the Jews is
unavoidable, Ratzinger switches horses in mid-stream and appeals to the Catechism as a kind of deus ex machina that gets him
out of trouble and lends an aura of infallibility by bringing up issues that are beside the point, namely,

Jews are not collectively responsible for Jesus’s death” The catechism recalls that esteemed Jewish
personages were followers of Jesus according to the witness of the Gospels, that according to St. John,
shortly before Jesus’s death “many even of the authorities believed in him” (Jn 12:42)… . St. James is also
mentioned, who commented, “How many thousands there are among the Jews of those who have



believed; they are all zealous for the law” (Acts 21:20). Thus it is elucidated that the report of Jesus’s trial
cannot substantiate a charge of collective Jewish guilt. The Second Vatican Council is expressly cited:
“Neither all Jews indiscriminately at that time, nor Jews today, can be charged with the crimes committed
during his passion … The Jews should not be spoken of as rejected or accursed as if this followed from Holy
Scripture… . All sinners were the authors of Christ’s passion.

  



Personal Narrative

 At this point Ratzinger’s narrative shifts from the infallible to the personal, “Already as a child,” he tells us, “I could not
understand how some people wanted to derive a condemnation of Jews from the death of Jesus because the following thought
had penetrated my soul as something profoundly consoling: Jesus’s blood raises no calls for retaliation but calls all to
reconciliation.”

What Church document calls for retaliation? “Sicut Iudeis non …,” the official Church teaching on the Jews for the
millennium between the time when Pope St. Gregory the Great first formulated it until Nostra Aetate, stated specifically,
repeatedly and unequivocally, that no one had the right to harm the Jew. Nostra Aetate did not repudiate “Sicut Iudeis non …”;
it simply ignored it and proposed in its stead a number of statements which got turned into an experiment, which was not part of
the original text. Ratzinger articulates that the aspiration behind that experiment, which could also be seen as a “hope” or a
fantasy, when he writes:

Jews and Christians should accept each other in profound inner reconciliation, neither in disregard of
their faith nor in its denial, but out of the depth of faith itself. In their mutual reconciliation they should
become a force for peace in and for the world. Through their witness to the one God, who cannot be adored
apart from the unity of love of God and neighbor, they should open the door into the world for this God so
that his will be done and so that it become on earth “as it is in heaven,” “so that his kingdom come.”

 Who can disagree with a statement like this? It is indisputably true to say that Jews “should become a force for peace in
and for the world,” and they probably would do so, if it were not for their tragic rejection of Logos, a rejection which made
them “enemies of the whole human race.” “Should” is the key word here. Ratzinger can only promote his vision, the experiment
of Vatican II, by ignoring the clear testimony of the Gospels, the Acts of the Apostles, the Epistles of St. Paul, the Church
Fathers, and the teaching of the medieval Church based upon “Sicut Iudeis non … ” about what kind of people the Jews
became when they rejected Christ, the Logos, and how Christians were supposed to deal with them. In the final analysis,
Cardinal Ratzinger is giving expression to a personal vision, which no matter how laudable (or naïve) is not a theological
reality. Vatican II was a valid council which gave birth to a hope which became a shared fantasy as time went on. Vatican II
gave birth to an experiment based on the premise that the Church had nothing to fear from the modern world. That experiment
involved accepting certain terms as the world defined them, and one of those terms was “Jew,” and another was “anti-
Semitism.” In the aftermath of Vatican II, the Church appeared to accept the Enlightenment’s definition of the Jew, as proposed
by thinkers like Lessing in Nathan der Weise . There was no theological reality at the foundation of this experiment, and so it
was doomed to failure, a failure we are now witnessing as it unfolds in front of us.

The theological reality of the situation can be found in Scripture, which ultimately defines the Jew for us as the rejecter
of Christ and Logos and, therefore, a follower of Satan, as described in John 8. Or as “enemies of the whole human race,” as
Paul puts it, or as “the synagogue of Satan.” “The Jews,” according to St. Paul, are “the people who put the Lord Jesus to
death, and the prophets too. And now they have been persecuting us, and acting in a way that cannot please God and makes
them the enemies of the whole human race, because they are hindering us from preaching to the pagans and trying to save them.
They never stop trying to finish off the sins they have begun, but retribution is overtaking them at last.” The note from the New
American Bible informs us:

Paul is speaking of historical opposition on the part of Palestinian Jews in particular and does so only
some 20 years after Jesus’s crucifixion. Even so, he quickly proceeds to depict the persecutors typologically,
in apocalyptic terms. His remarks give no grounds for anti-Semitism to those willing to understand him,
especially in view of St. Paul’s pride in his own ethnic and religious background.

 We concur. The conclusion derived from St. Paul’s epistle to the Thessalonians is inescapable. A Christian cannot be
anti-Semitic, but a Christian must be anti-Jewish. Christians who attempt to minimalize the anti-Jewish nature of the Catholic
faith invariably end up denying both the Gospel and Tradition. The most basic fact of Jewish-Christian dialogue has to be a
candid admission that the Catholic faith is, as Mischa Brumlich put it in 1989, “judenfeindlich.” If the Jews want to talk to us
after we admit that fact, then maybe Jewish-Catholic dialogue will have some purpose after all, but sooner or later the Church
is going to have to accept this fact because it is part of the DNA of Christianity and not even a mind as great as that of Pope
Benedict XVI can finesse this fundamental conflict.

This is also, of course, the fundamental clarification which the Jews by their constant and indiscriminate use of the term
“anti-Semitism” want to obscure. There are over one billion Catholics in the world. And yet as of the third week of the
Williamson crisis not one had stepped forward to say that there was a fundamental difference between Mein Kampf and the
writings of St. Paul, and, more importantly, that the use of the term “anti-Semitism” is not an accurate account of what both
Adolf Hitler and St. Paul believed.

To be fair, Cardinal Ratzinger made precisely this point ten years ago when the Church released the document entitled



“We Remember: A Reflection on the Shoah” in 1998. As Gustav Niehbuhr wrote in the New York Times  on March 29, 1998,
“We Remember” “bluntly condemns the Nazi genocide and calls the church to repentance on behalf of Catholics who did
nothing to stop it. But it also carefully distinguishes between centuries of ‘anti-Judaism’ as a religious teaching and the Nazis’
murderous anti-Semitism which, the document says, had its ‘roots outside Christianity.’” A comment like this was crying out to
be made during the Williamson affair, but instead of clarifying the issue, the church relied on “spokesmen” like Matthias Kopp,
as the mouthpiece of the German bishops, and allowed them to muddy the waters by claiming that the Church must fight “every
form of anti-Semitism” without even a remote attempt to define the term. Sooner or later the Church is going to have to make
the distinction between being anti-Semitic which is wrong, sinful, and stupid, and being anti-Jewish, which, correctly
understood, is a virtue for Christians. It looks as if the only way that this is going to happen is for God to drag the Church
kicking and screaming to where it does not want to go, through incidents like the Williamson affair.

Failure to distinguish between anti-Semitism and anti-Judaism continued to drive the crisis by allowing discourse to
revolve around an undefined term. As we have come to expect in circumstances like this, two officious rabbis stepped forward
and offered the pope unbidden advice on “What the Pope should do to Reassure the World,” (Washington Post , 1/30/09).
Abraham Cooper and Yitzchok Adlerstein, as we have come to expect, insist that the pope inform the SSPX that “that there is
no turning back the clock on the teachings of Vatican II,” which is to say, on their interpretation of Vatican II, as removing “the
effects of hundreds of years of Church-inspired anti-Semitism and persecution.” Vatican II, according to the rabbis, “also
helped bring Catholicism firmly into an age of modernity,” and that “allowed hundreds of millions of Catholics to escape the
tension between modernity and sincere religious belief.” These Catholics, the rabbis tell us, “do not want to see a return to the
medieval abbey.”

It’s touching to hear that Rabbis Cooper and Adlerstein want to promote Church teaching, but by now, 50 years after
Nostra Aetate, Jewish zeal for Catholic teaching raises skepticism about ulterior motives and suspicions that their zeal is more
bound up with the Jews’ insatiable desire to control discourse than any desire to promote the Catholic faith. What the rabbis
really want is control of the Catholic Church, through control of the categories of ecclesial discourse. The healing of the schism
was a threat to this status quo.

Sandro Magister, (“No more excommunication for the Lefebvrists. But Peace is still far off, Chiesa online) supported the
same status quo from inside the Catholic Church. According to Magister, “The fundamental reason behind the uproar is the
anti-Jewish theology that generally distinguishes the Lefebvritsts. According to many Jews, the Catholic Church does too little
to oppose this anti-Judaism and demand that its supporters recant.” Once the argument gets framed in terms of “anti-Judaism,”
the next question becomes, “Is the Church anti-Jewish?” That question can be answered by reading the Scriptures and Vatican
II and interpreting the latter in terms of the former, which seems to be the modus operandi of the pope, who according to
Magister, told the Roman Curia on December 22, 2005, that “Vatican II did not mark any rupture with the tradition of the
Church, but was in continuity with this even where it seemed to mark a clear break with the past… .”

The SSPX is right. There is a crisis. Unfortunately, Bishop Fellay is reluctant to say where the most glaring break with
tradition has occurred, namely, on the question of the Church’s relation to the Jews.

The crisis manifests itself by a debilitating lack of clarity, as when Magister writes:

At the Angelus on Saturday, January 25, Benedict spoke boldly about the “conversion” of Paul, a Jew.
He even said that for Paul, the term “conversion” is improper, “because he was already a believer in fact a
fervent Jew, nor did he have to abandon the Jewish faith in order to adhere to Christ.”

 The Rabbis from Los Angeles were, if anything, moderate in comparison to other Jewish leaders. Alan Dershowitz
entered the Williamson affair when he accused Cardinal Martino of anti-Semitism for saying that Gaza “resembles a big
concentration camp.” Dershowitz, like the rabbis, is an expert on canon law, an expertise he exhibits in the following train of
syllogisms:

Any comparison between Israel’s action in Gaza and those of Nazis during the Holocaust is not only
obscene, it is blatantly anti-Semitic, which is supposed to be a sin under Vatican law. (It is apparently not,
however, a sin for a Catholic bishop to deny that the Holocaust occurred at all, since Bishop Richard
Williamson of Great Britain was welcomed back into the Catholic church after claiming that there were no
gas chambers and that the Jews are lying when they say that 6 million of them were killed, when according
to that bigot in robes, a mere 300,000 Jews died during the entire Holocaust).

 Dershowitz then invoked the principle of double effect to justify Israeli actions in Gaza:

An essential aspect of Christian teaching, and especially of Catholic teaching, is the important principle
that distinguishes between intentionally killing an innocent person, and unintentionally killing an innocent
person in the process of legitimately trying to prevent harm to one’s self or others. This concept, known as
the principle of double effect, is central to Catholic theology. It traces its roots to Thomas Aquinas and has
had enormous influence on moral thinking not only within the Catholic Church, but throughout Christianity



and indeed in the secular world as well. Understanding and complying with this principle may literally mean
the difference between eternal damnation and eternal salvation. That’s how important it is.

 Dershowitz’s claim to the principle of double effect is based on an even more dubious claim, namely, that Israeli
Defense Forces may have “inadvertently” killed “some Palestinian civilians” but only because they were “used as human
shields by Hamas.”

Dershowitz then lashes out at the Catholic Church, claiming that the pope is “anti-Catholic” because

The Pope himself has been guilty of invoking such moral equivalence between these very different
actions. Indeed it is fair to say that the Vatican’s entire approach to the Israel-Hamas conflict has been to
suggest a false moral equivalence… . Church leaders know better. They understand precisely what they are
doing. They are making utilitarian, pragmatic and very anti-Catholic cynical judgments calculated to bolster
the influence of The Church in the Middle East. It might be understandable for secular nations to act in so
amoral, if not immoral, a manner, but it is entirely unacceptable for the Catholic Church, which eschews
utilitarianism and preaches moral consistency and absolutism to act in so cynical a way.

 
This is especially troubling, because the church tends to forget its own teachings primarily when it deals

with the Jewish people and the Jewish state. Its long history of discrimination and bigotry against Jews-
slaughtering entire Jewish communities on the way to the Crusades, murdering entire Jewish communities
during the inquisitions, fomenting pogroms, and signing a pact with Hitler during the Holocaust-should
make it even more concerned about applying a double standard of morality to the Jewish state. But that’s
exactly what it does. And then it complains when critics point to this obvious double standard.

 Dershowitz’s comments are a good indication of the fruits of nearly 50 years of Catholic-Jewish dialogue. Just think how
intemperate Dershowitz might have been without the benign influence of Nostra Aetate guiding him. His comments about the
Church “signing a pact with Hitler during the Holocaust,” nonetheless, raises interesting historical parallels. It recalls Matthias
Kopp’s statement about the Vatican’s pact with Israel in 1993, the ongoing genocide the Israelis have been waging against the
Palestinians, and the Church’s very real (if not total) silence in the face of this holocaust. Dershowitz may invoke the principle
of double effect as informing the IDF’s strategy and claim that the 1300 Palestinians who perished there during the last two
weeks of December 2008 died as a result of being used as “human shields” by Hamas, but Noam Chomsky’s account of what
happened in Gaza tells a different story. According to Chomsky the Saturday December 27 attack on Gaza

had been meticulously planned, for over 6 months according to the Israeli press. The planning had two
components: military and propaganda. It was based on the lessons of Israel’s 2006 invasion of Lebanon,
which was considered to be poorly planned and badly advertised. We may, therefore, be fairly confident
that most of what has been done and said was pre-planned and intended.

 
That surely includes the timing of the assault: shortly before noon, when children were returning from

school and crowds were milling in the streets of densely populated Gaza City. It took only a few minutes to
kill over 225 people and wound 700, an auspicious opening to the mass slaughter of defenseless civilians
trapped in a tiny cage with nowhere to flee.

 
In his retrospective “Parsing Gains of Gaza War,” New York Times correspondent Ethan Bronner cited

this achievement as one of the most significant of the gains. Israel calculated that it would be
advantageous to appear to “go crazy,” causing vastly disproportionate terror, a doctrine that traces back to
the 1950s. “The Palestinians in Gaza got the message on the first day,” Bronner wrote, “when Israeli
warplanes struck numerous targets simultaneously in the middle of a Saturday morning. Some 200 were
killed instantly, shocking Hamas and indeed all of Gaza.” The tactic of “going crazy” appears to have been
successful, Bronner concluded: there are “limited indications that the people of Gaza felt such pain from this
war that they will seek to rein in Hamas,” the elected government. That is another long-standing doctrine
of state terror. I don’t, incidentally, recall the Times retrospective “Parsing Gains of Chechnya War,” though
the gains were great.

 
The meticulous planning also presumably included the termination of the assault, carefully timed to be

just before the inauguration, so as to minimize the (remote) threat that Obama might have to say some
words critical of these vicious US-supported crimes.

 
Two weeks after the Sabbath opening of the assault, with much of Gaza already pounded to rubble and

the death toll approaching 1000, the UN Agency UNRWA, on which most Gazans depend for survival,



announced that the Israeli military refused to allow aid shipments to Gaza, saying that the crossings were
closed for the Sabbath. To honor the holy day, Palestinians at the edge of survival must be denied food and
medicine, while hundreds can be slaughtered by US jet bombers and helicopters.

 
The rigorous observance of the Sabbath in this dual fashion attracted little if any notice. That makes

sense. In the annals of US-Israeli criminality, such cruelty and cynicism scarcely merit more than a footnote.
They are too familiar. To cite one relevant parallel, in June 1982 the US-backed Israeli invasion of Lebanon
opened with the bombing of the Palestinian refugee camps of Sabra and Shatila, later to become famous as
the site of terrible massacres supervised by the IDF (Israeli “Defense” Forces). The bombing hit the local
hospital — the Gaza hospital — and killed over 200 people, according to the eyewitness account of an
American Middle East academic specialist. The massacre was the opening act in an invasion that
slaughtered some 15-20,000 people and destroyed much of southern Lebanon and Beirut, proceeding with
crucial US military and diplomatic support. That included vetoes of Security Council resolutions seeking to
halt the criminal aggression that was undertaken, as was scarcely concealed, to defend Israel from the
threat of peaceful political settlement, contrary to many convenient fabrications about Israelis suffering
under intense rocketing, a fantasy of apologists.

 Norwegian doctor Mads Gilbert, who unlike Alan Dershowitz, was in Gaza when the Israelis attacked:

described the scene of horror as an “All out war against the civilian population of Gaza.” He estimated
that half the casualties are women and children. The men are almost all civilians as well, by civilized
standards. Gilbert reports that he had scarcely seen a military casualty among the 100s of bodies. The IDF
concurs. Hamas “made a point of fighting at a distance — or not at all,” Ethan Bronner reports while
“parsing the gains” of the US-Israeli assault. So Hamas’s manpower remains intact, and it was mostly
civilians who suffered pain: a positive outcome, according to widely-held doctrine.

 
These estimates were confirmed by UN humanitarian chief John Holmes, who informed reporters that it

is “a fair presumption” that most of the civilians killed were women and children in a humanitarian crisis
that is “worsening day by day as the violence continues.” But we could be comforted by the words of Israeli
Foreign Minister Tzipi Livni, the leading dove in the current electoral campaign, who assured the world that
there is no “humanitarian crisis” in Gaza, thanks to Israeli benevolence.

 Unlike Alan Dershowitz, Israeli officials admit openly that civilians are deliberately targeted. In fact it has always been
part of Israel’s strategy in dealing with the Palestinians:

All of this is normal, and quite openly discussed by high Israeli officials. Thirty years ago Chief of Staff
Mordechai Gur observed that since 1948, “we have been fighting against a population that lives in villages
and cities.” As Israel’s most prominent military analyst, Zeev Schiff, summarized his remarks, “the Israeli
Army has always struck civilian populations, purposely and consciously … the Army, he said, has never
distinguished civilian [from military] targets … [but] purposely attacked civilian targets.” The reasons were
explained by the distinguished statesman Abba Eban: “there was a rational prospect, ultimately fulfilled,
that affected populations would exert pressure for the cessation of hostilities.” The effect, as Eban well
understood, would be to allow Israel to implement, undisturbed, its programs of illegal expansion and harsh
repression. Eban was commenting on a review of Labor government attacks against civilians by Prime
Minister Begin, presenting a picture, Eban said, “of an Israel wantonly inflicting every possible measure of
death and anguish on civilian populations in a mood reminiscent of regimes which neither Mr.Begin nor I
would dare to mention by name.” Eban did not contest the facts that Begin reviewed, but criticized him for
stating them publicly. Nor did it concern Eban, or his admirers, that his advocacy of massive state terror is
also reminiscent of regimes he would not dare to mention by name.

 
Eban’s justification for state terror is regarded as persuasive by respected authorities. As the current US-

Israel assault raged, Times columnist Thomas Friedman explained that Israel’s tactics both in the current
attack and in its invasion of Lebanon in 2006 are based on the sound principle of “trying to `educate’
Hamas, by inflicting a heavy death toll on Hamas militants and heavy pain on the Gaza population.” That
makes sense on pragmatic grounds, as it did in Lebanon, where “the only long-term source of deterrence
was to exact enough pain on the civilians — the families and employers of the militants — to restrain
Hezbollah in the future.” And by similar logic, bin Laden’s effort to “educate” Americans on 9/11 was highly
praiseworthy, as were the Nazi attacks on Lidice and Oradour, Putin’s destruction of Grozny, and other



notable attempts at “education.”
 

Israel has taken pains to make clear its dedication to these guiding principles. NYT correspondent
Stephen Erlanger reports that Israeli human rights groups are “troubled by Israel’s strikes on buildings they
believe should be classified as civilian, like the parliament, police stations and the presidential palace” —
and, we may add, villages, homes, densely populated refugee camps, water and sewage systems,
hospitals, schools and universities, mosques, UN relief facilities, ambulances, and indeed anything that
might relieve the pain of the unworthy victims. A senior Israeli intelligence officer explained that the IDF
attacked “both aspects of Hamas — its resistance or military wing and its dawa, or social wing,” the latter a
euphemism for the civilian society. “He argued that Hamas was all of a piece,” Erlanger continues, “and in
a war, its instruments of political and social control were as legitimate a target as its rocket caches.”
Erlanger and his editors add no comment about the open advocacy, and practice, of massive terrorism
targeting civilians, though correspondents and columnists signal their tolerance or even explicit advocacy of
war crimes, as noted. But keeping to the norm, Erlanger does not fail to stress that Hamas rocketing is “an
obvious violation of the principle of discrimination and fits the classic definition of terrorism.”

 
Like others familiar with the region, Middle East specialist Fawwaz Gerges observes that “What Israeli

officials and their American allies do not appreciate is that Hamas is not merely an armed militia but a
social movement with a large popular base that is deeply entrenched in society.” Hence when they carry
out their plans to destroy Hamas’s “social wing,” they are aiming to destroy Palestinian society.

 
Gerges may be too kind. It is highly unlikely that Israeli and American officials — or the media and other

commentators — do not appreciate these facts. Rather, they implicitly adopt the traditional perspective of
those who monopolize means of violence: our mailed fist can crush any opposition, and if our furious
assault has a heavy civilian toll, that’s all to the good: perhaps the remnants will be properly educated.

 
IDF officers clearly understand that they are crushing the civilian society. Ethan Bronner quotes an

Israeli Colonel who says that he and his men are not much “impressed with the Hamas fighters.” “They are
villagers with guns,” said a gunner on an armored personnel carrier. They resemble the victims of the
murderous IDF “iron fist” operations in occupied southern Lebanon in 1985, directed by Shimon Peres, one
of the great terrorist commanders of the era of Reagan’s “War on Terror.” During these operations, Israeli
commanders and strategic analysts explained that the victims were “terrorist villagers,” difficult to
eradicate because “these terrorists operate with the support of most of the local population.” An Israeli
commander complained that “the terrorist … has many eyes here, because he lives here,” while the military
correspondent of the Jerusalem Post described the problems Israeli forces faced in combating the “terrorist
mercenary,” “fanatics, all of whom are sufficiently dedicated to their causes to go on running the risk of
being killed while operating against the IDF,” which must “maintain order and security” in occupied
southern Lebanon despite “the price the inhabitants will have to pay.” The problem has been familiar to
Americans in South Vietnam, Russians in Afghanistan, Germans in occupied Europe, and other aggressors
that find themselves implementing the Gur-Eban-Friedman doctrine.

 Norman Finkelstein makes the same point, in a well-documented article:

The operative plan for the Gaza bloodbath can be gleaned from authoritative statements after the war
got underway: “What we have to do is act systematically with the aim of punishing all the organizations
that are firing the rockets and mortars, as well as the civilians who are enabling them to fire and hide”
(reserve Major-General); “After this operation there will not be one Hamas building left standing in Gaza”
(Deputy IDF Chief of Staff); “Anything affiliated with Hamas is a legitimate target” (IDF Spokesperson’s
Office).Whereas Israel killed a mere 55 Lebanese during the first two days of the 2006 war, the Israeli
media exulted at Israel’s “shock and awe” (Maariv) as it killed more than 300 Palestinians in the first two
days of the attack on Gaza. Several days into the slaughter an informed Israeli strategic analyst observed,
“The IDF, which planned to attack buildings and sites populated by hundreds of people, did not warn them
in advance to leave, but intended to kill a great many of them, and succeeded.” Morris could barely contain
his pride at “Israel’s highly efficient air assault on Hamas.” The Israeli columnist B. Michael was less
impressed by the dispatch of helicopter gunships and jet planes “over a giant prison and firing at its people”
— for example, “70 … traffic cops at their graduation ceremony, young men in desperate search of a
livelihood who thought they’d found it in the police and instead found death from the skies.”



 
As Israel targeted schools, mosques, hospitals, ambulances, and U.N. sanctuaries, as it slaughtered and

incinerated Gaza’s defenseless civilian population (one-third of the 1,200 reported casualties were
children), Israeli commentators gloated that “Gaza is to Lebanon as the second sitting for an exam is to the
first — a second chance to get it right,” and that this time around Israel had “hurled [Gaza] back,” not 20
years as it promised to do in Lebanon, but “into the 1940s. Electricity is available only for a few hours a
day”; that “Israel regained its deterrence capabilities” because “the war in Gaza has compensated for the
shortcomings of the [2006] Second Lebanon War”; and that “There is no doubt that Hezbollah leader
Hassan Nasrallah is upset these days. …There will no longer be anyone in the Arab world who can claim
that Israel is weak.” (http://www.normanfinkelstein.com/article.php?pg=11&ar=2542)

 Israel’s “all out war against the civilian population of Gaza” included, Chomsky reminds us, the use of white phosphorus
in the shelling of a hospital and a United Nations food warehouse in Gaza City:

The shelling destroyed “hundreds of tons of emergency food and medicines set for distribution today to
shelters, hospitals and feeding centres,” according to UNRWA director John Ging. Military strikes at the
same time destroyed two floors of the al-Quds hospital, setting it ablaze, and also a second warehouse run
by the Palestinian Red Crescent society. The hospital in the densely-populated Tal-Hawa neighbourhood
was destroyed by Israeli tanks “after hundreds of frightened Gazans had taken shelter inside as Israeli
ground forces pushed into the neighbourhood,” AP reported.

 
There was nothing left to salvage inside the smoldering ruins of the hospital. “They shelled the building,

the hospital building. It caught fire. We tried to evacuate the sick people and the injured and the people
who were there. Firefighters arrived and put out the fire, which burst into flames again and they put it out
again and it came back for the third time,” paramedic Ahmad Al-Haz told AP. It was suspected that the
blaze might have been set by white phosphorous, also suspected in numerous other fires and serious burn
injuries.

 
The suspicions were confirmed by Amnesty International after the cessation of the intense

bombardment made inquiry possible. Before, Israel had sensibly barred all journalists, even Israeli, while
its crimes were proceeding in full fury. Israel’s use of white phosphorus against Gaza civilians is “clear and
undeniable,” AI reported. Its repeated use in densely populated civilian areas “is a war crime,” AI
concluded. They found white phosphorus edges scattered around residential buildings, still burning, “further
endangering the residents and their property,” particularly children “drawn to the detritus of war and often
unaware of the danger.” Primary targets, they report, were the UNRWA compound, where the Israeli “white
phosphorus landed next to some fuel trucks and caused a large fire which destroyed tons of humanitarian
aid” after Israeli authorities “had given assurance that no further strikes would be launched on the
compound.” On the same day, “a white phosphorus shell landed in the al-Quds hospital in Gaza City also
causing a fire which forced hospital staff to evacuate the patients. … White phosphorus landing on skin can
burn deep through muscle and into the bone, continuing to burn unless deprived of oxygen.” Purposely
intended or beyond depraved indifference, such crimes are inevitable when this weapon is used in attacks
on civilians.

 The fact that Israeli troops used white phosophorus on civilians in Gaza was not mentioned as part of the Williamson
affair (although Alan Dershowitz did drag both Bishop Williamson and Cardinal Martino into his discussion of Gaza) because
what people like Alan Dershowitz engage in is an acceptable form of “holocaust denial.” Catholic bishops are not permitted to
question any aspect of the holocaust narrative, but Jewish law professors and Israeli rabbis are allowed to advocate genocide
with impunity. They are allowed to engage in the worst form of “holocaust denial,” denial of the holocaust as it is actually
happening in places like Gaza. At the risk of having Alan Dershowitz call us anti-Semitic, let’s compare Bishop Williamson’s
comments and the outrage they generated with the silence surrounding the statement of Israeli rabbis who previously urged the
IDF to commit war crimes and genocide in Gaza. From a public relations perspective there is no basis for comparison because
Rabbinic holocaust denial went unmentioned in the press accounts of the Israeli attack on Gaza. As Noam Chomsky points out:

The ravings of the political and military leaders are mild as compared to the preaching of rabbinical
authorities. They are not marginal figures. On the contrary, they are highly influential in the army and in
the settler movement, who Zertal and Eldar reveal to be “lords of the land,” with enormous impact on
policy. Soldiers fighting in northern Gaza were afforded an “inspirational” visit from two leading rabbis, who
explained to them that there are no “innocents” in Gaza, so everyone there is a legitimate target, quoting a

http://www.normanfinkelstein.com/article.php?pg=11&ar=2542


famous passage from Psalms calling on the Lord to seize the infants of Israel’s oppressors and dash them
against the rocks. The rabbis were breaking no new ground. A year earlier, the former chief Sephardic rabbi
wrote to Prime Minister Olmert, informing him that all civilians in Gaza are collectively guilty for rocket
attacks, so that there is “absolutely no moral prohibition against the indiscriminate killing of civilians during
a potential massive military offensive on Gaza aimed at stopping the rocket launchings,” as the Jerusalem
Post reported his ruling. His son, chief rabbi of Safed, elaborated: “If they don’t stop after we kill 100, then
we must kill a thousand, and if they do not stop after 1,000 then we must kill 10,000. If they still don’t stop
we must kill 100,000, even a million. Whatever it takes to make them stop.”

 Just as a combination thought experiment and reality check, try to imagine a Catholic bishop making a statement like the
one you just read. If you find this hard to imagine, you need to ask a few questions. Why is there outrage when a Catholic
bishop raises theoretical historical questions about a war 60 years in the past, but not even a peep of reproach when a rabbi
advocates the murder of 1,000, 10,000, 100,000, or even a million Palestinians? Why is the Church silent in the face of this
holocaust? Who is the real holocaust denier? Bishop Williamson or Alan Dershowitz?

 



Thought Experiment

 Let’s continue our thought experiment by considering the following allegory. Suppose a German were elected pope.
Suppose the Papal States still had an army, as they did during the Middle Ages. Suppose that after ascending the throne of
Peter, the German pope began bringing Germans to live with him in the Vatican. After a few months it was becoming clear that
the Germans who had come to live at the Vatican at the pope’s invitation were now running out of room or, to use the German
term, “Lebensraum.” As a result the Germans began moving into adjacent neighborhoods driving the Romans from their homes,
killing anyone who resisted, and stealing their property. Whole sections of Rome were ethnically cleansed and the Italians
whose property was confiscated by the Germans were rounded up and put in refugee or concentration camps, where they were
slowly starved to death by being deprived of food, electricity and water.

Whenever the displaced Romans complained too loudly, the German pope would send in his fleet of helicopter gunships
and destroy their hospitals, schools, and other public buildings, especially when the terrorized civilian population would
gather there to escape the bombing. The pope’s aircraft, supplied by Germany, would also drop white phosphorus bombs on
UN warehouses containing food for the starving civilian population. Just before the pope launched this campaign of genocide
on the ethnically cleansed Italians, he ordered all of the world’s bishops to denounce anyone who protested as “anti-Catholic.”
The bishops also told the pope’s troops that they should have no qualms about killing innocent women and children because
Italians were racially inferior and because the Italian Liberation Organization used them as human shields anyway.

Can anyone seriously imagine world opinion tolerating such a situation? If not, how is it that world opinion, including the
Catholic Church, tolerates what I have described above when Israelis do it to Palestinians? Doesn’t the silence over what is
happening in Gaza amount to a much more serious form of “holocaust denial” than anything connected even remotely to what
Bishop Williamson said?

“Similar views,” Chomsky continues,

are expressed by prominent American secular figures. When Israel invaded Lebanon in 2006, Harvard
Law School Professor Alan Dershowitz explained in the liberal online journal Huffington Post that all
Lebanese are legitimate targets of Israeli violence. Lebanon’s citizens are “paying the price” for supporting
“terrorism” — that is, for supporting resistance to Israel’s invasion. Accordingly, Lebanese civilians are no
more immune to attack than Austrians who supported the Nazis. The fatwa of the Sephardic rabbi applies
to them. In a video on the Jerusalem Post website, Dershowitz went on to ridicule talk of excessive kill
ratios of Palestinians to Israelis: it should be increased to 1000-to-one, he said, or even 1000-to-zero,
meaning the brutes should be completely exterminated. Of course, he is referring to “terrorists,” a broad
category that includes the victims of Israeli power, since “Israel never targets civilians,” he emphatically
declared. It follows that Palestinians, Lebanese, Tunisians, in fact anyone who gets in the way of the
ruthless armies of the Holy State is a terrorist, or an accidental victim of their just crimes.

 
The claim that “our side” never targets civilians is familiar doctrine among those who monopolize the

means of violence. And there is some truth to it. We do not generally try to kill particular civilians. Rather,
we carry out murderous actions that we know will slaughter many civilians, but without specific intent to kill
particular ones. In law, the routine practices might fall under the category of depraved indifference, but
that is not an adequate designation for standard imperial practice and doctrine. It is more similar to
walking down a street knowing that we might kill ants, but without intent to do so, because they rank so
low that it just doesn’t matter. The same is true when Israel carries out actions that it knows will kill the
“grasshoppers” and “two-legged beasts” who happen to infest the lands it “liberates.” There is no good
term for this form of moral depravity, arguably worse than deliberate murder, and all too familiar.

 Just as l’affaire Williamson was dying down, Caesar entered the fray to stir things up again. On January 31, 2009, 50
Catholic politicians wrote to the pope demanding that “you publicly state your unequivocal position on this mater so that it is
clear where the Church stands on one of the most consequential events of the 20th century. To neglect to do so is to allow
others to portray it as they wish and impede the progress made over so many years toward harmony and reconciliation.” The
same officials who had grown accustomed to invoking the separation of church and state every time a bishop asked them to
vote against abortion, now had no qualms about interfering, qua state officials, in the internal workings of the Catholic Church.

By February 2, the Vatican had regained its composure somewhat, and Press Secretary Lombardi had returned to
reiterating the Church’s initial response, namely, that lifting the excommunication and holocaust denial were two separate
issues. But it was only the lull before the next storm, which broke on February 3, when Angela Merkel, Germany’s prime
minister, turned l’affaire Williamson into a Church-State issue by calling on the pope to “clarify the situation.” Admitting that
she was meddling in the internal affairs of the Church, Merkel plunged forward anyway by claiming that the gravity of the
situation demanded it. “The situation is different because we’re dealing with fundamental issues,” is how she put it.



“This should not be allowed to pass without consequences,” Frau Merkel said at a news conference in Berlin. “This is
not just a matter, in my opinion, for the Christian, Catholic and Jewish communities in Germany but the Pope and the Vatican
should clarify unambiguously that there can be no [holocaust] denial,” she said. “In my opinion, this isn’t just an issue affecting
the Christian, Catholic and Jewish communities in Germany,” Merkel said on Tuesday, February 3. Rather, it is important that
the pope clarify “that Holocaust denial cannot be accepted and that, in general, there must be a positive association with
Judaism as a whole.” She went on to say: “I do not believe that sufficient clarification has been made.”

By February 3, it was clear that the German bishops had turned on the pope. Cardinal Lehmann who battled with Pope
John Paul II over the German church’s approval of abortion counseling at Catholic facilities sided publicly with Merkel.
German Catholics were caught up in the lynch mob mentality being orchestrated by Der Spiegel and Hans Kueng. Many
Catholics were appalled at Merkel’s interference in what even she admitted were the internal affairs of the Church, but any
Catholic voice not caught up in the lynch mob mentality was simply eliminated from the harangue against the pope that all of the
major media outlets were orchestrating.

The German rabbis weren’t helping matters any. Michel Friedman, former vice-president of the Central Council of
German Jews, took the 50-year-old tradition of Catholic-Jewish dialogue to new heights when he went on the “Maintower”
program on Hessian Radio Network and called the pope “a liar and a hypocrite.” Just think what Friedman might have called
the pope without the soothing benefit of Nostra Aetate! And why was the pope a hypocrite? Because he claimed to take a stand
against “every anti-Semite in the world and every holocaust denier” when in fact, “in the middle of the Vatican he accepts them
with open arms.”

“Only the excommunication of this anti-Semitic bigot can restore the pope’s credibility,” Friedman concluded.
(http://www.stern.de/panorama/:Michel-Friedman-Der-Papst-L%FCgner-Heuchler/653817.html)

With “dialogue” like this, who needed religious wars? Intemperate language like this was beginning to cause a reaction.
As one German commentator put it, “the latest media campaign did nothing but widen the chasm separating published opinion
and the German people. With each new campaign politics and media lost their last shred of credibility. When Die Welt
commissioned an on-line poll asking “How do you judge the work of Pope Benedict XVI?” the overwhelming majority (i.e., 64
percent of the 25,000 people taking part in the poll), answered, “Very good. He draws clear lines and does everything right.”
People commenting in on-line forums were massively censored or deleted or not allowed to answer this question.

 

http://www.stern.de/panorama/:Michel-Friedman-Der-Papst-L%FCgner-Heuchler/653817.html


Conspiracy Nut

 Anyone who hinted that the media were orchestrating this outcry was denounced as a conspiracy nut, as when Spiegel
claimed that “The Vatican is now blaming the incident on a conspiracy to harm the Catholic Church leader.”

German Jews, on the other hand, were predictably effusive in their praise of Angela Merkel. “(We have) deep respect
and appreciation for the chancellor for the fact that she spoke out on this difficult matter,” Stephan Kramer, general secretary of
the Central Council of Jews in Germany, told the Westdeutsche Allgemeine Zeitung. It shows “the kind of prudence and feeling
of responsibility she has,” he said. “Kramer’s remarks,” Spiegel continued

were echoed by Elan Steinberg, vice president of the American Gathering of Jewish Holocaust Survivors
and their Descendants. “When the German chancellor admonishes a German-born pope, it is an
extraordinary message,” Steinberg wrote in an e-mail to the Associated Press. “Together with the
expressions of outrage emanating from German and Austrian bishops, these developments have ironically
strengthened relations between Germany and the world Jewish community.”

 Comments like this, however, only strengthened the feeling among rank and file German Catholics that the Jews had
bribed Merkel to intervene in what she clearly felt was an intra-Catholic issue with a potentially large political downside for
her if it backfired.

On February 4, in response to Merkel’s call for “Klarstellung” the Vatican issued a statement claiming that Bishop
Williamson would have to deny “Holocaust denial” before he could be readmitted to the Church as a bishop in good standing.
Under the heading, “Declarations on the Shoah,” the Vatican Secretary of State announced that

The positions of Mons. Williamson on the Shoah are absolutely unacceptable and firmly rejected by the
Holy Father, as he himself remarked on the past January 28, when, referring to that brutal genocide, he
reaffirmed his full and unquestionable solidarity with our Brethren, receivers of the First Covenant, and
affirmed that the memory of that terrible genocide must lead “mankind to reflect on the unpredictable
power of evil when it conquers the heart of man”, adding that the Shoah remains “for all a warning against
forgetfulness, against denial or reductionism, because the violence against a single human being is violence
against all.”

 Bishop Williamson, for an admission to episcopal functions in the Church, will also have to distance himself, in an
absolutely unequivocal and public manner, from his positions regarding the Shoah, unknown to the Holy Father in the moment
of the remission of the excommunication.

Jewish reaction to the announcement was predictable. “This was the sign the Jewish world has been waiting for,” said
Ronald Lauder, president of the World Jewish Congress.

In making the announcement, Rome pleaded for prayers and support for the pope as the “Custodian of Unity” in the
Church, and well it might because requiring Bishop Williamson to deny “Holocaust denial” had the potential for being the
biggest public relations disaster of the entire Williamson affair, if for no other reason than the number of people it affected. In
attempting to restore unity to the Church, the pope had enraged the Jews. Now in attempting to placate the Jews, the pope ran
the risk of alienating over one billion rank and file Catholics by giving them the impression that the Holocaust narrative was
now an article of faith. Michael Hoffman II, author of Judaism Discovered, made similar claims in an e-mail he sent to the
pope:

Is the rabbinic “Shoah” mysticism now a dogma of the Roman Catholic Church? … Do Catholics no longer
have the right to doubt or question aspects of secular history? Does the Magsterium [sic] of the Church now
decree the undoubted veracity of the figure of Six Million deceased Judaic persons, and the undoubted
existence of a mass killing operation in Auschwitz-Birkenau, conducted by means of poison gas chambers?

 
Are you aware of the extent to which the Crucifixion of Christ has been replaced by Auschwitz as the

central ontological event of western history? Do you wish to be complicit in the disastrous effects that
continue to accrue from this derogation of Jesus and deification of man?

 One anonymous commentator on the web made much the same point when he claimed that:

In the past, a dogma referred only to a matter of Christian faith, and Catholics could believe whatever
they wanted about historical events. But today’s remarks from the Vatican make it clear that the Jewish
version of the Holocaust, in which 6 million Jews were killed in gas chambers, must be believed by every
Catholic or they’re not in communion with the Church. That makes the Holocaust an official dogma of the
Catholic Faith.

 



 



Administrative Decision

 The situation, however, was neither that bad nor that simple. Theologian Raymond Kevane claims that it is impossible to
globalize from what is essentially an administrative decision by the pope.

What the Pope did was to make a priestly and administrative decision which related precisely and only
to those four bishops: absolve them from their censures, and then reprimand the one for making an
unfortunate public statement. The Pope was making no theological or doctrinal statement. I believe the
Pope’s overall purpose was obscured by the stupidity of one of the bishops the Pope was being kind to: It
appears to me that he wants to reinstate in some fashion the liturgy of an earlier time which has been lost.

 As Robert Sungenis, the theologian whose article in Culture Wars  got the American bishops to remove their statement
that the Mosaic covenant was “eternally valid” from their catechism, put it:

The pope is not insisting on a recanting of his ‘holocaust denial’ as a requirement to being readmitted to
the Church, but only as a requirement for having his canonical function as a bishop restored, or what the
Vatican called his being ‘reinstated to episcopal service.’

 
Canonically, the pope does have the authority to bind Williamson in this way, since according to Vatican

I, the pope’s disciplinary powers over his clerics are unlimited and no one can question them. So, right or
wrong on insisting Williamson recant his position, the pope has the right to enact disciplinary measures
against Williamson.

 Sungenis feels that the Vatican, by placing this requirement on Williamson, “has put itself in a win-win situation,”
because “it knows that Williamson is probably not going to recant, so he can then be used as the scapegoat. All the blame for
whatever is bad about traditionalist extremism will be heaped on Williamson, and then Fellay and the other three bishops will
be eventually re-commissioned under the good grace of both the Catholic Church and the Jews.”

On the other hand, “if Williamson does recant, the pope still wins, only more dramatically, since now the SSPX has fully
submitted to his power (and the Jews are happy that the pope has submitted to their power).”

The only lagging, yet supremely important issue remaining regards the ethical validity of the pope’s
insistence that Williamson recant his opinion without a canonical trial to see if his opinion is, indeed, worthy
of its claims. Since Williams is being accused of being ‘anti-Semitic’ for denying a so-called ‘fact of history’
about the Semites, and since ‘anti-Semitism’ is a mortal sin in the Catholic Church, then a trial is the only
recourse for determining if, indeed, Williamson is guilty of ‘anti-Semitism,’ for that could be the only
grounds upon which he could be formally disciplined by the pope.

 Sungenis went on to say that any “canonical trial to determine whether Williamson is guilty of anti-Semitism” would
“require a legal investigation of whether there were indeed, six million Jews gassed by the Nazis. This puts the burden on the
Vatican to prove their case in open court, and severely curtails the Jewish court of public opinion that is now running the
show.”

So, in terms of actual theological fact, no, the holocaust has not been declared a dogma of the Church. But in terms of
perception, the Catholic faithful once more learn that their concerns take a back seat to the feelings of the Jews. In terms of
perception, it certainly looked as if the pope caved in to the demands of the emperor and the Jews who were egging her on.

The pope’s capitulation to Merkel’s demands raised all sorts of historical parallels. Now it was the pope and not
Barbarossa, the German Emperor, who had to stand barefoot in the snow at Canossa. This time it was a woman and not
Napoleon who slapped the pope in the face. What Marx referred to as “the cunning of history” was far from exhausted by these
two examples.

Sandro Magister, the Italian George Weigel, showed his neocon sympathies when he raised Vatican II to the level of the
creed. But in doing so, Magister, in an equally neocon way, raised an issue with uncanny historical ramifications, namely, the
issue of the pope’s “silence.”

For some, it was easy to throw into the faces of the Vatican authorities their excessive silence on
another, much more dangerous form of denial of the Holocaust, the one publicly supported by the leaders
of Iran. In the almost four years of his pontificate, in effect, only once has an official Vatican document
condemned, in vague words, Iran’s intention of wiping Israel from the face of the earth.

 Pope Benedict is now doing exactly what the Jews accused Pius XII of doing. The Jews allege that Pius XII capitulated
to the German Chancellor, which is precisely what Benedict did when faced with Merkel’s threat. The Jews claim that Pius
XII was silent when he should have denounced the holocaust, which is precisely what happened during the final two weeks of



December 2008. The near total silence emanating from Rome at the time of the Israeli war crimes against the Palestinians in
Gaza during the last two weeks of 2008 was positively deafening.

By February 10, it looked as if the chain of events was going to prove Sungenis right. Bishop Williamson was being
made the scapegoat. After telling Spiegel that he planned to reconsider his views on the Holocaust — a process that would
“take time,” Williamson claimed — Fellay ordered the Rev. Christian Bouchacourt, director of the Latin American branch of
the SSPX, to fire Williamson from his job as rector of the SSPX seminary in La Reja, Argentina. Bouchacourt claimed that
Williamson’s views “in no way reflect the position of our congregation” and that by expressing them, Williamson had
“discredited” the SSPX.

With Williamson out of the way, Catholic-Jewish dialogue could resume. That meant that the pope could once again talk
to people like Rabbi Shmuley Boteach, who weighed with his own contribution to dialogue by writing an article in the
Jerusalem Post entitled: “The Pope Must Condemn the Jew-haters in the Church.” Boteach, who, like every other rabbi, is an
expert in Catholic theology, applauded Angela Merkel, who “is reaching out to a pope to teach him morality.” Unfortunately,
the pope is a slow learner; “he has yet to simply kick the bishop back to where he belongs — a state of excommunication from
the Catholic Church.” So — pace, Dr. Sungenis — Holocaust denial is an excommunicable offense after all. It must be true, if
Rabbi Shmuley says so.

What follows is Boteach’s character assassination of Pius XII, whom the rabbi refers to as “Hitler’s pope.” As an
example of Pius XII’s heinous crimes, Boteach mentions the fact the he actually “granted a secret audience to Supreme SS
Polizeifuhrer Karl Wolff.” As we all know from reading the parable of the Good Samaritan, rabbis like Boteach consider
people like Wolff ritually unclean. Just being in the same room with a “Supreme SS Polizeifuhrer” is enough to bring about
moral contamination, something Rabbi Shmuley alludes to when he says, “That Pius realized he was doing something that
others would regard as immoral is attested to by the fact that the meeting took place in great secrecy and Wolff came dressed in
disguise.” Are we to imagine Pius XII calling Wolff on the phone and telling him to come in disguise? Or are there other more
plausible explanations here? Whatever. Rabbis have the charism of infallibility when it comes to reading other people’s minds,
especially the minds of dead popes. But not content to leave it at that, Rabbi Shmuley feels compelled to come up with the
smoking gun in the Pius XII case. The pope, according to Boteach condemns himself with his own words, or at least the words
of Karl Wolff: “Years later,” Boteach writes, “Wolff had this to say about the meeting: ‘From the pope’s own words I could
sense the sincerity of his sympathy and how much he loved the German people.’” At this point we can imagine Rabbi Boteach
rending his garments and crying out, “You have heard the blasphemy. Pius XII said that he loved the German people! What
need of witnesses have we now!” If Pope Benedict wants to know what God thinks of Catholic-Jewish dialogue, we
recommend a reading of St. Matthew’s account of the Passion and Death of our Savior, in particular 26: 57-68.

As a further indication of what the pope can learn by engaging in dialogue with people like Rabbi Shmuley, we read:

The Catholic Church has come a long, long way from its anti-Semitic past. This was done primarily
though the courage of three of the four most recent popes, great men all, beginning with John XXIII,
continuing with John Paul II and culminating in the warm friendship offered to the Jewish community by
Pope Benedict. So why would the pope undermine the warm and outstretched hand he has offered the
Jewish community by demanding that the sins of his predecessor, the unrighteous Pius XII, be expunged by
his victims?”

 Why, indeed?! At this point more important questions arise, namely, why would anyone, much less the pope, want to talk
to an ignorant bigot like Shmuley Boteach? Doesn’t the pope have better things to do with his time? Perhaps as a first step in
re-starting Catholic-Jewish dialogue, the pope can appoint a commission to untangle Rabbi Shmuley’s Talmudic syntax. Then,
they can move on to deciphering his mixed metaphors. Why is the pope undermining the warm and outstretched hand he has
offered the Jewish community? This is Boteach at his irenic best! If this is the way rabbis engage in dialogue with the pope, we
can imagine how they talk in private. And that, of course, raises the real issue, namely, why does the pope want to talk to
people like this? Haven’t we had enough of this already? With dialogue like this, who needs logomachy?

And with these questions still unanswered, we come to the heart of the Williamson affair. The lesson of the last 50 years
of dialogue is now clear: the Church can have unity or she can have good relations with the Jews, but she can’t have both. The
two options are mutually exclusive. The more the pope talks with the Jews, the more he destroys the unity of the Church; the
more the pope attempts to restore unity, as in his lifting of the excommunication of the four bishops, the more he enrages the
Jews.

 



Non datur tertius

 We continue to witness one of the greatest course corrections in the history of the Church. The post-Vatican II era of
covert Jewish warfare under the name of irenic dialogue is over. The warfare is out in the open now. Dragging Vatican II into
this discussion is a red herring. Nostra Aetate was not heretical, but by now it should be obvious that the project of Catholic-
Jewish relations based on NA can’t be construed as anything other than a failed experiment. It failed because Rome took as its
model Jew Nathan der Weise and not God’s verdict as expressed in I Thess 2: 15.

In spite of all of the missteps of the Williamson affair, the Church is slowly regaining its footing and its willingness to
articulate its traditional position against the people that St. Paul referred to as enemies of all mankind. If we need empirical
evidence that the Jews are “the enemies of the whole human race,” footage of the carnage in Gaza should suffice to convince
even the most skeptical Philosemite that rejection of Logos has terrible consequences. St. Paul’s statement is as relevant today
when we were forced to stand by helplessly and watch the slaughter of 1,300 Palestinians at the hands of the Israelis as it was
when St. Paul first wrote those words. The irony of the past 50 years of Catholic-Jewish dialogue is that it has placed the
current pope in precisely the situation the Jews have falsely attributed to Pope Pius XII. When Cardinal Martino referred to
Gaza as a concentration camp, his remarks sparked outrage among the Jews. His comment, however, only points up the silence
of the Church on the ongoing Palestinian genocide in Gaza.

The Lefebvrite schism has hurt the church, but it has hurt the Lefbvrites even more. Like all schisms it was based on lack
of charity, which Catholics consider the worst sin. As St. Paul says (I Cor 13: 1), “If I have all the eloquence of men or of
angels, but speak without love am simply a gong booming or a cymbal clashing… . If I give away all that I possess, piece by
piece, and if I even let them take my body to burn it, but am without love, it will do me no good whatsoever.”

Reunion, as the pope pointed out in the letter that set off l’affaire Williamson, means the triumph of charity. Reunion, as
Bishop Fellay points out, also means a rehabilitation of tradition. Reunion means that the Church regains her strength. All of
this has consequences for the Jews. When the Church is strong, the Jews are weak. The Middle Ages are evidence of that.
When the Church is weak, the Jews are strong. The last 50 years are certainly evidence of that. The Jews don’t want this
wound to be healed for obvious reasons. But as Henry V said after the French embassy had gone back to their lines to prepare
for an attack, “Our lives are in God’s hands, not theirs.”



Chapter Two: Holocaust Denial and Thought Control and Deborah Lipstadt

  
On March 25, 2009, Notre Dame was embroiled in the biggest controversy to hit the campus since the performance of

The Vagina Monologues . A few days earlier, Notre Dame president John Jenkins, CSC had announced that the university
planned to give President Barack Obama an honorary doctorate. Within hours of the announcement a storm of protest erupted
which showed no sign of dying down any time soon. Citing the statement of the US Catholic Bishops in 2004 — “The Catholic
community and Catholic institutions should not honor those who act in defiance of our fundamental moral principles. They
should not be given awards, honors or platforms which would suggest support for their actions” — the ordinary of the Diocese
of Fort Wayne-South Bend, John M. D’Arcy announced that, for the first time in 25 years, he would not be attending graduation
ceremonies at Notre Dame, because “President Obama has recently affirmed, and has now placed in public policy, his long
stated unwillingness to hold human life as sacred.”

By March 25, 2009 over 100,000 people had signed a petition condemning Notre Dame’s actions, and Bishop Thomas J.
Olmstead of the Phoenix, Arizona diocese joined with his colleague Bishop D’Arcy in denouncing Jenkins’ decision, calling
the decision to honor President Obama a “public act of disobedience” and a “grave mistake.”

Instead of addressing the running sore that is the Catholic identity issue at Notre Dame, the provost of that institution
along with the Notre Dame Holocaust Project invited a “renowned historian” to address the issue of “holocaust denial,” a
delict which has succeeded patriotism as the last refuge of scoundrels. The “renowned historian” in question was Deborah
Lipstadt, who, according to the press release sent out weeks in advance, is the director of the Rabbi Donald A. Tam Institute
for Jewish Studies and is currently on leave of absence at the Center for Advanced Holocaust Studies at the Holocaust Museum
in Washington DC.

The invitation was hastily extended in the wake of what has come to be known as the Williamson Affair. In hosting the
affair, Notre Dame could establish its academic bona fides by inviting a Jew in to beat up a Catholic bishop. Needless to say, I
wanted to get to the lecture early so that I could get a seat. Expecting a ropes-up crowd, I was disappointed to find a sparsely
attended hall. In fact, if it weren’t for a busload of middle-aged Jewish ladies brought in from the south side of town, the hall
would have been virtually empty. Lipstadt was introduced by a chubby middle-aged man who looked like a professor (he
wasn’t wearing a tie), but it was hard to tell whether he was Catholic or Jewish, a state of affairs that is also applicable to
Notre Dame as an institution. Both Professor Lipstadt and the man who introduced her kept referring to Bishop Williamson as
the “alleged” Bishop Williamson, showing their ignorance of both the English language and Catholic theology. Bishop
Williamson was consecrated a bishop in 1988 by Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre. His consecration was valid but not licit
because it was done in defiance of Rome. For that act, the six bishops involved were excommunicated latae sententiae. It was
Pope Benedict’s lifting of the excommunications which set off what has come to be known as the Williamson affair.

As further evidence of her renown, Professor Lipstadt’s introducer told us that Professor Lipstadt “discussed alleged
Bishop Williamson’s holocaust denial on her blog,” and that this blogging “may have helped the Vatican see the light.” After
informing the pope that he “must unequivocally distance himself from [alleged Bishops Williamson’s] views, Professor
Lipstadt concluded, again on her blog, that “I think [the pope] was willing to tolerate these views in the name of unity.”

Given the nature of Catholic response to the Williamson affair, one would think that Professor Lipstadt would have been
pleased, but this was not the case. In one of the most groveling responses to the Williamson affair, Roger Cardinal Mahony,
archbishop of the Archdiocese of Los Angeles, barred Bishop Williamson from setting foot in any Catholic building in the
archdiocese. Again, one would think that Professor Lipstadt would be pleased by an action like this, but that was not the case.
In a comment which, according to her blog, she posted at 4:42 AM [!] March 2, 2009, Lipstadt dismissed Mahony’s gesture as
“largely symbolic in that Williamson has not given any sign that LA was on his travel itinerary.” If Cardinal Mahony thought an
attack on a fellow Catholic bishop would ingratiate him with the likes of Professor Lipstadt, he obviously had not reckoned
with Professor Lipstadt’s high standards. “What I found jarring,” she continued, “was the statement by the spokesman for the
archdiocese. ‘The cardinal wished to send a clear signal to the Jewish community that Williamson is not a member or even
welcome in the Catholic Church until he renounces his views’.”

“This,” Lipstadt sniffed indignantly,

should not be a message to the Jewish Community but to all people who think truth is important—
irrespective of their faith. It would be a message that people who lie about history, distort the truth,
express anti-Semitic and racist views, and pervert facts in order to defend one of the most diabolical
regimes in history are not welcome in the LA archdiocese. Racists, for example, should be shunned not to
send a message to minority communities but because racists spread hatred, instill contempt, and work
against communal tranquility.

 
I don’t mean to quibble over this strong statement on Cardinal Mahony’s part. But to do this and define

it as a message to the ‘victims’ is to miss the point.



 That being said, she was nonetheless pleased with her two-day stay at Notre Dame, which she described as “an
institution which takes its Catholic identity seriously.”

Before too long into the introduction, it became clear that Professor Lipstadt established her credentials as a “renowned
historian,” by writing “three books,” two of which bear variations on the title “Denying the Holocaust.” Not content with her
own unearned laurels, Lipstadt is obsessed with denying the qualifications which others have earned honestly. In a letter on her
blog which she sent to the New York Times , Lipstadt takes issue with the Times referring to David Irving, who has written
more than three books, as a “historian.” Instead of referring to Irving as a “historian,” the Times should have called him a
“denier.”

Her three books notwithstanding, Lipstadt’s real claim to fame came from the fact that she was named as a defendant in a
libel suit, something that the Notre Dame press release pointed out. A book on that trial constitutes one-third of all of her book-
length writing over the past 23 years. As some indication of the depth of her overall scholarship, Lipstadt assigned the
“Holocaust memoir” called Fragments in her classes. When the book was revealed as a threadbare hoax written by a non-Jew
who had never been near a concentration camp, Lipstadt opined that, if the allegation turned out to be true (which it did), this
“might complicate matters somewhat,” but insisted that it would still be “powerful as a novel.”

Professor Lipstadt was supposed to have been introduced by Rabbi Michael Signer. This is fitting in a way because
Signer was also the recipient of an endowed chair, he at Notre Dame, for producing even less intellectual material than
Professor Lipstadt. Rabbi Signer could not attend the lecture because he died in January but Professor Lipstadt assured her
audience that he is now “up there watching us.”

Even more than being a defendant in a libel suit, Professor Lipstadt’s renown comes from her efforts to prevent the
spread of the delict known as “holocaust denial.” The point of her talk at Notre Dame was explaining the full ramifications of
this invention. As we have come to expect from speakers like this, Professor Lipstadt feels that another Kristalnacht is right
around the corner. “I see things,” she confided to the yentas from the south side, “as bleaker than I used to see them.” Over the
past year, there has been “an uptick in anti-Semitism,” something that should be “a source of tremendous concern.”

Of course, given her expansive notion of anti-Semitism — “Holocaust denial is a form of anti-Semitism”; it is “the new
anti-Semitism” — “uptick” is hardly the proper term. The Holocaust itself begins to pale in comparison to the threats now on
the horizon — not that I am accusing Professor Lipstadt of Holocaust denial. According to Professor Lipstadt’s definition of
the term, anyone who says the word apartheid and Israel in the same sentence is guilty of the “new anti-Semitism.” The term
“Israel Apartheid” was, of course, a veiled reference to former President Jimmy Carter, who is now routinely dismissed as an
anti-Semite. Perhaps “New Anti-Semite” might be a better term, since it corresponds with the “New Anti-Semitism” and
reflects, of course, the fact that no Jew dared to level the term when Carter was president.

At this point, Professor Lipstadt was just warming to her topic. Any claim, she continued, that Zionism is a form of
racism or anything linking Israel and South Africa also constitutes anti-Semitism. The same goes for UN resolutions
condemning Israeli behavior toward Palestinians, something she terms “legalized anti-Semitism.” The same goes for people
who refer to Jews as a group, as in what she terms “the so-called Jewish lobby,” which was a veiled reference to Walt and
Mearsheimer’s book on the Israel Lobby. Anti-Semitism has even infected “some parts of Belgium”!

Which brings us to the heart of the “new anti-Semitism,” otherwise known as Holocaust denial. There are two forms of
Holocaust denial: Hard core and soft-core. As examples of hard-core holocaust denial, Lipstadt mentioned David Irving and
“so-called Bishop Williamson.” Lipstadt also objects to historians who claim that “otherwise David Irving is a good
historian,” making it clear that they are guilty of what might be termed second-hand Holocaust denial, a pathogen that is
contracted by intellectual proximity in analogous fashion to how lung cancer is supposedly contracted by second-hand smoke.

Then there is soft-core Holocaust denial. As examples thereof, Lipstadt listed things like “cancellation of Holocaust
remembrance day celebrations,” something that happened in Barcelona recently, “because of Israeli behavior in Gaza.” As
another example of soft-core holocaust denial, Lipstadt mentioned “Eastern European countries governments arguing that Nazis
and Communists were equivalent, and that the communists perpetuated genocide.” The fact that a Jewish resistance fighter was
indicted by the Lithuanian government for war crimes committed while he was a partisan is an instance of soft-core holocaust
denial, according to Professor Lipstadt. Another example of soft-core denial was Mel Gibson’s interview at the time of the
release of The Passion of the Christ — which the Jews, according to Professor Lipstadt, made into a blockbuster by their
protests.

Mel Gibson became a holocaust denier, in Professor Lipstadt’s eyes, when he mentioned in an interview with Diane
Sawyer that “in the Ukraine millions of people were starved to death.” As Norman Finkelstein has pointed out in his book The
Holocaust Industry:

To question a survivor’s testimony, to denounce the role of Jewish collaborators, to suggest that
Germans suffered during the bombing of Dresden or that any state except Germany committed crimes in
World War II-this is all evidence, according to Lipstadt of Holocaust denial… . The most “insidious” forms of
Holocaust denial, Lipstadt suggest, are “immoral equivalencies”: that is denying the uniqueness of The



Holocaust.
 As conclusive and irrefutable proof that Mel Gibson is a Holocaust denier, Lipstadt mentioned that he said in the same
interview that the Jews “died at Auschwitz,” not that they were “murdered,” which is what he should have said if he wanted to
avoid the charge of anti-Semitism. Holocaust denial is also something that can be contracted genetically, like the goyische
equivalent of Tay-Sachs disease. Professor Lipstadt makes it clear that Mel Gibson contracted it from his father, or better,
because he refused to denounce his father, who was a holocaust denier. As further proof of Mel Gibson’s “soft-core holocaust
denial,” Professor Lipstadt claimed that Gibson said, “My father never lied to me in his life.” (Does this mean that genetic
transmission of holocaust denial causes an amelioration from the hard-core variety manifested by Hutton Gibson into the soft-
core variety manifested by his son? If so, what are the prospects for the third generation? Holocaust doubt?) We are left to
assume that Gibson should have behaved more like little Pavlik Moroslav, the Ukrainian boy who denounced his father to the
Soviet secret police. Little Pavlik was murdered by his outraged relatives, but the Soviets erected statues and schools in his
honor.

Having come up with the taxonomy of holocaust denial, Lipstadt then segued into a discussion of her main claim to fame,
namely, the fact that David Irving named her as a defendant in a libel suit, a fact she characterized at another point as being
taken out of line and shot. It seems that every cloud has a silver lining. So when Professor Lipstadt was sued for libel, it
allowed her and a team of researchers to delve into the work of people like David Irving. Since she had already written a book
mentioning Irving, this wasn’t especially reassuring, but oblivious to that fact, Lipstadt launched into an analysis of two
footnotes. In one instance Irving claimed that Hitler was furious at one of his lieutenants for attacking a Jewish delicatessen at
the time of the 1923 beer hall putsch. What Lipstadt uncovered was that Hitler was really furious because said lieutenant didn’t
wear his uniform during the attack. According to Lipstadt, this discrepancy proves that David Irving made it all up. In
recounting this anecdote, Lipstadt seems oblivious to the fact that she is testifying to Irving’s acumen as a historian and his
ability to get to little known facts. Whether what he said is accurate in detail is precisely the role of historical research, an
activity she prohibits in anyone who disagrees with her point of view.

In a second instance, Irving claimed in one of his books that Hitler was furious that Nazis were attacking Jewish
businesses and ordered them to stop. What Lipstadt and her team of investigators uncovered is that Hitler was only upset by the
arson, but even if that is the case, it is not clear why this should be a legal matter, or worse, reason to ruin a man’s livelihood.
Don’t people write books to have them discussed? Isn’t this why we have universities and professors? Isn’t this how we learn
about the past? Not according to Professor Lipstadt.

Before long it becomes clear that the academy exists, in Lipstadt’s view, not to pursue the truth but to punish malefactors
who are guilty of thought crimes. What becomes equally apparent before long is just how blood-thirsty Professor Lipstadt can
be when it comes to pursuing her enemies. We are talking about something more than personal animus here. We are talking
about racial or ethnic animus of the sort that gets expressed in the later novels of Philip Roth or in the late Richard John
Neuhaus’s magazine First Things, where Meir Soloveichik declared that hate is a Jewish virtue.

Lipstadt expressed this hatred by way of anecdote. During her libel trial, Lipstadt was shocked to hear her lawyer tell a
BBC interviewer that David Irving wasn’t important. When she pressed him on this after the interview, her lawyer assured her
that “David Irving was like the dirt—Lipstadt paused at this point and added parenthetically “he used another word” — “you
step into on the street. The dirt’s not important, what’s important is that you remove it from your shoe.” Lipstadt then referred
to the claim that David Irving was a piece of dog shit as “a wonderful analogy” because it “helped her to understand” how to
deal with people like this.

Just to show that Lipstadt doesn’t apply epithets like that to the goyim alone, she also applied the same description
verbatim to Norman Finkelstein. In responding to a call when Lipstadt was on a program on National Public Radio, Lipstadt
said of Finkelstein: “Think of the dirt you step in on the street and you know what kind of dirt I’m talking about. It has no
importance unless you fail to clean it off your shoe before you go into the house.” Lipstadt’s outburst prompted one listener to
write in, “If Professor Lipstadt disagrees with Professor Finkelstein, I suggest that she debate him on the facts instead of being
allowed to launch vulgar personal attacks on NPR with impunity.”

In an interview which was posted on the Jerusalem Center for Public Affairs website (#11, August 1, 2003) Lipstadt
claimed that “as an American,” she was “a staunch believer in free speech,” but went on to say that “the situation in Germany
is different and that there might be room there for a law against Holocaust denial.” What comes across here is a strong belief in
double standards, which comes down to both praising the academy and then using it as a podium for referring to other people
as dog shit. Once again, the academy is instrumentalized into a weapon against holocaust deniers, which is to say, people
whom organized Jewry portrays as enemies of the Jewish race, and a place to settle ancestral scores.

Her goal is clear: to get everyone else to view her opponents as dog shit; her quandary, however, is strategic, namely,
how to “defeat them and not build them up.” As she put it in her talk, “How do you fight these people without building them up
or giving them some merit.” The answer to that question is “dynamic silence,” a theory developed by the AJC in dealing with
Gerald L. K. Smith in the ’50s, and recounted in Benjamin Ginzberg’s book Fatal Embrace. Professor Lipstadt, however, got
her answer from the lawyer in the Irving libel action. Lipstadt may or may not have read Fatal Embrace, but her talk and the



hatred she spewed onto her enemies is some indication that disinterested pursuit of the truth is not Professor Lipstadt’s goal in
life. It’s not enough to disagree, as serious historians can and do, with certain assertions in David Irving’s writings. Professor
Lipstadt insists on total denunciation of everything David Irving ever wrote, followed by a concerted attempt to deprive him of
his ability to earn a livelihood. On her blog, Lipstadt gloats that Irving has been reduced to selling Nazi memorabilia, as if
concerted efforts to blacklist him in the publishing industry had nothing to do with that fact.

Anyone who does not go along with this campaign is suspect and guilty of fraternizing with the enemy, which also calls
for reprisals. In this Lipstadt differs from Norman Finkelstein, who writes:

Not all revisionist literature-however scurrilous the politics or motivations of its practitioners-is totally
useless… . [David] Irving, notorious as an admirer of Hitler and sympathizer with German national
socialism, has nevertheless, as Gordon Craig points out, made an “indispensable” contribution to our
knowledge of World War II. Both Arno Mayer, in his important study of the Nazi holocaust, and Raul Hilberg
cite Holocaust denial publications. “If these people want to speak, let them,” Hilberg observes, “It only
leads those of us who do the research to re-examine what we might have considered as obvious” (The
Holocaust Industry, p. 71).

 Deborah Lipstadt doesn’t want to disagree with David Irving. She wants to first humiliate and then destroy him. “We
stripped Irving bare,” Lipstadt told her audience at Notre Dame. “We made him look silly.” Not content to leave it at that,
Lipstadt continued that at one point she took out two movies, Charlie Chaplin’s The Great Dictator and Mel Brooks’ The
Producers. What she learned from watching these movies is that it’s not enough to defeat your enemies (no one brought up the
fact that Lipstadt’s enemies were people who had written books with which she disagreed), “The point was to dress him in a
jester’s costume and make him a witness to his own powerlessness.”

In other words, academe is for Lipstadt simply the arena in which she humiliates her foes. This view was expressed
repeatedly during the course of her talk. Persuasion is not her strong suit, and that, of course, means that it has no place in
academic life. “Trying to convince holocaust deniers,” she said at another point, “is a hopeless task.” It is also a circular
argument, to which Professor Lipstadt is as blind as the image of Synagoga on the façade of the cathedral portal in Strassbourg.

Professor Lipstadt credits her researchers with bringing about the victory over David Irving, but in doing so only
reinforces the idea that the academy has been weaponized: “The trial was a great tribute to academia; they tracked down that
information.”

Given all of the resources at her disposal, I began to wonder why Professor Lipstadt hasn’t written the definitive
Holocaust narrative. In spite of the resources at her disposal, and the fact that she is now on leave of absence from Emory
University spending a year immersing herself in “Advanced Holocaust Studies” at the Holocaust Museum in Washington, the
only thing she has produced during the last 16 years is an account of the Irving trial. In fact, in the 16 years which have elapsed
since she invented the term “holocaust denial,” she has produced not one piece of historical scholarship on the period in
question. Instead of laying these issues to rest the way scholars do, i.e., with a piece of competent scholarship, Lipstadt has
decided to resolve the issue by force majeure.

Why is this? Well, maybe it’s because Professor Lipstadt’s day job as thought cop keeps her so busy she can’t do
anything else. In her professional activity Professor Lipstadt resembles less the scholar and more the political commissars
assigned to units of the Soviet Army or the interrogators at the Cheka, the Soviet secret police, positions that were more often
than not staffed by Jews, as Jewish historians have noted. In The Russian Jew under Tsars and Soviets, Salo Baron writes:

Perhaps in subconscious retaliation for many years of suffering at the hands of the Russian police, a
disproportionate number of Jews joined the new Bolshevik secret service. The impression these facts made
upon the ordinary Russian is rightly stressed by Leonard Shapiro: “For the most prominent and colorful
figure after Lenin was Trotsky, in Petrograd the dominant and hated figure was Zinoviev, while anyone who
had the misfortune to fall into the hands of the Cheka stood a very good chance of finding himself
confronted with, and possibly shot by, a Jewish investigator” (p. 203).

 Professor Lipstadt is the spiritual descendant of these Jewish investigators. Professor Lipstadt’s job is to shoot anybody
in academe or publishing (the current equivalent of the Soviet army) who is not following the party line. Since she can’t very
well go out and shoot David Irving literally, she does the next best thing by assassinating his character by claiming that he is
not really a historian (certainly not a “renowned historian” like Professor Lipstadt) and depriving him of a livelihood.

Professor David O’Connell, who teaches French at Georgia State University, found this out when he published an article
on Elie Wiesel in Culture Wars . O’Connell’s article did what scholarship is supposed to do. It pointed out inconsistencies in
the conventional narrative that academe had been cowed into ignoring. It pointed out patent absurdities like the famous picture
of Wiesel in Buchenwald; it pointed up the discrepancies in the various accounts Wiesel has given of his liberation from
Buchenwald. It brought up the fact that after the release of the PBS documentary The Liberators, which purported to describe
how an all-black tank battalion liberated Buchenwald, Wiesel suddenly became aware of memories he never had before,



memories of being liberated by black soldiers emerging from Sherman tanks. “I will always remember with love,” Wiesel
wrote in 1989, “a big black soldier. He was crying like a child-tears of all the pain in the world and all the rage. Everyone
who was there that day will forever feel a sentiment of gratitude to the American soldiers who liberated us.”

It was a truly touching moment. Unfortunately, it never happened. First of all, Liberators was made up “to increase Black
and Jewish mutual understanding in Brooklyn,” and Elie Wiesel wittingly collaborated in that scam. O’Connell’s article not
only damaged Elie Wiesel’s reputation, it also called significant segments of the Holocaust narrative, in particular those
recounted by Wiesel, into question. Did Professor O’Connell’s  Culture Wars  article then constitute Holocaust denial? This is
where the story gets interesting.

After O’Connell’s article on Wiesel appeared in the October 2004 issue of Culture Wars , Lipstadt wrote to the
administration at GSU in an attempt to get him fired. She claimed in her letter that O’Connell had engaged in “fraud in
research.” What followed was several pages of single spaced writing in which she questioned O’Connell’s spelling of Yiddish
and labored mightily to convict Professor O’Connell of fraud. Unwilling to dismiss Lipstadt’s letter, the administration at GSU
appointed a panel of three full professors to look into the matter. After deliberating for almost a year, from December 2005 to
October 2006, the professors concluded that there was no fraud, or that if there were, it was the doing of Elie Wiesel and not
Professor O’Connell. If Professor O’Connell didn’t get fired, it wasn’t for Professor Lipstadt’s lack of trying. The fault lay not
in Professor Lipstadt’s will but in her intellect. In spite of her endowed chair and years immersed in “advanced holocaust
studies,” she couldn’t mount a coherent argument. Every claim she raised was ultimately dismissed as baseless. It was as if she
felt she could carry the day by sheer force of will, and was upset to learn that academic life still had a remnant of integrity.

There is probably another reason why the attempt to oust Professor O’Connell failed. The administration at GSU knew if
they fired O’Connell on trumped up charges of fraud, that he would then sue them, and the lawsuit would lead to a discovery
process that would have been disastrous for both the university and the system of though control run by the powerful Jews who
were orchestrating the campaign, demanding vengeance. In a way, it’s a shame this case didn’t go to trial. It would have been
interesting to learn how Professor Lipstadt heard about Professor O’Connell’s article in the first place, and it would have
provided a nice counterpoint to the Lipstadt-Irving libel trial in London. It would also have exposed the inner workings of
Jewish thought police like Deborah Lipstadt and the role she plays as an enforcer of the Jewish hegemony over academe today.

The O’Connell case makes an interesting counterpoint to the Williamson case as well. Unlike Professor O’Connell,
Bishop Williamson did no research, published no article or book, and so had no way to fight back when the counterattack
came. This is why he was such a tempting target. This is also why the Jewish organizations have stayed away from David
O’Connell. They tried to get him fired and failed because O’Connell had all the facts on his side, and there was nothing that
organized Jewry could do about it. As a result, Lipstadt et al shifted to the tactic of “dynamic silence,” and there the situation
at GSU has remained ever since. Professor O’Connell has challenged Professor Lipstadt to a debate, but, as we learned when
we attended her talk, Professor Lipstadt doesn’t debate Holocaust deniers. But in this case, that logic isn’t compelling, because
she herself had to certify that Professor O’Connell was not a holocaust denier. Unable to prove that O’Connell engaged in
fraud, Lipstadt was unable to claim that he was a holocaust denier. Since she comments on every conceivable delict under the
sun on her blog, it seems odd that Professor Lipstadt didn’t comment on the challenge to debate the Williamson affair from
Professor O’Connell, a man who teaches not far away from where she holds her chair. The logistics of a debate would hardly
be insurmountable, or are there other considerations at work here?

I tried to get some idea of the limits of the holocaust narrative in the question and answer period after her talk. What I got
instead was more evidence for the circularity of the term. My question concerned the documentary about the 761st Tank
Battalion, an all-Negro unit, which allegedly liberated Buchenwald. Was it Holocaust denial to say that it never happened?

Lipstadt was forced to admit that the Tank Battalion/Buchenwald story was, as she put it in another context, “pure
invention,” but she refused to see any implications in this for the Holocaust narrative as a whole or for Wiesel’s credibility.
Wiesel, she claimed, dealing with the latter instance first, was talking about other black soldiers, but since the army wasn’t
integrated at that point, that would have to mean other Black units, and there were none in the area at the time. As Professor
O’Connell pointed out in the article that Lipstadt and presumably her researchers meticulously vetted, “He [Wiesel] made this
statement despite the fact that there were no blacks present at the liberation of Buchenwald on April 11, 1945, and the black
unit in question was over 50 miles away on that date.”

So the question is: is it holocaust denial to say that the 761st Tank Division didn’t liberate Buchenwald?
“No,” snapped Lipstadt, “because it never happened.” This, of course, brings up bigger issues about the status of the

holocaust narrative itself. Is it riddled, like AIG’s portfolio, with “toxic assets.” If so, which parts of the holocaust narrative
are not true? Would it have been holocaust denial to make this claim when everyone, Elie Wiesel included, was effusively
praising the PBS documentary? What about other parts of the holocaust narrative, which have since gone down the memory
hole? What about the lampshades made out of Jewish skin? What about the soap made from Jewish fat? What about the source
of the term holocaust itself, i.e., the truckloads of Jewish babies who were thrown into burning pits? As soon as one detail
becomes patently absurd, Lipstadt is on the scene to purge it from the collective memory, to ensure that no damage gets done to
the holocaust narrative as a whole.



 



Bigger Issue

 This, of course, brings us to the bigger issue, which is, how do we know what really happened? The answer to that
question is historical research, but that is precisely what the delict “holocaust denial” has been created to prevent. Holocaust
denial is another word for Jewish control of discourse, in particular historical discourse, in particular historical discourse
about World War II. If a historian publishes something that a powerful Jew, which is to say a Jew with powerful backers,
dislikes, that person will be punished. If the person in question lives by writing books, as David Irving once did, the Lipstadt
brigade will get him blacklisted in the publishing industry. If the person in question is a professor, the big Jews will try to get
him fired, as Deborah Lipstadt herself did in the case of Professor David O’Connell. In this instance, Lipstadt failed, but David
O’Connell’s case is not typical in this regard.

More typical is the case of Norman Finkelstein, who was fired from his job at DePaul University in Chicago. The fact
that Finkelstein was a Jew himself doesn’t matter. It’s the big Jews, in this case Alan Dershowitz, who decide who is to live
and who is to die in academe and publishing. Finkelstein wrote a devastating critique of Dershowitz’s book The Case for
Israel, and, as a result, Dershowitz set out to destroy Finkelstein’s career. It was, in many ways, a typically Jewish response,
the academic version of “You’ll never work in this town again.” What followed was equally Jewish. In fact Finkelstein
characterized the dispute as a contest over “who was the toughest Jew from Borough Park.” The definitive answer to that
question is in: the big Jew from Borough Park is Alan Dershowitz, who got Finkelstein fired with the collaboration of the
supine Catholic priest who is president of DePaul University. Among other things, this also shows that a selection process is at
work among Jews in academe. Any Jew who goes against the interests of organized Jewry will get destroyed by the ruthless
academic enforcer Jews who represent their interests. Most Jews are immune to struggles like this because they fall into the
broad, gray middle category of fellow travelers, Jews who go along with the agenda in order to collect big salaries for a cushy
job.

But there are larger lessons to be learned here. First of all, when if comes to a choice between money and principle,
Catholic universities go for the money. Secondly, the fact that academe has become the site of unseemly brawls like this is
largely the result of Jewish influence in academe. As Professor Lipstadt made abundantly clear in her talk, the university not
the place where the big Jews seek the truth. The university is a place where Jews settle scores. It’s where they punish people
who threaten the Jewish hegemony over discourse.

This should not surprise us. The university is not a Jewish creation. It is a Catholic creation of the Catholic Middle Ages,
and so it should not come as a surprise that Jews have all of the difficulties which come with functioning in an alien
environment when they are admitted to universities. For over 600 years, from roughly the beginning of the13th to the middle of
the 19th century, Catholics were involved in the creation and preservation of the university as a place where one engaged in the
disinterested pursuit of the truth. This was also the place and period of time during which representational art reached its
culmination as well. The link between these phenomena—art and the university as manifestations of the Logos which finds its
embodiment in Christ and its cultural expression in Catholicism—is no coincidence. Conversely, the Jewish subversion of
academe is similar to the Jewish subversion of the art world, something which occurred during the same period of time and, as
Israel Shamir points out in a brilliant article “A Study of Art,” in his book, Caballa of Power, for the same reasons.

Modern art is controlled by Jews. Shamir is sensitive to the sensibilities this claim offends — “‘Does it matter that they
are Jewish?’ asks the annoyed reader” — but the facts speak for themselves:

The Jewish influence in modern art is well attested. By 1973, some estimated that 75-80 percent of the
2500 core “art market” personnel of the United States-art dealers, art curators, art critics, and art
collectors-were Jewish. In 2001, according to ARTnews, at least eight of the “Top Ten” US art collectors
were Jewish: Debbie and Leon Black, Edythe and Eli Broad, Doris and Donald Fisher, Ronnie and Samuel
Heyman, Marie-Josee and Henry R. Kravits, Evelyn and Leonard Lauder, Jo Carole and Ronald S. Lauder,
and Stephen Wynn.

 
“Today,” wrote Gerald Krefetz in 1982, “Jews enjoy every phase of the art world: as artists, dealers,

collectors, critics, curators, consultants, and patrons. In fact the contemporary art scene has a strong
Jewish flavour. In some circles, the wheelers and dealers are referred to as the Jewish Mafia since they
command power, prestige, and most of all money.”

 
In 1996 Jewish art historian Eunice Lipton explained that she went into a career as an art historian in

order to be in a field dominated by Jews: “I wanted to be where the Jews were, that is, I wanted a
profession that would allow me tacitly to acknowledge my Jewishness through the company that I kept.”
The field of art history was filled with Jews. At the Metropolitan Museum of Art in New York, Arthur Ochs
Sulzberger (former publisher of the New York Times) eventually became its chairman. He oversaw an



institution in which Jews, said George Goodman, “have enriched every area of the Museum’s collections .
…”

 
By the 1980s, four of the ten board members that dole out the MacArthur Foundation “genius awards”

were also Jewish; two Jews also sat on the board of the Russell Sage Foundation. The Kaplan Fund also has
had an important impact on the art community in divvying out awards. One of J. M. Kaplan’s daughters was
the Chairman of the New York State Arts Council. Joan Kaplan Davidson was appointed as chairman of the
$34 million New York State Arts Council in 1975 despite the fact that she was “not professionally trained in
the arts.” The Getty Museum … has consistently had Jews at the economic helm… . [former chairman]
Harold Williams … was “raised in a Labor Zionist home in East Los Angeles.” The new president of the J.
Paul Getty trust is another Jewish administrator, Barry Munitz, … .

 After a summary that covers the whole spectrum of modern art, Shamir concludes nonetheless that, “The fact that Jews
are so dominating in the art world is very rarely publicly acknowledged. It is forbidden-for anyone, anywhere — to discuss the
subject for fear of being branded ‘anti-Semitic.’”

The art world is dominated by Jews, not because they are good at producing art, but rather because during the course of
the 20th century, Jewish ascendancy rose in America and American ascendancy rose in the world and the art world as well. As
a result: “The artist as creator of art disappeared and gave place to the museum curator, the collection owner. It is he who
decides what sort of junk will be displayed, whose name will be written under the photo of tinned soup or a dead rat.”

Shamir is basing his verdict in this instance on a visit to the Guggenheim Museum in Bilbao, a Jewish creation (both the
architect Frank Gehry and the funders, the Guggenheim family, were Jews) which is filled with junk and, inexplicably, an
exhibition of Armani suits. In this world of Jewish art, “Only the Armani brand reigns supreme, impervious to the curator’s
will.” The Guggenheim Museum in Bilbao provides “a good place to contemplate the present decay, nay, demise of European
visual art,” which is now made up of “Rotten decomposed pig trunks in formalthehyde,” pornography, and anything else that
“became a piece of art by the decision of two Mammonites, the curator and the collector.”

How did this happen? The crucial middle term in both equations (art and the university) is capitalism. The “economic
freedom” of capitalism is traceable to the distinction between the Jewish prohibition on taking usury from a fellow Jew, and
the permission which allowed it to be taken from “strangers.” This differential first brought about a “complete transformation
of commerce and industry,” and then once capitalist principles became the cultural norm, other institutions (including art and
academe) as well:

The theory of price in the Talmud and the Codes in so far as it affected trade between Jew and Jew, is
exactly parallel to the scholastic doctrine of justum pretium which was prevalent in Europe throughout the
Middle Ages. But as between Jew and non-Jew, there was no just price. Price was formed, as it is today, by
the “higgling of the market.” … The differential treatment of non-Jews in Jewish commercial law resulted in
the complete transformation of the idea of commerce and industry in the direction of more freedom. If we
have called the Jews the Fathers of Free Trade, and therefore the pioneers of capitalism, let us note here
that they were prepared for this role by the free-trading spirit of the commercial and industrial law, which
received an enormous impetus towards a policy of laissez-faire by its attitude toward strangers. Clearly,
intercourse with strangers could not but loosen the bonds of personal duties and replace them by economic
freedom. (Werner Sombart, The Jews and Modern Capitalism, pp. 246-7).

 The spirit of capitalism brought about a similar transformation of both the art world and academe. Shamir calls this spirit
“Mammon,” something which he considers

the personification of capitalist Class Interest. A capitalist may wish to sell drinking water, but Mammon
wants to poison all water in order to force everybody to buy drinking water. A capitalist may build the mall;
but Mammon wants to destroy the world outside the mall, for the outside world interferes with the only
meaningful occupation, shopping.

 Since “Mammon will try to eliminate every distraction to shopping,” the Jewish spirit which created the system of
Mammon known as capitalism will “turn every kind of art into Conceptual art” because “For Mammonites, Art is a distraction
from the most important occupation, adoration of Mammon. Mammonite reviews of Art concentrate on the price of Art.”

Jews are never content to integrate themselves into existing structures, whether those structures are states, universities,
art museums or the military. They feel compelled to infiltrate and subvert the institutions which admit them as members. In the
art world, the name this Jewish infiltration and subversion goes by is “conceptual art.” In an article which appeared in The
New Statesman, Ivan Massow, then chairman of the Institute of Contemporary Arts, “noticed the damage this causes for the
artists who are forced to fit into the Procrustean bed of this anti-art”:



It seems sad that so many talented young artists, clawing to be noticed for their craft, are forced to
ditch their talent and reinvent themselves as creators of video installations, or a machine that produces
foam in the middle of a room, in order to be recognized as contemporary artists. … We need art lovers to
tell artists that they’re not obliged to reinvent themselves into creators of piles of crap, or pass their work
around like samizdat.

 As some indication that Deborah Lipstadt’s affliction is shared by other descendants of the Cheka, shortly after those
words appeared in print, Massow got sacked. Massow’s expulsion from the synagogue that the British art establishment had
become was, as Shamir points out,

led by the Jewish cultural tsar Nicholas Serota, and by the Jewish art collector and advertising magnate,
a friend of Pinochet, Thatcher, and Conrad Black, Charles Saatchi. His power is unique, and an art critic,
Norman Rosenthal of the British Royal Academy, suggested that “the Saatchis are probably the most
important collectors of modern art anywhere in the world.”

 Conceptual art isn’t art, but it is Jewish. It signals the culmination of the Jewish take-over of modern art. Conceptual art
requires no artistic ability, talent or skill. That’s why Jews gravitate toward it and promote it. It’s an example of Jews defining
art as what they do rather than defining art in its relationship to Logos. It’s as if, Shamir says at another point, we all woke up
one day and found that only cripples could compete at the Olympics. Or, to give another example, to find out that the high jump
had been replaced by a chess match. Jewish domination of the art world was not “due to the great achievements of Jewish
artists.” Quite to the contrary, Shamir points out that

The Jews were extremely ill-equipped for their conquest of Olympus. For many generations, Jews never
entered churches and hardly ever saw paintings. They were conditioned to reject image as part of their
rejection of idols. In the course of a two thousand-year-long selection process, the visual gifts of Jews were
not developed, as opposed to the abilities to learn, argue, and convince, honed to perfection in the
Talmudic environment.

 Shamir goes on to add that “Rejection of Christ,” the Logos incarnate who is the “main fountain of creativity,” was the
ultimate reason why Jews could not be artists, because

There is no visual art or poetry outside of God; at best the godless person can imitate art. For this
reason, Jews are, as a rule, poor painters and sculptors… .While their mastery of word and ideology is very
high (well above the average of 100 at 130), their average visual ability is only 75, extremely low. One can
consider it a scientific proof of “no art without Christ.” Indeed, until recently there were no important Jewish
painters or sculptors. The Jewish temple was supposedly built by Phoenecians and Greeks, and it had very
few images. Even the Illumination of Jewish manuscripts was usually done by non-Jewish artists, who made
very obvious errors trying to copy Jewish letters.

 The same thing applies, mutatis mutandis to the university. The people whose defining characteristic is rejection of
Logos cannot excel in the disinterested pursuit of the truth. If they are allowed into the university they will subvert the
principles of the university and redefine academic achievement things that Jews do well. If the university were the Olympics,
chess would replace basketball. If Jews controlled the Olympics as effectively as they controlled the art world, only cripples
could compete.

In order to disguise their total lack of artistic talent, “Visually handicapped Jews created a similar anomaly — that of
non-visual ‘conceptual’ art” because “Preparation of these items places no demand on artistic abilities. They can be done by
anybody. Such art is perfectly within Jewish abilities. Moreover, Jews with their good ability to produce ideas and read
iconography will surely succeed in it. Jews bend art to fit their abilities, in order for them to succeed in this difficult (for them)
occupation.”

The culmination of this trend to conceptualize and thereby redefine art can be found in works of “art,” like “Piss Christ,”
an artifact which kills two birds with one stone, combining Jewish subversion of the art world with Jewish hatred of Christ.
“Piss Christ” is a work of art because, as Marcel Duchamp once said, it is “in a museum.” “Piss Christ” is a work of art
because a museum curator said it was. In this instance, the man responsible was Leonard Lauder, the Jew who runs the Whitney
Museum, a man who was, according to Shamir, “a great friend of Ariel Sharon.” Are we talking about a conspiracy? Shamir
lays the blame at the feet of Group Interest:

For Jews, their Group interest lays in undermining visual art, for they can’t compete in it. The even
deeper Group Interest of Jews is to undermine Christianity, their main enemy. We see this interest satisfied
… by their relentless attack on Mel Gibson, who dared to produce a film about Christ. … As sacrality in
Europe is unavoidably Christian, profanation of art is certainly within Jewish Group Interests. It does not



mean the Jews, or even some Jews, understand that they act in their own group interest.
 This is not a new phenomenon. Shamir sees the Saatchis of the world, the Jews responsible for the creation of conceptual
art, as the descendants of “The Jews [who] were prominent in the great tragedy of Byzantine art, the iconoclasm. The
contemporary writers leave us no doubt: Jews (a powerful community in those days as nowadays) were extremely active in
promoting this concept.”

The same is true, mutatis mutandis, of the university; however, I see the cause of this convergence in the form, which is
to say, formal causality. The student of formal causality who attempts to deal with Jewish influence at the university is
confronted with a curious philosophical phenomenon. People regularly refer to Catholics, Methodists, and Baptists (As for
example, when they say ‘Baylor is a Baptist university’), but the minute one refers to Jews, the term is stricken as
impermissible.

The issue is philosophical. It is based on a philosophical error known as nominalism, which maintained that there was
no such thing as “trees,” only individual birches, pines, oaks, etc. This extreme form of nominalism was noticed by Hilaire
Belloc in the 1920s in his book on The Jews, when he wrote, “If anyone referred to a swindler as a Jew, he was an anti-
Semite,” but exposing the absurdity of the claim did little to stop the tendency.

In order to unravel this error at the bottom of what is in reality a ban on thought, we need to distinguish between essence
and existence. If I say that a dog is a four-legged creature with fur, I am referring to essence not existence, and my claim is not
refuted when someone says, “Yesterday, I saw a hairless, Mexican dog with three legs.”

Similarly, the philosophical validity of the term “Catholic” or “Jew” is not refuted when someone claims “I know a
Catholic who is proabortion.” Or “Are you saying my Jewish mother-in-law is a revolutionary?” Both the Catholic and Jew get
their identity qua Catholic or Jew from the form. In the case of Catholics, that form is acceptance of Christ the Logos as
defined or determined by the Catholic faith, i.e., by scripture, tradition and the Magisterium. In the case of Jews, that form is
defined by rejection of Christ and Logos, as determined by rabbinic interpretation of the Talmud. Catholics are formed by the
gospels; Jews are formed by the Talmud. The result is two radically different cultures.

If the culmination of Catholic culture was the creation of the university, the culmination of Jewish culture was capitalism,
which, over the course of the latter half of the 20th century in America, gradually devoured the university, by restructuring it
according to capitalist, which is to say, Jewish principles, in particular those articulated by Milton Friedman and the Chicago
Boys, a gang of thugs which rivals Professor Lipstadt in its brutality. The institution of tenure, which was a relic of the Middle
Ages, was subverted and then replaced by a system in which Jewish superstar professors like Stanley Fish could earn six
figure salaries (While at UIC, Stanley Fish earned more per annum than the Governor of Illinois), while the majority of the
teaching was done by wage slave adjuncts.

During the more than half a millennium when Catholics were using the university to develop theology, metaphysics,
physics and eventually the sciences that led to the industrial revolution, scholarship for Jews meant studying the Talmud, which
meant among other things, learning how to cheat the goyim in business transactions and then justify those practices with a
veneer of pious rationalization. This is not my opinion; it is the verdict of Heinrich Graetz, the father of Jewish historiography,
who claimed in his magnum opus that the study of the Talmud led to the moral corruption of the Polish Jews:

To twist a phrase out of its meaning, to use all the tricks of the clever advocate, to play upon words,
and to condemn what they did not know … such were the characteristics of the Polish Jew… . Honesty and
right-thinking he lost as completely as simplicity and truthfulness. He made himself master of all the
gymnastics of the Schools and applied them to obtain advantage over any one more cunning than himself.
He took delight in cheating and overreaching, which gave him a sort of joy of victory. But his own people he
could not treat that way: they were as knowing as he. It was the non-Jew who, to his loss, felt the
consequences of the Talmudically trained mind of the Polish Jew.

 This assertion and what follows are recounted in my book The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit and its Impact on World
History. The only thing that saved Graetz himself from the fate of Polish Jews was German culture, the German Enlightenment
in particular, and role models like Moses Mendelssohn and Salomon Maimun, who saw their own separation from Talmudic
culture as a liberation from Jewish bondage.

And yet in spite of that liberation and the rise of the maskilim in the Pale of the Settlement, when the Jews were finally
admitted to the university in significant numbers, as happened in Russia in the mid-19th century, they used the university as a
staging ground for revolutionary activity. The same thing happened in America. In his memoir Commies, Ronald Radosh
describes how he and other Jews in the Young Communist League were sent from New York to Wisconsin to take over the
university there.

The same thing happened in slightly different fashion at Notre Dame. As one has come to expect, the main culprit in this
matter was the Rev. Theodore M. Hesburgh, CSC. In addition to being the president who stole Notre Dame from the Catholic
Church, Father Hesburgh has the distinction of hiring the first Jew at Notre Dame, Samuel Shapiro, who was brought into the
history department. I knew Shapiro for the last 20 some years of his life; he would show up at my house and plunk himself
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down on the living room sofa periodically. I visited him in the hospital when he was dying, and I wrote his obituary after his
death. In the Middle Ages Catholics were told to avoid contact with Jews because, they were told, the only time a Jew wants
to talk with a Christian is to subvert his faith or corrupt his morals. For over 20 years Sam Shapiro tried to do just that. He
attempted to undermine my faith — largely by trying to convert me to Darwinism — and I tried to get him to convert to
Catholicism. In the end, neither project was successful. I have written about this elsewhere; the obituary can be read at
culturewars.com. For now I’d like to propose the Jewish corollary to the above statement, namely, all too often the only time a
goy wants to talk to a Jew is when the goy wants big money. This was true of the princes in Medieval Europe, and it led to
misery among the population at large and pogroms against the Jews, who were granted privileges that were invariably
economically ruinous for the population at large in exchange for the low interest loans they provided to princes. Needless to
say, this deal often included princes of the church.
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Hired to Get Money

 It certainly applied to Father Hesburgh, an unofficially crowned prince of the Church, who hired Sam Shapiro to get
money. Sam told me the story of the hiring more than once. He had just been fired from his job, had been jailed in Cuba, and
was nervously looking forward to giving a speech to the history department in the hopes that they would hire him. When he got
to Notre Dame, he realized that no speech was necessary. Father Hesburgh had passed the word to the department that Shapiro
was to be hired no matter what. When he arrived at Notre Dame to begin teaching in the fall, Shapiro hardly had time to get his
suitcases unpacked before he was sent to the Ford Foundation to ask for money. The message Hesburgh wanted to send was
clear: Notre Dame was liberal enough for Ford money because they hired Jews.

Privately, however, Hesburgh knew that there were risks involved here. As an ardent devotee of everything Harvard did
and stood for (the crowning moment in Hesburgh’s career was his being named to the Harvard Board of Overseers), Hesburgh
must have been aware that Harvard had strict quotas that limited the number of Jews who got admitted there. There is some
indication that Hesburgh not only knew this, but that he also agreed with why Harvard imposed quotas on Jews because he told
Ralph McInerny “if you let the Jews in, they take over.”

For once Father Hesburgh was prescient, because this is what has happened in both Notre Dame and academe in general,
as the rise of a “renowned historian” like Deborah Lipstadt shows. Over the course of the 40 years after Sam Shapiro was
hired, Jews were hired in increasing numbers at Notre Dame. Like Deborah Lipstadt, the Jews at Notre Dame make up for their
lack of scholarship by their zeal in thought control. A few instances should make this clear.

I was once invited by the Orestes Brownson group, a conservative Catholic organization on campus, to speak on Jan
Zizka and the Hussites. When the date of the talk approached I started getting concerned phone calls from the student who was
the organization’s president informing me that the organization had mysteriously run out of money and couldn’t pay me for my
talk. After assuring him that the Orestes Brownson society could pay me out of next year’s budget (which they never did), I
showed up to give my talk and discovered the real reason for the phone calls, namely, Professor Elliot Barkey, the Jewish
professor who was the faculty moderator for this organization. Why was a Jewish professor the moderator for the conservative
Catholic organization on campus? Well, because you can take the Jew out of the Cheka, but you can’t take the Cheka out of the
Jew. Barkey had put pressure on the student to have me canceled, and when that failed he decided to show up for my talk. His
silence during the talk continued during the question and answer period afterward. Then after everyone had left the room, he
dragged the student moderator back into the room and behind closed doors claimed that I had my facts wrong and was an anti-
Semite. I was reminded of Joseph Pfefferkorn, zealous Jewish convert in Germany who ran afoul of Reuchlin and the
humanists, and his lament, “A fat Jew has sat on my books!” Barkey sat silent during my entire talk and the question and answer
period afterward. If he knew of any factual errors in my talk he could have pointed them out, and we could have discussed them
in the open forum that academe is supposed to be. But instead the inner Jew triumphed and in the end Barkey reverted to type
and attacked me behind closed doors by picking on an undergraduate who knew even less about the Hussites than Barkey
himself.

If this were an isolated incident, we could ascribe it to defective personalities, but the pattern is too big to ignore. The
main problem is that, ultimately, the university, like the fine arts academy, is not a Jewish institution, and Jews can only thrive
there if they redefine what goes on there to suit their Talmudic proclivities. The converse of this would be money-lending,
where Christians, as in the case of the Calvinists in Holland and Geneva, could only succeed by imitating Jews. As a result of
this mismatch, academe became a jungle in which the ruthless Jews drove out professors of principle, including other Jews
who refused to go along with the agenda of organized Jewry. Jews have been formed by centuries of Talmudic influence to see
academe as a place when they can settle ancestral scores. They don’t get mad; they get even. Their attempt to have Professor
Kevin MacDonald ousted from his position at California State University at Long Beach is just one more instance of the same
tendency to turn academe into an institution where the main point is settling scores, not the disinterested pursuit of the truth.

The best example of this at Notre Dame was the late Rabbi Michael Signer, the man who was “looking down on all of
us” during Deborah Lipstadt’s talk. I have already written about Rabbi Signer while he was alive, and so there is no need to go
into his all but complete lack of scholarly activity now that he is dead.

He did, however, come to mind when Deborah Lipstadt mentioned the joy Jews take in humiliating those who disagree
with them. Signer was subtler than Lipstadt in this regard. He would do things like invite Polish bishops to come to Notre
Dame to comment on books like Jan Gross’s book Neighbors, which defamed the Polish nation by fabricating a holocaust
narrative out of the incident at Jedwabne. (Again, see Culture Wars, for Iwo Pogonowski’s version of what really happened.)
Signer hoped that he could get the bishop to denounce Poles as anti-Semites. That is why Signer invited him. I was there in the
room when he expressed his disappointment that that hadn’t happened. It was shortly after that exchange that someone came up
to me and shook his fist in my face and said, “Show more respect” because I had asked the bishop about his views on the
Jewish attempt to extort reparations payments from the Poles.

Signer’s aggression against the Church came out in the courses he taught on the Gospel of St. John. Students came away
from his course convinced that St. John was an anti-Semite, but his main accomplishment always remained his ability to



schmoose Catholics under the guise of dialogue. He was a master of reading crowds, something that came out when he
organized a symposium on Mel Gibson’s Passion of the Christ, keying up Jesuits or fellow Jews from the film department,
depending on how the mood of the crowd was developing.

As a follow-up to my question about the 761st tank battalion, I asked if questioning Elie Wiesel were a form of holocaust
denial. At the back of my mind was the following passage in The Holocaust Industry, “And to suggest that Wiesel has profited
from the Holocaust Industry, or even to question him, amounts to Holocaust denial” (p. 70). I did not have the book in front of
me and remembered the note which followed the passage as referring to Lipstadt’s book. I was wrong. The previous note
referred to her book. Instead of viewing the exchange as a way of getting to the truth, Lipstadt and her handler congratulated
themselves afterward on having scored another victory over another hapless goy holocaust denier. I know this because a
student approached them in the middle of that conversation and relayed the details to me later.

What followed was more interesting. Obviously affected by the Obama invitation and the brouhaha that it was causing on
campus, the student then asked Professor Lipstadt whether she thought abortion was a holocaust. The question elicited nothing
but scorn. Lipstadt dismissed it as absurd, and went on to claim that abortion was a good thing, and went on to cite the UN’s
promotion of it as proof of its goodness. Suddenly UN resolutions weren’t so bad after all.

The student then brought up Professor O’Connell’s article on Elie Wiesel, but before she could get her question out,
Lipstadt dismissed O’Connell as “third rate,” and wanted to how she had come across the article. “My professor assigned in
class,” replied the student. At this point Professor Lipstadt could no longer restrain the inner Cheka interrogator and demanded
to know the professor’s name, which the student was smart enough to withhold. One can imagine Professor Lipstadt poring
over university course lists until 4:42 in the morning trying to find the offending professor. As in the case of Professor Barkey,
you can take the Jew out of the Cheka, but you can’t take the Cheka out of the Jew.

In looking at the pictures of Professor Lipstadt on the web, I couldn’t help but notice that they looked nothing like the
lady who spoke at Notre Dame in March. The photos of Professor Lipstadt on the web show a woman with dark straight hair;
the woman who spoke at Notre Dame had red curly hair. The discrepancy brought to mind an article I had just read, that day,
on Miklos Gruner and his odd relationship with Elie Wiesel (Ralph Forbes, “Shocking Charges are made against Most
Infamous Holocaust ‘Survivor,’” American Free Press , March 23, 2009, p. 16). Gruner was a Hungarian Jew who was
arrested and deported to Auschwitz in May of 1944. When he got to Auschwitz, Gruner met another Jew by the name of Lazar
Wiesel, who had the number A-7713 tattooed on his arm. In 1986, Gruner, who was now living in Australia, was contacted by
a Swedish journalist who invited him to come to Sweden to meet “an old friend” by the name of Elie Wiesel. Thinking he was
going to meet his old friend Lazar, Gruner was shocked when the man who now goes by the name of Elie Wiesel met him at the
airport.

I was stunned to see a man I didn’t recognize at all, who didn’t even speak Hungarian and who was
speaking English with a strong French accent so our meeting was over in about ten minutes. As a good-bye
gift, the man gave me a book titled Night, of which he claimed to be the author. I told everyone there, that
this man was not the person he pretended to be.

 When Gruner asked to see the tattoo on Wiesel’s arm, Wiesel refused, claiming that “he didn’t want to exhibit his body.”
Once the shock wore off, Gruner resolved that “The world must know that Elie Wiesel is an imposter, and I am going to tell
it.” Gruner even “officially reported to the FBI that Elie Wiesel is an imposter but had no answer … .”

Perhaps it was the after-effect of reading this story, perhaps it was the light in the room, but after much pondering, I was
forced to conclude that the real Professor Lipstadt has been kidnapped by neo-Nazis and is now being held in a basement in
Potsdam near Hitler’s bunker. These same neo-Nazis have obviously put an imposter in the place of “the nice Jewish girl” (her
description of herself) who grew up in New York and attended City College there.

I say this in all seriousness because I can’t imagine why any Jewish organization would fund someone as dull-witted,
mean-spirited, vindictive, and hate-filled as Professor Lipstadt to be their emissary. Why would they promote a woman who
makes Heinrich Himmler seem warm and sympathetic by comparison? There is only one cogent answer to the question of cui
bono here, and that is that the imposter Professor Lipstadt must have been put in place by Neo-Nazis or skinheads or some
other group interested in promoting the spread of anti-Semitism. No one promotes the spread of anti-Semitism better than
Professor Lipstadt. I noticed a significant “uptick” the minute she opened her mouth. Professor Lipstadt combines the chutzpah
of Alan Dershowitz with the scholarly acumen of Daniel Jonah Goldhagen, all in one package. Professor Lipstadt gives new
meaning to the term “toxic asset.” Could Goebbels have come up with a better caricature of the obnoxious Jew? No one, not
even Israeli soldiers dropping white phosphorus on Palestinian women and children in Gaza, proves more conclusively that the
main source of anti-Semitism in the world today is Jewish behavior.

There is, of course, one other possibility, and that is that Professor Lipstadt (or the Neo-Nazi-funded imposter who is
now going around using her name) is not a commissar at all. She is, in fact, an agent provocateur. The imposter Professor
Lipstadt’s job is to provoke anti-Semitism. In this Professor Lipstadt is like the arsonist in the fire department. She gets to rush
in and put out the fires which she herself created.



I don’t want to press this issue farther than prudence allows, but there is also evidence linking Deborah Lipstadt and
Notre Dame President John Jenkins in this regard. In fact there is every bit as much evidence that the real Johnny Jenkins has
been kidnapped as well and that an imposter has been installed as president of Notre Dame. The same arguments apply here as
well. Once again, I ask, “cui bono?” Can anyone in his right mind believe that a Holy Cross priest who had a reputation as a
conservative Thomist in the philosophy department would, as one of his first acts, approve performances of an obscene piece
of agitprop like The Vagina Monologues  in the name of academic freedom? No, the very idea is so preposterous it makes all
but certain my claim that the real Johnny Jenkins has been kidnapped and some ADL agent put in his place to make the Catholic
Church look both supine and ridiculous. Still not convinced? Well, as an example of the one play that would get banned at
Notre Dame, Jenkins (or, more likely, the Jewish ADL imposter who took his place) listed the Oberammergau Passion Play!
Who but a covert agent of the ADL could come up with something more calculated to make Catholics look like idiots?!

Ultimately, there is no mystery about why Notre Dame should be interested in simultaneously inviting both Deborah
Lipstadt and Barack Obama to speak at Notre Dame. The Lipstadt redaction of the Holocaust lets every other promoter of
murder off the hook. If the Holocaust is sui generis, then Obama’s promotion of the abortion holocaust is no big deal. There is
no abortion Holocaust in fact. Her presence allows Father Jenkins to be the converse of the people who talk about dead babies
in America and Ukrainians who got starved to death by the Jew Lazar Kaganovich and his henchmen. It allows him to become a
holocaust denier in good standing, which is to say in good standing with the Jews, the only people whose opinion matters at
Notre Dame.



Chapter Three: Bishop Williamson at the End of His Tether

  
When the Eye of Sauron that goes by the name of mass communication first fastened its fiery gaze on Bishop Richard

Williamson in the wake of the pope’s attempt to bring the Society of St Pius X back into communion with the Church by lifting
the excommunications that followed latae sententiae from the act that made Williamson a bishop, his excellency was living in
Argentina, where he was rector of one of the society’s seminaries. He now lives in Wimbledon, England, home of the famous
tennis tournament. If home is the place that has to take you in when no one else wants you, it’s clear that the SSPX headquarters
on Arthur Road was his home. The lifting of the excommunications as a prelude to healing the schism gave birth to the hope that
Bishop Williamson might find a home in the Church again, but, as I approached Wimbledon, the signals were mixed. The lifting
of the excommunications signaled the start of negotiations, but the signals emanating from the negotiations were also mixed.
Walter Cardinal Kasper announced a few days before my arrival that the negotiations were going nowhere; indications from
the other side were equally gloomy. Bishop Fellay, another of the four bishops, had been interviewed at the SSPX seminary in
Winona, Minnesota and the interview had been posted on YouTube. Fellay began the interview by throwing Williamson under
the bus, and it went downhill from there. “The Church has cancer,” Bishop Fellay opined, “and if we embrace the Church we’ll
get cancer.” He went on to say that the SSPX reserved the right to consecrate other bishops if the negotiations turned out to be
unsatisfactory. Hope for unity seemed a long way off as I gazed at the preparations for this year’s Wimbledon tennis tournament
from a passing train. The fields surrounding Wimbledon were full of people, many of whom were pitching tents on this
blazingly hot day in late June.

The hubbub surrounding the tennis match seemed particularly distant because at this particular moment a Ugandan by the
name of Jasper was shouting the letter to the Hebrews into my ear above the din of the train. Jasper began the conversation by
informing me that he used to be a Catholic. He was, in fact, a seminarian, until he was captured by the Ugandan revolutionary
movement known as The Lord’s Army and marched off to God knows where. As Ugandan armies go, the Lord’s Army was
probably not as bad as the army of Idi Amin, which murdered hundreds of thousands of Ugandans and dumped them into the
Nile. There were so many corpses in the water that even the crocodiles couldn’t eat them all. As a result, they began clogging
the intake pipes of the local power plant. So being a captive of the Lord’s Army wasn’t as bad as the situation a few years
before, but it was no picnic either. Jasper and his fellow captives were marching somewhere or other when they ran into the
current regime’s army, the successors of Idi Amin, at which point a firefight ensued and Jasper was wounded in the leg.

At this point he paused in his autobiographical narrative to reach down and pull up the left leg of his trousers to reveal a
number of coin size scars on his chocolate-brown leg.

“That’s where the bullets entered my leg,” he says.
At this point everyone in the train stops what they are doing and takes a look at his leg. Then they gaze away and go back

to their newspapers or gaze off into space listening to their I-pods. Jasper in similar fashion goes back to reading the epistle of
Paul to the Hebrews, pausing for emphasis to read “and remember always to welcome strangers, for by doing this some people
have entertained angels without knowing it.” It’s clear that Jasper feels that this passage has some special relevance to our
situation.

The scripture passage gets caught on a branch of my consciousness like a valuable article of clothing being washed
downstream in the torrent of words which has been spouting from Jasper’s mouth ever since I suggested that he rejoin the
Church. Everyone, it seems, is a spiritual Robinson Crusoe these days, willfully marooning himself on a spiritual island of his
own choosing and declaring himself his own pope. I try hard to concentrate on what he is saying, especially when he refers our
present encounter to the angel quote in Hebrews, but at he moment I can’t figure out whether I’m supposed to be the angel to
him or he the angel to me.

“You need faith,” he tells me.
“No,” I reply, half wondering what the London commuters are making of our conversation. “I have faith. You need the

Church.” My reply unleashes another torrent of Bible verses of the sort I have heard more than once from ardent
fundamentalists in America. When I bring up, “You are Peter and upon this rock I will build my church and the gates of Hell
will not prevail against it,” Jasper goes etymological on me, claiming that “ecclesia” means “assembly,” which is true enough,
and that therefore any assembly which proclaims the word of God is the Church.

“You and I are church,” Jasper tells me earnestly, omitting the definite article like someone in the liturgy program at
Notre Dame.

“No, we’re not,” I reply. “I am a member of the Church and you are an ex-member, and that’s the point of this whole
discussion.”

This too elicits another torrent of scripture, which pours forth from his mouth like the flood-swollen river in Brazil
which I saw the night before on the BBC. The theological equivalent of refrigerators, cars, hen houses, etc., sweep past my
ears as I try to assess the theological significance of it all. This must be happening for a reason, I keep telling myself, but all I
can say to Jasper is, “You’re not listening to what I’m saying,” which, of course, releases another torrent of scriptural



passages, which would still be pouring forth as I write this if the train hadn’t arrived at Wimbledon Park station, at which point
I get up and disembark.

At some point during our conversation, I told Jasper that I was going to give a talk on the priest sex abuse crisis in
Ireland. The image this conjures in Jasper’s mind must be fertile because it mutates over the course of our train ride together
into a scene in which he envisions me arriving in a house full of pedophile priests with nothing more in my spiritual arsenal
than the talk I’ve prepared to defend myself. It’s clear he doesn’t think much of giving talks. He urges me instead to cast out
demons in the name of Our Lord Jesus Christ. For a moment I consider taking him at his ill-informed word. Pedophilia, schism,
whatever: chuck the talk and drive out the demons with a command. The idea would recur to me throughout the day.

When I got to St. George’s House on Arthur Road, the headquarters of the SSPX in England, Bishop Williamson greeted
me at the door. It’s been roughly ten years since we last met in person, at the SSPX seminary in Winona, Minnesota, where I
gave a talk to the seminarians on horror movies. This time the conversation was more focused on the situation in the Church.
After the initial pleasantries, his excellency informed me that, as a result of the media circus of 2009, he had been stripped of
all assignments in the SSPX. This comes as no surprise because I had seen the Bishop Fellay interview on YouTube. So, after
being expelled from Argentina, Bishop Williamson returned to England, where he now resides, all dressed up with no place to
go. Whatever hopes which the lifting of the excommunications in January 2009 engendered were superceded by the uproar
surrounding the media lynch mob which attempted to derail any reunification of the society and the Church by bringing up the
issue of holocaust denial. By now the waves of that storm have subsided, but it looks as if the chances of reconciliation have
subsided with them.

As I mentioned, shortly before I arrived in England, Walter Cardinal Kasper announced that Rome’s negotiations with
the SSPX were not going well. Writing on the Chiesa.com Website, Sandro Magistro wrote that Kasper’s misgivings were
amplified in an article written by Eberhard Schockenhoff, one of Kasper’s former students, and now professor of moral
theology at the University of Freiburg. The article appeared in the April 2010 issue of the German Jesuit magazine Stimmen
der Zeit, and in it Schockenhoff claimed “that the real disagreement between the Church of Rome and the Lefebvrists does not
concern the Mass in Latin, but the teaching of Vatican II, especially on ecclesiology and on freedom of conscience and
religion.” Both Schockendorf and Kasper fear that the readmission of the SSPX will doom their interpretation of Vatican II and
all of the projects of the past forty-some years which have been based on it. Schockenhoff fears that “exegetical manipulation
of the conciliar texts” will allow both Rome and the SSPX to marginalize the true meaning of the council by misrepresenting
what Schockenhoff and presumably Kasper consider genuine reforms as postconciliar misunderstandings and aborted
experiments. This would allow an “antimodern protest movement based on preconciliar Catholicism” to be smuggled into the
Church. It would also mark the end (although Schockenhoff doesn’t say this) of the hegemony of the German professors, whose
interpretation has been dominant but fading since the end of the council. The influence of the German professors has faded even
more, paradoxically, since the accession of Benedict XVI (the quintessential German professor) to the chair of Peter.
Schockenhoff compares the negotiations with the SSPX to “a hermeneutic tightrope walk, which attempts to square the circle.”
He also compares it to “playing with fire.” The issue is interpretation: Whose interpretation of the council is going to prevail?
Put another way, readmitting the SSPX would mean the end of the hegemony of the German professors’ interpretation of the
Council, which the German professors like to portray as “the will of the majority of the Council fathers”:

By proposing an official interpretation, another meaning gets imposed on central conciliar texts other
than the meaning which the will of the majority of the Council fathers intended… .  What’s at stake here is
the direction of the future path of the Church, a direction which the Council chose when it decided to open
itself up to the modern world, when it chose ecumenical solidarity with the orthodox and reformation
churches as well as dialogue with the Jews and other world religions.

 The main person responsible for wanting to “square the circle,” i.e., make the council documents compatible with both
modernity and tradition is, in Schockenhoff’s view, Pope Benedict XVI. Magister claims that “In explaining how to interpret
the Council correctly, Benedict XVI shows how it did in fact introduce new developments with respect to the past, but always
in continuity with ‘the deepest patrimony of the Church.’” And as an example of this interplay between newness and continuity,
the pope illustrates precisely the conciliar ideas on freedom of religion: the main point of division between the Church and the
Lefebvrists.”

On December 22, 2005, Pope Benedict gave a speech to the curia in which he tried to explain the Zeitgeist which was
regnant when the council was in session:

The Council had to find a new definition of the relationship between the Church and the modern age.
This relationship started out difficultly with the Galileo trial. It broke completely, when Kant defined
“religion within pure reason” and when, in the radical phase of the French Revolution, an image of the state
and of man was spread that practically intended to crowd out the Church and faith. The clash of the
Church’s faith with a radical liberalism and also with natural sciences that claimed to embrace, with its
knowledge, the totality of reality to its outmost borders, stubbornly setting itself to make the “hypothesis of



God” superfluous, had provoked in the 19th century under Pius IX, on the part of the Church, a harsh and
radical condemnation of this spirit of the modern age. Thus, there were apparently no grounds for any
positive and fruitful agreement, and drastic were also the refusals on the part of those who felt they were
the representatives of the modern age.

 
However, in the meantime, the modern age also had its development. It was becoming clear that the

American Revolution had offered a model of the modern state that was different from that theorized by the
radical tendencies that had emerged from the second phase of the French Revolution. Natural sciences
began, in a more and more clear way, to reflect their own limits, imposed by their own method which,
though achieving great things, was nevertheless not able to comprehend the totality of reality. Thus, both
sides began to progressively open up to each other. In the period between the two world wars and even
more after the second world war, Catholic statesmen had shown that a modern lay state can exist, which
nevertheless is not neutral with respect to values, but lives tapping into the great ethical fonts of
Christianity. Catholic social doctrine, as it developed, had become an important model between radical
liberalism and the Marxist theory of the state.

 As a result of this opening to the modern world, discontinuities began to emerge. Catholics began condemning things that
the Saints of previous eras considered praiseworthy. Similarly, things that the Council considered praiseworthy — things like
Schockenhoff’s “dialogue with the Jews” — would have been condemned as pernicious by Church fathers like St. John
Chrysosotm. Before long the discontinuities became too big and too important to ignore, or as Pope Benedict put it:

It is clear that in all these sectors, which together are one problem, some discontinuities would emerge.
Although this may not have been fully appreciated at first, the discontinuities that did emerge —
notwithstanding distinct concrete historical situations and their needs — did prevent continuity at the level
of principles.

 The Church now finds herself in the process of reconciling those discontinuities, and it is this process of re-establishing
continuity with tradition which Schockenhoff sees as a betrayal of the meaning of the Council. The SSPX, on the other hand,
sees the process of reconciliation as a betrayal of Church doctrine, and it is at precisely this impasse that the negotiations with
the SSPX stand at the moment.

The pope feels that the Council succeeded at being both new and connected with the past:

By defining in a new way the relationship between the faith of the Church and some essential elements
of modern thinking, the Second Vatican Council revised and even corrected some past decisions. But in an
apparent discontinuity it has instead preserved and reinforced its intimate nature and true identity. The
Church is One, Holy, Catholic, and Apostolic both before and after the Council, throughout time. It “presses
forward amid the persecutions of the world and the consolations of God,” announcing the cross and death
of the Lord until he comes (cf Lumen gentium, 8).

 
Yet those who expected that with this fundamental “Yes” to the modern age, all tensions would melt

away, and that this “opening up to the world” would render everything harmonious, underestimated the
inner tensions and contradictions of the modern age; they underestimated the internal tensions and the
dangerous fragility of human nature, which have threatened man’s journey throughout all historical periods
and configurations. Given man’s new power over himself and over matter, these dangers have not
disappeared; instead, they have acquired a new dimension. We can clearly illustrate this by looking at
current history.

 At this point an uncanny similarity emerges between the SSPX and the liberals who want to keep them out of the Church.
Both the SSPX and Professor Schockenhoff are arguing that their interpretation of Vatican II should be taken as normative. Both
the SSPX and Professor Schockenhoff (for obviously different reasons) would claim that the pope was “attempting to square
the circle,” by thinking that modernity and Church tradition were reconcilable. Both the SSPX and Professor Schockenhoff
have made a particular interpretation of a particular council as the litmus test for membership in the Church. Neither the SSPX
nor Professor Schockenhoff seems capable of entertaining the idea that the Church had embarked upon projects in the wake of
the council which were based in some sense or other on council documents but which went way beyond what the council
documents authorized. “Gespräch mit dem Judentum” or dialogue with the Jews is one example cited by Schockenhoff which
has led to an almost total discontinuity with the past, something the American bishops discovered when they had to revise their
catechism. Should the Church perdure in this particular implementation of the council? Or should she admit that this and other
projects which the council spawned, unlike the documents themselves, are nothing more than failed experiments based on an
inadequate understanding of what was really happening during the revolutionary ’60s? Is the Church committed to repudiating



the Gospel in the name of dialogue? One would hope not, but the question needs to be contextualized before it can be
answered. If we identify the Council with “Gespräch mit dem Judentum,” as Professor Schockenhoff does, then the answer is
far from clear. Schockenhoff might go so far as to endorse postconciliar aberrations like the claim that “the Mosaic covenant is
eternally valid,” a claim both made and repudiated by the American bishops, but would the pope go that far? Probably not. But
the pope’s track record on continuity in this regard is far from clear. He seems unaware that dialogue with the Jews, as
currently practiced, entails repudiating the Gospel, and that proclaiming the Gospel is antithetical to dialogue with the Jews.
As things stand now, the issue is far from resolved, and the only thing that unites both the German professors and the SSPX at
this point seems to be their belief that the pope is determined to square the circle.

It was clear that there were people within the Church who didn’t want reunification to happen because it threatened their
interpretation of Vatican II as the normative view. George Weigel was one of the people who felt threatened. “It is not easy,”
he wrote in an editorial in Newsweek in February 2009, “to see how the unity of the Catholic Church will be advanced if the
Lefebrvist faction does not publicly and unambiguously affirm Vatican Council II’s teaching on the nature of the Church, on
religious freedom, and on the sin of anti-Semitism. Absent such an affirmation, pick-and-choose cafeteria Catholicism will be
reborn on the far fringes of the Catholic right, just when it was fading into insignificance on the dwindling Catholic left, its
longtime home.” Having a Neocon like George Weigel accuse the SSPX of “pick-and-choose cafeteria Catholicism” was a
classic instance of the pot calling the kettle black. Weigel had been picking and choosing his peculiar brand of Catholicism
according to Neocon principles for years, beginning with his justification of the war in Iraq all the way up to his reading of
Pope Benedict XVI’s encyclical on church social teaching Caritas in Veritatem. When Weigel put on his magic neocon glasses
to read the pope’s encyclical, some passages appeared in gold, which is to say, they were congruent with the neocon agenda,
while some passages appeared in red, which meant that they were not and could safely be ignored by real Catholics, which is
to say, those who followed the neocon agenda as articulated by George Weigel. To people like this, the holocaust denial
brouhaha was the answer to a maiden’s prayer because it provided a way to shut down unwelcome discussion of suppressed
topics. But by June 2010, the time of my meeting with Bishop Williamson, it looked as if the holocaust issue had been
resolved. In the spring of 2010 Williamson was convicted in a German court and fined 180,000 euros, a sum that was later
reduced to 10,000 and is now being appealed. Bishop Williamson had “put that issue behind him,” as the politicians like to
say. He was now “ready to move on with his life.”

Or was he? At the height of the media cycle, Williamson wrote to the pope and suggested that he be thrown, like Jonah,
into the sea to calm the waves. That is a fairly close approximation of what happened, but it wasn’t the pope who threw his
excellency into the sea, it was Bishop Fellay, who threw him under the bus. Richard Williamson is now a bishop without a
portfolio. In addition to removing him from the seminary in Argentina, Bishop Fellay has forbidden Williamson from saying
anything in public, including presumably granting interviews to people like me.

If there was an assumption on my part behind this meeting it was that the lifting of the excommunications and the
subsequent holocaust denial brouhaha had changed the situation. The only evidence I had to go on was Williamson volunteering
to be thrown into the sea, but that seemed indication enough that the situation had changed him. The lifting of the
excommunications had certainly changed my attitude toward the SSPX—from accusations of the sort that we had leveled in the
investigative pieces we had run in the ’90s to a desire to do whatever it took to restore full communion. Actually, that desire
had come into existence long before the excommunications had been lifted. When we had met at the SSPX seminary in Winona
in the ’90s, I had asked his excellency what I could do to help end the schism. His reply was simple enough, “Get Rome to
revoke Vatican II.”

“Is that all?” I said jokingly back then.
The more we talked, however, the more I had the sinking feeling that nothing had changed. “Semper idem” (always the

same) was the motto of Cardinal Ottaviani and the phrase had always seemed appealing in dealing with the modernists, but
now it began to recur in a different, less positive light, which is to say, not so much as a reaffirmation of tradition, but as the
theological version of Groundhog Day, the movie in which Bill Murray plays a weatherman from Pittsburgh who finds himself
repeating the same day over and over again. The SSPX had been claiming for over 20 years that the issue was doctrine,
specifically doctrinal issues concerning Vatican II, and in the wake of the excommunications, they had persuaded Rome to
engage in dialogue under those auspices, but now it was clear, as Cardinal Kasper had pointed out, that the dialogue was going
nowhere.

This is not surprising because doctrine was never the heart of the matter. In fact, by allowing the dialogue on doctrine to
proceed, Rome had fatally undermined its own position. The real issue is schism, not doctrine. Heresy is a sin against doctrine,
and in the negotiations which followed the lifting of the excommunications, the SSPX was engaged in an attempt to turn the
tables on Rome and convince them that they were guilty of heresy. Before entering into dialogue with the SSPX, Rome would
have done better to watch Bishop Fellay’s interview on YouTube. In it, Fellay gets to the heart of the matter when he says,
“The Church has cancer. We don’t want to embrace the Church because then we’ll get cancer too.”

If anyone had any doubts about the SSPX being in schism, this interview should have laid them to rest. As St. Augustine
pointed out in both his treatises on Baptism and the Donatists, schism has nothing to do with doctrine. Schism is a sin against



charity. It involves breaking communion out of fear of contamination — which is precisely how Bishop Fellay framed the issue
in his YouTube interview. Bishop Williamson has his own YouTube interview, filmed in January 2010, in which he says
essentially the same thing. The only difference is that in his interview Williamson claims that the Church has leprosy. In
medical terms, the analogy is more apt because leprosy is contagious, but the thought is essentially the same. The SSPX broke
communion with the Church when Archbishop Lefebvre consecrated Williamson and Fellay and two other bishops. Refusal of
communion out of fear of contamination is, as anyone who has read St. Augustine knows, the classic expression of schism, but
evidently no one in Rome noticed this when they began their negotiations with the SSPX because instead of dealing with the
issue at hand, Rome embarked upon the theological equivalent of Mission Impossible, which is to say a theological discussion
of the documents of Vatican with a group of people who were using doctrine as a pretext to avoid talking about their own lack
of charity.

What Rome overlooked in this matter was the psychological need on the part of the SSPX to divert the negotiations into a
discussion of doctrine. That need is based more on guilt than anything in the documents of Vatican II. The SSPX committed a
sin against charity when Archbishop Lefebvre, claiming that a state of emergency existed in the Church, broke communion by
consecrating the four bishops. Their justification for breaking communion is ultimately irrelevant because the Church is always
to some extent or other in a state of emergency because the Church is always at the mercy of the venal and wicked men who
rise to positions of power in it because such men always rise to positions of power in human institutions, but no state of
emergency (real or imagined) ever justifies breaking communion. The Irish priest sex abuse crisis is a case in point, and it was
the invitation to discuss that crisis in the light of tradition which brought me to the SSPX headquarters in Wimbledon in the first
place.

 



The Priest Crisis in Ireland

 In a pastoral letter addressed to the Church in Ireland dated March 19, 2010, Pope Benedict XIV claimed that in order to
recover from the wound which a number of Irish priests had inflicted on the young people entrusted to their care

the Church in Ireland must first acknowledge before the Lord and before others the serious sins
committed against defenseless children. Such an acknowledgement, accompanied by sincere sorrow for the
damage caused to these victims and their families, must lead to a concerted effort to ensure the protection
of children from similar crimes in the future.

 The pope based his letter largely on the findings of The Murphy Report, which had been published on November 26,
2009 and found that “child abuse by clerics was widespread throughout the period under review.”

More crucial to a correct understanding of the Irish sexual abuse crisis is an understanding of the “period under review.”
Most of the cases of abuse which the Church is now confronting took place in a period whose epicenter was roughly 30 to 40
years ago. In order to understand the crisis then, we need to understand what Germans call the Zeitgeist, or the spirit of the
times, the times being largely the ’70s, when roughly ten years after the Second Vatican Council ended the Church was in the
throes of its implementation.

The pope adverts to this time period in his letter:

Significant too was the tendency during this period, also on the part of priests and religious, to adopt
ways of thinking and assessing secular realities without sufficient reference to the Gospel. The programme
of renewal proposed by the Second Vatican Council was sometimes misinterpreted and indeed, in the light
of the profound social changes that were taking place, it was far from easy to know how best to implement
it.

 One of the main characteristics of this period, according to the pope, was

a well-intentioned but misguided tendency to avoid penal approaches to canonically irregular situations.
It is in this overall context that we must try to understand the disturbing problem of child sexual abuse,
which has contributed in no small measure to the weakening of the faith and the loss of respect for the
Church and her teachings.

 The Murphy Report makes clear that the Church did not apply the remedies which Canon Law provides in the case of
sexual abuse. Instead, the diocese of Dublin set aside the penal process of canon law in favor of a purely “pastoral” approach
which was, in the Commission’s view, wholly ineffective as a means of controlling clerical child sexual abuse.” During the
course of its investigations, the Commission learned that “In the mid 1970s there was no public, professional or Government
perception either in Ireland or internationally that child sexual abuse constituted a societal problem or was a major risk to
children.” As one commentator put it:

The pages of the Murphy Report are littered with instances of carelessness, incompetence and moral
cowardice. Over the past fifteen to twenty years they have been flailing about, trying to get to grips with a
seemingly intractable problem. Far too often their response has been, at best, inadequate. A line from the
Report which rings particularly true refers to a priest who had the impression of Archbishop Connell that he
“came across as someone who really cared for the victim but had not “got a clue” about how to go about
dealing with the reality of the problem.” Many of the other Bishops give a similar impression.

 
Pope Benedict was unsparing in his criticism of the priests who betrayed the trust of those whom they

were called to serve and the bishops who were derelict in exercising proper oversight, but Paragraph 4 of
his pastoral letter indicates that other forces were at work as well.

 
In recent decades the Church in your country has had to confront new and serious challenges to the

faith arising from the rapid transformation and secularization of Irish society. Fast-paced social change has
occurred, often adversely affecting people’s traditional adherence to Catholic teaching and values. All too
often, the sacramental and devotional practices that sustain faith and enable it to grow, such as frequent
confession, daily prayer and annual retreats were neglected. Only by examining carefully the many
elements that gave rise to the present crisis can a clear-sighted diagnosis of its causes be undertaken and
effective remedies be found.

 Commenting on the pope’s letter in a symposium at Chiesa.com, (http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/articolo/1342641),
Sandro Magistro claimed that “Benedict XVI has given the Catholics of Ireland an order never before given by a pope of the

http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/articolo/1342641


modern era to an entire national Church… . He told them not only to bring the guilty before the canonical and civil courts, but
to put themselves collectively in a state of penance and purification … in a public form, before the eyes of all, even the most
implacable and mocking adversaries,” but the point of the article was, once again the Zeitgeist. As the title of the Magister’s
article in La Repubblica indicated, “Genesis of Crime: the Revolution of the 1960s,” the cause of this crime was the sexual
revolution of the ’60s, an event which was a true revolution and which brought about the sexualization of traditional Catholic
cultures, which brought with it the sexualization of the clergy as well.

Taking part in the same symposium, Angelo Cardinal Bagnasco saw “strategies of generalized discredit” behind the
news reports as well as more than a little hypocrisy. The media who were calling for the pope’s resignation were the same
media which had spent decades undermining sexual morality:

In reality, we must all question ourselves, without any more alibis, about a culture that in our time
reigns pampered and uncontested, and tends progressively to fray the connective tissue of society as a
whole, perhaps even mocking those who try to resist and to oppose it: the attitude that is, of those who
cultivate absolute autonomy from the criteria of moral judgment and convey as good and alluring behaviors
that are designed according to individual desires and even unbridled instincts. But the exaggeration of
sexuality disconnected from its anthropological significance, all-encompassing hedonism, and a relativism
that does not admit limits or exceptions, do great harm because they are specious and sometimes so
pervasive as to escape notice.

 Cardinal Ruini called the crisis in Ireland “part of a strategy that has been underway for centuries” and went on to claim
that the German philosopher Friedrich Nietzsche had “elaborated” this strategy “with his flair for detail.”

According to Nietzsche, the decisive attack on Christianity cannot be brought on the level of truth, but
on that of Christian ethics, which he saw as the enemy of the joy of living. And so I would like to ask those
who decry scandals of pedophilia mostly when they involve the Catholic Church, perhaps bringing into
question priestly celibacy: would it not be more honest and realistic to recognize that certainly these and
other deviations related to sexuality accompany the entire history of the human race, but also that in our
time these deviations are further stimulated by the much ballyhooed ‘sexual liberation.”

 
When the exaltation of sexuality pervades every part of life and when autonomy from any moral

criterion is claimed for the sexual instinct, it becomes difficult to explain that certain abuses are absolutely
to be condemned. In reality, human sexuality from the start is not simply instinctual; it is not the same as
that of the other animals. It is, like all of man, a sexuality ‘mixed’ with reason and morality, which can be
lived humanly, and truly bring happiness, only if it is lived this way.

 Once again the key to understanding the Irish abuse crisis is understanding “the period under review,” which is to say the
aftermath of the sexual revolution of the ’60s. Professor of sociology Massimo Introvigne, president of CESNUR, the Center
for the Studies on New Religion, claimed that the attack on the Church began in earnest during “what the English and the
Americans call ‘the ’60s,’ and the Italians, concentrating on the emblematic year of 1968 [call] ‘il Sessantotto.’” This era,
according to Professor Introvigne, “increasingly appears as a time of profound disturbances of customs, with crucial and
lasting effects on religion.”

Benedict XVI in his letter shows that he is aware of the fact that there was in the 1960s an authentic revolution — no less
important than the Protestant Reformation or the French Revolution — that was “fast-paced” and dealt a tremendous blow to
“traditional adherence to Catholic teaching and values.”

In the Catholic Church there was not at once a sufficient awareness of the scope of this revolution. In
this climate, certainly not all priests who were insufficiently formed or infected by the climate following the
’60s and not even a significant percentage of them, became pedophiles. But the study of the revolution of
the 1960s and of 1968 is crucial to understanding what happened afterward, including pedophilia. And to
finding real remedies. If this revolution, unlike those before it, is moral and spiritual and touches the
interiority of man, it is only from the restoration of morality of the spiritual life and of comprehensive truth
about the human person that the remedies can ultimately come.

 What this and similar commentary makes clear is that talking about the ’60s and understanding the ’60s are two different
things. What all of the critiques have in common is an inadequate understanding of what happened in the ’60s and, more
importantly, what happened in the aftermath of the sexual revolution, a period which coincided in time with the implementation
of the Second Vatican Council.

Cardinal Ruini mentions Nietzsche, who is certainly a villain, but if his eminence was interested in talking about a
campaign of revolution, of “a strategy that has been underway for centuries,” and sexualization of the culture for political



purposes, he would have done better to begin with the Marquis de Sade.
Similarly, Professor Invigne claims

that a single factor cannot explain a revolution of this magnitude. The economic boom and feminism
play a part, but also more strictly cultural aspects both outside the churches and Christian communities (the
encounter between psychoanalysis and Marxism) and inside them (the ‘new theologies’).

 But he doesn’t mention Wilhelm Reich, the man who created the term Sexual Revolution and who also combined
psychoanalysis and Marxism to create a weapon that was specifically targeted against the Catholic Church, and even more
specifically one which promoted the sexual corruption of the clergy as the best way of reducing the Church’s political power.

Reich was a Jew from Galicia, the easternmost province of the Austro-Hungarian empire, who was both a Freudian and
a Marxist. Nine years after his death, he became the hero of the ‘68 revolution in Paris. Two years later he was featured on the
cover of the New York Times magazine.

By the time Reich had been re-discovered by the New Left in 1969, he had been dead for ten years, but that fact was
irrelevant, because the Reich the cultural revolutionaries were interested in promoting had stopped writing in 1933 anyway.
On January 4, 1971, Christopher Lehmann-Haupt wrote a review of the new Farrar Straus edition of The Mass Psychology of
Fascism, which announced in effect that the Reich revival had begun in earnest. “Wilhelm Reich,” Lehmann-Haupt proclaimed,
“the Austrian sexologist and inventor of the so-called orgone energy accumulator, has made a comeback.” Reich, according to
the review, was the father of youth culture, the sexual revolution, and the feminist movement. Kate Millett’s book Sexual
Politics was written under his influence. Beyond that, Reich was better at reconciling Freud and Marx than Marcuse,
especially by expounding his “credo that sexual man was man liberated from his need for authority, religion, and marriage.”
Reich, in other words, “makes considerable sense,” at least to someone sympathetic to the goal of sexual liberation. Lehmann-
Haupt was, in fact, so enamored of Reich’s vision of sexual liberation he was even willing to take a second look at his theory
of orgone energy. “Perhaps it’s time to reconsider all of Wilhelm Reich,” he concluded.

Four months later, on April 18, 1971, the New York Times returned to Reich, this time devoting a feature length article in
their Sunday magazine to his thought. In “Wilhelm Reich: The Psychiatrist as Revolutionary,” David Elkind described how
student communards in Berlin pelted the police with soft-bound copies of Reich’s The Mass Psychology of Fascism. (Was it
compassion that kept them from using hardbound copies or frugality?) Reich “was being resurrected everywhere in Europe as a
hero/saint to students demanding social reform,” and now “many American young people” were “now discovering that Reich is
very much their kind of Revolutionary too.” This was the case because his message was more appealing to the American Left,
who felt that they could bring down the state by sexual license without the sublimation urged by Freud or the political
revolution urged by Marx.

Reich is relevant to our discussion because he was a proponent of both child sexuality and the sexual subversion of the
clergy. In The Mass Psychology of Fascism, Reich claimed that it was pointless to debate the existence of God with a
seminarian. However, if the seminarian could be induced to engage in sexual activity, the idea of God “evaporated” from his
mind. In The Mass Psychology of Fascism, Reich praised “the genuine sociologist who will reckon psychoanalysis’
comprehension of childhood sexuality as a highly significant revolutionary act” (p. 28). He goes on to say that the Catholic
Church is the main enemy of revolutionary liberation:

With the restriction and suppression of sexuality, the nature of human feeling changes; a sex-negating
religion comes into being and gradually develops its own sex-political organization, the church with all its
predecessors, the aim of which is nothing other than the eradication of man’s sexual desires and
consequently of what little happiness there is on earth.

 According to Reich: “Sexual inhibition prevents the average adolescent from thinking and feeling in a rational way.”
Religion, according to Reich, is nothing more than inhibited sexuality:

Clinical experience shows incontestably that religious sentiments result from inhibited sexuality, that the
source of mystical excitation is to be sought in inhibited sexual excitation. The inescapable conclusion of all
this is that a clear sexual consciousness and a natural regulation of sexual life must foredoom every form of
mysticism; that, in other words, natural sexuality is the archenemy of mystical religion. By carrying on an
anti-sexual fight wherever it can, making it the core of its dogmas and putting it in the foreground of its
mass propaganda, the church only attests to the correctness of this interpretation.

 At another point Reich claims that: “If one succeeds in getting rid of the childhood fear of masturbation and as a result
thereof genitality demands gratification, then intellectual insight and sexual gratification are wont to prevail.”

The first step to revolution is the promotion of child sexuality because “Sexual consciousness and mystical sentiments
cannot coexist.” Any revolutionary who regards sexuality as a “private matter” is guilty of a “grave error” because

political reaction … always rides on two tracks at the same time: on that of economic policies and that



of “moral renewal.” Until now, the freedom movement has traveled on one track only. What is needed,
therefore, is to master the sexual question on a social scale, to transform the shadowy side of personal life
into social mental hygiene, to make the sexual question a part of the total campaign, instead of confining
oneself to the question of population politics.

 Sexual revolution is, to use Reich’s term, “social dynamite,” but it cannot work its destructive havoc if the
revolutionaries are afraid of getting involved in child sexuality, or as Reich puts it: “if this work is to be carried out by
revolutionaries who vie with the church in the asseveration and advocacy of moralistic mysticism, who view the answering of
the sexual question as being beneath the ‘dignity of revolutionary ideology,’ who dismiss childhood masturbation as a
‘bourgeois invention,’” it won’t work.

In other words the true revolutionary must be willing to promote the sexualization of children. The revolutionary,
according to Reich, must “awaken … a desire in modern youth, a desire for a new philosophy and for scientific knowledge
about the fight for sexual health, sexual consciousness, and freedom… . It is the youth that matters! And they — this much is
certain — are no longer accessible to a sex-negating ideology on a mass scale. This is our strong point.”

Reich’s emphasis on the promotion of sexual activity is too pervasive to be ignored:

In the main, revolutionary work with children can only be sex-economic work. Overcome your
astonishment and listen patiently. Why is it that children in the pre-pubertal stage can be directed by
sexual education in the best and easiest way?

 
This powerful weapon was never put to use in Germany. And it was those in charge of child

organizations who offered the strongest resistance to the proposal that the usual individual treatment of
sex education be turned into sex education on a mass scale.

 
If we could once succeed in engaging the sexual interests of children and adolescents on a mass scale,

then reactionary contamination would be faced with a tremendous counterforce — and political reaction
would be powerless.

 
… the mechanism that makes masses of people incapable of freedom is the social suppression of genital

sexuality in small children, adolescents, and adults.
 In order to bring about revolution, the true revolutionary, according to Reich, must promote sex with children. He must
also promote the sexualization of the Catholic clergy because the Catholic Church is the main obstacle to the revolutionary
take-over of Austrian society:

The case of clerics is especially difficult, for a convincing continuation of their profession, whose physical
consequences they have felt on their own body, has become impossible. The only course open to many of
them is to replace their priesthood with religious research or teaching.

 Taken together Reich’s promotion of child sexuality and the sexualization of the Catholic clergy became the blueprint for
the subversion of the Catholic Church. This campaign began in the wake of the Second Vatican Council but it reached its
culmination in the priest abuse crisis of the first decade of the 21st century. Reich’s theories were put into practice during the
sexual revolution of the ’60s, but it would take decades before their full effect would be felt.

The Left put Reich’s theories into practice during the ’60s. In an article which appeared in the Austrian magazine Die
Aula in February 2001, a translation of which was reprinted in English in Culture Wars  in May of that year, Hans Fingeller
explained how the sexual revolutionaries “used children as experimental guinea pigs in the sensitive area of sexual
development”:

Wilhelm Reich, a wacko follower of Sigmund Freud, proposed certain theses on how one might “liberate”
the sexuality of children, which the “Spontis” and APO [Ausserparliamentarische Opposition] revolutionaries
used as an excuse to carry out certain experiments with children… . . As a result of absorbing Reich’s
theories, the ‘68 generation began experimenting on their own children, who were now being raised not in
pubic or religious schools, but rather in “alternative day care centers” in which zealous comrades attempted
to create out of this ‘human material” the “New Man” not by any biological process but by the deliberate
application of Marxist ideology to the classroom.

 In his book Linke Lebensluegen: eine Ueberfaellige Rechnung [Left-wing Lies about Life: a long-overdue Reckoning]
Klaus Rainer Roehl, who was then husband of RAF terrorist Ulrike Meinhof, goes into some detail about the child-rearing
practices in Kommune 2, which specialized in raising children according to the Gospel of Wilhelm Reich.

The first goal of this “education” was to replace the attachment of the child to his parents with a relationship to a
“relationship person” and as a result inhibit the formation of “the authoritarian family fixation.” These activities included



pedophilic contact between adults and five year old girls, the details of which I will spare you. You can read the full account
in the May 2001 issue of Culture Wars.

Daniel Cohn-Bendit is now a member of the European Parliament and the head of the Green Party in France, but during
the ’60s he was a teacher in one of these day-care centers. After his Comrade-in-Arms Joschka Fischer was named foreign
minister of Germany, Cohn-Bendit granted an interview with ZDF, the second German TV channel in which he was asked
whether he was ever employed in one of the red day care centers.

“Yes, of course, of course,” he replied.
The ZDF reporter then asked him if he published the following text about his experiences there: “it often happened to me

that the children would unzip my fly and begin to fondle me.”
At that point the eloquent European Parliamentarian had the look of a deer caught in the headlights of an oncoming car.
After lots of hemming and hawing, Cohn-Bendit said that he wouldn’t recommend now what he recommended then

because “we know a lot more about child abuse.”
Then, contradicting what he had written, Cohn-Bendit swore: “I never had anything to do with children.”
The ZDF reporter remained unconvinced: “It sounds so autobiographical. The descriptions are so personal, as if you had

had sex with children.”
Cohn-Bendit replied, “Yeah, but that is not true. That is not true. The same thing goes for the parents … I’m not mad if

people accuse me of that because it was no secret. I was only thinking that you have to look at it in the context of this time and
this period. We’re talking about ‘68. That was then… .”

Unlike the Catholic Church, which has apologized for the priests who have engaged in sexual activity with children, the
Left in general and the Green Party as its current heir has never “sought ways to repair the damage that they have done to the
children of than generation, who were treated like guinea pigs by being subjected to the abstruse ideas of the madman Wilhelm
Reich.”

Klaus Rainer Poehl writes: “It’s in this particular area [the sexualization of children] that his movement has the most to
answer for. These evil or stupid deeds have created the biggest aftershock for the movement. It was here that it did its most
damage.”

Writing around the same time as Hans Fingeller, Herbert Rauter claims that Cohn-Bendit’s experiences were “No
Isolated Incident.” In fact in 1985 the Green Party, the political home of both Cohn-Bendit and Joschka Fischer, advocated the
elimination of laws criminalizing sexual relations with children, claiming “they prevent the free development of the
personality.”

At the beginning of 1985, the Greens proposed legislation which would decriminalize the seduction of girls under 16
years of age as well as homosexual contact with children and teenagers. Their reason? “The threat of punishment inhibits
children from discovering their true sexual orientation.”

At their state convention in Luedenscheid in March of 1985, the Greens of Nordrhein-Westfalen demanded that
“nonviolent sexual activity” between children and adults never be considered as a reason for criminal prosecution. This sort of
activity, to the contrary, “must be liberated from all restrictions which this society has placed on it.” The fact that this
resolution was approved by a majority of those in attendance attests to the fact that they considered sexual relations between
children and adults as a form of “social oppression, which places those who are interested in engaging in nonviolent sex with
children in the danger of having their entire lives destroyed from one day to the next if it were to become known that they had
relations which all of us consider pleasant, productive, development-enhancing, in short, positive for both parties involved… .
Therefore, we demand that all criminal sanctions against such sexual activity be removed.”

In 1985 the Greens in Baden-Wuerttemberg … attempted to weaken the criminal sanctions against this form of sexual
activity. Consensual sex between adults and children should not be punished. Also in 1985, in their political platform
(Auszuege aus dem Wahlprogram der Alternative Liste Berlin ), the Greens claimed that “It is inhuman to approve sexual
activity only for a certain age group and under certain conditions. If young people express the wish to have sex with people of
the same age or with older people outside of the family, either because their homosexuality is not accepted by their parents or
because they have pedophilic tendencies or for whatever reason, they must be afforded the possibility of acting on these
desires.”

Let’s sum up here. Christopher Hitchens, who has written a book extolling the virtues of atheism and another attacking
Mother Teresa, is planning to arrest the pope when he arrives in England in September, but no one is planning to arrest Daniel
Cohn-Bendit any time soon. The Church has never condoned this sort of activity in any way, shape or form, much less in the
way that the Green Party has, but no one is suing the Green Party for the sexual molestation that took place in the day-care
centers of the ’60s.

It turns out that Gaudium et Spes was off the mark when it claimed that the Church had nothing to fear from the modern
world. Modernity has always been the enemy of the Church and it remains so today.

But worse than the machinations of her enemies, the Church has adopted the categories of its oppressors in the name of
dialogue and as a result blinded itself to what was really going on during this crucial period of Church history. As a result, the



Church is still trying to figure out what happened during the ’60s. Professor Invigne claims that

There was … a Sessantotto in society and also a Sessantotto in the Church: 1968 is itself the year of
public dissent against the encyclical “Humanae Vitae” of Paul VI, a dispute that according to a valuable and
influential study by the recently deceased American philosopher Ralph McInerny, What Went Wrong with
Vatican II, represents a point of no return in the crisis of the principle of authority in the Church.

 That book was in many ways the result of 15 years of lunches which Ralph and I had together at the Great Wall Chinese
restaurant in South Bend, Indiana. Ralph and I also attended the synod on the Laity in Rome together in the late ’80s. Ralph,
who died in January, was intimately involved in the Revolution of ‘68. His novel The Priest views it from a ringside seat. For
15 years Ralph and I discussed the state of the Church over Chinese food at the Great Wall. What Professor Invigne didn’t
know is that we also discussed Notre Dame University’s involvement in the sexual revolution. Professor Invigne couldn’t have
known that because Ralph suppressed all of the information on Notre Dame in his book. The result was an account of this
crucial period of Church history which was so truncated that it was seriously misleading. The Chiesa.com symposium is one
more proof that the Church is ignorant of its own history. The Church can’t win because she is not playing with a full deck.

Missing from Ralph’s book was any mention of the role Notre Dame played in the sexualization of the culture, the
sexualization of the Catholic Church, or the sexualization of the clergy. This story didn’t begin in March 2010. The sexual
revolution of 1968 was part of a war against that Church that had been going on in America for over 30 years.

Less than a week after my return to America, it seemed clear that the sex abuse crisis was far from over. In fact, it had by
then spread to Belgium, where local police broke into church buildings, barred bishops meeting there from leaving the
premises, seized computers and church files, and even bored holes into the tombs of two deceased bishops. The Vatican was
outraged by the actions of the Belgian police, claiming that “there are no precedents, not even under the old communist
regimes” for such actions, but the Vatican’s apologies for sexual abuse combined with their lack of understanding about how
the political instrumentalization of sexual deviance worked made political retaliation like this inevitable. The era of dialogue
with the modern world which began with the council ended with the sound of boots on the stairs and the police banging at the
door of the Church and a campaign which made Kulturkampf and communist oppression seem mild by comparison. The police
raids in Belgium certainly provided the possibility of a new interpretation of Gaudium et Spes, but no one in Rome was rising
to the challenge of the new hermeneutic.

 



The Church and Her Enemies

 In talking with Bishop Williamson, it becomes clear that the doctrinal issue is uppermost in his mind, but that’s only
because he refuses to admit the real cause of the problem, namely, that the SSPX broke communion. Schism is a word that
never gets mentioned in traditional circles. It is only with difficulty that I can broach the topic in our conversation. Bishop
Williamson wants to talk about the pope instead, who, according to his view, sometimes says 2 plus 2 equals four and
sometimes says 2 plus 2 equals five.

The pope’s views of the Council are certainly tied to a view particular Zeitgeist, the Zeitgeist of the ’60s. When he
claims that “It was becoming clear that the American Revolution had offered a model of the modern state that was different
from that theorized by the radical tendencies that had emerged from the second phase of the French Revolution… . Thus, both
sides began to progressively open up to each other” what he is really telling us is that he had fallen under the influence of John
Courtney Murray and therefore under the influence of Time Magazine, which was responsible for Murray’s celebrity status, as
well as C.D. Jackson, who was the CIA controller/liaison with Time/Life. We are talking about the widespread promotion of
the self-induced illusion that the Church no long had enemies.

During the 1930s, the Church had enemies. When the Church was strong, which is to say when it was united, the Church
won the battles against her enemies. In 1933, the Church in America took on the Jews in Hollywood when Cardinal Dougherty
of Philadelphia called for a boycott of all Warner Brothers theaters in his diocese. The success of that boycott led to the
institution of the Hollywood production code. In 1935 the Catholic Church led by Msgr. John A. Ryan, head of the National
Catholic Welfare Conference, defeated the WASP ruling class’s attempt to get the federal government involved in the funding
of contraception. If you ask yourself what had changed in the 30 years between 1933 and 1963, it wasn’t Church teaching.
Because of Vatican II, the Church believed that she no longer had enemies. In fact, because of a magical process known as
dialogue, our former enemies had been transformed into our friends.

Needless to say, this was not the traditional teaching of the Catholic Church. The traditional teaching of the Church had
been articulated some 1500 years earlier, when St. Augustine wrote that “Heretics, Jews and Pagans have made a unity against
Unity.” The loss of its enemies turned the Church against itself. In the absence of external enemies, the presence of evil in the
Church had to be attributed to the Church itself. The Church, to cite Bishop Fellay, developed “cancer.”

Benjamin Franklin once wrote that “Experience keeps an expensive school, but fools will learn in no other.” What the
Church had to learn in the expensive school which experience has conducted for the past 45 years is that nothing has changed.
Our enemies were still our enemies. The only thing that had changed was the sophistication of their tactics.

What the pope’s 2005 speech to the Curia shows is that Joseph Ratzinger was influenced by a sophisticated
disinformation campaign orchestrated by Henry Luce, the publisher of Time/Life, and his Catholic agent, John Courtney
Murray. What it does not show is that there are flaws in the conciliar documents. The same is true of Nostra Aetate and the
Jews, who were paying Malachi Martin to act as a double agent at the council. Now as in the past, the Church continues
digesting the documents, which is to say it continues to interpret them in light of tradition, which is what the Church has always
done. Archbishop Lefebvre accepted the idea; but, as I was to learn in the course of our conversation, evidently Bishop
Williamson cannot.

What we’re talking about is the background of council documents like Dignitatis Humanae and Nostra Aetate, but not
the documents themselves, which were vetted by the world’s bishops. Having attended more than one synod in Rome, I can see
how an individual bishop (or a bishops’ conference) might introduce a political agenda into the Church’s deliberations, but it
is not easy to see how this agenda could prevail. In my experience the only thing that the world’s bishops could possibly agree
upon is Catholicism. Bishop Williamson claims that there are ambiguous statements in the documents of Vatican II, and that this
fact justifies his separation. The former statement is undeniably true; the latter undeniably false.

 



Maynooth, Ireland, June 19, 2010

 Four days before our meeting, I attended a conference on “Fertility, Infertility, Gender,” sponsored by the Linacre Centre
for Healthcare Ethics at Maynooth, the home of the seminary for Ireland’s Catholic priests. The participants at the conference
are congenial enough, but looming behind the conference is a pall of both sexual and economic crisis in Ireland and the Irish
Church. A bishop freshly deposed by the pope for his negligent handling of the crisis is in attendance. The seminary itself was
criticized in recent articles in the Irish press for its tolerance of homosexuality. The sex abuse crisis was the topic of talks I
would give in both Dublin and London.

In May 1992 just as the neoconservative counter-counter revolution in America had declared war on Pat Buchanan, the
scandal of Bishop Casey of Galway broke over Ireland. According to Mary Kenny’s account in Goodbye to Catholic Ireland:

Bishop Eamonn Casey had had a love-affair in 1974 with an American divorcee, Annie Murphy, had
fathered a child by her, deserted her and suggested the child should be placed for adoption; and then in a
desperate attempt to hide the truth had used diocesan funds to pay off the mother’s claims.

 Is fathering a child out of wedlock wrong? Yes, it is. But once again the press seemed determined to punish the only
institution which was willing to uphold moral standards. If illegitimacy were wrong, why weren’t the newspapers urging
children born out of wedlock to sue the National Basketball Association? Has any institution produced a higher number, per
capita, of illegitimate children?

Kenny initially dismissed the story, but before long it became clear that the forces that wanted to destroy Catholic Ireland
were not going to let the issue drop.

During these events of the mid-1990s, I would hear people in Ireland say, “it can’t get any worse.” And
then it did. On any Monday in November 1994, the three leading stories on RTE, the national television
network, were the political repercussions following the Brendan Smyth case, the collapse and death of the
Dublin priest in a homosexual club sauna, and the conviction of the Galway priest for a sexual assault on a
young man: all in one news bulletin. I made no more jokes about Renaissance Popes.

 Kenny found that

The wave upon wave of charges and convictions—nearly all were convicted as charged — was
relentless, squalid and depressing… . The Brendan Smyth case was not only squalid and depressing: it
brought down the government of Albert Reynolds. It was also particularly shocking not just because the
offender was an apparently incorrigible paedophile, but because there was evidence that the religious
authorities had covered up for him over a number of years. In 1968 he had been given psychiatric
counseling for his compulsion, but without apparent amelioration… . In its efforts not to “give scandal,” it
appeared that the Church authorities had enabled a paedophile to continue in his weakness… . Some
observers predicted that the Peace Process would now falter without the stewardship of Albert Reynolds —
all because of the paedophile priest… . it was claimed in Dublin that the breakdown would never have
occurred if Albert Reynolds had still been Taoiseach.

 The sex crisis, in other words, was used to uproot the last elements of Catholic culture in Ireland. The late Tom Herron
recounted how the notoriously anti-Catholic Irish Times broke the story, and that in turn

led to the collapse of the government of Albert Reynolds in the Republic of Ireland and the weakening of
the Church’s influence on Irish society. In this same period the feminist law professor, Mary Robinson, was
elected the first female president of the republic and helped to erase traditional sex roles in that country.
Her services to the secularization of her native land were appreciated by the international elites when they
made her United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees when her term as president was over.
Unfortunately Mrs. Robinson’s career on the international stage appears to be over as she criticized Israel’s
treatment of the Palestinian refugees; learning late that no matter how progressive you are there are
statements that will end your usefulness to the elites rather quickly.

 The Brendan Smyth episode was, in Mary Kenny’s words, “yet another onslaught in the ongoing decline and fall of the
Irish Catholic Church.” But before long, it was becoming clear that the same playbook was being used on both sides of the
Atlantic. In both Ireland and America, the arsonists were on the fire department payroll. This is true not only of the Fourth
Estate, which promoted the sexualization of Ireland during the years following the council, and therefore, Ireland’s clergy in
the first place, but also of the psychological/counseling establishment. After creating the crisis by undermining the morals of
the clergy, the psychology/counseling establishment got to cash in on the settlements by offering therapy to the victims. It is an
irony not lost on Mary Kenny:



A million pounds was immediately spent on a help-line and counseling after abuse victims of the
industrial schools mentioned in Suffer the Little Children were opened. It was ironic that the Catholic Church
was using the very psychotherapeutic techniques which, 50 years previously, it had so condemned in the
works of Freud.

 In 1995 Ireland was rocked with revelations about the life of Father Michael Cleary, who had died of cancer in 1993.
According to Kenny, Cleary “had been one of Dublin’s best-known and most popular priests. Back in the 1960s, he had been
hailed as the best type of modernizing young priest, hip and cool, accessible to the young, quick to play a guitar and sing a pop
song; and yet at the same time, with strong moral convictions and a strong social conscience.”

Unlike the homosexual clergy, who could be counted on to be one-issue, useful idiots, Cleary made the mistake of being
both a heterosexual and against abortion. When the woman by whom he had fathered two children published a lurid memoir
after his death — “My Secret Life as Priest’s Wife for 27 Years” was a splash front-page headline for the Dublin tabloid, the
Sunday World — the Church was again left holding the bag. Once again, celibacy was to blame, and the moral order which the
Church defended was henceforth to be considered suspect by the very fact that the Church defended it. “To hell with prayers,”
wrote Mary Ellen Synon in the Sunday Independent.

The feminists then volunteered to be the willing executioners for the therapeutic state. Nell McCafferty, a Derry radical
and nationally-known feminist, was both more vehement and more explicit than her colleague at the Sunday Independent.
McCafferty wrote that Catholic priests had lost all entitlement to discourse upon sexual morality.

Next time they open their mouths on love, sex, contraception, abortion, homosexuality, pleasure — on
anything that goes on between consenting healthy adults — their words should be publicly quoted back to
them… . Now let them shut up while people put themselves and their families back together again, and
knock some delicious, loving sexual pleasure out of life. In the meantime, beware the local priest. He is a
danger to your mental, physical and sexual health. Never leave one alone with a child. Not ever.

 In Ireland as in America, the feminists functioned as the shock troops of the new world order by claiming that the Church
had no authority to speak on sexual matters. That was soon extended to include all instances of morality, which of course
included any condemnations of avarice, theft, and looting, behaviors which characterize capitalism, which was waiting in the
wings to fill the moral vacuum which the feminists had just created by undermining the authority of the Catholic Church.

The Common denominator which both the Neoconservative take-over of Catholic institutions in America and the Irish
priest pedophile crisis share is Capitalism. As Mary Kenny put it:

Market capitalism, which is essential to the Celtic tiger boom, depends on individual lifestyle choices,
initiative, tolerance of diversity. It also depends on people valuing, not rebuffing, material gain. The
“authoritarianism” of the Catholic Church, with its strong directional tradition and concept of orthodoxy, is
anathema to the market. Individualism is essential. Those who have studied their Max Weber (The
Protestant Work Ethic and the Rise of Capitalism) would say that it was not coincidental that Catholicism
receded as capitalism triumphed: they would say it was necessary for Catholicism to recede in order for
capitalism to triumph. The Protestant mindset, that you make your own choices for salvation, bypassing
any form of “priest-craft,” is a cultural pre-condition for free market capitalism. Were there any conspiracy-
theory Trotskyites left under the age of 60, they might almost suspect a capitalist plot to discredit the
priests, to free Ireland for market capitalism.

 Ten years later, as abuse reports continued to roll in Pravda agreed with Kenny. The by now world-wide sex abuse
crisis in the Church

has ideological connotations and follows a political agenda that seeks to deconstruct traditional society
and all its secular institutions and to impose a New World Order after the manner of the sinister interests of
the international oligarchy, the same ones that handle the financial markets and through them, largely
control the global economy. We refer to cases of pedophilia within the ranks of the Catholic Church recently
publicized by international news agencies.

 
Indeed recent reports of pedophilia involving priests have the outlines of information that journalistic

ethics require, regardless of their moral gravity. Such stories raise suspicion about their “goodness” even
among non-Catholics like us. Although disagreeing with the doctrine of the Catholic Church, in some
respects, but we recognize the importance of their role in our history to defend the ethical values that
shape our Judeo-Christian culture and their social merit on behalf of those who have been victims of the
usury and greed of the international oligarchy, which is after all more interested in destroying Catholicism
and religion in general, as they constitute a serious obstacle to achieving its goal, which is to reduce



mankind to the status of robotic slaves.
 Pravda mentioned the case of Father Lawrence Murphy as a particularly egregious case of media-inspired witch-hunt:

The fury of the anti-clerical secular lobby goes so far as to revive old cases like that of Father Lawrence
Murphy, back in 1975, to address the current Pope insidiously and in this way, the very Roman Catholic
Church. On 25 March of this year, the prestigious New York Times published an article that allegedly
accused Benedict XVI of covering up for the priest from Milwaukee in 1995 when the Pope was still Cardinal
and responsible for the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith It must be motivated by a very strong
hatred of Catholicism to raise this issue 35 years afterwards …

 Pravda accuses the New York Times  of engaging in “a defamatory smear campaign … against the world Catholic
hierarchy” which is being conducted for the benefit of “philanthropic foundations like the Rockefeller family” whose “financial
interests of those are linked to a wide range of economic sectors ranging from banking, oil, pharmaceuticals, military industry,
etc., to audio visual media, including the “media”, which clearly meets an agenda dictated by the Global Elite to which they
belong.

Kenny claims that the rise of Capitalism meant the decline of the Church. In fact she claimed that capitalism could only
flourish in Ireland if the Church were discredited. The publicity campaigns for Capitalist Ireland and against Catholic Ireland
were in reality two different sides of the same coin. By 2000, mammon had replaced the Catholic Church as the organizing
principle for Irish society:

By 2000, a special Sunday Times survey of Irish 30-year-olds was claiming that for the young Irish
“Money is the new religion and they’re queuing up to pay homage to the folding stuff. God plays second
fiddle to Bill Gates … while sin is forgetting to nail down decent equity options. This generation is more
likely to worship at a stock exchange than at a cathedral, to seek a pension advisor than a confessor.”

 The debut in 2000 of the film version of Frank McCort’s book Angela’s Ashes was part of this campaign to discredit the
Catholic Church in Ireland and pave the way for unrestrained Capitalism. Kenny feels that “Alan Parker might as well have
made a film called How All Irish People are Absolutely Horrible. For there is scarcely anyone in the whole story of
provincial Ireland in the 1930s and ’40s with an ounce of humanity.” Everyone in the Limerick of Angela’s Ashes is especially
beastly to children: “It goes without saying that the Catholic Church is sneering, cruel, rejecting and exploitative, and the
charity, the Society of St. Vincent de Paul, is represented by most particularly odious characters who taunt poor women before
they patronize them.”

The Catholic Church is even blamed for being involved in money-lending.

There is a repellant moneylender who exploits the poor of Limerick, and although for historical reasons
which are entirely understandable, moneylenders in Ireland were traditionally Jewish, it is understood now
in Ireland by the media that your are only allowed to be nasty about Catholics; so the moneylender in the
story has to be made into a spiteful Catholic vixen, complete with statues of the Blessed Virgin scattered
about her extortionate book-keeping.

 The Jews were left out of the McCourt/Parker story of money-lending in Ireland because the goal of Angela’s Ashes was
to discredit “Catholic Ireland.” According to Kenny, the sex abuse crisis was proof that “the Angela’s Ashes  movie was
correct after all: Catholic Ireland had been a horrible society, in which horrible people had prevailed. It had been a society in
which harshness made for inhumanity.”

Mary Kenny wrote her book in 2000 at the height of the economic boom in Ireland known as the Celtic Tiger. By the time
I arrived in Ireland ten years later, the Celtic Tiger was dead of its own wretched excess. At the time of my arrival the Irish
debt stood at 1,275 percent of Gross Domestic Product, roughly ten times as high as Greece’s debt, and yet no one was talking
about Ireland.

The people who attended my talk in Dublin were hardly a representative sample of the Irish people, but it was hard not
to generalize from their plight. Most of the men were unemployed and living off a combination of welfare and subsistence
farming. Ireland has a population of 4 million souls. Of that 4 million, 1.8 million are gainfully employed and 500,000 are on
welfare. Saying Good-bye to Catholic Ireland meant saying hello again to the same wretched Capitalism that had driven my
grandfather from his farm near Cork to Philadelphia over a century before.

 



The Maynooth Conference

 The Maynooth conference sponsored by the Linacre Centre was more upscale than my talk. The Linacre Centre
conference on bioethics at Maynooth had the air of Human Life International conferences of the kind I had attended 20 to 25
years ago. It was long on the arcane particulars of genetic engineering of various sorts but short on the cultural ligaments which
held these techniques together in one explainable fabric of pathology. The Linacre Centre has fought a valiant rearguard action
against the Culture of Death in England, which has one of the most advanced genetic engineering establishments in the world.
England was heavily involved in in vitro fertilization when the rest of the world, including America, hardly knew what it was.
The Linacre Centre brought out a brilliant little book on the consequences of this violation of nature, entitled Who Am I? The
book tracked the plight of children who were fathered by donor insemination and grew up with the uncanny sense that things
weren’t as they seemed. This sense of biological insecurity is something that isn’t supposed to exist in the brave new world of
genetic technology (The only reaction the children got when they objected to growing up without a biological father was being
told that they should be grateful to be alive.)

And yet here as elsewhere the Church is handicapped by its allegiance to a culture which despises everything the Church
stands for. Missing from the talks, I thought, was any understanding of the deliberate instrumentalization of deviance which
united all of the individual pathologies under discussion. In order to make my point during the question and answer period
following talks on sexual ethics (by Alexander Pruss, Luke Gormally, and Dr. Philip Sutton), I described the collapse of the
Black-Jewish alliance and the rise of the homosexual as the avant garde of revolution beginning with the Stonewall Riot of
1969. No one objected to my comments at the time, but a number of people complained privately about them afterwards.

It was a scenario depressingly similar to the handling of the priest abuse crisis. As soon as you get specific about the
historical circumstances and dramatis personae involved in a particular crisis, someone attempts to shut down the discussion. I
was reminded of the reaction of Bernard Cardinal Law to my article on Niels Rasmussen’s death, which appeared in Fidelity
in January 1988 (cf. E. Michael Jones, Is Notre Dame Still Catholic?, Fidelity Press, 2009). Rasmussen, a Danish Dominican
who was head of the liturgy program at Notre Dame, was found shot to death in the basement of his house surrounded by whips
and chains, homosexual pornography, and automatic weapons, one of which had killed him. After I presented him with a copy
of the article, Cardinal Law asked, “What good does this serve?” Perhaps his eminence now knows what good the article
served. Within a few short years, Cardinal Law would be driven from office as a result of not wanting to know the bad news
about sexual corruption among the clergy.

The most famous example of the sexual engineering of the Catholic clergy is Carl Rogers’ use of Sensitivity Training to
destroy the Los Angeles branch of the Immaculate Heart Nuns. We broke that story 25 years ago when we published an article
by William Coulson, Rogers’ assistant, detailing what Rogers had done to the Nuns. If you’re interested in the full story, it’s
told in my book Libido Dominandi: Sexual Liberation and Political Control.

Four years before Carl Rogers began introducing sensitivity training to the Immaculate Heart nuns in Los Angeles,
Abraham Maslow was doing similar work on another group of nuns at the other end of the country. On April 17, 1962 Maslow
gave a lecture to a group of nuns at Sacred Heart College in Massachusetts. Afterward he noted in his diary, that his talk had
been very “successful,” but he found this fact troubling “They shouldn’t applaud me,” he continued, “they should attack. If they
were fully aware of what I was doing, they would [attack].” And why should they have attacked him?

Maslow was aware that encounter groups were toxic for Catholics in general and especially toxic for Catholic religious.
Anyone who promoted encounter groups among Catholics was promoting ipso facto their demise as Catholics, even if he did
so in the name of liberation and with that as his intent. For the liberal Jew or Protestant, the nun was the textbook case of
someone in need of “liberation” and in the context of Catholic religious life and the vows upon which it was based, liberation
could only mean annihilation. On February 25, 1967, Maslow wrote in his diary, “Maybe morons need rules, dogmas,
ceremonies, etc.” He then made a note to order a book entitled Life among the Lowbrows for the Brandeis library. He may
have ordered it because the author of that book noted in it that “feebleminded clients behaved much better and felt better being
Catholic and following all the rules.” Since the nuns weren’t feebleminded, this meant that bringing “self-actualization” to the
nuns meant destroying their commitment to their vows and the Catholic Church. Perhaps this is why Maslow felt they shouldn’t
have applauded his talk in 1962. Maslow, who had spent time at the National Training Laboratories’ headquarters in Bethel,
Maine, where encounter groups, with the help of subsidies from the Office of Naval Research, had been created; he knew that
they were funded as a form psychological warfare, and he had an inkling of the effect they would have on nuns, but it was up to
his colleague Carl Rogers to do the actual experiment.

“I guess what I’m trying to say here,” Maslow wrote in his journal in 1965, the same year that Carl Rogers began
circulating his paper on the psychology of small group encounter among the IHM nuns and around the same time that the nuns
started to leave the convent, “is that these interpersonal therapeutic growth-fostering relationships of all kinds which rest on
intimacy, on honesty, on self-disclosure, on becoming sensitively aware of one’s self — and thereby of responsibility for
feeding back one’s impression of others, etc. — that these are profoundly revolutionary devices, in the strict sense of the word
— that is, of shifting the whole direction of a society in a more preferred direction. As a matter of fact, it might be
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revolutionary in another sense if something like this were done very widely. I think the whole culture would change within a
decade and everything in it.

In an article which appeared in Culture Wars  in 2004, Patrick Guinan, M.D. described the devastating effects that the
systematic implementation of these revolutionary techniques would have on religious life in the United States. What we’re
talking about here is the wholesale abandonment of ascetical practice among the clergy, or as Guinan put it:

What changed between the first and second halves of the twentieth century were not the management
policies on sex abuse and secrecy at all costs — these remained a constant throughout — nor do we have
evidence to show that the personality features of seminarians or priests changed in any fundamental way
that would account for the nature and the magnitude of the crisis — in its early stages at least… . the core
change over the course of the 20th century was one of purpose or allegiance — leaving behind ascetical
discipline, having disdain for religious tradition, and adopting the therapeutic mentality, a popular belief
that fulfillment of the human person springs from emotional desire in a quest for self-definition, or self-
actualization, without regard to an objective philosophical, religious or moral truth. Further, the therapeutic
mentality views sin as a social concern and discourages loyalty to religious authority; it is profoundly anti-
ascetical.

 
Allegiance to the therapeutic mentality has dislodged ascetical habits and manners, and it now holds

sway over the attitudes of clergy, just as it strengthened its materialist grip on western societies for nearly
a century. Mental health experts and educators, as the main purveyors of the therapeutic mentality, know
little of the spiritual life and are ignorant of ascetical discipline. Nevertheless, in the name of science, and
as the prime representatives of the educated elite, they advocated a liberalization of sexual standards
before the sexual scandal in the Church, and then attempted to advise the bishops and to treat problem
priests as the crisis took form. Bishops, who have oversight of the parish priests and seminaries, and who
have been at the center of the crisis management, do not speak much, if at all, about ascetical discipline.
Priests give few indications that they know or care about ascetical discipline. But most clergy seemed well
versed in language of the therapeutic mentality. Predictably, when the storm surge in pagan sexuality
began to overwhelm the natural defenses of the clergy in the 1950s and 1960s, those without the spiritual
anchor of ascetical discipline were set adrift — perpetrators as well as their managers. As the initial storm
surge receded, a spawn of the therapeutic mentality remained in the tidal pools.

 The man who introduced these ideas into the Church and therefore the man most responsible for the sexual corruption of
the American clergy was the psychologist and former Maryknoll priest Eugene Kennedy. In 1972 Father Kennedy was
commissioned by the United States Catholic bishops do a survey of American priests. Kennedy was a disciple of Erik Erikson,
aka, Erik Salomonsen, Erik Homburger, a Jewish psychiatrist who, like Wilhelm Reich, was deeply influenced by the writings
of Sigmund Freud. Central to the thinking of both men was the idea that sexual repression was psychologically damaging, a
theory totally at odds with the Catholic tradition of a celibate clergy.

In addition to Freud’s theory of sexual repression, Kennedy also imported Erikson’s theory of ego development,
according to which each person went through eight developmental stages:

1) the first year of life, 2) through the second year, 3) from age three to six, 4) from age of six to
puberty, 5) adolescence, 6) early adulthood, 7) young and middle adulthood, and 8) later adulthood. Each
stage had to be successfully worked through for normal development. Stage six required sexual intimacy
and expression.

 According to the teaching of the Catholic Church, “Chastity is an aspect of temperance which inclines a person to
deliberately forego sexual relations for ascetical purposes.” According to Freud and Erickson, any such renunciation in the
name of religion, which both men considered a dangerous illusion, “would be abnormal and possibly pathologic.”

When Kennedy’s survey came out in book form as The Catholic Priest in the United States: Psychological
Investigations, the results were a foregone conclusion, given the premises with which he began his study. Of the 271 priests
surveyed, Kennedy found that only 19 (or 7 percent) could be termed psychologically “developed.” The overwhelming
majority of American priests were “not developed,” because they had not engaged in sexual activity.

The standard against which the priests were judged was Erickson’s development scale. Because the
majority of priests were underdeveloped, they remained in Stage Six or the early adult stage, because in
order to get beyond Stage Six, the priests would have to engage in “sexual intimacy.”

 Guinan claims that Kennedy’s study contributed to the sexual abuse crisis by giving the impression that celibacy was
nothing more than repression, and that repression was unhealthy:



If repression is portrayed as psychologically unhealthy, it can be argued that Kennedy’s Psychological
Investigations and its flawed psychology gave support and justification to beliefs that resulted in the sex
abuse of minors. Erickson’s insistence that sexual intimacy was essential to successfully traverse
developmental stage six, justified sexual acting out in general, but it also justified sexual activity with
predominantly male minors, who because of their proximity were the targets of abusive priests.

 Guinan goes on to blame Kennedy for the current priest scandals:

When Psychological Investigations was published in 1972, it relied on Erickson’s and Freud’s materialist
psychology, which posited unrestrained sexual behavior as inevitable and healthy. Seminary formation
programs as well as individual priests accepted Kennedy uncritically and in an effort to move beyond Stage
Six and become normal through sexual intimacy began acting out sexually. Since priests, many of whom
were homosexually inclined, had ready access to adolescent males, this vulnerable group of victims was
disproportionately targeted. While some abusers were implicated in serial rapes many involved only
isolated cases. Nonetheless most involved coercion and all were breaches of both the sixth and ninth
commandments as well as the vow of chastity. The scandal, now involving hundreds of cases, has resulted
in significant damage to efforts at evangelization in the United States, to say nothing of the staggering
financial losses.

 In 1976 the revolution that Reich had predicted as resulting from the sexualization of the clergy came out into the open.
The inaugural event was a celebration of the bicentennial of America known as the Call to Action Conference. The revolution
was led by the sexualized clergy. Call to Action was the Catholic equivalent of the tennis court oaths. The Revolution was now
out in the open. The vector of revolutionary transmission was the Church’s educational system.

Two of the participants at the Call to Action conference were Dr. & Mrs. John Krejci. In 1996 both Dr. & Mrs. Krejci
were excommunicated by Bishop Fabian Bruskewitz, ordinary of the diocese for Lincoln, Nebraska, for belonging to an anti-
Catholic organization, namely Call to Action. During the 1960s, Professor Krejci was Father Krejci, a priest who was working
on his doctorate in theology and Mrs. Krejci was a nun by the name of Jean Gettelfinger. Mr. & Mrs. Krejci met at Notre
Dame. Like many who attended that university, Father Krejci and Sister Gettelfinger got married, and when they did they left
their respective religious orders.

The real problem lay with the clergy who felt no reason to leave because they were homosexual. Once the heterosexuals
ran off and got married, the Church was left with a serious homosexual problem. Germain Grisez says most “abuse” consists in
seduction by homosexual priests:

The bishops and those who speak for them should acknowledge honestly that most clerical sex crimes
that have come to light have been seductions of adolescents and young men by homosexual priests.
Because Jesus entrusts bishops to oversee the pastoral care of souls, those bishops who failed to do all that
they could and should have done to prevent or limit a priest’s crimes ought to ponder very carefully the
moral and spiritual nature and gravity of their own omissions and actions. Having done that, those bishops
should reexamine their consciences, repent any sins they previously overlooked, and begin to do what they
can and should do by way of restitution.

 The Church was then denied the ability to solve its homosexual problem because the dominant culture that was leveling
the accusations refused to admit that homosexuality was a problem at all, much less the problem that was tearing the Church
apart. The issue is complicated by the hypocrisy and double standards of the institutions that were acting as judge, jury and
executioner in the sex abuse scandals. Throughout the period in question, the media continued making contradictory demands
on the Church. On the one hand, the media, especially during the ’70s, were claiming that we should all act on our sexual
impulses whether they are congruent with the moral law or not. Thirty years later, the same institutions were claiming that
certain people should be punished for doing what they were told to do.

On the one hand, the media are claiming that there is nothing wrong with homosexuality, ignoring the fact that 80 percent
of the offenses which have been actually proven involve homosexual behavior between clergy and victims over the age of
puberty. Because the campaign against the Church coincided in time with a campaign by the same group of people to legitimize
homosexuality, the Church was denied any effective way of defending itself against the sexual fifth column which had
established itself in the Church in the wake of the implementation of Vatican II. Professor Schockenhoff claims that “Dialogue
with the Jews” is a non-negotiable part of Church teaching now, but during the sex abuse crisis, the Church’s “elder brothers”
sided with the homosexual fifth column which was the source of the Church’s woes. During the debate leading to the passage of
the federal health care bill, all of the major Jewish organizations signed a friend of the court brief demanding that the Obama
administration allow the Catholic Church no exemptions of conscience when it comes to hiring homosexuals. Actions speak
louder than words. In spite of all the dialogue which had been promoted in the wake of Vatican II, there was no collaboration
in the area of religious freedom and freedom of conscience when it came to the health bill and the concerns it raised for



Catholics. While many may have had no thought beyond promoting the liberal agenda, the net result of their intervention was to
create a homosexual fifth column within the Catholic Church, one which, because of the nature of its sexual activities, can be
used to create a whole new series of lawsuits. With Elder Brothers like this, who needs enemies?

When it came to media concern about sex scandals in the Church, it was becoming increasingly difficult to separate the
arsonists from the fire department. As the late Tom Herron wrote in Culture Wars:

Father Shanley of Boston used to be the toast of the award winning Boston Globe back in the early ’70s
when he was a long-haired street priest who worked with young people, spoke against Catholic moral
teachings and was a known early founder of NAMBLA (North American Man-Boy Love Association.) Thirty
years later, the same newspaper, The Boston Globe, “was instrumental in bringing him back from
retirement in California to face trial and imprisonment in Massachusetts.”

  
 



GIFT and Dignitas Personae #12

 One of the most powerful presentations at the Linacre Conference was given by a Jesuit by the name of Kevin Flannery.
Twenty-five years ago, he and Paul Mankowski, another Jesuit speaker at the conference, showed up at my house as newly
ordained priests. At the time I took it as a sign of hope for a bright future in the Church that the Jesuits would ordain dedicated
men like this. What I should have told these bright young men back then is “if you wish to serve the Lord, prepare for
suffering.” Paul Mankowski, who would go on to receive a degree in Semitic philology at Harvard while serving as boxing
coach there, would spend the next 25 years circling the ring with his Jesuit superiors, fending them off with theological jabs
like “I accept the authority of my Jesuit superiors insofar as it is congruent with the teaching of the Catholic Church.” Father
Mankowski spent years teaching at the Biblicum, but as part of the ongoing battle over his allegiance to the Jesuits and his final
vows he was summarily dismissed and sent to teach freshman Latin at a ghetto high school in Chicago.

Father Flannery fared better at the Gregorian University in Rome, where he is now a dean, but that only enabled him to
become involved in abstruse bioethical doctrinal battles at the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. His talk was about
one of those battles. Paragraph #12 of Dignitas Personae, the most recent document on fertility technology issued by the
Congregation of the Doctrine of the Faith, has been taken to imply that procedures like GIFT (or Gamete Intrafallopian
Transfer) are morally acceptable. Father Flannery feels that they are not because they “involve a third active factor” which
violates the integrity of the sexual act. Father Flannery used the rest of his talk to explain how this contradiction arose and how
he as a faithful Catholic had to deal with it:

How has the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith gotten into this tangle of setting out conditions for morally
acceptable procedures and then saying that procedures that cannot meet those conditions are acceptable? In my opinion, what
has happened is that, when the Church first began to consider these issues and her thinking was more clear than it is now, she
set out sound principles for their analysis. She has also always been aware of couples — both within the Church and without
— who experience difficulties in conceiving and who desperately want children: a very natural and, therefore, good desire in
itself. So, while continuing to propound the sound principles at the core of the Church’s teaching, the Congregation has seized
upon whatever opportunity the language with which those principles are formulated affords — or appears to afford —in order
to approve procedures that might allow couples to have children.

Father Flannery bolstered his case by citing one document after another which showed that “In this regard, the teaching of
the magisterium is already explicit” [“Ad rem quod attinet, magisterii doctrina iam explicata est“]. He then attempts to
explain how a doctrine that is “already explicit” could undergo corruption by giving a close analysis of Pius XII’s 1949
address to midwives:

He first says that artificial fertilization outside of marriage is to be condemned as immoral and that the
child resulting from such a procedure would be illegitimate. (Repeatedly in his addresses regarding this
issue Pius XII expresses concern for the upbringing of progeny and so also for their legitimacy.) He then
says that artificial fertilization “within marriage, but effected by the active factor of a third party, is equally
immoral and, as such, to be condemned out of hand.” The problem with such a procedure, he says, is that,
“between the legitimate husband and the child, fruit of the active factor of a third party (even were the
husband consenting), there exists no connection of origin: no moral and juridical connection of conjugal
procreation.” In effect, the problem is that the husband in this marriage has not generated the child who
results from the procedure, for generation has been effected by the third party. It is clear that the problem
here for Pius XII is not illegitimacy, for he speaks of the husband as legitimate; the problem is rather, who
has generated the child: who is the initiator, the agent, whose action results in the generation of a child?

 How then did the corruption of doctrine come about?

The small word iam inserted into the paraphrase makes all the difference. Where Pius XII speaks simply
of “the natural act performed in a normal manner” [“l’acte naturel normalement accompli“], the
paraphrase, imposing a meaning upon the participle “accompli” it can hardly bear, speaks of an act that has
been normally performed in the past. The Supreme Pontiff is suddenly not condemning all types of
fertilization but approving one type — a type in which clearly the act of generation is not the conjugal act
but an act performed by technicians in a lab.

 Father Flannery, as a result, finds himself in a dilemma.

This all places individuals (such as myself) who believe that they owe to the teachings of the
magisterium religiosum voluntatis et intellectus obsequium in something of a dilemma. One welcome way
out of the dilemma would be to discover that we (I) am simply wrong: there is something wrong with the
present analysis and there is nothing contradictory about the teaching of DP§12 (and the related teaching



in Donum vitae).
 

But let us say that I am not wrong. It is logically impossible to give obsequium (of any sort) to a set of
ideas that are contradictory and recognized as such: obsequium involves at the very least
acknowledgement that a set of ideas could be true, but a contradiction cannot be true.

 The way out of this dilemma is not to be found by leaving the Church because:

… finding such a contradiction does not leave obedient sons and daughters of the Church completely in
the lurch, for the teaching office of the Church is exercised within a tradition of moral reflection inspired by
the Holy Spirit. An incoherent paragraph or two in a magisterial document — such as are inevitable when
human beings are writing the documents — do not cancel out the tradition, but quite the converse: the
offending paragraphs (if they truly are such) ought to be judged from the perspective of the tradition. This
is the proper attitude to adopt toward Dignitas personae §12, derived as it is from Donum vitae, which
states that “in this regard” — that is, in regard to homologous artificial fertilization — “the teaching of the
magisterium is already explicit.”

  



New Light

 Father Flannery’s struggle throws a new light on the complaints of Bishop Williamson. To begin with, unlike Bishop
Williamson, who complains about ambiguous statements in council documents, Father Flannery believes he has come across an
actual contradiction of Church teaching. The only way the contradiction in Dignitatis Humanae 12 is going to be resolved is
the way the Church has resolved issues in the past, which is to say, by going over the issue again and reconstruing it in the light
of tradition. Non datur tertius. There is no other way. To pretend there is is to be radically anti-traditional.

This is precisely what the SSPX is refusing to do by refusing to affirm their acceptance of the documents of Vatican II as
interpreted in the light of tradition. All that Bishop Williamson and the SSPX have to do to be readmitted to the Church is
affirm the statement, “I accept the documents of Vatican II in the light of tradition.” He does not have to affirm that x number of
Jews died in the holocaust. He does not have to affirm Professor Schockenhoff’s interpretation of Vatican II or his endorsement
of “Gespraech mit dem Judentum.”

When Bishop Williamson tells me this affirmation of Vatican II in the light of tradition is the condition which Rome has
set for readmission to the Church, I blurt out, “It’s that simple?”

“It’s not that simple,” Williams replies.
“Yes, it is.” I feel like saying, but do not.
“If we sign this document, we are affirming the validity of Vatican II which means that we are affirming the very thing

which is destroying the Church.”
The statement is patently preposterous, but I bite my tongue and attempt to steer the conversation in another direction.
“Has the Church failed in its mission?” I ask.
“No,” Bishop Williamson replies.
“Then there’s no reason to separate from the Church.”
“We haven’t separated from the Church..”
“Then what are the negotiations about then?”
Before long it becomes apparent that they are about bringing Rome around to the point of view of the SSPX. As another

sign that the discussions are doomed to go nowhere, Bishop Williamson told me that an SSPX priest is planning to use their
meeting with the Ecclesia Dei commission in the Spring of 2011 as an opportunity to the explain to Rome the errors in
Dignitatis Humanae. By now it is clear that this dialogue became Mission Impossible for a number of reasons. First of all, by
concentrating on doctrinal issues in general and Vatican II in particular, it avoided the main issue that needed to be resolved,
namely, schism, which has nothing to do with doctrine. Secondly, there are large segments of the hierarchy which confuse the
documents of Vatican II with the spirit of Vatican II and as a result want to make readmission to the Church contingent on a
particular theological interpretation of council documents rather than an affirmation of the documents themselves “in the light of
tradition.” Bishop Williamson seems determined to conflate Rome with that group of people, thereby granting an unearned
victory to the George Weigels and Professor Schockenhoffs, and allowing them by default to impose a neocon litmus test on the
rest of the Church.

As if to answer my question about the purpose of the negotiations, Bishop Williamson gets up to look for a large piece of
paper. I volunteer a page from my notebook, but it’s not large enough to convey the sweep of his idea, which is that throughout
history movements have broken off from the Church, as did the Arians, the Protestants, the revolutionaries in France, but
through it all the Church has maintained its commitment to tradition and the scriptures. This sounds like an argument against the
SSPX position to me, but that’s only because I see the Church and the SSPX as two separate entities. For Bishop Williamson,
they are one and the same thing. The frustrating thing about conversation with him lies in his inability to acknowledge the
premises upon which his argument is based. So when I ask if the SSPX is the Church, he immediately says no.

 



Back and Forth

 Our conversation goes back and forth over church history. His excellency brings up the Inquisition, intimating that if it
were re-established, he would rejoin the Church. I point out that there was a time when there was no Inquisition, but there has
never been a time since when Christ walked the earth that there has been no Church. He brings up doctrine, but the same
applies here. There was a time when no Christian could say for certain that Christ was true God and true man, because the
formula hadn’t been articulated, but there was never a time when there was no Church. I then bring up the Church’s position on
usury, which is still awaiting its definitive explication.

By now it’s time for lunch and the theological discussion lurches to an unresolved end. After lunch, his excellency takes
a nap and I prepare my talk by walking around the gravel track in their lower garden, making mental notes about the talk which
gradually get supplanted with thoughts about what I would do if it were my garden. When Father Morgan, the English SSPX
superior, appears to give the timetable for the rest of the afternoon, I tell him that the middle of the garden would be the ideal
place for a fountain.

“My mother said the same thing,” he replied.
In the end the talk went well, there was a lively question and answer period afterward, but no one in attendance address

the talk’s conclusion, which I reproduce here in its entirety:

Yes, the Church was derelict in not preaching the gospel, especially on sexual matters. Yes, the Church
chose therapy over the penal sanctions required by canon law. Yes, the Church is being punished for
following the advice of the psychologists. Yes, the current scandals are being orchestrated by the Church’s
traditional enemies, Protestants and Jews in order to destroy traditional cultures and make the world safe
for Capitalism and the universal rule of Mammon. But what is the proper response?

 Let’s answer that question by explaining what is not the proper response. In a recent interview, Bishop Fellay talked
about the current state of the Society of St. Pius X. After throwing Bishop Williamson under the bus, Bishop Fellay went on to
say that “the Church has cancer” and that “we do not want to embrace the Church because we might contract cancer.”

There are a number of things one might say about such a statement. First of all, cancer is not contagious. Secondly, this
image — the Church has cancer — can be found nowhere in the tradition of the Church, not in the Gospels, not in the Acts of
the Apostles, not in the Epistles and not in the writing of the Church Fathers. The reason is simple enough: it does not and
cannot correspond to reality.

If the cancer image is faulty, anti-traditional and unscriptural, what image does correspond to the situation of the Church
in our time? The answer is the story in Mark 4:35-41, the story of Jesus calming the storm. We are told that:

It began to blow a gale, and the waves were breaking into the boat so that it was almost swamped. But
[Jesus] was in the stern, his head on the cushion, asleep. They woke him and said to him, “Master, do you
not care? We are going down!” And he woke up and rebuked the wind and said to the sea, “Quiet now! Be
calm!” And the wind dropped and all was calm again. Then he said to them, “Why are you so frightened?
How is it that you have no faith?” They were filled with awe and said to one another, “Who can this be?
Even the wind and the sea obey him.”

 All of the Church Fathers are unanimous in saying that the boat is the Church and that the boat is going to be tossed about
by storms, which is to say, campaigns orchestrated to destroy the Church.

St. Hilary of Poitiers writes that Christ “bids us to be within the Church, and to be in peril until such time as returning in
His splendor He shall give salvation to all the people … Meanwhile the disciples are tossed by the wind and the waves;
struggling against all the storms of this world, raised by the opposition of the unclean spirit.”

St. Augustine tells us to “Think of the boat as the Church, and the stormy sea as this world… . For when any of a wicked
will and of great power, proclaims a persecution against the Church, then it is that a mighty wave rises against the boat of
Christ.” We are to remain in that storm-tossed boat until, “when the night is nearly ended, He shall come, in the end of the
world, when the night of iniquity is past, to judge the quick and the dead.”

When Christ finally does come, according to St. Hilary, he will

find His Church wearied, and tossed by the spirit of the Anti-Christ, and by the troubles of this world.
And because by long experience of Anti-Christ they will be troubled at every novelty of trial, they shall have
fear even at the approach of the Lord, suspecting deceitful appearances. But the good Lord banishes their
fear saying, It is I; and by proof of His presence takes away their dread of impending shipwreck.

 From the perspective of the faithful who have to endure these storms, it always seems as if Jesus is asleep, which is to
say, unconcerned with their plight. This is, of course, not the case. God is always with his Church, even when it appears that he
is not. Jumping ship means instant death. Because God can calm any storm, the real issue is not the magnitude of the storm, but



rather as Jesus points out, the magnitude of our faith.
 



The Only Thing

 As things stand now, the only thing holding back the reconciliation of the SSPX and the Church is Bishop Williamson’s
(and three other SSPX bishops’) signature on a document that he himself admits Archbishop Lefebvre would have signed. Four
days after I gave my talk at SSPX headquarters in Wimbledon, it was clear that my overture to Bishop Williamson had failed.
On June 28, 2010, his excellency wrote on his blog that:

Archbishop Lefebvre chose a third way, in between the two extremes of either Truth or Authority. His
way, in which he has been followed by that SSPX, was to cling to Catholic Truth, but with no disrespect
towards Church Authority, nor any blanket disbelief in the status of its officials. It is a balance certainly not
always easy to keep, but it has borne Catholic fruit all over the world, and it has sustained a faithful
remnant of Catholics with true doctrine and the true sacraments for the 40 years we have so far spent in
the Conciliar desert (1970-2010). In that desert we Catholic sheep may have to be scattered for a while
yet, as long as the Shepherd in Rome is struck (Zech. XIII, 7, quoted by Our Lord in the Garden of
Gethsemane - Mt. XXVI, 31). In this Gethsemane of the Church, we do need compassion on our fellow
sheep… . But that no way means that the third way as traced out by Archbishop Lefebvre has ceased to be
the right way.

 Non datur tertius. When it comes to the Church there is no third way. Bishop Williamson affirms here all of the
propositions — the Church has failed in its mission, the SSPX is the Church — that he denied in our conversation. The only
thing that remains the same is his adamant refusal to restore communion, not even on terms that Archbishop Lefebvre would
have accepted. In his history of the Hussite rebellion in Bohemia, Aeneas Silvio Piccolomini, who took the name Pius II when
he became pope, referred to Jan Zizka, the one-eyed military genius who lost both eyes leading the invincible Hussite armies,
as “the blind leader of a blind people.” The phrase kept popping into my mind during the course of our interview, but
especially when Bishop Williamson said that the society was going to break apart, for it seems as if he is determined to stick
by an organization that is doomed to self-destruct anyway.

As a gesture of friendship, I gave Bishop Williamson a copy of The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit and its Impact on World
History. On the first page of the book, I wrote a dedication “To Bishop Williamson,” and then added “Ut unum sint.” He
laughed when he read it, and everyone else at the table laughed when I said that an artifact like this was destined to end up in
the holocaust museum in Washington. What occurred to me later is that the SSPX is more like the Jews than either of us were
willing to admit at the time. Like the Jews, the time of their visitation has arrived and the SSPX is too blind to see it. They
were unable to sign a document that Archbishop Lefebvre could have signed without hesitation, and in failing to sign it they
were unable to see that they were doing more to enhance the modernist agenda they ostensibly oppose than would have been
the case if they had accepted their rightful position as docile members of the Church.

Ultimately, the inscription was no laughing matter. Unity in the Church is not some optional feature, like white wall tires
on a car. It goes to the very heart of Christ’s conception of the church and it goes to the very heart as well of the woes that have
been inflicted on the world since the cataclysmic violation of that unity which followed from the events of 1517. That situation
was not improved by the events of 1988.

Bishop Williamson is 69 years old. That is one year short of the Biblical allotment of years granted to men. If the society
is going to break up anyway, I argued, then let it be through his unilateral signing of the agreement with Rome. At this
suggestion, he simply throws up his hands, as if to say the suggestion is too preposterous for words. The suggestion is far from
preposterous. In fact, as live options go, it’s the only option he has left.

http://www.culturewars.com/Reviews/RevolutionaryReviews.html
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The Updated 

25th anniversary 

Edition of the Book 

that Started it All 

Incs 

On March 25, 2009, Notre Dame was embroiled in the biggest 

controversy to hit the campus since the performance of The Va¬ 

gina Monologues. A few days earlier, Notre Dame president John 

Jenkins, CSC had announced that the university planned to give 

President Barack Obama an honorary doctorate. Within hours of 

the announcement a storm of protest erupted which showed no 

sign of dying down any time soon. Citing the statement of the US 

Catholic Bishops in 2004, “The Catholic community and Catho¬ 

lic institutions should not honor those who act in defiance of our 

fundamental moral principles. They should not be given awards, 

honors or platforms which would suggest support for their actions” 

the ordinary of the Diocese of Fort Wayne-South Bend, John M. 
D’Arcy announced that, for the first time in 25 years, he would not be attending graduation ceremonies at Notre 

Dame, because “President Obama has recently affirmed, and has now placed in public policy, his long stated unwilling¬ 

ness to hold human life as sacred.” 

NOT! le DAM€ 
STILL 
OLIC? 

cation has 
ovGrlshcd 

students. 

By April, 2009 over 250,000people had signed a petition condemning Notre Dames actions, and Bishop 

Thomas J. Olmstead of the Phoenix, Arizona diocese joined with his colleague Bishop DArcy in denouncing Jenkins deci¬ 

sion, calling the decision to honor President Obama a “public act of disobedience and a *grave mistake. 

Beginning in June 1984 and continuing for the next 25 years. Fidelity Magazine and then Culture Wars published a 

series of articles on Notre Dame that rocked the Catholic World. Beginning with a survay of the theolgy department. 

Those articles described a sordid web of intrigue which included blackmail and murder and which amounts to the best 

description of the trajectory that began when Father Fiesburgh stole Notre Dame from the Catholic Church in 1967. 

Written by one of the most acute observers of the contemporary Catholic scene and compiled over a quarter of a Cen¬ 

tury, these articles tell the compelling story of the demise of Catholic education in America. 

□ I have enclosed $27 plus $5 S & H for the revised 25th anniversary edition of Is Notre Dame Still Catholic? 

Name:^__ 

Address:___ 

, Total: $_ 
City: _State:_Zip:_ 

MAIL YOUR ORDER TO: Fidelity Press • 206 Marquette Ave. • South Bend, IN 46617 
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IETTERS 
BLIND TO THE TRUTH 

This letter is in response to the 

letter by Lawrence J. Dickson pub¬ 

lished in your magazine for the De¬ 

cember, 2009 issue. Lawrence 

Dicksons desire to make a point, as 

erroneous as it is, should not blind 

him to the truth. 

The justification for destroying 

the “pursuer” is not one based on 

truth, but is based on the principle 

of being able to do whatever one 

wants. Judaism of today rejects 

truth because it rejects Christ. Per¬ 

haps one of the best places that we 

can observe this situation is in 

Mark 12:28-33. As you may recall, 

the Jewish elders, chief priests, and 

scribes asked Jesus “By what au¬ 

thority are you doing these things?” 

(that is, the miracles He worked). 

Jesus responded with a question: “I 

shall ask you one question. Answer 

me, and I will tell you by what au¬ 

thority I do these things. Was 

Johns baptism of heavenly or of 

human origin?” Now here’s the re¬ 

ally interesting part: the Jews “dis¬ 

cussed this among themselves and 

said If we say of heavenly origin, he 

will say. Why did you not believe 

him? But shall we say of human 

origin?—They feared the crowd.” 

In other words, instead of seeking 

and speaking truth, the Jewish lead¬ 

ers thought foremost of what others 

would think of them; they engaged 

in empty discussions or debate, and 

they ultimately gave a political an¬ 

swer to the Incarnate Truth. They 

rejected Truth when they refused to 

answer Him correctly even though 

they knew the truth. 

The idea of the pursuer means 

whatever anyone wants it to mean 

to justify one’s actions. If Mr. 

Dickson accepts the pursuer prin¬ 

ciple in his life, then he will un¬ 

doubtedly engage in whatever he 

wants and feel good about it just 

like the Jews. However, in the ex¬ 

amples that Mr. Dickson provides, 

it appears that he is trying to ar¬ 

ticulate a Roman Catholic posi¬ 

tion. 

Roman Catholicism is founded 

on and dedicated to the Truth. 

That means that there are prin¬ 

ciples of order that are to guide our 

conduct and thoughts because 

these principles properly orient us 

to doing the will of God and hence 

to achieving our nature, our sup¬ 

posed final end, which is union 

with Him. 

One of the principles that Ca¬ 

tholicism espouses is what is called 

the Principle of Double Effect. 

While I believe that Catholics 

United for the Faith has largely lost 

its way and its energy, it did pro¬ 

vide a good definition of the Prin¬ 

ciple in its “Faith Facts.” Here it is: 

“The basic moral principle that 

we follow is to pursue and do 

good, and avoid that which is evil 

or bad {Catechism of the Catholic 

Church, no. 1732, 1955). The 

principle of double effect is an 

ethical formula that enables some¬ 

one to evaluate the moral dimen¬ 

sions of complicated moral issues 

that may involve consequences or 

side effects which are both positive 

and negative, good and bad. This 

principle may be employed when 

one is considering an action that is 

morally good, yet the action in¬ 

volves one or more unintended bad 

consequences. Because these con¬ 

sequences are side effects, and not 

directly willed, the choice that 

brings them about is morally ac¬ 

ceptable.” For the principle of 

double effect to apply to an action 

thereby rendering it morally ac¬ 

ceptable, the following guidelines 

must be met: “[I] the intended act 

must be good in itself. The in¬ 

tended act may not be morally evil. 

[2] The good effect of the act must 

be that which is directly intended 

by the one who carries out the act. 

The bad effect that results from the 

act may be foreseen by the agent 

but must be unintended. [3] The 

good effect must not be brought 

about by using morally evil means. 

[4] The good effect must be of 

equal or greater proportion to any 

evil effect which would result. [5] 

Acts that have morally negative ef¬ 

fects are permissible only when 

truly necessary, i.e., where there are 

no other means by which the good 

may be obtained.” 

This reasoning applies whether 

one is faced with an attacker or a 

pending accident or a tubal preg¬ 

nancy. 

Fr. Tad Pacholczyk, an icon of 

sorts these days for the pro-life 

movement due to his work in ex¬ 

plaining the Church’s position on 

embryonic stem-cell research, pre¬ 

sents in an article entitled “When 

pregnancy goes awry” an example 

of the operation of the principle of 

double effect with the situation in¬ 

volving an “ectopic” (“out of 

place”) pregnancy. He writes that 

there are three procedures that are 

available to deal with such a situa¬ 

tion where a growing embryo is 

lodged in the fallopian tubes and 

poses a serious threat to the life of 

the mother. Two of these proce¬ 

dures are morally impermissible 

and the third is acceptable. 

The first morally impermissible 

procedure involves the use of the 

drug methotrexate which targets 

the embryo, particularly the pla¬ 

centa cells, and causes these cells to 

stop growing thereby killing the 
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embryo. The methotrexate is a di¬ 

rect attack on the embryo, just like 

abortion, and is morally impermis¬ 

sible. 

The second morally impermis¬ 

sible procedure involves “cutting 

along the length of the fallopian 

tube where the child is embedded” 

and then “scooping out” the living 

child who then dies. This proce¬ 

dure, while keeping the tube in¬ 

tact, directly causes the death of 

the child, and is morally unaccept¬ 

able. 

The third, and only morally ac¬ 

ceptable procedure, involves re¬ 

moval of the entire section of the 

fallopian tube where the unborn 

child is stuck. Fr. Pacholczyk ex¬ 

plains “Although this results in re¬ 

duced fertility for the woman, the 

section of tube around the growing 

child has clearly become pathologi¬ 

cal, and constitutes a mounting 

threat with time. The threat is ad¬ 

dressed by removal of the tube, 

with the secondary, and unin¬ 

tended, effect that the child within 

will then die.” The intention here 

is to the good effect (removing the 

damaged tissue) while tolerating 

the bad effect (loss of the child) 

and the child is not directly tar¬ 

geted nor is the death of the child 

the reason for the cure. 

I hope that this helps Mr. 

Dickson to properly think about 

and correctly decide on the moral 

course of action when he is faced 

with an insane man attacking his 

wife or daughter, or someone fall¬ 

ing towards his family from a great 

height, or a tubal pregnancy by his 

daughter or wife. 

Abortion is from the Jews for the 

reasons contained in my article in 

the October, 2009 issue. The Jews 

have neither a concept of natural 

law, nor have they Logos or Christ, 

so error such as abortion can be 

justified as some good. This, 

coupled with the fact that the Jews 

are the most powerful ethnic group 

in the United States, if not most of 

the world, makes it likely, and logi¬ 

cal, that their value system or reli¬ 

gion will be imposed on the rest of 

us, or at least it will come to be the 

basis of social norms and mores. 

So, yes, abortion is from the 

Jews—this is a statement of fact 

even if a lot of non-Jews cooper¬ 

ated in bringing it about. I submit 

that if pro-lifers really wanted to 

end abortion, they would first seek 

the conversion of Jews to Roman 

Catholicism. 

And, my article was not meant 

to “score points against the Jews.” 

It is meant to speak truth and Mr. 

Dicksons letter provides for yet 

another opportunity to preach the 

Gospel: Jesus Christ is the Son of 

God, the Promised Messiah. No 

one can go to the Father except 

through Him. I call on all Jews, 

Protestants, and Muslims, but es¬ 

pecially Jews, to see Him for Who 

He Is and to accept Him. Convert 

to the Roman Catholic Faith, find 

that for which you have been seek¬ 

ing, and save your souls. 

DavidA.Wemhoff 

South Bend, Indiana 

Culture Wars welcomes letters to the editor. 

Preference will be given to letters which deal 

with topics discussed in the magazine. Letters 

should ideally be limited to one single-spaced 

page, but we know how difficult it is to follow 

ideals in this world. Letters can be sent by mail 

to Culture Wars, 206 Marquette Ave., South 

Bend, IN 46617; by fax to 219-289-1461; or by 

electronic mail to Jones@Culture Wars.com. 
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HEART- RENDING PICTURE 

In your new December issue of 

Culture Wars there is a picture in 

James Bruens article “Killer 

Moms” of a mother in uniform 

parting from her child. It is one of 

the most heart- rending pictures 

IVe ever seen. How well it empha¬ 

sizes the madness, stupidity and fu¬ 

tility of war and misguided values! 

Gordon Badgerow 

Sparta, Michigan 

BAD MONEY 

Recent discussion of Greshams 

Law of currency in the December 

2009 issue of the Culture Wars, in¬ 

cludes comments on Greshams 

Law which tells us that “bad 

money drives out good” should 

also be interpreted as saying that 

“cheap money drives out expensive 

money” according to the author W. 

Patrick Cunningham in his article 

on “Devouring Our Young: Teen 

Ministry and the Politics of Dis¬ 

continuity.” I would like to call at¬ 

tention to the historic background 

of Greshams Law. 

The protracted monetary crisis 

in early 16th century Poland was 

caused by flooding the country 

with debased Polish coins minted 

fraudulently by the Hohenzollerns 

of Berlin, who thereby destabilized 

the economy of Poland and dam¬ 

aged the Vistula wheat trade. Act¬ 

ing as Poland’s finance minister 

Nicolaus Copernicus described the 

necessary monetary reform in his 

book and while working with the 

Polish Seym, he established in 

1526 a new currency unit named 

the “zloty.” Thus, the zloty became 

a basic unit of the monetary system 

in Poland. 

Copernicus published in Latin 

his book on monetary reform early 

in 1526 under the title. Monetae 

Cudende Ratio, in which, for the 

first time in history, he stated the 

law of currency that “bad money 

drives the good money out of cir¬ 

culation.” At that time Thomas 

Gresham (1519-1579) was seven 

years old. 

The Seym immediately passed 

into law The Act of Monetary Re¬ 

form of 1526. The currency reform 

was adopted by Prussia in 1528 be¬ 

cause Prussia was then a fief of Po¬ 

land after Albreht von 

Hohenzollern paid on his knees 

the first act of homage in the mar¬ 

ket of Krakow in 1525 and recog¬ 

nized the control of the Polish king 

over Prussia. It was the first pact in 

Europe torn by religious conflicts, 

between a Catholic king and a 

Protestant vassal duke. 

Economics were Copernicus’ 

family tradition. His father 

Nicolaus Copernicus Sr. registered 

in Cracov as a copper wholesaler 

for trade with Gdansk. In 1454 

Nicolaus Copernicus Sr. served the 

acting chancellor of Poland, 

Zbigniew Cardinal Olesnicki, as an 

envoy to the Prussian Estates to ne¬ 

gotiate the unification of Prussia 

with Poland. In order to perform 

his duties, .Nicolaus Copernicus Sr 

moved in 1458 from Cracov to 

Torun closer to Prussia and there 

in 1473 was born Nicolaus 

Copernicus Jr who became the fa¬ 

ther of modern astronomy after he 

discovered (about 1504) that the 

earth rotates daily on its axis and 

with other planets it is in orbit 

around the Sun. 

The copernican Calendar was as¬ 

tronomically correct and was accu¬ 

rate within two minutes per year. It 

solved the problem of celebrating 

Easter at the correct time, and it 

was used despite attacks by John 

Calvin and Martin Luther, who 

hanged and burned Copernicus in 

effigy in Magdeburg and called 

him that “Damned Polack As¬ 

tronomer.” 

The Hohenzollerns paid homage 

to the kings of Poland for over a 

century. King of Poland founded 

the University of Koenigsberg in 

1544. The Hohenzollerns of Berlin 

were able to take advantage of the 

panic of Jewish bankers in Poland, 

after the Cossack’s rebellion and 

horrible pogroms of 1648 in the 

Ukraine. These bankers feared the 

repercussions that would lead to 

eviction from Poland of all Jews, 

especially the money lenders, the 

way it happen previously in Spain. 

The Hohenzollerns profited 

from the transfer of commercial 

capital to Berlin from Poland by 

Jewish bankers. In 1701 they were 

able to proclaim the Kingdom of 

Prussia, with its capital in Berlin. 

When the Austro-Prussian (1740- 

1749) war was fought for posses¬ 

sion of Silesia and bankrupted the 

Berlin government, it started again 

to flood Poland with bogus money 

to salvage its finances. At that time 

the Prussians stole from Leipzig the 

dies to mint Polish zlotys and used 

Jewish minters to produce the bo¬ 

gus money. Berlin continued to act 

as an international parasite and on 

three occasions proposed schemes 

for dismembering the Polish 

Nobles Republic, starting in 1656 

then in 1720 and in 1733. 

After Berlin was burned down by 

the Russians in 1760, Russian min¬ 

ister Alexis Bestuzhev-Riumin tried 

to destroy the new Kingdom of 

Prussia in order to prevent it from 
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acquiring the means to dominate 

the 350 independent German 

principalities and form a new Ger¬ 

man Reich with its capital in Ber¬ 

lin, which would have meant the 

modern unification of Germany 

for the first time in history. 

Bestuzhev proposed an exchange in 

which Russia would acquire parts 

of Podolia or Belorus, while Poland 

would acquire Silesia and East 

Prussia, which would be popu¬ 

lated, especially in the region of 

Mazurian Lakes by Mazurs, by 

colonists from Mazovia in Poland. 

The proposal failed because Polish 

citizens of the Noble Republic did 

not want to became subjects of the 

Tsar of Russia. 

The miracle of Prussian history 

occurred, when a German woman 

born in Stettin became Catherine 

II of Russia and successfully con¬ 

spired in bringing about the assas¬ 

sination of her husband Peter III 

(1728-1762). On July 9, 1762 she 

conducted a coup d'etat which put 

her in power in St. Petersburg. The 

same year Berlin initiated parti¬ 

tions of Poland, after 65 years of 

“Saxon Night” (1699-1764) as the 

union of Poland with Saxony is 

known. It was the most dismal pe¬ 

riod in the history of Poland. The 

Kingdom of Prussia was saved 

from destruction and Berlin was 

able to provoke a series of Polish- 

Russian wars; each war gave Berlin 

a chance for robbery of Polish land 

by annexation. Thus, one could 

add that the Poles saved the King¬ 

dom of Prussia from final liquida¬ 

tion, after 244 years of its creation 
in 1701. 

The partitions of Poland in 

1762-1795 allowed the Kingdom 

of Prussia to acquire as much land 

as was the combined area of the 

350 other German independent 

principalities at the time. Thus, the 

annexation of Polish provinces was 

the key to Berlins domination over 

all of Germany. 

Similarly, as it happened with the 

Copernican law of currency, which 

the British call “Greshams Law,” so 

today one reads in British books 

fraudulent statements about World 

War II in which it is falsely stated 

that the British broke the German 

military code Enigma. The history 

of Enigma and of perennial bad 

money problems now called the 

Gresham Law relate to the usurpa¬ 

tion by the English of the work of 

Copernicus and Polish cryptologists. 

Iwo Cyprian Pogonowski 

WWW. pogonowski. com 

TESTIMONY OF SCRIPTURE 

The controversy between Simon 

Goldhill and Israel Shamir in the 

December 2009 issue of Culture 

Wars over whether there were any 

prostitutes in ancient Greek, Latin, 

and Biblical cultures before capital¬ 

ism, ignores the testimony of 

Scripture: “the love of money is the 

root of evil.” Before what is known 

as capitalism there was the love of 

money. And before that there were 

prostitutes or harlots, as can be 

seen in Genesis 38, where Tamar 

plays the harlot with Judah. There 

was no money as a substitute for 

goods and services, but for the ser¬ 

vice of the harlot, Judah promised 

the good of the kid taken from the 
flock. 

As near as I can recall, the first to 

identify Mary Magdalene with the 

woman who washed Jesus’ feet 

with her tears (Luke 7:36-50, 8:2) 

was Pope Gregory I. Despite the 

statement that the Risen Christ ap¬ 

peared first to Mary Magdalen 

(Mark 16:9), St. Gregory Palamas 

attempted to reconcile the four 

evangelists and said that the “other 

Mary” (Matthew 28: 1-10) was the 

virgin mother of our Lord, and she 

was the first. Mary Magdalen sup¬ 

poses the risen Jesus to be a gar¬ 

dener, and Jesus said to her, 

“Touch me not” (John 20:1-18), 

but the “other Mary” met the risen 

Jesus and fell down at this feet and 

worshiped him (Matthew 28:9). 

Charles Caldwell 

Naples, Florida 

HATRED OF MAMMON 

In Culture Wars 2009 you gave 

Ken Freeland, the Christian Social¬ 

ist, the opportunity to develop his 

economic hypothesis. In the No¬ 

vember issue there was a very inter¬ 

esting exchange between Michael 

McClain and Israel Shamir about 

the fact that Shamir “could not 

find a line of thought behind” 

McClain’s letter, and that’s why he 

simply allowed his gifted pen to 

run freely on the page. But I think 

Mr. McClain had some sensible 

thoughts, although expressed 

rather emotionally. Israel Shamir 

has written numberless articles, 

and in some of them he also gives 

into his weaknesses. 

But actually Michael McClain 

challenged Shamir to develop his 

claim, “if the Soviet Union had 

been left alone the Russian Ortho¬ 

dox Church and Russian Commu¬ 

nism would have united ... in 

mutual hatred of Mammon.” 

Israel Shamir had expressed this 

publicly and this opinion had sur¬ 

prised many people, not only 

(continued on p. 17) 
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Culture of 

I AMORAL STANDPOINT 

England is ill served by her me¬ 

dia. She is not unique in this, nor 

in the fact that her magazines, with 

few exceptions, are overwhelm¬ 

ingly trivial, dull and incurious. I 

do not refer to the mass market 

magazines, that glut of pornogra¬ 

phy, celebrity, and prurience, or 

the newspapers, which, when not 

imitating the mags, give space to 

political correspondents who don’t 

appear to have any meaningful be¬ 

liefs, and who are practically indis¬ 

tinguishable from one another. 

It is the serious magazine market 

that is almost empty in England. 

The US, for all its faults, does have 

some serious magazines. Even First 

Things, for all its unfortunate poli¬ 

tics, publishes important and 

thought-provoking articles. And 

there are others out there: The 

American Conservative, Culture 

Wars and Chronicles for starters. 

There are no equivalents in En¬ 

gland. Of the few supposedly seri¬ 

ous magazines The Spectator has 

become increasingly trivial, and 

the newer magazine Prospect is a 

pretentious atheist rag which en¬ 

gages more in sneering than in ar¬ 

gument (AC Grayling is a regular 

contributor). 

Into this barren landscape a new 

magazine has come. Edited by a 

well-educated Catholic (Daniel 

Johnson) and promising to cut 

through all of the above (and de¬ 

fend Western values). Standpoint is, 

one might have hoped, a much 

needed counterblast against the in¬ 

creasingly decadent and anti-intel¬ 

lectual culture of this troubled isle. 

England is not short of good 

minds and good writers. Many do 

not get a chance to address a main¬ 

stream audience, so the emergence 

of a new magazine is not a minor 

event. The magazine was given a 

lavish launch party at London’s 

Wallace Collection gallery. Huge 

quantities of champagne were 

quaffed by many prominent fig¬ 

ures of the media and literary 

worlds. Paul Johnson, Daniel’s fa¬ 

mous father, was conspicuous and 

a good time was had by all. But 

who was paying for all this, and in¬ 

deed for the magazine itself? And 

why? 

The major financial backer of 

the magazine is one Alan Bekhor, a 

prominent Zionist and former 

London metal-trader who is now 
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building a shipping empire. The 

staff of the magazine is largely Jew¬ 

ish and, one supposes, not of the 

anti-Zionist or paleo-conservative 

persuasion (if they are they have 

my sympathy). 

Paul Johnson, who appears to be 

something of a godfather for the 

magazine, will be known to most 

readers as a prolific author and 

bestselling historian. So well- 

known is he in certain circles that 

in 2006 he received the Medal of 

Freedom in the US. Jewish 

paeloconservative Paul Gottfried 

used the occasion to reflect: 

Paul Johnson should be 

known as a British journalist 

who writes long historical sur¬ 

veys aimed at pleasing the 

usual suspects. Johnson, of 

course, has many unpleasant 

things to say about the Ger¬ 

man people in any time pe¬ 

riod, and he assails those Ar¬ 

abs who challenge the right of 

Israelis to occupy territory 

they had once held. His his¬ 

tory of the Jews, which could 

have been written by John 

Podhoretz—provided that 

John could put together 

enough sentences sequen¬ 

tially—brought Johnson the 

favor of “our crowd” and their 

pampered progeny. Since 

then the obliging Brit has 

made a new career writing for 

neocon publications, and he 

does so more often than I 

would care to notice. 

Gottfried is right. Johnsons His¬ 

tory of the Jews is a travesty. The 

books inherent anti-Christian bias 

and persistent, though not total, 

refusal to mention Jewish as op¬ 

posed to Christian wrongdoing is 

there for all to see. Small wonder 

that the Catholic writer Piers Paul 

Read was to state, in reviewing the 

History of the Jews together with 

Johnsons slipshod History of Chris¬ 

tianity, “Indeed, reading the two 

histories together, one gets the im¬ 

pression that he would rather have 

been born a Jew than a Christian 

because the Jews were the ‘first to 

rationalize the unknown and are 

the ‘pilot project of the human 

race.’” Read goes on to enumerate 

a few of Johnson’s oversimplifica¬ 

tions and outright falsehoods. Two 

eminent Jewish historians, Elliott 

Horowitz and Israel Yuval, have re¬ 

cently decried the damage done to 

Jewish historiography by historians 

like Johnson. It would seem that 

they think philosemites, of whom 

Johnson is a conspicuous example, 

are not true friends either of the 

Jews or of scholarship. 

As if that weren’t bad enough 

from this Christian historian, 

when it comes to Israel Johnson 

takes misrepresentation to new 

heights. Just one example: he de¬ 

scribes the massacre at Sabra and 

Chatila in Lebanon as “a slaughter 

of Moslem refugees, by Christian 

Falangist Arabs. . .This episode was 

skillfully exploited by Arab and So¬ 

viet propagandists and presented in 

the Western media as an Israeli re¬ 

sponsibility. . . The Israelis wisely 

ordered an independent judicial 

inquiry which established the facts 

and placed some blame on the Is¬ 

raeli Minister of Defense, Ariel 

Sharon, for not having foreseen 

and prevented the killings.” All this 

in the context of Johnson’s mea¬ 

sured comments about the 1982 

invasion of Lebanon by Israel 

(“Such Israeli exercises in the right 

to self-defense were sometimes mis¬ 

judged or ill executed,” Johnson 

tells us). 

Contrast Johnson’s account with 

the words of the unimpeachable 

Zeev Maoz, Professor of Political 

Science at the University of Cali¬ 

fornia, Davis and former director 

of the M.A. Program at the Israeli 

Defense Force’s National Defense 

College. Maoz tells us that “Sharon 

explained the need to enter the 

refugee camps in order to pull out 

the suspected PLO guerrillas but 

also the need to get the Phalanges 

involved in the fighting.. . .The 

Phalange militias entered the refu¬ 

gee camps and spent nearly three 

days there. When they left the 

camps some eight hundred men, 

women and children were left dead 

in the streets. The massacre took 

place under the eyes of the IDF 

commanders who had been sta¬ 

tioned on the roofs overlooking the 

camps. . .” 

Paul Johnson is not, of course. 

Standpoint, although he is a hugely 

influential “conservative” figure in 

the States. He is, however, the fa¬ 

ther of the editor and a supporter 

of the magazine. That said, it is 

surely wrong to judge the son and 

his magazine by the father’s writ¬ 

ings. Gottfried, in discussing Paul, 

turns his focus to Daniel, writing: 

Into this barren landscape a new 

magazine has come. 
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Daniel Johnson 

The mention of Paul 

Johnson. . .made me think of 

his son Daniel, another kept 

journalist, who is about to 

launch, with Miriam Gross, a 

former assistant to Melvin 

Lasky at Encounter, a British 

equivalent of the Weekly Stan¬ 

dard. . . I wish his enterprise 

every possible success, on the 

grounds that the British de¬ 

serve this American import, 

for having pushed us into 

World War One. We are now 

returning the favor belatedly 

by dumping our latest ex¬ 

ample of toxic waste onto 

their newsstands. Besides, the 

neocons claim to adore the 

Brits, as they dislike the 

French and detest the Ger¬ 

mans. Why shouldn’t they be 

allowed and even encouraged 

to put part of their propa¬ 

ganda machine in the British 

Isles? Perhaps some of our pre- 

m i e r 

neocons can 

be urged to 

move across 

the Atlantic 

and to de¬ 

vote them¬ 

selves to Mr. 

B e k h o r ’ s 

venture full¬ 

time. 

When I first 

read this I 

thought it un¬ 

duly harsh. I 

had reason to 

believe that 

Daniel was a 

rather more 

cautious and 

careful person 

than his father. 

I also had rea¬ 

son to believe 

that he was, 

unlike his father (who has a fixa¬ 

tion about the need for the Catho¬ 

lic Church to ordain women), an 

orthodox Catholic. These things 

matter. To have an orthodox 

Catholic at the helm of such an 

important venture struck me as a 

cause for celebration. And I had no 

reason to share Paul Gottfrieds 

cynicism, admire him as I do. 

Then I read Standpoint. 

It is written, though not exclu¬ 

sively, by a- motley bunch of anti- 

Christian neoconservatives who, 

like Paul Johnson, seem to prize Is¬ 

rael, demonize Muslims and boast 

of their ‘hawkish’ approach to the 

“War on Terror”. A quick survey of 

the magazine finds us in the com¬ 

pany of, among others, Melanie 

Phillips, Julie Burchill, and 

Emanuele Ottolenghi. There are 

many more, but let’s just look at 

these to begin with, as an example 

of the kind of people Standpoint is 

employing or commissioning. All 

three of these people are very con¬ 

cerned about both anti-Semitism 

and anti-Zionism. Ottolenghi has 

been given a regular column. Just 

as Paul Johnson defends Ariel 

Sharon from his critics, so too does 

Mr. Ottolenghi. In a jointly writ¬ 

ten article with Suzanne 

Gershowitz for the Middle East 

Quarterly in 2005 Ottolenghi 

warns: 

The growing legitimacy of anti- 

Zionism has contributed to a re¬ 

surgence of European anti- 

Semitism, again often wrapped 

with and, in many European eyes, 

legitimized by the caricature of 

Sharon. Violent anti-Semitic inci¬ 

dents in Europe have risen in pro¬ 

portion to the violence between Is¬ 

rael and the Palestinians, which 

suggest a relationship between 

anti-Zionism and anti-Semitism. 

The article by Ottolenghi and 

Gershowitz was, unsurprisingly, 

praised by UK Zionist Melanie 

Phillips. The article forthrightly as¬ 

serts a link between anti-Zionism 

and anti-Semitism, a theme that 

Phillips constantly brings up in her 

own writings. And both 

Ottolenghi and Phillips draw at¬ 

tention to the prospect of a “new” 

anti-Semitism and to surveys 

showing a rise in this “new” anti- 

Semitism (in Europe). The 

Ottolenghi article refers to the 

Manifestations of anti-Semitism in 

the European Union report to back 

up its claim of a “new” anti- 

Semitism (linked with a rising 

anti-Zionism). Ottolenghi dishon¬ 

estly whitewashes Sharon’s record 

and then refers (along with his co¬ 

author from the American Enter¬ 

prise Institute) to a report so ludi¬ 

crous and propagandistic in its as- 
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sumptions that, as Norman 

Finkelstein notes: “If virtually any 

criticism of Israel signals anti- 

Semitism, the sweep of the new 

anti-Semites, unsurprisingly, beg¬ 

gars the imagination.” 

I have yet to see any of 

Finkelsteins analysis in his book 

Beyond Chutzpah refuted by any¬ 

one. What is one to do with such a 

man? Ottolenghi knows. Here is 

what he wrote of this awkward cus¬ 

tomer, one who actually bothers to 

dig up the background for 

Ottolenghis ludicrous claims: 

“Norman Finkelstein provides a 

blanket cover to Holocaust de- 

niers.” 

Got that? The son of Holocaust 

survivors who has campaigned 

more than anyone to ensure that 

Holocaust payments to victims ac¬ 

tually get to victims (rather than to 

Jewish institutions supportive of 

the “work” of the likes of 

Ottolenghi) is basically an enabler 

of Holocaust deniers. One can 

only assume he has got the dean of 

Holocaust studies, the late Raul 

Hilberg, to endorse his work fully, 

and has also made sure that his ac¬ 

ceptance of Hilberg s findings with 

regard to the systematic mass exter¬ 

mination of Jews during the Sec¬ 

ond World War is well-known, as 

part of his enabling project. 

Finkelsteins condemnation of 

those who would deny this tragedy 

is, of course, well-known too. But, 

for Ottolenghi, it would seem that 

any critic of Israel can be smeared 

in this way. Thus does Ottolenghi 

honour the Jewish dead of World 

War II. Perhaps he should meditate 

on the title of Finkelstein s book on 

the subject: The Holocaust Industry: 

Reflections on the Exploitation of 

Jewish Sujfering. 

It comes as no surprise that the 

ubiquitous Melanie Phillips is a fan 

of Ottolenghi. Not only that, but 

both were witnesses for the Report 

of the All Parliamentary Inquiry Into 

Anti-Semitism (September 2006). 

This Inquiry, led by the Zionist 

MP (and member of the Henry 

Jackson Society) Denis MacShane, 

took evidence from a list of ideo¬ 

logical witnesses that produced ex¬ 

actly what one would expect from 

such a list. According to 

Finkelstein: “The report defines an 

anti-Semitic incident as any occa¬ 

sion perceived’ to be anti-Semitic 

by the ‘Jewish community.” So 

“anti-Semitic” is the media in Brit¬ 

ain that, as far as I could see, the 

entire mainstream press 

uncritically covered the report, ac¬ 

cepting all of its dire warnings re¬ 

garding a “new anti-Semitism.” 

Given that such reports form the 

backbone for opinion pieces in 

Standpoint and other 

neoconservative/Zionist opera¬ 

tions, it’s important that Bekhor’s 

project doesn’t let the truth out. 

After all, neoconservatives and Zi¬ 

onists badly need these kinds of re¬ 

ports. Plus, critics of such reports 

can be denounced as anti-Semites, 

not least because there is now no 

objective test that need be satisfied 

to qualify for the label. 

The whole association of anti-Zi¬ 

onism with anti-Semitism is, of 

course, a political manoeuvre used 

by Zionists and neoconservatives as 

a way of deflecting attention from 

serious moral questions and ruin¬ 

ing opponents where possible. This 

should come as no surprise, for, as 

we shall see, when it comes to seri¬ 

ous moral questions our Standpoint 

contributors are all at sea. The phi¬ 

losopher Michael Neumann, being 

rather more concerned with moral 

philosophy than most, easily sees 

through this tactic. He tells us: 

Anti-Semitism. . .means ha¬ 

tred of Jews. But here, imme¬ 

diately, we come up against 

the venerable shell-game of 

Jewish identity: “Look! Were 

a religion! No! a race! No! a 

cultural entity! Sorry—a reli¬ 

gion!” When we tire of this 

game, we get suckered into 

another: “Anti-Zionism is 

anti-Semitism!” quickly alter¬ 

nates with “Don’t confuse Zi¬ 

onism with Judaism! How 

dare you, you anti- 

Semite!”. . .Let’s try defining 

“anti-Semitism” as broadly as 

any supporter of Israel would 

ever want: anti-Semitism can 

be hatred of the Jewish race, 

or culture, or religion, or ha¬ 

tred of Zionism. Hatred, or 

dislike, or opposition, or 

slight unfriendliness. But sup- 

“The mention of Paul Johnson.. .made me 
think of his son Daniel, another kept jour¬ 
nalist, who is about to launch... a British 
equivalent of the Weekly Standard/^ 
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porters of Israel won’t find this 

game as much fun as they ex¬ 

pect. Inflating the meaning of 

“anti-Semitism” to include 

anything politically damaging 

to Israel is a double-edged 

sword. It may be handy for 

smiting your enemies, but the 

problem is that definitional 

inflation, like any inflation, 

cheapens the currency. The 

more things get to count as 

anti-Semitic, the less awful 

anti-Semitism is going to 

sound. This happens because, 

while no one can stop you 

from inflating definitions, you 

still don’t control the facts. . . . 

Through definitional infla¬ 

tion, some form of anti- 

Semitism becomes morally 

obligatory. It gets worse if 

anti-Zionism is labeled anti- 

Semitic, because the settle¬ 

ments, even if they do not 

represent fundamental aspira¬ 

tions of the Jewish people, are 

an entirely plausible extension 

of Zionism. To oppose them is 

indeed to be anti-Zionist, and 

therefore, by the stretched 

definition, anti-Semitic. The 

more anti-Semitism expands 

to include opposition to Is¬ 

raeli policies, the better it 

looks. Given the crimes to be 

laid at the feet of Zionism, 

there is another simple syllo¬ 

gism: anti-Zionism is a moral 

obligation, so, if anti-Zionism 

is anti-Semitism, anti-Semitism 

is a moral obligation. 

Neumann is a secular Jew. What 

is not mentioned by him is that the 

vast majority of Jews were either 

anti-Zionists or non-Zionists when 

Theodore Herzl was promoting 

the idea. Are/were they, too, anti- 

Semites? Presumably the following 

group of native-born inhabitants of 

Jerusalem qualify as anti-Semites 

for proclaiming the following in 

1948: 

We will not allow ourselves, 

our wives and our children, to 

be led to our deaths, God 

forfend, in the name of Zion¬ 

ist idolatry. It is inconceivable 

that the impious, the unbe¬ 

lievers, the ignorant, and the 

irresponsible heretics lead an 

entire population of hundreds 

of thousands of Jews, like 

lambs to the slaughter, God 

save us, because of their false 

demented ideas, and that an 

entire population like an in¬ 

nocent dove, allow them to 

lead it to be killed. 

That a present-day Orthodox 

Jew like Yakov M. Rabkin can re¬ 

veal Zionism to be utterly anti¬ 

thetical to his religion must be 

painful for the Standpoint crowd: 

all the more so because his vision is 

actually closer to a Christian one 

than a neoconservative or Zionist 

view. Rabkin tells us of pious Jews, 

accused by Zionists of passivity: 

Many of them must con¬ 

stantly call upon all their spiri¬ 

tual resources to ward off the 

temptation to nationalism. To 

reaffirm their trust in divine 

mercy, they strive to live Torah 

life, for Jewish tradition con¬ 

siders that each good deed has 

an effect on the entire 

world. . . . Each deed, no mat¬ 

ter how minor, will be 

weighed on the balance of di¬ 

vine justice, for ultimate re¬ 

demption. “It should not be 

thought that the inferiority of 

the nation of Israel among the 

nations, and its prostration in 

exile, can be attributed to ill 

fortune.” Rather than seeing 

the history of the Jews as part 

of the fatalistic turnings of the 

wheel of history, tradition af¬ 

firms that the “fate” of the 

Jews depends only upon 

heaven’s assessment of their 

deeds. . . . The Jews were ex¬ 

iled from their homeland in 

an historical accident; Zion¬ 

ism thus proposes to redress 

what it perceives as an histori¬ 

cal injustice in historical, 

rather than religious 

terms. . . . For many pious 

Jews, Zionism appears as an 

obstacle to redemption of Is¬ 

rael. Rather than relying on 

“prayer and the plea for 

mercy,” the Zionist pioneers 

resorted to physical labor and 

armed struggle. 

The Jewish convert Israel Shamir 

reminds us: 

Zionism became poison with¬ 

out the Messiah: not in vain 

did the Jewish religious scrip¬ 

tures (“the instructions to the 

soldiers”) forbid the gathering 

of Jews in the Holy Land be¬ 

fore the days of the Messiah. 

The “instructors” knew what 

we have forgotten: such a 

gathering, unless by means of 

accepting the Messiah, would 

be used by the Antichrist and 

would poison the world. 

So it would seem that those who 

oppose Zionism and accept the 

idea of expiatory patient suffering 

and divine mercy are seen to be in 

opposition to the messianic way of 

Zionism and/or neoconserva¬ 

tism — neither of which is too 

concerned with “moral issues” be¬ 

cause, well, we need to get re¬ 

sults — and through force if neces¬ 

sary. 

Lest the reader think I am as¬ 

suming too much, I offer you 

Melanie Phillips, who is sometimes 

portrayed, not without some justi- 
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fication, as a morally upright 

thinker. Here is Ms Phillips on the 

question of torture: “Torture is al¬ 

ways wrong, and corrupts those 

who employ it. But the moral 

squeamishness of the west is also 

the hole in its defences.” It is worth 

noting that Melanie Phillips only 

recently castigated a fellow panelist 

on the BBC’s show The Moral 

Maze for saying that torture was 

inherently wrong. She called such a 

position immoral and endorsed the 

use of torture in certain circum¬ 

stances (her endorsement is not 

new). So it seems that the state¬ 

ment used in the first sentence is 

not made in good faith. And we 

know that anyway, because in the 

next sentence Phillips uses the term 

“moral squeamishness.” What on 

earth is the term supposed to 

mean? If it means anything at all it 

seems to mean a dismissal of the 

idea of moral absolutes—at least as 

they apply to “always wrong” 

choices such as torture. 

Phillips supports torture, cluster¬ 

bombing, and nuclear strikes and, 

in practice, rejects traditional just 

war theory. Apparently, such posi¬ 

tions are in line with what she sees 

as neoconservatism. Truly her 

messianism has, as with all false 

messiahs, led her into 

antinomianism. I would suggest to 

this confused woman that there is a 

way out of all this, but fear that I 

might be accused of “religious” 

anti-Semitism. 

With this background in mind, I 

looked at the second issue of 

Standpoint. Not content with pub¬ 

lishing a series of nakedly 

neoconservative articles, the maga¬ 

zine took it upon itself to publish a 

person who not only excuses tor¬ 

ture but was reportedly himself 

closely involved in the practice (see 

below). Since that individual is 

known as a neoconservative we will 

turn now to examine this ideology 

and its oft-ignored theological 

roots. 

NEOCONSERVATISM 

What’s a neoconservative? As 

with many political terms, neither 

its sense nor reference is crystal 

clear. Let’s hear what various 

knowledgeable people have said 

from geopolitical and 

eschatological perspectives. Here is 

a conversation between George H. 

Bush Senior and his incurious 

president son: 

George W. Bush: “Whafs a 

neocon?” George H. W Bush: 

“Do you want names or a de¬ 

scription?” “Description.” 

“Well,” said the former presi¬ 

dent of the United States, “I’ll 

give it to you in one word: Is¬ 

rael.” 

American academics John J. 

Mearsheimer and Stephen M. Walt 

describe neo-conservatism less 

tersely as 

a political ideology with dis¬ 

tinct views on both domestic 

and foreign policy. . . . Most 

neo-conservatives extol the 

virtues of American hege¬ 

mony—and sometimes even 

the idea of American em¬ 

pire—and they believe US 

power should be used to en¬ 

courage the spread of democ¬ 

racy and discourage potential 

rivals from even trying to 

compete with the United 

States. . . . They tend to be 

skeptical of international in¬ 

stitutions (especially the UN, 

which they regard as both 

anti-Israel and as a constraint 

on America’s freedom of ac¬ 

tion) and wary of many allies 

(especially the Europeans 

whom they see as idealistic 

pacifists free-riding on the Pax 

Americana). . . .neoconservatives 

believe that military force is 

an extremely useful tool for 

shaping the world in ways that 

will benefit America. . . 

Neoconservatism, in short, is 

an especially hawkish ideol¬ 

ogy. . . . Virtually all 

neoconservatives are strongly 

committed to Israel, a point 

they emphasize openly and 

unapologetically. According to 

Max Boot, a leading 

neoconservative pundit, sup¬ 

porting Israel is “a key tenet of 

neoconservatism,” a position 

he attributes to “shared liberal 

democratic values.”. . . In par¬ 

ticular, writes [Benjamin] 

Ginsberg, they embraced 

Ronald Reagan’s “hard-line 

anti-communism” because 

they saw it as a “political 

movement that would guaran¬ 

tee Israel’s security.”. . .Given 

their hawkish orientation, it is 

not surprising that the neo¬ 

conservatives tend to ally with 

the right-wing elements in Is¬ 

rael itself 

According to Professor Claes 

Ryn of the Catholic University of 

America, evident in this “ideology” 

or ideological pattern is a large ele¬ 

ment of neo-Jacobinism. As well as 

openly endorsing the need for big 

government (for example, William 

Kristol and David Brooks), 

neoconservatives talk of the need 

for a “a neo-Reaganite foreign 

policy of national strength and 

moral assertiveness abroad.” 

Neoconservative Robert Kagan’s 

words about his fellow Americans 

are also noted by Ryn: “As good 
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Melanie Phillips 

children of the Enlightenment, 

Americans believe in human per¬ 

fectibility. But Americans. . .also 

believe. . .that global security and 

the liberal order depend on the 

United States—that ‘indispensable 

nation—^wielding its po^ver.” 

Ryn says of this ideology, “The 

neo-Jacobin vision for how to re¬ 

deem humanity may be less obvi¬ 

ously utopian than that of commu¬ 

nism. It may strike some as admi¬ 

rably idealistic, as did communism. 

But the spirit of the two move¬ 

ments is similar, and utopian 

thinking is utopian thinking, fairly 

innocuous perhaps if restricted to 

isolated dreamers and theoreticians 

but dangerous to the extent that it 

inspires action in the real world.” 

Ryn, a man who knows his his¬ 

tory as well as his faith, notes, by 

way of contrast, that, 

Christianity has always 

stressed the imperfect, sinful 

nature of man and warned 

against placing too much faith 

in man-made politi¬ 

cal institutions and 

measures. St. August¬ 

ine (354-430) is only 

one of the earliest 

and least sanguine of 

many Christian 

thinkers over the 

centuries who would 

have rejected out of 

hand the idea that 

mankind is destined 

for great progress and 

political perfection, 

to say nothing about 

the possibility of sal¬ 

vation through poli¬ 

tics. Although Chris¬ 

tianity has stressed 

that rulers must serve 

the common good 

and behave in a hu¬ 

mane manner, it has 

been reluctant to en¬ 

dorse any particular form of 

government as suited to all 

peoples and all historical cir¬ 

cumstances. 

In trying to piece together the 

different strands of 

neoconservative ideology it is use¬ 

ful to listen to what the proudly 

Jewish thinker Benjamin Ginsberg 

has written. In discussing 

neoconservatives and their relation 

to “paleoconservatives” (traditional 

conservatives like Claes Ryn, Pat 

Buchanan, Paul Gottfried and 

Thomas Fleming). Ginsberg ob¬ 

serves: 

Few neoconservatives attach 

much moral significance to 

the issues of abortion or 

school prayer and pragmati¬ 

cally advocate doing little to 

concretely advance these 

causes in order to avoid alien¬ 

ating middle-class suburban 

voters. Indeed, many neocons 

are fond of saying privately that 

social issues are merely useful 

bait with which to attract the 

votes of the riffraff [my empha¬ 

sis]. By helpfully reminding 

conservative Protestants and 

Catholics of the true character 

and aims of the Jews (as re¬ 

vealed by the portions of their 

liturgy they have chosen to 

overlook in recent years), 

paleoconservatives can disrupt 

the improbable alliance be¬ 

tween conservative Christians 

and Jews and bring the former 

over to their camp. . . . Many 

neocons were at one time lib¬ 

eral Democrats or, in some 

cases, even Socialists or Marx¬ 

ists. One major factor that 

drew them to the right was 

their attachment to Israel. . . 

In the Reaganite right’s hard¬ 

line anticommunism, com¬ 

mitment to American military 

strength, and willingness to 

intervene politically and mili¬ 

tarily in the affairs of other na¬ 

tions to promote democratic 

values (and American inter¬ 

ests), neocons found a politi¬ 

cal movement that would 

guarantee Israel’s security. 

Ginsberg, however, seems to 

think that for paleoconservatives to 

point out what he has done is 

somehow anti-Semitic, telling us 

that “This is why, after a long hia¬ 

tus, anti-Semitism has once again 

become a significant phenomenon 

on the political right. The most 

noteworthy expression was, of 

course, Pat Buchanans charge that 

the Persian Gulf War was pro¬ 

moted by the Israeli Defense min¬ 

istry and its amen corner in the 

United States. . . .” 

If Ginsberg is right, then it 

would seem that social issues such 

as abortion, which many people 

have regarded as extremely impor¬ 

tant, take a back seat for the 

neocons to foreign policy consider- 
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ations, especially US support for 

Israel. And, of course, this ideo¬ 

logical pattern is in many ways the 

antithesis of the notion of the So¬ 

cial Kingship of Christ that those 

who profess to be followers of 

Christ are duty-bound to promote. 

In fact, despite the many Chris¬ 

tians who see themselves as 

neocons or fellow-travelers with 

neocons, this ideology seems some¬ 

thing very far from Christian. 

Melanie Phillips certainly thinks 

so, telling an audience of her fel- 

low-Jews at the Limmud confer¬ 

ence: 

If the neocons aren’t really 

conservative, they differ even 

more strikingly from their 

Christian co-counter revolu¬ 

tionaries. For the neocon view 

of the world is a demonstrably 

Jewish view. Christians see 

man as a fallen being, inher¬ 

ently sinful. The neocons have 

the Jewish view that mankind 

has a capacity for good or ill. 

Christians believe humanity is 

redeemed through Christ on 

the cross; the neo-con ap¬ 

proach is founded on the be¬ 

lief that individuals have to re¬ 

deem themselves. Christians 

believe in transforming fallen 

humanity through a series of 

mystical beliefs and events. 

Neocons believe in taking the 

world as it is, but encouraging 

the good and discouraging the 

bad. It is this impulse to 

tikkun olam or repair of the 

world, this belief that the 

world must not be allowed to 

fester but can be persuaded to 

change for the better, that 

gives the neocons the opti¬ 

mism that so distresses old- 

style paleoconservatives when 

the principles are applied to 

world affairs. For it was the 

neocon belief that good can 

prevail over evil, that pre¬ 

emptive strikes against rogue 

states are justified and that re¬ 

gime change into democracy 

can transform a terrorist state 

into a model world citizen, 

that lay behind the wars 

against Afghanistan and Iraq. 

Phillips makes quite explicit the 

idea that neocons have a “Jewish 

view of mankind.” She is to be 

commended for bringing into dis¬ 

cussion the theological dimension 

of political movements. It would 

be nice, however, if she allowed 

others to bring in that dimension 

too. The BBC filmmaker Adam 

Curtis made a series of films en¬ 

titled The Power of Nightmares 

about neoconservatives and radical 

Islam. Not only was Israel not 

mentioned, but nor (if I remember 

rightly) were the words Jew, Jewish 

or Judaism. I regarded this as a 

striking omission. Still, at least no 

one could accuse Mr Curtis of 

anti-Semitism and perhaps he too 

thought this. Melanie Phillips, 

however, thought differently, writ¬ 

ing of Curtis in her blog: “You ob¬ 

viously can’t overestimate the cre¬ 

ative imagination of a pukka con¬ 

spiracy theorist. It’s not enough 

willfully to invent a conspiracy by 

sinister neocons, aka Jews, in 

Washington to subvert American 

foreign policy.” 

Apparently, only the likes of 

Melanie are allowed to delve into 

these esoteric areas. The rest of us 

will have to make do with whatever 

exoteric message is given us, and 

stop imagining things that just 

aren’t true. Perhaps it’s easier to live 

with double standards if one 

adopts the neoconservative view 

which, according to Phillips, effec¬ 

tively denies the reality of Original 

Sin, or at best admits its existence 

but de-emphasizes it in the name 

of the belief that “the world. . .can 

be persuaded to change for the bet¬ 

ter,” a belief to be contrasted with a 

robust belief in Original Sin. We 

can all share Phillips’ unexception¬ 

able wish to “encourage the good 

and discourage the bad” without 

being quite so sanguine about the 

results. 

Phillips does not, of course, be¬ 

lieve in the redemptive power of 

the crucified and resurrected 

Christ. FJuman suffering as it re¬ 

lates to Christ’s sacrifice is, for her, 

meaningless. But Phillips the 

neoconservative goes further than 

most. Not only does she reject out¬ 

right the New Covenant which 

forms the New Israel that is (so 

Catholics believe) the Catholic 

Church, but she thinks that any¬ 

one who believes that the New 

Covenant has superseded the Sinai 

Covenant is necessarily anti- 

Semitic (her article on the matter is 

Phillips supports torture, cluster-bombing 
and nuclear strikes and, in practice, rejects 
traditional just war theoiy. 
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entitled “Christians who hate the 

Jews”)- Assuming that Ms. Phillips 

knows the history of this view (an 

incautious assumption) she is con¬ 

demning as anti-Semitic Christ 

Himself, St Peter, St Paul, all of the 

Church Fathers, all of the Popes, 

all Saints, and all orthodox Catho¬ 

lics. Not only that but, as Jewish 

convert Israel Shamir points out. 

Her insufficient grasp of ideas 

calls it “replacement theology 

invented by a revisionist Pales¬ 

tinian theologian.”. . . A 

genuine article is “replaced” 

with a substitute, while an 

outdated idea is “superseded” 

by a newer one. It was indeed 

invented by a “revisionist Pal¬ 

estinian theologian,” but his 

name was not Canon Ateek, 

as she claims, but Prophet 

Isaiah. He spoke of the New 

Covenant that will supersede 

the Old one. Afterwards, this 

idea became the cornerstone 

of Christianity, as the New 

Covenant between God and 

the Church (Israel of spirit) 

superseded the Old Covenant 

between God and Israel of 

flesh. Ignorant Jews present it 

as an act of “hatred of Jews.” 

But it was just the opposite: 

the act of eradicating hatred 

between Jews and non-Jews. 

Had Phillips listened to the man 

who is now pope she would have 

learned that “The Torah of the 

Messiah is the Messiah, Jesus, 

himself . .To imitate him, to fol¬ 

low him in discipleship, is there¬ 

fore to keep the Torah, which has 

been fulfilled once and for all. Thus 

the Sinai covenant is superseded^ 

Rejection of the New Covenant 

is rejection of Christ. If to follow 

Christ and His Church is necessar¬ 

ily anti-Semitic and if neocon¬ 

servatism is a Jewish movement 

(even if rejected by most Jews) then 

it should come as no surprise that 

critics of neoconservatism, espe¬ 

cially if they are Christian, are ac¬ 

cused of anti-Semitism. In being 

thus slandered, they are in good 

company. 

Thus far I have quoted various 

people’s views on what the word 

neoconservatism denotes. In so do¬ 

ing I have aimed to give an impres¬ 

sion of some common themes 

which roughly identify the aims of 

any movement that might be called 

neoconservative. I started with 

geopolitical concerns and moved 

on to theological assumptions. 

With regard to the latter, we have 

those like Melanie Phillips openly 

identifying neoconservatism as a 

Jewish (or Jewish-inspired) move¬ 

ment. Promoting the central goals 

of such a movement/ideology, as 

she describes it, is surely incompat¬ 

ible with living a good Christian 

life. For a start, the doctrine of 

Original Sin can never be 

downplayed—it is absolutely cen¬ 

tral to the Christian life and to any 

understanding of the Gospels, Sac¬ 

raments etc. To minimize or ignore 

this doctrine is to invite upon one¬ 

self some of the greatest disasters of 

history. 

Standard Christian teaching 

holds that the Incarnation came 

about because of Original Sin. And 

through the Incarnation the God- 

Man Christ, the Second Adam, 

chose through love to embrace suf¬ 

fering on the Cross in order to 

bring about an atoning sacrifice of¬ 

fered to all mankind. If a Christian 

believes in the doctrine of Original 

Sin, he also believes in the need for 

Redemption through a Second 

Adam, the perfect Son of God. 

Can’t one deny or downplay 

Original Sin, brush it away, talk of 

some vague need for ‘healing’? The 

tiqqun olam to which Phillips refers 

was popularized through the 

Lurianic Caballah. The Jewish his¬ 

torian Gerschom Scholem ex¬ 

plains: 

The realm of qelippah, where 

the sparks are held in bond¬ 

age, is a distinctly political 

realm “represented on the ter¬ 

restrial and historical plane by 

tyranny and oppression”. The 

purpose of man’s existence on 

earth became tiqqun or heal¬ 

ing, restoring the lights in 

their original place in the uni¬ 

verse before the breaking of 

the vessels had released the 

forces of sin and evil. “The 

messianic king, far from 

bringing about the tiqquuy is 

himself brought about by it: 

he appears after the tiqqun has 

been achieved. The cosmic re¬ 

demption of the raising of the 

sparks merges with the na¬ 

tional redemption of Israel, 

and the symbol of the “in¬ 

gathering of the exiles” com¬ 

prises both. 

This form of Gnosticism has 

little to do with Original Sin but 

everything to do with a worldly 

messianism, the very kind of 

messianism that caused the earth- 

shattering ruptures at the time of 

Christ. And it is this toxic 

messianism that many neocons 

seem to be obsessed by. If the 

neoconservative movement—or 

loose group of convergent inter¬ 

ests—cannot excommunicate 

someone like Michael Ledeen (in 

fact he is cherished) then I think 

we can safely say that the move¬ 

ment is a form of revolutionary 

messianism. Ledeen tells us: 

Creative destruction is our 

middle name, both within our 
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own society and abroad. We 

tear down the old order every 

day, from business to science, 

literature, art, architecture, 

and cinema to politics and the 

law. Our enemies have always 

hated this whirlwind of energy 

and creativity, which menaces 

their traditions (whatever they 

may be) and shames them for 

their inability to keep pace. 

Seeing America undo tradi¬ 

tional societies, they fear us, 

for they do not wish to be un¬ 

done. They cannot feel secure 

so long as we are there, for our 

very existence—our existence, 

not our politics—threatens 

their legitimacy. They must 

attack us in order to survive, 

just as we must destroy them 

to advance our historic mis¬ 

sion. 

The program of those who 

would choose Barabbas over Christ 

has seldom been put so succinctly. 

No surprise, then, that this same 

man, a leading neoconservative 

thinker, tells us, in writing, approv¬ 

ingly, of Machiavelli, that: “There 

are several circumstances in which 

good leaders are likely to have to 

enter into evil: whenever the very 

existence of the nation is threat¬ 

ened; when the state is first created 

or revolutionary change is to be ac¬ 

complished. ...” To such a man, 

and his fellow-travellers as de¬ 

scribed below, these words of Eliza¬ 

beth Anscombe were addressed: 

But if someone really thinks, 

in advance, that it is open to 

question whether such an ac¬ 

tion as procuring the judicial 

execution of the innocent 

should be quite excluded from 

consideration—I do not want 

to argue with him; he shows a 

corrupt mind. 

SQUARING THE CIRCLE 

So apparently neoconservatism is 

a Jewish-inspired movement advo¬ 

cating messianism, revolution, and 

a downgrading of the importance 

of “social” moral issues and, of 

course, war, war, war. While there 

is more to neoconservatism than 

support for Likudnik Israeli poli¬ 

cies, a general adherence to these 

seems to be a necessary condition 

for being regarded as a “conserva¬ 

tive” by this group. It should come 

as no surprise then that an aversion 

to Christ is present among a good 

number of adherents of this ideol¬ 

ogy, even if it isn’t politic to admit 

to it. How, then, do people square 

the circle between Christ and anti- 

Christ. 

In the light of these reflections, 

having read the July issue of Stand¬ 

point on the neo-conservative 

mindset, I fired off a letter to 

Daniel Johnson, the Catholic edi¬ 

tor of the magazine. I asked him 

why the magazine welcomed the 

thoughts of certain influential US 

figures such as Paul Wolfowitz, a 

man who has not only advocated 

torture, but micro-managed it, as 

Major Michael Thomspon in¬ 

formed a US court in stipulated 

testimony In 1978 Wolfowitz was 

investigated for providing a classi¬ 

fied document to the Israeli gov¬ 

ernment through an intermediary 

and in 1992, as Undersecretary of 

Defense, promoted the export to 

Israel of advanced AIM-9M air-to- 

air missiles, despite knowledge that 

a previous version had been 

handed on to the Chinese by Israel. 

What kind of ideas will flow 

from a character formed by such 

actions? No surprise that 

Wolfowitz promotes Robert 

Kagan, a co-signatory of the fa¬ 

mous letter to the President on 

September 20, 2001 urging to re¬ 

move Saddam Hussein from 

power, “even if evidence does not 

link Iraq directly to the attack. ...” 

No surprise that in typically 

neoconservative fashion Kagan’s 

book essentially argues that due to 

remote and or/fabricated (and eas¬ 

ily resolved) dangerous geopolitical 

possibilities, the US must follow 

costly and dangerous policies in 

the present. 

Having noted two of the more 

openly extreme neoconservatives in 

the review pages (as reviewer and 

book author) I turned to Melanie 

Phillips’ feature article which, 

while rightly drawing attention to 

a possible fraud [the al-Dura case 

involving the alleged faking of TV 

footage regarding the killing of Pal¬ 

estinian youth by Israeli forces] ne¬ 

glects to mention the numerous 

and well-documented cases of 

child-killing carried out by IDF 

soldiers over the years. Whether 

such killings are directly inten¬ 

tional or barely considered side-ef¬ 

fects of rash and needless actions, 

they are absolutely wrong. That so 

many have been documented, in¬ 

cluding by Israeli human rights 

groups, surely deserved a mention. 

Back to the review pages, I noted 

David Pryce-Jones talking about 

Nazis, whose crimes he takes so se¬ 

riously he has equated them with 

Hezbollah’s but not with IDF’s 

“proportionate” dropping of 1.2 

million cluster bomblets in south 

Lebanon, an issue that has both¬ 

ered neither Pryce-Jones nor col¬ 

umnist Douglas Murray. Douglas 

Murray is a young neoconservative 

who takes all of the usual morally 

degenerate positions. While calling 
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himself a “conservative” he tells us 

that he is “pro-abortion, pro-gay 

rights” and spends much time 

criticising Islamic groups (some¬ 

times fairly) while utterly ignoring 

anything Israel might do. 

With the exception of Aidan 

Nichols fine piece, extolling a 

truly Christian solution to social 

problems. Standpoint has shown us 

that it stands, in many ways, in op¬ 

position to what Nichols is envis¬ 

aging. 

Only in passing did I note Nick 

Cohen, a follower of Christopher 

Hitchens who has has travelled the 

same very short journey that 

Hitchens has. Cohen hates religion 

and is a keen abortion advocate. 

He is also capable of such brilliant 

arguments in favour of military in¬ 

tervention in sovereign nations in 

contravention of international law 

as: “If you say it is illegal to over¬ 

throw a genocidal tyrant. . .then 

you have to say genocide is legal”. 

Enough said. 

Finally, I did not mention an ex¬ 

traordinary article in the July issue 

of Standpoint entitled “Barack 

Obama, Isolationist” by James 

Kirchik of The New Republic. Aside 

from the absurd premise (Obama 

is affiliated with The Council of 

Foreign Relations) the author 

clearly thinks that “isolationism” is 

a terrible, terrible thing, especially 

when there are messianic wars to 

be fought. That it is this (and not, 

say, his support for infanticide, 

prostration before AIPAC etc.) 

which is the one thing Kirchik 

(and Standpoint) choose to criticise 

him on (not, say, his support for 

infanticide, prostration before 

AIPAC etc.) again tells us all we 

need to know about the worldview 

and priorities of Standpoint. 

LEHER TO THE EDITOR 

My letter to the editor provoked 

no reply nor was it published (in 

common, no doubt, with many 

others). After a little pestering I 

eventually received an e-mail from 

the editor Daniel Johnson. He in¬ 

formed me that the letter was not 

published because it was too long 

(doesn’t Standpoint employ 

copyeditors?) and reassured me 

that he saw our disagreement was 

political rather than moral. 

Along with “moral 

squeamishness,” the idea that tor¬ 

ture is somehow a merely “politi¬ 

cal” issue suggests a moral confu¬ 

sion that is depressing coming 

from a Catholic. Johnson did try to 

point to future “Christian” articles 

but then proceeded to name a se¬ 

ries of largely Christian-lite writers 

who undermine rather than bolster 

Christianity. This was in response 

to my praise of the one excellent 

article by Aidan Nichols in the July 

issue, extolling a truly Christian so¬ 

lution to social problems. 

The following issue of Stand¬ 

point published another column by 

Julie Burchill, a woman who hates 

the Catholic Church and Islam 

and boasts of having had five abor¬ 

tions. Other than that, she is fa¬ 

mous for washing, at tedious 

length, her (very dirty) linen in 

public and producing lesbian 

“chick lit.” What qualifies her to 

write for Standpoint. Well, she is 

utterly in love with Israel and in 

her column she literally wraps her¬ 

self in the Israeli flag. Such are the 

moral standards of this “conserva¬ 

tive” magazine. 

Still, at least no Wolfowitz in this 

issue. No Wolfowitz; instead John 

Bolton, the neoconservative who 

ludicrously denies he is a 

neoconservative (despite not differ¬ 

ing in policy views one iota from 

self-described neo-conservatives). 

He uses his column to object to the 

fact that some people think he is a 

war criminal. Bolton, who has be¬ 

come something of a regular on 

UK TV, is a notorious Israel-firster 

and hard-line hawk who did every¬ 

thing he could to facilitate the Iraq 

war and block any possible cease¬ 

fire in the Israel-Lebanon conflict. 

Furthermore, as Tom Barry in¬ 

forms us, “According to news re¬ 

ports, including the highly re¬ 

spected Jewish magazine Forward, 

Bolton took part in unauthorized 

meetings with Israeli officials, in¬ 

cluding Israeli intelligence agents. 

He met with officials of the 

Mossad intelligence agency with¬ 

out first seeking country clearance’ 

from the State Department’s Bu¬ 

reau of Near Eastern Affairs.” In its 

May 6, 2005 article on Bolton’s 

practice of manipulating intelli¬ 

gence and violating government 

protocol. Forward also noted that 

Bolton is “known as a strong sup¬ 

porter of Israel’s position that 

Tehran is coming alarmingly close 

to being able to weaponize its 

nuclear material.” Not surpris¬ 

ingly, when he was the US ambas¬ 

sador to the UN he was called 

“Israel’s secret weapon” by his Is¬ 

raeli counterpart. 

To top it all, this issue contained 

a prominent piece by Rabbi Sidney 

Brichto on—you guessed it—anti- 

Semitism and that insidious form 

of it, anti-Zionism (he refers to the 

absurd Parliamentary Report on 

Anti-Semitism noted above). As 

well as inflicting on unwary readers 

a completely false impression of Is¬ 

raeli history (see Maoz) and the 
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1967 war, this Rabbi has the chutz¬ 

pah to tell us that nowadays “His¬ 

tory is dismissed as irrelevant.” 

Certainly irrelevant is Rabbi 

Brichtos statement that: “Zion¬ 

ism—and its creation, Israel—gave 

that prejudice the excuse to breathe 

again. Deep down in the European 

consciousness, there lingers a con¬ 

viction that the world would be 

better without the Jews. But as 

anti-Semitism is now an unfash¬ 

ionable tool for achieving this goal, 

the way to do it is by destroying 

the ‘Zionist entity.’” 

Such extraordinary statements 

contrast with the statement of the 

pre-eminent Zionist Walter Lac¬ 

quer who informs us, rightly or 

wrongly, that “anti-Semitism in 

Europe is predominantly Muslim 

in character.” Brichto’s statement 

regarding the conviction held 

“deep-down” in European con¬ 

sciousness, together with his use of 

the now capacious term anti- 

Semitism is an appalling and irre¬ 

sponsible piece of armchair socio¬ 

cultural psychology that manages 

to be both tragic and deranged. 

This kind of paranoid mindset (his 

statement has yet to be condemned 

by Melanie Phillips or Douglas 

Murray, both of whom accuse 

Muslims of paranoia and scare- 

mongering) is reminiscent of the 

distinguished Jewish playwright 

David Mamet’s comment upon 

seeing a bumper sticker reading 

“Israel Out of the Settlements” (S’s 

transformed to dollar signs). The 

playwright said that such a slogan 

could best be translated as “Hook¬ 

nosed Jews Die.” 

This paranoia is not merely a 

propaganda tactic, but is in at least 

some cases, a genuinely distorted 

view of the world and, as such, a 

kind of sickness. One does not 

help the sick by encouraging them 

to indulge in pathological behav¬ 

ior. It isn’t moral, and it certainly 

isn’t Christian. 

THE CURE 

The cure to these problems, in 

the Christian understanding, is, of 

course, to replace messianism with 

a recognition of the true Messiah. 

At the very least, the beginning of 

the cure is to reject the antinomian 

idolatry that the contributors to 

Standpoint indulge in. I do not 

know how much influence the edi¬ 

tor has over the magazine. To co¬ 

operate formally or materially (in a 

way that cannot be morally justi¬ 

fied) with the morally bankrupt 

pronouncements of the neocons 

can never be acceptable. Mr 

Johnson must either stand up to 

his funders and remove such ob¬ 

stacles to his faith or leave this sor¬ 

did venture. As things stand, 

Johnson is allowing Zionists to 

keep Jews from the Way, the Truth, 

and the Light, and the neocons to 

continue in their overturning of 

people’s appreciation of the natural 

moral law. The one thing that both 

groups cannot bear is the Cross. 

Daniel Johnson, along with all of 

us, need to embrace it again, and 

in doing so lead others to do the 

same. 

ANTHONY S. MCCARTHY 

Notes available upon request. 

Contact author at 

asdmccarthy@hotmail.com 

LETTERS, CONrO FROM P. 5 

Michael McClain. That’s why Is¬ 

rael owes his readers an explana¬ 

tion, and preferably a thorough 

one (like Ken Freeland’s explana¬ 

tion) as had been requested by the 

editor for a future edition. 

In is account of the 2008 

Trialogos Conference in Tallinn, 

Estonia, the editor quotes Israel 

Shamir as saying or giving the im¬ 

pression that he thinks that Esto¬ 

nian Russians are in the same situa¬ 

tion today as Palestinians are in 

present-day Israel. That is his opin¬ 

ion. The situation is actually the 

reverse. The situation which 

Shamir is working to bring about 

in the Holy Land now is compa¬ 

rable to the situation in Estonia. 

The Estonians were not occupiers 

of a state belonging to the Rus¬ 

sians. Shamir should be happy 

about the present state of justice by 

the very fact that he works for a 

free state of Palestine which he 

considers occupied. 

The Russians in Estonia are only 

required to know the Estonian lan¬ 

guage, as Estonians were required 

to know Russian under the Russian 

occupation. I know for a fact that 

the Estonian government is not 

strictly requiring this knowledge 

before giving citizenship and pass¬ 

ports to Russian Estonians, as 

many of our friends and acquain¬ 

tances (Russian and Estonia) have 

received full justice in this situa¬ 

tion. 

Monk Serafim 

Telemark, Norway 
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The Weber Thesis: 
Capitalism and 

its Myths of Origin 
by E. Michael Jones 

5 

“a thing of immortal make, not human, lion-fronted and snake behind, a 
goat in the middle and snorting out the breath of the terrible flame of 
bright fire.” 

Homer on the Chimera, The Iliad 
The origin is what really needs explanation. 

Max Weber, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism 

No area of contemporary life, with the possible ex¬ 

ception of sexuality, is as surrounded by myth as eco¬ 

nomics. When it comes to Capitalism, the great 

mythmaker of our day is Michael Novak. After begin¬ 

ning his career as a Christian socialist and promoter of 

sexual liberation, Novak joined the staff of the Ameri¬ 

can Enterprise Institute in 1978, just as the 

neoconservative movement was gaining steam and 

moving from Trotskyite to Reaganite politics. 

In 1982 Novak wrote The Spirit of Democratic Capi¬ 

talism, which attempted to come up with a theological 

justification for Catholics wishing to abandon the 

Democratic Party and support the Reagan 

Administration’s crusade against Communism. Sup¬ 

porting the Reagan agenda had other sequelae less con¬ 

genial to the Catholic mind, like the assault on unions 

that began with the firing of the air traffic controllers, 

but those and other negative consequences of the 

Reagan era, like opening up the American auto mar¬ 

ket to the Japanese in exchange for the purchase of 

Treasury bills, did not seem apparent at the time. 

One of the main reasons they did not seem apparent 

at the time was Michael Novak. Professor Stephen M. 

Bainbridge referred to Novak as “the foremost Chris- 

E. Michael Jones is the editor of Culture Wars magazine. Ballet Parking 
is his most recent book. It can be ordered from Fidelity Press. See ad on 
back cover. 

tian thinker on the economy,” and to The Spirit of 

Democratic Capitalism as “undoubtedly his magnum 

opusT The Spirit of Democratic Capitalism, Bainbridge 

continues, “appeared in a samizdat. . . edition in Po¬ 

land during the 1980s and had an obvious impact on 

the Solidarity movement. Its reasoned defense of 

democratic capitalism as being grounded in the hu¬ 

mane values of the Judeo-Christian tradition also 

helped give a moral center to the neoconservative 

movement”—or at least the appearance of a moral 

center. 

Less sanguine in their evaluation of the effect that 

Novak’s magnum opus had on discourse about eco¬ 

nomics, especially among Catholics, are the editors of 

the I H S Press edition of Amintore Fanfani’s classic 

Catholicism, Protestantism and Capitalism. If Fanfani’s 

contention that “there is an unbridgeable gulf between 

the Catholic and the capitalistic conception of life” 

falls on deaf ears these days, especially among Catho¬ 

lics, the main reason for that deafness is Michael 

Novak, “the man,” according to the editors, “who has 

come to represent all that Catholic thought has to say 

on economic subjects.” If there is one man respon¬ 

sible for ignorance of and hostility toward Catholic so¬ 

cial teaching, especially among Catholics, it is Michael 

Novak. If most Catholics think that Quadragesimo 

Anno is a hunchback who lives in the bell tower of 

Notre Dame Cathedral in Paris, the main reason for 

that misunderstanding is Michael Novak. 

How is it then that Catholic thinkers can come to 

such contradictory conclusions about Novak’s mag¬ 

num opus. The Spirit of Democratic Capitalism}. Well, 

it may be because the book itself is based on a contra- 
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diction. 

At the heart of Novaks book we find a mythologi¬ 

cal creature, not unlike Homer’s chimera, known as 

“democratic capitalism.” This creature is an incoher¬ 

ent composite which purportedly has the powers at¬ 

tributable to the animals out of which it was made, 

powers hitherto unknown in the realm of economic 

thought. According to Novak’s economic theory: 

“political democracy is compatible in practice only 

with a market economy” 

(In reality democracy and capi¬ 

talism, like liberty and equality of 

French Revolution fame, are anti¬ 

thetical. Capitalism always con¬ 

centrates wealth—and, therefore, 

power—into fewer and fewer 

hands. Has Michael Novak ever 

heard of China?) 

“Modern democracy and mod¬ 

ern capitalism proceed from identical historical im¬ 
pulses” 

(As in Elizabethan England? Revolutionary France? 

Florence under Savonarola? Each of these instances 

had either capitalism or democracy but not both. 

Plato reminds us that democracy follows plutocracy as 

its antithesis when the younger generation realizes that 

their elders had sold their birthright. The thesis of 

Kevin Phillips book Wealth and Democracy is that 

American history is a contest between wealth and de¬ 

mocracy. In other words, the two are antithetical not 

complementary.) 

“the natural logic of capitalism leads to democracy” 

(This statement is true in a certain sense. As Plato 

pointed out in The Republic^ aristocracy leads to plu¬ 

tocracy, which leads to revolutionary democracy, 

which leads to tyranny.) 

“Except in Adam Smith’s book, the concept of de¬ 

velopment did not exist. In 1800, a judgment like that 

of Ecclesiastes, ‘There is nothing new under the sun,’ 

blanketed a mostly torpid world. In most regions, eco¬ 

nomic enterprises stagnated.” 

(All of the economic advances upon which modern 

Capitalism is based—including double entry book¬ 

keeping, bills of exchange, and fractional reserve bank¬ 

ing—were all in place in the city-states of northern 

Italy by the beginning of the 15'^ century, which is to 

say 400 years before Novak says they appeared in En¬ 
gland.) 

“The invention of the market economy in Great 

Britain and the United States more profoundly revolu¬ 

tionized the world between 1800 and the present than 

any other single force. After five millennia of blunder¬ 

ing human beings finally found out how wealth may 

be produced in a sustained systematic way.” 

(The market economy was not invented in either 

Great Britain or the United States. During the last two 

decades of the 20'^ century and the first decade of the 

2T' century. Capitalism was responsible for the de¬ 

struction of billions of dollars of wealth in American 

through thinly veiled looting schemes like leveraged 

buy-outs. During the last decade of the 20'^ century, 

Russia was looted in an even more rapacious fashion 

under the oversight of Jeffrey Sachs and Lawrence 

Summers, then president of Harvard University. The 

“Capitalism was the social counterpart 
of Calvinist theology.” 
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looting of Russia was so obscene that Harvard ended 

up being sued by the United States government and 

paying the biggest fine in its history, which led to the 

resignation of Summers as Harvard’s president. Sum¬ 

mers is now director of the National Economic Coun¬ 

cil for the Obama administration.) 

“The churches did not understand the new econom¬ 

ics. . . . Latin Culture did not understand Economics.” 

(Does Mr. Novak consider Italy as part of “Latin 

Culture”? Is the Roman Catholic Church part of 

“Latin Culture.” Is the headquarters of the Roman 

Catholic Church in Rome? Is Rome in Italy? In order 

to maintain his thesis—England created modern eco¬ 

nomics, the Church is ignorant of economic prin¬ 

ciple—Novak has to claim that Italy was an economic 

backwater, when in fact the exact opposite was true. 

Italy was the financial center of Europe for centuries. 

During the high middle ages, when Italy was establish¬ 

ing banking houses in Bruges, dominating commerce 

in Europe, and coming up with the financial advances 

that would revolutionize commerce, England’s main 

export was raw wool.) 

“The Catholic Church . . . has tended, particularly 

because of the Vatican’s location within Italy ... to 

rest uncomfortably in the past with only a tenuous 

connection to liberal societies. In a word, it has stood 

outside of and has, I think, misread the liberal demo¬ 

cratic capitalist revolution.” 

(Novak’s framing of the issue is so tendentious that 

it needs to be unpacked a bit before it can be refuted. 

Does Novak consider Florence under 

Savonarola a “liberal society.” Savonarola 

certainly promoted democracy, but he 

opposed plutocracy, which is another 

word for Capitalism, as manifested at the 

time by the Medici banking interests. 

Faced with an unprecedented expansion 

of commerce in Italy during the 13'^, 

14'^, and 15'^ centuries, the Church was 

deeply and intimately involved in sorting 

out which economic developments were 

beneficial to society and which were 

not.) 

“North and South America were 

founded upon two radically different 

ideas of political economy. The one at¬ 

tempted to recreate the political-eco¬ 

nomic structure of feudal and mercantil¬ 

ist Spain. The other attempted to establish a novus 

ordo seculorum, a new order, around ideas never before 

realized in human history.” 

(North and South America were founded under ex¬ 

actly the same system. It was known as Mercantilism. 

Novak ignores the fact that that system found accep¬ 

tance by all of the colonial powers in North 

America—England, France, Spain, and Holland. 

Novak attempts to draw deep theological conclusions 

from the fact that the United States has a larger 

economy than individual South American countries, 

even though for much of the 20'^ century Argentina 

was not far behind. The outcome of colonial conquest 

in North America was not decided by the triumph of a 

superior idea. In terms of economics, all of the colo¬ 

nial powers had the same idea. The conquest was 

brought about by force of arms. Mercantilism was an¬ 

other name for economic warfare. All of the mercan¬ 

tilist powers fought wars over the exclusive economic 

privileges which went with the right to colonize North 

America. In these wars, England defeated both France 

and Holland. What theological/economic lesson does 

Mr. Novak derive from England’s defeat of Holland, a 

country more Calvinistic than England?) 

“Latin Americans do not value the same moral 

qualities North Americans do.” 

(Statements like this may make sense to the 

Neoconservatives who were Novak’s employers at the 

American Enterprise Institute at the time he wrote The 

Spirit of Democratic Capitalism, but they are incom- 

3 
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prehensible to Catholics, including those who live in 

North and South America. Catholicism is the target of 

Novaks book precisely because the Catholic Church is 

the main institution which claims that economic 

policy should be subordinated to the moral law.) 

Now that the secrets of sustained material progress 

have been decoded, the responsibility for reducing 

hunger and misery is no longer Gods but ours.” 

(Have these secrets reached Detroit?) 

No region of the United States is poorer than it was 
in 1900.” 

(See above.) 

Locke on Strawberries 

“John Locke once wrote that the inventors of new 

economic processes and products—quinine, for ex¬ 

ample—were greater benefactors of mankind than ear¬ 

lier givers of charity.. . . It may have been John Locke 

(1632-1704) who first articulated a new possibility for 

economic organization. Locke observed that a field of, 

say, strawberries, highly favored by nature, left to itself 

might produce what seemed to be an abundance of 

strawberries. Subject to cultivation and care by practi¬ 

cal intelligence, however, such a field might be made 

to produce not simply twice but tenfold as much 

strawberries. In short, Locke concluded, nature is far 

wealthier in possibility than human beings had drawn 
attention to before.” 

(Novaks invocation of the name of John Locke is 

the infallible sign that the chimera of “democratic 

capitalism resides in a mythical realm known as Whig 

History. One of the heroic figures of Whig history is 

John Locke. Since Novak is writing Whig history, he 

needs to drag statements about Locke, no matter how 

preposterous, into his narrative, and give them a im¬ 

portance which their banality does not deserve. 

Whig history is based on the ability to draw grand 

theological conclusions from dubious historical pre¬ 

mises. We re talking about things like Lockes discov¬ 

ery of the theological significance of strawberries. Or 

Novak attributing to Locke statements that were ei¬ 

ther commonplaces of Catholic thought for centuries, 

e.g. Lockes vision of a novel and invigorating sense of 

the human vocation.” Or statements that were flat out 

wrong, as when he claims that “History was no longer 

to be regarded as cyclical.” What man living in Europe 

at any time after the birth and crucifixion of Our Lord 

and Savior Jesus Christ and familiar with a Bible 

which begins with the creation of the world and con¬ 

cludes with a description of the end of the world be¬ 

lieved that history was cyclical? Determined to pile 

Pelion on Ossa, Novak goes on to claim Lockes influ¬ 

ence was so great that it affected our perception of the 

way God works on history: 

After Locke, reflection on Gods ways with the 

world—theodicy—^was altered. The way God 

works in history was now thought of as progressive, 

open, subject to human liberty and diligence. The 

vocation of the human being came to seem en¬ 

nobled. No longer were humans to imagine their lot 

as passive, long-suffering, 

submissive. They were 

called upon to inventive, 

prudent, farseeing, 

hardworking—in order to 

realize by their obedience to 

Gods call the building up 

and perfecting of Gods 

kingdom on earth. 

Michael Novaks sense of 

timing was uncanny. In the 

realm of popular thought he 

both anticipated and facili¬ 

tated the neoconservative 

takeover of American for- 

eign policy. In the realm of serious ideas, however, his 

book was uncannily wrong. It was based on an intel¬ 

lectual foundation which had just collapsed. The Spirit 

of Democratic Capitalism attempted to revive the Black 

Legend for the benefit of the Reagan administration at 

the very moment when the final nail was being ham¬ 

mered into the coffin of Whig History with the publi¬ 

cation of Eamonn Duffys Stripping of the Altars. 

Novak based his appropriation of Whig History on 

the writings of H.R. Trevor-Roper, a notorious 

If most Catholics think that Quadragesima 
Anno is a hunchback who lives in the bell tower 
of Notre Dame Cathedral in Paris, the main 
reason for that misunderstanding is Michael 
Novak. 
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Catholic basher whose credentials as a historian took a 

significant hit when he staked his reputation as a his¬ 

torian on the authenticity of Hitler’s diaries. Trevor- 

Roper, known among his students as Professor Clever- 

Groper claims that the “secret techniques of capitalism 

were carried away to other cities,” and then wonders 

“Why?” [H.R. Trevor-Roper, “Religion, the Reforma¬ 

tion and Social Change,” in The European Witch' 

Craze of the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries and 

Other Essays (New York: Harper & Row, 1969), p. 21]. 

Whig history is notorious for taking an historical 

fact, in this instance the decline of commerce in the 

Mediterranean when compared with the rise of com¬ 

merce in the Atlantic which followed from the discov¬ 

ery of the New World, and then loading it down with 

theological significance, all of which is to show the su¬ 

periority of English Protestant culture in the wake of 

the Glorious Revolution. Novak further loads the dice 

by referring to those nations engaged in the Mediter¬ 

ranean trade as “strongholds of the Counter-Reforma¬ 

tion,” making it all but certain that the reader will as¬ 

cribe any change in economic fortune to their Ca¬ 

tholicism. Sure enough, Novak uses Trevor-Roper’s 

tendentious resurrection of the Black Legend as a stick 

with which he proceeds to beat the Church, as when 

he writes. 

For Trevor-Roper, the decisive fact [in the develop¬ 

ment of Capitalism] was a new alliance of church 

and state, more intolerable with each passing year, 

which drove the new class of Catholic businessmen 

in some cases out of their church but in many more 

cases out of their native cities and homelands. They 

sought out cities no longer under the control of 

princes and bishops; they sought self-governing cit¬ 

ies of a republican character.” 

This is because: 

The Counter-Reformation state impugned the reli¬ 

gious value of commerce. It banned or restricted en¬ 

terprise in the private sector. It licensed certain 

entrepeneurs to develop state monopolies; it favored 

state mercantilism over private mercantilism. 

To begin with, there is no such thing as private mer¬ 

cantilism. Mercantilism is, by definition, government- 

sponsored economic activity. Secondly, when it comes 

to an intolerable alliance of Church and State was any 

government more repressive than Elizabethan En¬ 

gland? Is Novak claiming that there was no alliance of 

Church and State in England during the 16'^ century? 

Is he claiming that Elizabeth did not grant state mo¬ 

nopolies? Is he claiming that Elizabeth did not favor 

the pleonasm known as “state mercantilism”? Finally, 

where were the “self-governing cities of a republican 

character” which Novak praises? Were they in En¬ 

gland? Was London one of them? No, “self governing 

cities of a republican character,” places like Venice, 

Milan, Florence, Siena were to be found in Italy, 

where they had been in the forefront of economic ad¬ 

vance for centuries. 

In Novak’s attempt to resurrect the Black Legend, 

all of history becomes a morality play in which En¬ 

glish forces triumph over their Catholic opponents be¬ 

cause of the innate superiority of their ideas, all of 

which revolve around the emancipation of economic 

life from moral supervision. According to Novak, the 

failure is all on the Catholic side, i.e. in “the failure of 

Catholic thinking to grasp the creative potential of 

democratic capitalism.” 

Amintore Fanfani, who was familiar with the claim 

that the development of capitalism was more intense 

in Protestant than in Catholic countries, was reluctant 

to conclude that the rise of England as an economic 
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power came about because of the superiority of En¬ 

glish ideas, specifically the English idea later espoused 

as Capitalism. More important from Fanfani s point of 

view was “the displacement of trade from the Mediter¬ 

ranean to the Atlantic” as well as the disadvantages 

which arose from the fact that Italy was “economically 

divided into innumerable markets,” while “the na¬ 

tional state of England is already making giant strides 

toward unification, of which it enjoys full benefit at a 

time when in Italy there are but a few individuals who 

dimly realize the advantages to be derived from agree¬ 

ments between the various Italian states with a view to 

definite economic and political results. The capitalis¬ 

tic importance of a vast and unified market—which is 

far greater than the form of religion—can be seen by 

summary of the economic history of Erance and Ger¬ 

many.” There is, Fanfani concluded, “no need to seek 

for mysterious influences.” 

Novak’s thesis rests on a particular explanation of 

the origins of Capitalism known as the Weber Thesis. 

In 1904 and 1905 the German Sociologist Max We¬ 

ber wrote two articles on the origins of Capitalism 

which were later published posthumously, after 

Weber’s death in 1920, under the title. The Protestant 

Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, The heart of the We¬ 

ber thesis is the contention that Capitalism was cre¬ 

ated by pious Protestants in the 17^^ century: “The 

force which produced it was the creed associated with 

the name of Calvin. Capitalism was the social counter¬ 

part of Calvinist theology.” This explains why the 

“business leaders and owners of capital. . . are over¬ 

whelmingly Protestant.” 

If Novak goes out of his way to confer the aura of 

“sanctity” (his term) on economic dealings which the 

Catholic Church had always considered sinful, it is be¬ 

cause he got the idea from Weber. The Reformation 

(and the way it is viewed in residually Protestant 

countries like the United States) is the term which 

makes this transvaluation of values intellectually plau¬ 

sible, as when Novak writes: 

To the Calvinist, Weber argues, the calling is not a 

condition into which the individual is born, but a 

strenuous and exacting enterprise to be chosen by 

himself, and to be pursued with a sense of religious 

responsibility. Baptized in the bracing, if icy, waters 

of Calvinist theology, the life of business once re¬ 

garded as perilous to the soul—summe periculosa est 

emptionis et venditionis negotiatio—acquires a new 

sanctity. 

In 1934, the first extensive Catholic critique of the 

Weber thesis appeared with the publication of 

Amintore Fanfani’s book Catholicism, Protestantism, 

and Capitalism. Amintore Fanfani was a student of 

Giuseppe Torniolo who worked closely with Pope Pius 

XI, who issued Quadragesimo Anno, the sequel to Re- 

rum Novarum and one of the pillars of the Church’s 

social teaching in the same year. Fanfani characterized 

what he called “Weber’s far-reaching hypothesis” as “ill 

formulated.” According to Fanfani’s analysis, 

“Weber’s solution is unacceptable. . . because it does 

not admit that the capitalist spirit existed before the 

Protestant idea of vocation.” 

“Is it possible,” Fanfani wonders, “for the essence of 

the thing—and for Weber the 

capitalist spirit constitutes the es¬ 

sence of capitalism—to come 

into existence long after the thing 

itself?” Weber’s thesis ignores the 

capitalistic “facts” which had 

been established long before 

Protestantism came into exist¬ 

ence, and, Fanfani continues: 

if we admit that they could not 

be capitalistic unless they were produced by the 

capitalistic spirit, we must conclude that the capital¬ 

ist spirit existed before Protestantism. If we reason 

logically from the data with which Weber supplies 

us, we cannot fail to reach this conclusion. There¬ 

fore, we cannot accept the idea of vocation as the 

origin of the capitalist spirit, or else we must say 

that it existed at an earlier time.. . . Webers explana¬ 

tion is therefore inadequate. 

The real origin of capitalism was not England in the 

17^^ century but Italy in the 15'^ century. The new, 

“capitalistic” mentality appeared at a point further 

back in time—between the 14^^ and 15^*" centuries—in 

The real origin of capitalism was not England 
in the I?*** century but Italy in the IS*** centuiy. 
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regions such as Tuscany, Lombardy, and Flanders. This 

mentality, according to Fanfani, “guided the late me¬ 

dieval economy of the merchants and their first clever 

and unscrupulous entrepreneurs and traders; a men¬ 

tality which Weber had identified as occurring much 

later in regions chiefly influenced by Protestantism.” 

As the editors of the I H S edition of Fanfani s book 

point out: 

In substance, Capitalism was born, at least as a men¬ 

tality if not a fully developed economic structure, in 

the merchant world of Florence, Flanders, and the 

Fianseatic ports, particularly in the century, as a 

secularized form of that Christian activism that 

aimed to transform the world. That Christian activ¬ 

ity traced its roots to the “Prayer and Work” of the 

Benedictine Rule. 

It wasn’t virtuous Puritans who gave us Capitalism; 

it was decadent Catholics. Fanfani “saw in this very 

same spirit not a development but an inversion, al¬ 

most a degeneration, of the ethics of the gospel” which 

entailed “the weakening of influence of the social con¬ 

ception proposed and supported by medieval Catholi¬ 

cism. That and not Protestantism “is the circumstance 

which explains the manifestation and growth of the 

capitalistic spirit in a Catholic world.” Capitalism 

came about because of “the growing distance, espe¬ 

cially of the entrepreneurial and mercantile classes, 

from Catholic ethics. . . .The decrease in influence ex¬ 

ercised by the church, following the breakup of 

Christendom incident to the birth of Protestantism, 

had ultimately accelerated a process which, neverthe¬ 

less, was not born of the Reformation, but had its ori¬ 

gins further back in time.” 

Contemplating this historical background leads 

Fanfani to his most fundamental conclusion, and the 

premise upon which he builds his economic theory, 

namely, that the Catholic ethos is anticapitalistic. Ca¬ 

tholicism 

is the system that places other criteria above the eco¬ 

nomic that is the adversary of capitalism. . . . 

Catholic theology and philosophy posit a religious 

criterion as the supreme rationalizing principle of 

life, even in its economic aspects, and again Catho¬ 

lic philosophy subordinates economic rationaliza¬ 

tion to political rationalization in that it relates the 

material well-being of the individual to the material 

well being of his neighbor and subordinates purely 

economic well-being to individual and social well¬ 

being in the widest sense of the word. 

As Fanfani says at another point in the same book, 

“there is an unbridgeable gap between the Catholic 

and the capitalistic conception of life.” The reason for 

this unbridgeable gap is the moral law. Catholicism 

sees all purposeful human activity as governed by the 

moral law. Economics is nothing if not purposeful hu¬ 

man activity; therefore, economic activity must be 

governed by the moral law. 

Capitalism, on the other hand, means nothing if not 

the exclusion of moral considerations from the field 

of economic endeavor. It purports to be a science 

similar to physics or mathematics as a way of covering 

over Capitalism’s essence, which is the barring of any 

moral criticism from a science which is based, not on 

physical motion, but on the vagaries of human choice. 

Because it is based on human choice, economics is 

inexorably bound up with ethics. Ethical consider¬ 

ations are built into its grammar, both in the form of 

the institutional constraints on individual action 

which it presupposes, but also in the model of indi¬ 

vidual conduct—of profit-seeking and the absence of 

any true altruism—on which it is founded. Further¬ 

more, the telos of economic policies and even legal- 

economic regimes is based on a conception of what is 

good for society. In these ways, morality is as inti¬ 

mately related to economics as mathematics is to phys¬ 

ics. This is precisely the link which the ideology of 

Capitalism suppresses. 

Fanfani’s critique exposes the “new sanctity” of the 

Weber thesis as ultimately little more than a rational¬ 

ization which lends moral credibility to behavior that 

was hitherto considered sinful. But the repression of 

economic reality and moral reality which Weber’s ap¬ 

propriation of religion attempts never quite succeeds. 

The repressed always returns. The more Novak tries to 

explain the “new sanctity” of Capitalism, the more the 

repressed returns unbidden to his explanation, as 

when Novak claims that: 

the notion that the sustained application of practical 

intelligence to economic activities could open up 

new and unprecedented horizons awaited the capi¬ 

talist spirit. Weber distinguishes the spirit of sus¬ 

tained incremental effort from adventure, piracy, 

luck, a windfall. 

Novak mentions piracy repeatedly. 

The new capitalism is not a matter of adventure or 

piracy but of continuous enterprise, planned and 

organized, evaluated for profit and loss. Without 
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the invention of double-entry bookkeeping, with¬ 

out mathematical sophistication, without the tech¬ 

niques of analysis made possible by modern science, 

continuous calculation would not be possible. 

Novak gives the impression that only the English ge¬ 

nius could come up with something this advanced. 

The only trouble is that the English, in spite of Lockes 

profound statements about strawberries, had virtually 

nothing to do with the invention of the economic ad¬ 

vances upon which capitalism was based. Double-en¬ 

try bookkeeping was invented by the Italians, as were 

bills of exchange, and fractional reserve banking. So 

much for Latin incapacity when it comes to economic 

science. 

PIRACY 

The English, on the other hand, were notorious pro¬ 

moters of piracy. This fact finds its way inadvertently 

into the best exposition of the Weber thesis in the En¬ 

glish-speaking world, R. H. Tawney s Religion and the 

Rise of Capitalism. Tawney writes: “Weber, in a cel¬ 

ebrated essay, expounded the thesis that Calvinism in 

its English version was the parent of capitalism.” Ac¬ 

cording to Weber, “religious radicalism . . . went hand 

in hand with an economic radicalism.” 

In attempting to substantiate the Weber thesis, how¬ 

ever, Tawney unwittingly refutes it. Every instance of 

Puritan thought which Tawney cites to show the tran¬ 

sition from Puritanism to Capitalism goes awry. Rich¬ 

ard Baxter, the Puritan divine whom both Tawney and 

Weber cite as a thinker in the new Capitalist mode, is 

thoroughly Scholastic in his economic theories, as 

when he writes that a man “must not secure a good 

price for his own wares ‘by extortion working upon 

mens ignorance, error, or necessity.’” Or when he 

writes that “no man may secure pecuniary gain foj 

himself by injuring his neighbor.” Or when he writes 

that “He must not improve (i.e., enclose) his land 

without considering the effect on the tenants, or evict 

his tenants without compensating them, and in such a 

way as to cause depopulation.” The Christian, Baxter 

concludes, “must so manage his business as to ‘avoid 

sin rather than loss,’ and seek first to keep his con¬ 

science in peace.” 

Oblivious to the fact that he has just disproved 

Weber’s thesis, Tawney writes: 

The first characteristic to strike the modern reader 

in all this teaching is its conservatism. In spite of the 

economic and political revolutions of the past two 

centuries, how small, after all, the change in the pre¬ 

sentation of the social ethics of the Christian faith! 

Tawney then goes on to make the same point in an 

even stronger fashion when he writes that: 

Baxter . . . discourses of equity in bargaining, of just 

prices, of reasonable rents, of the sin of usury, in the 

same tone, if not with quite the same conclusions as 

a medieval Schoolman, and he differs from one of 

the later Doctors, like St. Antonino, hardly more 

than St. Antonino himself differed from Aquinas. 

Religion, in other words, did not bring about the 

rise of Capitalism. The Puritans were as conservative 

as the Schoolmen when it came to economic thought, 

especially if we take into account the conclusions of 

the later Schoolmen at the Lateran Council of 1515. 

The conclusion to be drawn from Tawney’s sources is 

inescapable. The source of the great change in the 

course of Western Civilization known as Capitalism 

was clearly not religion. 

In fact when Tawney gets around to examining the 

turmoil in English life during the crucial first half of 

the 16^*^ century, all of the evidence points away from 

religion. To begin with, the great upheaval in English 

life took place 100 years before the time when 

Tawney/Weber claimed that the doctrine changed and 

200 years before it actually changed. The real cause of 

the upheaval in England wasn’t a change in religious 

doctrine; it was the theft of Church property and the 

enclosure of the land and subsequent evictions which 

followed from this orgy of “privatization.” It wasn’t re¬ 

ligion which caused the upheaval. As Tawney himself 

says, “it was agrarian plunder which principally stirred 

the cupidity of the age, and agrarian grievances which 

were the most important ground of the social ques¬ 

tion. The “new sanctity,” upon closer examination, 

turns out to be the old vices known as avarice, theft, 

and looting. 

One hundred years before Puritans like Baxter and 

Ames put pen to paper, the acts of Henry VIII and 

Parliament, severing the connection between England 

and the Church of Rome, “produced a sweeping redis¬ 

tribution of wealth, carried out by an unscrupulous 

minority using the weapons of violence, intimidation 

and fraud and succeeded by an orgy of interested mis- 

February 2010 / 25 



/L 

government on the part of its principal beneficiaries, it 

aggravated every problem and gave a new turn to the 

screw which was squeezing peasant and craftsman.” 

Tawney is, if anything, more eloquent than Weber 

in describing what actually happened in England at 

the real birth of the Capitalist era: 

Lords, no longer petty sovereigns, but astute busi¬ 

nessmen were leasing their demesnes to capitalist 

farmers, quick to grasp the profits to be won by 

sheep-grazing, and eager to clear away the network 

of communal restrictions which impeded its exten¬ 

sion. 

The revolution in prices. . . after 1540. . . injected a 

virus of hitherto unsuspected potency, at once a 

stimulant to feverish enterprise and an acid dissolv¬ 

ing all customary relationships. 

The aim of the great landowner was no longer to 

hold at his call an army of retainers, but to exploit 

his estates as a judicious investment. 

The haunting insecurity of a growing, though still 

small, proletariat, [was] detached from their narrow 

niche in village or borough, [and became] the sport 

of social forces which they could neither under¬ 

stand, nor arrest, nor control. 

If, however, the problem was acute long before the 

confiscation of the monastic estates, its aggravation 

by the fury of spoliation let loose by Henry and 

Cromwell is not open to serious question. ... Es¬ 

tates with a capital value (in terms of modern 

money) of 15 to 20 million pounds changed hands. 

To the abbey lands which came into the market af¬ 

ter 1536 were added those of the gilds and chantries 

in 1547. 

The magnitude of what happened in England in the 

middle decades of the 16'^ century was comparable to 

the “privatization” which took place in Russia during 

the 1990s, and in the historical continuity which con¬ 

nects those two events we can come to the true defini¬ 

tion of Capitalism. Far from being an expression of 

some vague “new sanctity,” Capitalism was always the 

rationalization and promotion of looting. The only 

thing that changed over the 500 years of its history 

was the sophistication of the instruments which en¬ 

abled the theft. Tawney is nothing if not eloquent in 

describing both the theft and the thieves. Henry VIII 

shared the loot because the Government “required a 

party to carry through a revolution.” The looting even 

begat a financial genius to carry it out. Sir Richard 

Gresham, father of Greshams law, a man who could 

hold his own in sophistication with the leveraged buy¬ 

outs of the Boesky era or the Ponzi schemes of Bernie 

Madoff In fact the so-called “Reformation” had more 

to do with real estate than theology and had much 

more in common with the securitization of subprime 

mortgages than—pace, Messers. Weber, Tawney, and 

Novak—predestination or any other theological issue. 

As Tawney himself put it, the net result of the English 

Reformation 

was to alienate most of the 

land almost immediately and 

to spend the capital as in¬ 

come. For a decade there 

was a mania of land specula¬ 

tion. Much of the property 

was bough by needy courtiers 

at a ridiculously low figure. 

Much of it passed to sharp 

businessmen, who brought 

to bear on its management 

the methods learned in the financial school of the 

City; the largest single grantee was Sir Richard 

Gresham. 

Before long the opportunistic plundering of Church 

property had morphed into an economic system: 

In London, groups of tradesmen. . . formed actual 

syndicates to exploit the market. Rack-renting, evic¬ 

tions, and the conversions of arable land to pasture 

were the natural result, for the surveyors wrote up 

values at each transfer, and unless the purchaser 

squeezed his tenants, the transaction would not pay. 

If religion played a role in the rise of Capitalism it 

did so primarily as a pretext for looting. In spite of his 

desire to substantiate the Weber Thesis, Tawney gives 

Religion didn’t bring about the rise of 

Capitalism; Capitalism brought about the 

corruption of religion. 
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the best description of the relationship between reli¬ 

gion and the rise of Capitalism when he writes that 

“The upstart aristocracy of the future had their teeth 

in the carcass, and, having tasted blood, they were not 

to be whipped off by a sermon.” Still trying to save the 

appearances of the Weber Thesis, Tawney writes none¬ 

theless that “Puritanism, not the Tudor secession from 

Rome, was the true English Reformation, and it is 

from this struggle against the old order that an En¬ 

gland which is unmistakably modern emerges.” 

This may be true of the Reformation, but the exact 

opposite is true of Capitalism. Capitalism began in 

England with the looting of the monasteries. It was 

the systematic rationalization of that looting which 

came to be known as Whig History, and not the Puri¬ 

tan religion, which gave birth to the creed “that the in¬ 

dividual is absolute master of his own, and within the 

limits set by positive law may exploit it with a single 

eye to his pecuniary advantage, unrestrained by any 

obligation to postpone his own profit to the well-be¬ 

ing of his neighbors, or to give account of this actions 

to a higher authority. It was, in short, the theory of 

property which was later to be accepted by all civilized 

communities” and came to be known as Capitalism. 

Looting—not religion, and certainly not Puritan¬ 

ism—brought about the rise of Capitalism. Tawney’s 

own testimony stands the Weber thesis on its head, 

when he tells us, 

the most representative thinkers of the Church of 

England had no intention of breaking with tradi¬ 

tional doctrines. . . . The utterances of men of reli¬ 

gion in the reign of Elizabeth. . . had more affinity 

with the doctrines of the Schoolmen than with 

those which were to be fashionable after the Refor¬ 

mation. ... In its insistence that buying and selling, 

letting and hiring, lending and borrowing are to be 

controlled by a moral law, of which the Church is 

the guardian, religious opinion after the Reforma¬ 

tion did not differ from religious opinion before it. 

Religion didn’t change economics, as Weber claims; 

on the contrary, economics changed religion. The so- 

called Reformation in England made use of a religious 

pretext to move a huge amount of wealth out of the 

hands of the Catholic Church and into the hands of 

the looters. That the newly established Church of En¬ 

gland benefited from this transfer of wealth is undeni¬ 

able, and that that windfall caused resentment among 

the free churches, i.e., the Puritans, who were cut out 

of dividing up the loot, is equally undeniable. The is¬ 

sue was not religious theory; the issue was theft and its 

religious justification. The crucial figure in all this was 

not some doddering Puritan divine whose economic 

doctrines were indistinguishable from St. Antonino of 

Florence but rather capitalists like “Sir Thomas 

Gresham, who managed the Government business in 

Antwerp.” For people like Gresham, the idea of Di¬ 

vines prohibiting the lucrative returns on usurious 

loans was nothing but so much foolishness, because 

they construed all transactions from an economic 

point of view which ipso facto excluded moral consid¬ 

erations. The name of that economic point of view 

was Capitalism. The same truth applies today, sup¬ 

pression of the moral law in the economic sphere is 

the infallible sign of Capitalism. That along with loot¬ 

ing, which is the praxis of Capitalism, are the con¬ 

stants which will accompany the progress of the “new 

sanctity” through the next 500 years of history, to our 

present day. 

Both Weber and Tawney, as well as epigoni like 

Michael Novak, in other words, got it exactly wrong. 

Religion didn’t bring about the rise of Capitalism; 

Capitalism brought about the corruption of religion. 
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The real situation was Webers thesis turned upside 

down. The irony of Tawney s books is that he seems 

unaware that he is undermining Webers thesis in the 

very act of presenting it, as when he writes that “This 

qualified condonation of usury on the part of the State 

naturally reacted upon religious opinion.” 

Precisely. 

The crucial moment at which religious theory be¬ 

came aligned with economic praxis occurred not dur¬ 

ing the Puritan theocracy and dictatorship, but rather 

at the time of the Restoration, which is when the 

Jews—who switched horses in midstream, abandon¬ 

ing Cromwell and backing Charles II instead—were 

allowed to return to England (not, as is commonly 

thought, under the Puritans, who kept them out). 

The real change came in the wake of the Glorious 

Revolution when John Locke, Michael Novaks favor¬ 

ite Whig propagandist, became the first thinker to ar¬ 

ticulate the new system of Liberalism, whose eco¬ 

nomic manifestation was Capitalism. By the begin¬ 

ning of the IS'*" century, the established Church of En¬ 

gland had completely accepted its role as the sanctifier 

of the new economic order. As a result, as Tawney puts 

it, “In the 18^^ century it is almost superfluous to ex¬ 

amine the teachings of the Church of England as to 

social ethics.” What set the tone in the 

18^*^ century was “the new Political 

Arithmetic. . . which . . . drew its inspi¬ 

ration not from religion or morals, but 

from mathematics and physics.” 

Capitalism, in other words, replaced 

Puritanism; it didn’t grow out of it. 

Tawney makes much of the fact that Dr. 

Nicholas Barbon, capitalist pamphleteer, 

as well as “currency expert, pioneer of insurance and 

enthusiast for Land Bank,” was the son of the Puritan 

enthusiast, Praise-God Barebones, and claims that the 

transition “had been prepared, however unintention¬ 

ally, by Puritan moralists.” But as LaPlace said, we 

don’t need that hypothesis, not to account for the rise 

of Capitalism at any rate. Capitalism, if by that we 

mean the economic system which reached its fullest 

articulation in England in the wake of the Glorious 

Revolution, never got beyond its origins in looting. 

This explains the avidity with which Michael Novak 

appropriates Weber’s claim that Capitalism was the 

work of pious Protestants. The Weber Thesis is conge¬ 

nial because it diverts attention from the real cause of 

capitalism, which was the looting of church property 

in England in the 16'^ century. Weber lends a respect¬ 

ability to Capitalism which it does not deserve. 

That being said, any discussion of Capitalism is be¬ 

set immediately by a semantic problem. Proponents of 

capitalism use the term as a synonym for “economic 

truth” in much the same way that feminists use the 

term woman as a synonym for feminist. When Novak 

uses the word capitalism he means “modern econom¬ 

ics,” as when he claims that the Church “opposed 

modern economics for centuries.” In this regard, 

Novak fell into the same semantic trap that Weber fell 

into when he defined Capitalism as 

identical with the pursuit of profit, and forever re¬ 

newed profit, by means of continuous, rational, 

capitalistic enterprise ... A capitalistic economic ac¬ 

tion . . . rests on the expectation of profit by the uti¬ 

lization of opportunities for exchange, that is, on 

(formally) peaceful chances of profit. 

The perceptive reader may have noticed that there is 

no difference between Capitalism and Economic En¬ 

terprise here. This means that Capitalism is synony¬ 

mous with economic science, which is synonymous 

with reason, which means that anyone who opposes 

the ideology of Capitalism is irrational. This is espe¬ 

cially true of Catholic prelates who criticize Capital¬ 

ism on moral grounds. 

When the Peruvian bishops writing in the wake of 

Vatican II claim that there is injustice in the system of 

international finance, Novak upbraids them for their 

ignorance of fundamental economic principles, by 

which he means, of course, wholehearted acceptance 

of the tenets of the capitalist ideology. In the world of 

“democratic capitalism,” the science and the ideology 

are one and the same thing. Or as Novak puts it: 

Are the bishops really expert in technical matters of 

international trade? Before pronouncing moral con¬ 

demnation, do they understand the laws which af- 

Capitalism, in other words, replaced 
Puritanism; it didn’t grow out of it. 
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feet international currencies? Do they wish to enjoy 

the wealth of other systems without having first 

learned how wealth may be produced and without 

changing their economic teachings? The Peruvian 

aristocracy and military were for three centuries un¬ 

der their tutelage. Did the Peruvian bishops for 

three centuries teach them that the vocation of the 

layman lay in producing wealth, economic self-reli¬ 

ance, industry and commerce and in being creative 

stewards thereof? 

This is a familiar complaint. Its similar to claiming 

that unless the pope knows how to perform a tubal li¬ 

gation, he has no right to condemn sterilization as im¬ 

moral. It’s similar to claiming that the pope has no 

right to condemn a war as unjust or specific tactics as 

immoral if he is not an expert on military strategy. 

Novak is essentially assuming that Capitalism as a 

technique necessarily brings about the best outcomes 

conceived as wealth generation. Strong arguments 

could be adduced that the outcomes predicted by eco¬ 

nomic theory are unrealistic or vacuous, that they 

don’t in any case amount to wealth creation, that 

Capitalism is not the only or best route to various 

good outcomes, or that wealth creation in particular is 

not the summum bonum of economic life, and such 

arguments would indeed require some knowledge of 

economic theory. But they are simply beside the point. 

Just as the fact that killing civilians is absolutely wrong 

forestalls any further discussion of war tactics making 

use of such actions, so does pointing out that exploita¬ 

tion is wrong forestalls discussion of the technical effi¬ 

ciency of a system that allows for it. 

Capitalism means nothing if not the exclusion of 

moral considerations from the field of economic en¬ 

deavor. It purports to be a science similar to physics or 

mathematics, as a way of covering over capitalism’s es¬ 

sence, which is the banishment of morality from a sci¬ 

ence which is inexorably based, not on physical mo¬ 

tion, but on the vagaries of human choice. Because it 

is based on human choice, economics is inexorably 

bound up with ethics. In addition to providing the 

grammar of economic discourse, morality provides the 

necessary telos for economics by articulating the hier¬ 

archy of goods which is essential to any rational 

choice. Morality is as intimately related to economics 

as mathematics is to physics. This is precisely the link 

which the ideology of Capitalism suppresses. To give 

an analogy which further articulates the relationship 

of capitalist ideology to economic science, we could 

say by way of summation that Capitalism is to eco¬ 

nomics what Darwinism (the late 19'^ form of Capi¬ 

talist ideology) is to biology. 

Whig history can’t save either Novak’s democratic 

capitalism or Weber’s thesis from its own internal in¬ 

coherence. This is a fortiori true of the questions sur¬ 

rounding the origins of capitalism. Weber’s Geist is full 

of contradictions. Weber sees a connection between 

Calvin’s doctrine of predestination and Capitalism, 

but predestination was more applicable to Marxism 

than to Capitalism and liberalism, both of which em¬ 

phasized freedom of the will. Even Weber seems to be 

unconvinced at times by his own thesis. Weber claims 

that the man who best embodied the Capitalist spirit 

was Ben Franklin, and that “Benjamin Franklin’s tabu¬ 

lated statistical bookkeeping on his progress in the dif¬ 

ferent virtues is a classic example” of the Spirit of 

Capitalism. But Ben Franklin wasn’t a Puritan; he was 

an anti-Puritan, and bookkeeping, as Sombart pointed 

out was, more a part of the Jewish religion than Chris¬ 

tianity. 

Weber then tries to locate the Capitalist spirit in the 

idea of “calling,” citing “The emphasis on the ascetic 

importance of a fixed calling provided an ethical justi¬ 

fication of the modern specialized division of labour. 

In a similar way, the providential interpretation of 

profit-making justified the activities of the business 

man.” “The idea of duty in one’s calling,” Weber con¬ 

cludes, “prowls about in our lives like the ghost of 

dead religious beliefs.” 

Novak appropriates Weber’s idea of calling in his 

book on Democratic Capitalism: 

Slamming the doors of the monastery shut, as We¬ 

ber put it, the Reformation had carried the energy 

of certain human virtues out into worldly callings. 

Progress and economic growth—not only personal 

but for the entire world—were seen to be the will of 

God. Progress imposed its disciplines, a kind of 

“otherworldly asceticism.” This earth was now seen 

to be full of promise for science, the arts, religion 

and even the humble comforts of human life. 

But, as Fanfani points out, there is nothing specifi¬ 

cally Calvinistic or Puritan about the idea of vocation. 

The feature which makes Capitalism unique has noth¬ 

ing to do with religion or morals and everything to do 

with the repudiation of both. 

Weber was closer to the point when he talked about 

Puritanism as “English Hebraicism” because, if any- 
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thing, the Puritans as Judaizers came closest to the 

Capitalist ideal not through the lucubrations of their 

theologians but by imitating the Jews business prac¬ 

tices. The first step in this direction was “covenant the- 

ology,” or viewing mans relationship with God as a 

business contract. “English Hebraicism” made a 

greater impression in the realm of practical behavior 

than in the realm of theory, which tended to retain its 

connection with Scholasticism because the Jews 

stood on the side of the politically and speculatively 

oriented adventurous capitalism; their ethos was . . . 

that of pariah-capitalism. But Puritanism carried the 

ethos of the rational organization of capital and la¬ 

bor. It took over from the Jewish ethic only what 

was adapted to its purpose. 

As the religious roots of “English Hebraicism” 

slowly died out, the practical, which is to say, the par¬ 

ticularly Jewish aspects of life took over, which is an¬ 

other way of saying that the descendents of the Puri¬ 

tans began to act like Jews in their practical economic 

dealings long before the Judaizing theology of the Pu¬ 

ritan divines had passed into oblivion. 

One of the first critiques of Weber s thesis was also 

one of the first which noticed the connection between 

the Puritans and the Jews. In his 1907 book Jews and 

Modern Capitalism, Werner Sombart points out that 

everything Weber said about Puritans was a fortiori 

true of Jews. If Sombart s earlier book on Capitalism 

caused Weber to write his articles on the Puritan spirit, 

those articles, as Sombart notes, led him to write his 

book on the Jews. “In fact,” Sombart writes, “Max 

Weber s researches are responsible for this book. I have 

already mentioned that Max Weber s study of the im¬ 

portance of Puritanism for the capitalistic system was 

the impetus that sent me to consider the importance 

of the Jew, especially as I felt that the dominating ideas 

of Puritanism which were so powerful in capitalism 

were more perfectly developed in Judaism, and were 

also of a much earlier date.” Having read Weber’s the¬ 

sis, Sombart wonders 

whether all that Weber ascribes to Puritanism might 

not with equal justice be referred to Judaism, and 

probably in a greater degree; nay, it might well be 

suggested that that which is called Puritanism is re¬ 

ally Judaism. 

According to Sombart, Puritanism is really just an 

aberrant form of Judaism because 

In both will be found the preponderance of religion 

interests, the idea of divine rewards and punish¬ 

ments, asceticism within the world, the close rela¬ 

tionship between religion and business, the arith¬ 

metical conception of sin, and, above all, the ratio¬ 

nalization of life. 

Sombart was hardly the first one to notice the con¬ 

nection. He cites Heinrich Heine who asked: “Are not 

the Protestant Scots Hebrews, with their Biblical 

names, their Jerusalem, their pharisaical cant? And is 

not their religion a Judaism which allows you to eat 

pork?” 

Or as one Calvinist put it: “If I am to say on my 

hounour why I am become a Calvinist, I shall have to 

confess that the one and only reason which persuaded 

me was that among all the religions, I could find not 

which agreed so much with Judaism and its view of 

life and faith.” 

Writing 60 years before Werner Sombart attempted 

to correct the Weber Thesis by claiming that Capital¬ 

ism was Jewish, Karl Marx wrote in Zur Judenjrage 

that the worldly cult of the Jew was huckstering and 

his worldly god, money, and that the most Jewish 

country on the face of the earth was New England be¬ 

cause of the Puritans who settled there: 

the devout and politically free inhabitant of New 

England is a kind of Laocoon who makes not the 

least effort to escape from the serpents which are 

crushing him. Mammon is his idol, which he adores 

not only with his lips but with the whole force of his 

body and mind. In his view the world is no more 

than a Stock Exchange, and he is convinced that he 

has no other destiny here below than to become 

richer than his neighbour. Trade has seized upon all 

his thoughts, and he has no other recreation than to 

exchange objects. When he travels, he carries, so to 

speak, his goods and his counter on his back and 

talks only of interest and profit. 

Marx too emphasizes the practical sphere of life, 

specifically commerce, as the area in which Jewish val¬ 

ues have most influenced their nominally Christian 

imitators and admirers, the Puritans. Money, not the¬ 

ology, is the true ecumenical lingua franca: 

Money is the jealous god of Israel, beside which no 

other god may exist. Money abases all the gods of 

mankind and changes them into commodities. 

Money is the universal and self-sufficient value of all 

things. It has, therefore, deprived the whole world. 
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both the human world and nature, of their own 

proper value. Money is the alienated essence of 

man’s work and existence; this essence dominates 

him and he worships it.The god of the Jews 

has been secularized and has become the god of this 

world. The bill of exchange is the real god of the 

Jew. His god is only an illusory bill of exchange. 

As Tawney showed malgre lui, there is no difference 

on the theoretical level between the Puritan Divine 

and the Catholic Schoolman when it comes to the re¬ 

lationship between morality and economics. On the 

practical level, however, the exact opposite was true. If 

we ask what the Jew and the Puritan have in common 

on the practical level, the answer is Capitalism, not 

theology. 

Marx, like William Cobbett, whom he admired, felt 

that Capitalism began with the looting of the Catholic 

monasteries. In breaking with Catholicism, English 

Christianity became Jewish again because by benefit¬ 

ing financially from the looting of the monasteries, the 

Anglican Church accepted Mammon as its god. This 

is what Marx meant when he said that the Christianity 

which “issued from Judaism. . . has now been re-ab¬ 

sorbed into Judaism.” The same Christianity which 

Marx characterized as “the sublime thought of Juda¬ 

ism” became Judaism again, which is to say, the wor¬ 

ship of Mammon, once its raison d'etre became the ra¬ 

tionalization of looting. 

At the beginning, the Christian was the theorizing 

Jew. He achieved this state by choosing the quest for 

heaven over the quest for money. Any Christian, on 

the other hand, who asserts the hegemony of mam¬ 

mon over morals, becomes a “practical Christian,” 

which another word for a Jew. Or as Marx puts it: 

“The Jew is the practical Christian. And the practical 

Christian has become a Jew again.” As soon as he be¬ 

gan to subordinate morals to economic consider¬ 

ations, which is to say as soon as he began to worship 

Mammon, the true god of the Jews, the Christian be¬ 

came a Capitalist, which is to say, a Jew, and Chris¬ 

tianity became a form of Judaism. Framed in these 

terms, Marx’s formulation covers both sides of the En¬ 

glish Civil War, the Anglicans (who benefited from the 

looting when they became the state Church and the 

owners of stolen property) as well as the Puritans. The 

common ground which both groups came to share in 

the wake of the Glorious Revolution, when 

Roundhead and Cavalier joined together for the first 

time as “Protestants,” was Capitalism, which is the 

worship of the Jewish god, money. 

Sombarts reading of Weber sounds like a continua¬ 

tion of Marxs treatise on the Jews. According to both 

men, the Geist of Capitalism is Jewish. “The Jewish 

outlook,” according to Sombart, 

is “modern.” The Jewish outlook was the “modern” 

oudook; the Jew was actuated in his economic ac¬ 

tivities in the same way as the modern man. Look 

through the catalogue of “sins” laid at the door of 

the Jews in the 17'*" and 18'*" centuries, and you will 

find nothing in it that the trader of today does not 

consider right and proper, nothing that is not taken 

as a matter of course in every business. 

Throughout the centuries the Jews 

championed the cause of individual 

liberty in economic activities against 

the dominating views of the time. The 

individual was not to be hampered by 

regulations of any sort, neither as to 

the extent of his production nor as to 

the strict division between one calling 

and another: he was to be able to carve 

out a position for himself at will, and 

be able to defend it against all comers. 

He should have the right to push forward at the ex¬ 

pense of others, if he were so able; and the weapons 

in the struggle were to be cleverness, astuteness, art¬ 

fulness; in economic competition there should be 

no other consideration but that of overstepping the 

law; finally all economic activities should be regu¬ 

lated by the individual alone in the way he thinks 

best to obtain the most efficient results. In other 

words, the idea of free-trade and of free competition 

was here to the fore; the idea of economic rational¬ 

ism. ... All these activities are summed up in the 

word “capitalism.” 

Sombart goes on to claim that modern capitalism is 

the child of money-lending, and that money-lending 

Werner Sombart points out that eveiTthing 
Weber said about Puritans was a fortiori 
true of Jews. 
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Werner Sombart between Bebel and Naumann 

is the quintessential Jewish occupation: 

Money-lending contains the root idea of capital¬ 

ism. . . In money-lending all conception of quality 

vanishes and only the quantitative aspect matters. 

In money-lending the contract became the principal 

element of business; the agreement about the quid 

pro quo, the promise for the future, the notion of 

delivery are its component parts. In money-lending 

there is no thought for producing only for one’s 

needs. In money-lending there is nothing corporeal 

(i.e., technical), the w^hole is a purely intellectual 

act. In money-lending economic activity as such has 

no meaning; it is no longer a question of exercising 

body or mind; it is all a question of success. Success, 

therefore, is the only thing that has a meaning. In 

money-lending the possibility is for the first time il¬ 

lustrated that you can earn without sweating; that 

you can get others to work for you without recourse 

to force. 

Like Marx, Sombart felt that “the Jewish religion 

has the same leading ideas as Capitalism.” 

In all its reasoning [the Jewish religion] appeals to us 

as a creation of the intellect, a thing of thought and 

purpose projected into the world of organisms, me¬ 

chanically and artfully wrought, destined to destroy 

and to conquer Nature’s realm and to reign itself in 

her stead. Just so does Capitalism appear on the 

scene; like the Jewish religion, an alien element in 

the midst of the natural, created world; like it, too, 

something schemed and planned in the midst of 

teeming life. This sheaf of salient features is bound 

together in one word: Rationalism. Rationalism is 

the characteristic trait of Judaism as of Capitalism. 

Capitalism, like the usury upon which it is based, is, 

as Sombart puts it, “contrary to . . . Nature”: 

Before capitalism could develop the natural man 

had to be changed out of all recognition, and a ra- 

tionalistically minded mechanism introduced in his 

stead. There had to be a transvaluation of all eco¬ 

nomic values. And what was the result? The homo 

capitalisticus, who is closely related to the Homo 

Judaeus, both belonging to the species, homines 

rationalistici artificiales. 

The rise of Capitalism in Christian Europe meant 

that the businessman would become more and more 

“Jewish” in his dealings with fellow Christians. The pi¬ 

ous Jew was forbidden to take interest on money lent 

to fellow Jews, but he was “not oppressed by the bur¬ 

den of the anti-usury prohibition which weighed 

upon the Christian” when it came to lending to non- 

Jews. Before long the permission turned to a form of 

encouragement, that quickly degenerated into a cul¬ 

ture of cheating in which the Jew was praised for his 

usurious dealings with Christians. 

Sombart cites Heinrich Graetz, the father of Jewish 

historiography, as his authority on this matter. Graetz, 

“surely no prejudiced witness,” wrote : “To twist a 

phrase out of its meaning, to use all the tricks of the 

clever advocate, to ply upon words, and to condemn 

what they did not know . . . such were the characteris¬ 

tics of the Polish Jew. . . . Honesty and right-thinking 

he lost as completely as simplicity and truthfulness. 

He made himself master of all the gymnastics of the 

Schools and applied them to obtain advantage over 

any one more cunning than himself. He took delight 

in cheating and overreaching, which gave him a sort of 

joy of victory. But his own people he could not treat 

that way: they were as knowing as he. It was the non- 

Jew who, to his loss, felt the consequences of the 

Talmudically trained mind of the Polish Jew.” 

As this attitude spread among Christian business¬ 

men and combined with the undeniable fact that the 

looters in England belonged to the aristocracy, class 

conflict began to emerge as class among the English 

became the substitute for Jewish concepts like the 

''goyimj i.e., the people whom it was permitted to 

cheat. By the time Marx arrived in England, class con- 
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flict was an inextricable part of the capitalist system. 

Similarly, the concept of the just price was not un¬ 

known among Jews but it only applied to fellow Jews. 

In the Jews’ relations with the goyim the price, as the 

Graetz quote indicates, became whatever the Jew 

could extort. This distinction would have far-reaching 

consequences. As Sombart points out, over the course 

of the centuries Jewish standards of commerce became 

more and more the norm throughout Europe. Chris¬ 

tian merchants began acting more and more like Jews, 

and gradually those methods began to supplant the 

commercial dealings that were based on Catholic 

moral theology in systemic fashion. With the rise of 

Capitalism, the Christian who aspired to treat every 

man as his brother in Christ was more and more sup¬ 

planted by his Capitalist counterpart who treated the 

customer in the same way that the Jew treated the 

goyim in his business dealings with him. The Chris¬ 

tians who were most likely to succeed in commerce 

became those most willing to act like Jews, as the suc¬ 

cess of the Lombards as pawnbrokers in places like 

Brugge proved. 

Like Yuri Slezkine, Sombart felt that “the Jewish 

outlook was the modern’ outlook.” As a result “the 

Jews have been champions of the cause of individual 

liberty. They resisted regulation, supported free trade, 

free competition, and advanced economic rational¬ 

ism. . . . The Jewish religion and capitalism contain 

the same spirit. Both are alien artificial elements in the 

midst of a natural, created world. Both are creations 

of the intellect.” 

Unlike Weber’s theory of the origin of Capitalism, 

Sombart’s thesis actually corresponds to the historical 

progress of Capitalism. Sombart claims that “eco¬ 

nomic activity follows the wanderings of Jews as they 

passed from the nations of southern to those of north¬ 

west Europe. Holland, England, and France became 

significant economic actors from the first appearance 

of the Spanish Jewish emigres in those countries.” His 

claim that Jews developed “the commercial machinery 

which moves business life” is less plausible than his 

claim that they gave expression to its “inward spirit,” 

or Geist. 

According to Sombart the Capitalist ball began roll¬ 

ing with the expulsion of the Jews from Spain. 

One of the most important facts in the growth of 

modern economic life is the removal of the center of 

economic activity from the nations of Southern Eu¬ 

rope—the Italians, Spaniards and Portuguese, with 

whom must also be reckoned some South German 

lands—to those of the Northwest—the Dutch, the 

French, the English and the North Germans. The 

epoch-making event in the process was Hollands 

sudden rise to prosperity, and this was the impetus 

for the development of the economic possibilities of 

France and England. 

Sombart’s claim that the expulsion of the Jews from 

Spain brought Capitalism to northwestern Europe has 

a certain plausibility if we ignore the contributions of 

the Italians or if we insist on the semantic distinction 

that we have already made, i.e., that Capitalism is an 

ideology not a science. 

Many of the Jews from the 

Iberian peninsula ended 

up in the Spanish Nether¬ 

lands, and as a result 

Antwerp became the most 

significant entrepot link¬ 

ing the Atlantic trade in 

gold and silver, the Spice 

trade from the East Indies, 

the Mediterranean trade 

from the South and the Hansaeatic cities of the Baltic. 

Given Antwerp’s link to all of these markets as well as 

to the river trade in Germany, it is no wonder that 

commerce took a quantum leap forward under these 

conditions, and given the role that Jews recently ex¬ 

pelled from Spain (in collaboration with English Prot¬ 

estants and Dutch Calvinists) played in defining how 

that commerce would be conducted, it is not surpris¬ 

ing that Capitalism would become ipso facto inimical 

to Catholic interests and the moral law as well. 

Sombart, like Marx before him, felt that the United 

States was destined to become the pre-eminent Capi¬ 

talist country on earth because of the circumstances 

Capitalism, like the usury upon which 
it is based, is, as Sombart puts it, 

^^contrary to... Nature.” 
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surrounding its colonization and birth as a nation. 

Foremost among those circumstances was “Jewish ac¬ 

cess to newly discovered gold and silver in the coun¬ 

tries of Central and South America,” something which 

“facilitated their role in international trade in luxury 

goods.” As a result, “the United States are filled to the 

brim with the Jewish spirit,” according to Sombart. 

After deconstructing Webers claim, Sombart goes 

on to propose his own myth concerning the origin of 

capitalism. Modern Europe was created by a 

confluence of two groups: Germans rooted in the soil, 

and Jews who were wandering herdsmen. According 

to Sombart, 

The capitalistic civilization of our age is the fruit of 

the union between the Jews, a Southern people 

pushing into the North and the Northern tribes, in¬ 

digenous there. The Jews contributed an extraordi¬ 

nary capacity for commerce, and the Northern 

peoples, above all the Germans, an equally remark¬ 

able ability for technical inventions. 

which it had pleased God to call him” there he was 

to remain and work in the traditional way. 

This system finds its antithesis in Jewish Capitalism: 

“From the endless wastes of sand, from the pastoral 

pursuits, springs the opposite way of life—Capital¬ 

ism.” According to Sombart: 

Their constant concern with money distracted the 

attention of the Jews from a qualitative, natural 

view of life to a quantitative abstract conception. 

The Jews fathomed all the secrets that lay hid in 

money, and found out its magic powers. They be¬ 

came the lords of money, and, through it, lords of 

the world. 

As with Max Weber, whose book he criticizes, 

Werner Sombart runs into trouble when he tries to 

formulate a theory which can explain the origins of 

Capitalism. To begin with, the German half of 

Sombarfs foundational myth flies in the face of his¬ 

torical reality. The Germans were not bound to the 

After subduing the local population, the 
Lombards exacted tribute so that they could 
engage in things they considered important, 
namely, hunting, warring, and raising pigs. 

The main premise upon 

which the German half of 

Sombart’s origins thesis rests 

is the claim that “From the 

very first [our ancestors, i.e., 

the Germans] . . . seemed to 

be rooted in the soil.” This 

means that Germans, who 

live in cool forests, are closer 

to nature (“Man is brought 

into closer touch with Nature 

in the North than in the hot 

countries.”) than the Jews, 

who “have received their pe¬ 

culiar impress from the thou¬ 

sands of years of wandering in the wilderness.” 

The German genius, in other words, brought forth 

the “feudal manorial system,” a system tied to the soil: 

from the soil which the ploughshare turns up arose 

that economic organization of society which was 

dominant in Europe before Capitalism came—the 

feudal, manorial system, resting on the ideas that 

production should be only for consumption, that 

every man should have a niche to work in and that 

every society should have differences in status. The 

peasant’s holding, strictly marked off as it was from 

his neighbor’s, gave prominence to the idea of each 

man’s limited sphere of activities, of “the estate to 

soil, certainly not “from the very first” as Sombart 

claims. In fact, the rise of German hegemony over Eu¬ 

ropean culture, as symbolized by the Ffoly Roman 

Empire, began with the exact opposite of attachment 

to the soil. It began with something the Germans term 

the ‘‘Voelkerivanderung,'' i.e., with the wandering of 

the German tribes, beginning in earnest around the 

Fourth Century. When the Goths settled on the 

southern bank of the Danube and defeated the Roman 

legions in the battle of Adrianople in 378, the stage 

was set for centuries of looting and pillaging as these 

barbaric and largely Germanic hordes swept over what 

was left of the Roman empire and remade Europe in 
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their image. 

The Lombards (or Langobards) are a typical ex¬ 

ample of one of the wandering Germanic tribes who 

changed the face of Europe after the fall of Rome by 

looting and plundering. After subduing the local 

population, the Lombards exacted tribute so that they 

could engage in things they considered important, 

namely, hunting, warring, and raising pigs. The Ger¬ 

manic invasion would have significant consequences 

for the economic development of Italy, and once 

northern Italy became Europe’s premier power in 

banking and finance, their development would have 

significant consequences for all of Europe, and once 

Europe founded its colonies in the New World, conse¬ 

quences for the entire world as well. 

The Lombard conquest of Italy began when the en¬ 

tire Lombard nation (200,000 strong) was driven out 

of their most recent home in Pannonia on the Danube 

by the Mongols. Eollowing the route already estab¬ 

lished by the Roman legions, the Lombards crossed 

the Julian Alps into Italy in 568 “and soon overran 

Venetia and the valley of the Po as far west as Milan.” 

In the aftermath of the invasion, the conquered 

“Romans” had two choices. They could remain on the 

land, in which case they became slaves of the 

Lombards. This peasant class supplied the material 

needs of the Lombard elites because “The main activ¬ 

ity of most free Lombards was warfare and hunting; 

their land they left to be worked by the dependent 

population.” A new Germanic aristocratic culture re¬ 

placed its Roman predecessor, and “Their principal 

activity was hunting and the breeding of swine and 

other animals most easily adapted to forest life.” 

By the middle of the seventh century, the Lombards 

controlled a land area four-times larger than Byzantine 

Italy, but “the Lombards . . . were practically cut off 

from all maritime activity and even neglected to use 

their two ports of Genoa and Pisa.” The “Greeks,” on 

the other hand, controlled all of the coastal districts, 

all of the ports, and therefore all of the commerce of 

what was the former Roman Empire in the West. 

Commerce continued in Italy during the “dark ages,” 

largely because of the ports of Byzantine Italy, all of 

which “maintained perpetual contacts with 

Constantinople and the eastern Mediterranean, which 

at that time were economically the most vigorous and 

enterprising part of the world.” 

Those who chose not to serve the new Germanic 

masters left the land and took up residence in the 

complex of islands that made up the delta of the Po 

and Adige Rivers, and which came to be known as 

Venice. Venice retained its identity as an outpost of 

the Roman empire largely through its navy, which fa¬ 

cilitated trade with Constantinople, the capital of the 

Eastern Empire which remained untouched by Ger¬ 

manic invasions. Culture in Italy, as a result, took on a 

dual Germanic-Greco-Roman character. Tilling the 

soil according to the system of the feudal, manorial 

economy characterized the Germanic, Langobardian 

interior of Italy, while commerce with the Greeks, 

which engendered a money economy, characterized 

the cities along the coast. Eventually, during the 

course of the Middle Ages, these two Italies, along 

with their different economic systems, would come in 

conflict with each other, and it would be up to the 

Catholic Church to adjudicate their differences and 

decide which economic advances were compatible 

with a Christian social order and which were not. 

The final element which contributed to the develop- 
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ment of economic life in post-imperial Christian Italy 

was the Catholic Church, in particular the large eccle¬ 

siastical estates which were first managed in a system¬ 

atic way by the monastic orders: “The man most re¬ 

sponsible for this was St. Benedict (480-543) who in 

his famous Rule, compiled about 534 for the abbey on 

Monte Cassino, provided a model for the economic 

practice of all the Benedictine houses subsequently 

founded throughout Italy and western Europe.” 

Gradually under the influence of Benedictine monks, 

who in addition to the traditional vows of chastity, 

poverty, and obedience, took a vow of stability bind¬ 

ing them to one place, animal husbandry and agricul¬ 

ture took the place of the hunting and looting, which 

had been the basis of aristocratic Langobardic culture. 

Sombart, in other words, got it wrong, when he 

tried to ascribe to the Germans some mystical connec¬ 

tion to the soil. The real cause of Germanic connec¬ 

tion to the soil came not from the culture of wander¬ 

ing German tribes but from the Church in general and 

the vow of stability taken by Benedictine monks in 

particular. It was they who tried for 1,000 years to 

civilize and Christianize the Germanic barbarian loot¬ 

ers who constituted the ruling class in Europe. 

Economic development in Italy took place in a cul¬ 

tural matrix composed of these three competing 

forces. Gradually, the forests and swamps of the Po 

Valley, where the Lombards did their hunting, were 

cleared and drained under the tutelage of the 

Benedictines, and the surplus food which this land 

produced helped feed the commerce-oriented popula¬ 

tion of cities like Venice, Florence and Milan, which 

could then engage in increasingly far-flung and so¬ 

phisticated trading with Byzantium and the Levant on 

the one hand and Flanders and England on the other. 

This increasingly lucrative trade, especially after the 

added impetus of the Crusades, led, in turn, to in¬ 

creased economic development, which led to the need 

for increasingly sophisticated financial instruments to 

keep track of and facilitate even more complex forms 

of commerce. As increased economic activity led to in¬ 

creased wealth and increased wealth to increased 

power, conflicts arose between the stable feudal cul¬ 

ture of the land and the money culture of commerce 

that was slowly replacing it as centers of northern Ital¬ 

ian commerce like Florence, Lucca, Siena and Milan 

rose to prominence alongside Venice. “In the Middle 

Ages it was the international trade ventures that did 

most to favor the rise of the capitalist spirit.” 

Trade flourished in spite of ecclesial skepticism and 

downright disapproval. St. Thomas Aquinas felt that 

trade destroyed culture: “For,” the angelic doctor 

wrote, 

the city that for its subsistence has need of much 

merchandise must necessarily submit to the pres¬ 

ence of foreigners. Now relations with foreigners, as 

Aristotle says in his Politics, very often corrupts na¬ 

tional customs: the foreigners who have been 

brought up under other laws and customs, in many 

cases act otherwise than is the use of the citizens, 

who, led by their example, imitate them and so 

bring disturbance into social life. Moreover, if the 

citizens themselves engage in commerce, they open 

the way to many vices. For since the aim of mer¬ 

chants is wholly one of gain, greed takes root in the 

heart of the citizens, by which everything in the city 

becomes venal, and with the disappearance of good 

faith, the way is open to fraud; the general good is 

despised, and each man will seek his own particular 

advantage; the taste for virtue will be lost when the 

honor which is normally the reward of virtue is ac¬ 

corded to all. Hence, in such a city, civil life cannot 

fail to grow corrupt. 

By the end of the 15'^ century, it looked as if 

Aquinas’s prediction had come true for the city-states 

of northern Italy: 

In the Italian cities of the 14'^ and 15'^ centuries 

competition had become intense, and beyond what 

was allowed by law. Competition is no longer miti¬ 

gated by aspirations towards a society based on 

brotherly unity. Religious holidays are no longer 

enforced by the State, which creates its own. 

This is certainly the case if we take the sermons of 

the Mendicant preachers as an accurate picture of 

what was going on. Instead of embodying the Catho¬ 

lic ideal, Italy was well on its way to becoming a place 

where: 

no one feels shame if he acts in a capitalistic man¬ 

ner. The younger men, swept along by the current, 

drag the old ones with them. Capitalists seek to 

break down the barriers that civil and ecclesiastical 

legislation set on their action. 

The Church, as the guardian of Italian culture, 

could not and did not remain aloof as this conflict de¬ 

veloped. Because there was no science of economics at 

the time and because the Church had always evaluated 

commerce from the point of view of moral philoso- 
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phy, the Church’s evaluation of the social benefit of 

the new economic advances eventually crystallized 

around a discussion of usury which meant not just ex¬ 

orbitant interest on a loan but any sharp business 

practice in which one party took advantage of another. 

For almost a century, from the end of the 14'^ to the 

end of the 15'^ century, popular Mendicant preachers 

like San Bernardino of Siena and St. John Capistran 

condemned the usury that was grinding the middle 

and lower classes of the rising Italian city-states into 

dust. The Mendicants combated usury both theoreti¬ 

cally by their preaching and practically by founding 

Monti di Pieta, local credit unions that took care of 

small-scale consumer credit in time of need. 

THE SCHOOLMEN 

At the same time, the Schoolmen were grappling 

with the various facets of economic life and trying to 

discern if the changing nature of financial dealings 

created a situation in which the lending of money at 

interest might not constitute a sin against justice or 

charity. In order to do this they had to distinguish be¬ 

tween the various financial instruments. Bills of ex¬ 

change, which because of the seven- to eight-week 

time lag between when they were issued at, say, Flo¬ 

rence and when they were redeemed in Brugge (and 

vice versa), necessarily involved credit and payment of 

interest, usually disguised in one form or another. This 

practice seemed different from the point of view of 

charity and justice than pawnbroking of the sort prac¬ 

ticed by Jews and Lombards, where the industry aver¬ 

age was 43 1/3 percent a year (and often double that 

amount) and security for the loan was often the 

craftsman’s tools, which meant he had no means of 

earning a livelihood while at the same time being 

saddled with usurious debt. Unlike bills of exchange, 

pawnbroking, by the nature of the terms on which it 

was carried out, necessitated financial ruin for those 

unfortunate enough to fall into the hands of the usu¬ 

rers. By the time the Mendicants had taken to preach¬ 

ing against them for acting like Jews, the Lombards 

had turned from the looting and pillaging that had 

given them hegemony over the Po valley to a more so¬ 

phisticated financial version of the same predatory be¬ 

havior. As a result of developments like this, the un¬ 

precedented advances of economic life in northern 

Italy had precipitated a struggle between a political 

ruling class whose Germanic roots in looting and 

plundering had been sublimated but not eradicated 

and a Church which felt that all economic activity had 

to be subordinated to the exigencies of the moral law. 

The other factor which came into play during the 

course of the 15'^ century in Italy was the desire to re¬ 

turn to paganism, otherwise known as the Renaissance 

or, to give the name whereby its literary arm was 

known (especially north of the Alps), humanism. 

As in England in the wake of the Glorious Revolu¬ 

tion, the banking elites needed to rationalize behavior 

which the church had deemed immoral. In England 

the Whig party paid people like John Locke to come 

up with an ideology which rationalized English ruling 

class praxis. In Italy, that rationalization followed from 

the translation of ancient texts, particularly those in¬ 

volving Jewish and Neoplatonic magic: 

The greatest contribution to the new economic 

spirit informing 15'^ century men was brought by 

the humanist conception of life, . . . which . . . took 

the most significant step towards the capitalist spirit 

by detaching their conception of wealth from its 

moral setting, and withdrawing the acquisition and 

use of goods from the influence of the rules and re¬ 

strictions of religious morality. . . . The State ceased 

to oppose the new mode of thought and life, and in¬ 

stead itself threw off the influence of Catholic ide¬ 

als, often in order to exploit human vices, as we see 

in legislation on gambling. ... All these reasons ex¬ 

plain the fact that the birth ... of the capitalist 

spirit took place in a Catholic world. 

Fiumanism sought the same thing in Italy that the 

Whig ideology sought in England, namely the release 

of the “economic action of the citizens . . . from the 

subjection to religious principles.” Capitalism, in 

other words, preceded the Reformation; the correct 

correlation is not with Protestantism, but with a re¬ 

gressive and virtually degenerate form of Catholicism. 

The “capitalist spirit” was not born in a Protestant 

area. . . but rather it appeared first in Catholic coun¬ 

tries; and that it was not an essential result of the Ref¬ 

ormation, but rather it developed as a result of the 

progressive decomposition of the original Catholic 

ethic.” 

Beginning with the Hussite rebellion in 1419, Eu¬ 

rope witnessed a concerted effort to throw off the yoke 

of Catholicism and return to a more primitive social 

order. For the Hussites, this meant a return to a quasi- 

Hebrew theocracy based on the appropriation of mod- 
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els from the Old Testament. For the Italians it meant a 

return to the paganism that they could extract, not 

from the Old Testament, but from newly rediscovered 

“ancient” texts like the Cabala and the writings of 

Fiermes Trismegisthus. The common denominator for 

those texts was magic, and, as I pointed out in The 

Jewish Revolutionary Spirit, Johannes Reuchlin made 

contact with that magic when he met the Medici 

agents Ficino and Pico della Mirandola beginning in 

the 1480s. Reuchlin then took the tradition of Jewish 

magic north of the Alps, where it brought about a 

fracture in Christendom which has yet to be healed. It 

was through this fracture that the spirit of Capitalism 

leaked into the world. 

Fiumanism in Italy, not Protestantism in England, 

was the matrix which gave birth to capitalism. “The 

capitalist spirit,” according to Fanfani, 

has always existed in man in an embryonic state-; 

which, opposed and held in check by Catholicism, 

became a social force when, in the 15^^ century, Ca¬ 

tholicism declined; and which was encouraged by 

humanism inasmuch as humanism weakened 

Catholic ties. . . .The capitalist spirit began by 

showing itself in the single act of a man who felt, 

momentarily, that he need not confine his activity 

within the limits prescribed by revealed morality. 

Capitalism was born from the desire “of detaching 

earthly happiness from any higher destiny. This means 

to banish saints and moralists, agonies and ec¬ 

stasies. Such was the work that humanistic 

skepticism began, and the positive teaching of 

Protestantism completed.” Capitalism was not 

the creation of pious English Puritans, rather it 

was “a manifestation of that general revolution 

of thought that characterized the period of the 

Renaissance” and which gave birth to the Ref¬ 

ormation. 

The new Protestant ruling class in places like 

England and the northern and eastern German 

principalities was composed of Germanic bar¬ 

barians, like the Lombards in Italy, who re¬ 

verted to type, i.e., to looting, as soon as the 

vigilance of Church discipline was broken by 

the Protestant Revolt. In England, Fanfani tells 

us: 

The revolutionary changes entailed by heresy 

following on schism led to confiscation of church 

property, sale of lands, speculation, a re-shifting of 

classes, an influx from lower to higher state of soci¬ 

ety and the advent of new plutocrats, new land- 

owners, new rulers. . . . Confiscation encouraged 

speculation and a revival of the enclosure move¬ 

ment, which legal prohibitions were impotent to 

check. 

CATHOLIC DECADENCE 

Capitalism is another word for Catholic decadence 

of the sort epitomized by the papacy under Alexander 

VI. It was born out of Catholic vice, not Puritan vir¬ 

tue. The Medicis understood that the return to pagan¬ 

ism had economic benefits for those in the banking 

sector. The concept of a “just price” was a Christian 

innovation. In the ancient world the just price and the 

just wage were non-existent. The price was what buyer 

and seller agreed upon, the economic equivalent of 

might make right. The wage, when it wasn’t subsis¬ 

tence under slavery, was what employer and employee 

agreed upon. This meant that the powerful got to im¬ 

pose their will on the weak with no interference. It was 

this fact of pagan life which the Medicis and their sup¬ 

porters, the Palleschi, found particularly attractive. Al¬ 

though not formulated in terms of a return to antiq¬ 

uity, this state of economic affairs was also the ideal 

envisioned by the nascent Capitalists who collaborated 
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with Henry VIII in the looting of Church property in 

England. 

Eventually, the conflict between the Mendicant 

preachers and the Italian bankers reached its culmina¬ 

tion in Florence during the last decade of the 15'^ 

century. A Dominican preacher by the name of 

Girolamo Savonarola drove the Medicis from power 

with the help of the King of France and began pressing 

the Church’s case with unprecedented success. 

Emboldened by his success, he decided to beard the 

Medicis in their own lair by launching an attack on 

usury: 

With the energetic cooperation of so many men, il¬ 

lustrious either for genius, or noble birth, or public 

services, Savonarola concluded, after the unheard of 

success of his preaching during the Lent of 1496, 

that he might at length venture to strike a bolder 

stroke, and to exhibit before the Florentines a spec¬ 

tacle to which their eyes had never been accus¬ 

tomed. On Palm Sunday there was seen defiling 

through the streets a long procession, representing 

the entry of our Lord into Jerusalem; the children 

alone numbered eight thousand. In one hand they 

held a small red cross, and in the other an olive- 

branch, except such as had the duty of receiving 

alms for the Monte di Pieta. After them came the 

different religious orders, with the clergy, and then 

an innumerable multitude of men of every age and 

condition. Last came young girls clothed in white, 

with garlands on their heads, followed by their 

mothers, who closed the procession. Never in the 

memory of man had such a scene been witnessed in 

Florence; the collectedness of this immense throng 

of people, the baptismal robe worn by children of 

both sexes while singing responsively Psalms and 

Lauds composed for the occasion by the poet 

Benvieni.When children sang ""Viva nei nostri 

cuoriy viva Fiorenza, ” the monk Burlamachi, 

claimed that it produced the impression of being 

transported to the New Jerusalem, and of the de¬ 

scent upon earth of the glories of paradise. Tears of 

emotion trickled from every eye, and many of the 

Palleschi, who had come to murmur or to curse, 

were so carried away by sympathy with the feelings 

of the rest, that they could find it in their hearts to 

do nothing but bless. It was the triumph of inno¬ 

cence and charity that was celebrated on this first 

day. 

as Monti di Pieta, one for each section of the city. This 

more than the bonfire of the vanities which had con¬ 

sumed Botticelli’s paintings was the act which sealed 

Savonarola’s fate. Pope Alexander VI had already sided 

with the Medici interests when he refused to condemn 

Pico’s translation of the Cabbalistic and Hermetic 

texts. Pico had repented under Savonarola’s tutelage 

and had been murdered for his pains. Now it was 

Alexander Vi’s turn to side with the Jews, the human¬ 

ists, and the usurers one more time. 

Burning the ornaments of Florentine culture in a 

bonfire of the vanities was one thing, but taking that 

wealth and using it to fund an alternative to the usuri¬ 

ous banking system that the Medicis and the Palleschi 

were growing rich from was “the last provocation to 

the wrath of the usurers and bankers.” The funding of 

the Monti di Pieta which the children under 

Savonarola’s instruction had accomplished was the last 

straw for the usurers and those who benefited from 

their usury: 

The keenest instigators of this hatred were not the 

old men, angry as they were at seeing the daily dimi¬ 

nution in the number of victims who had served as 

food for their licentious appetites; neither were they 

the professors of profane literature, whose occupa¬ 

tion was falling in esteem to the level of the me¬ 

chanic arts; nor were they even the bad priests and 

the bad monks, although anathematized and blasted 

with all the might which could be given to human 

language by the eloquence of a preacher without 

fear and without reproach; the most mortal enemies 

of Savonarola were the bankers and the moneyed 

men of all descriptions. 

When Alexander VI signed Savonarola’s death war¬ 

rant, he did more than condemn an innocent man to 

death, he brought about the end of the world as well. 

Reuchlin’s conniving with the pope’s Jewish physicians 

got him the pass that would allow him to take the 

same pagan humanism north of the Alps, where it 

brought about the Reformation, which brought about 

the looting of Church property, which brought about 

Capitalism, which brought forth untold misery in En¬ 

gland, and through England to the rest of the world. 

The triumph in question here was the collection of 

alms that was to be given to four credit unions, known 
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REVIEWS 
Calling it 

Conspiracy 
STEPHEN SNIEGOSKI, THE TRANSPARENT CABAL THE 
NEOCONSERVATIVE AGENDA, WAR IN THE MIDDLE EAST, AND THE 
NATIONAL INTEREST OF ISRAEL, FOREWORD BY CONGRESSMAN 
PAUL FINDLEY INTRODUCTION BY PAUL GOTTFRIED, 
(NORFOLK,VIRGINIA: ENIGMA EDITIONS, 2008). 

In this meticulously researched 

and cogently argued book, Stephen 

Sniegoski presents the thesis that 

the 2003 Iraq war was, at root, all 

about Israel. 

More precisely, Sniegoski argues 

that 

the origins of the American 

war on Iraq revolve around 

the United States’ adoption of 

a war agenda whose basic for¬ 

mat was conceived in Israel to 

advance Israeli interests and 

was ardently pushed by the in¬ 

fluential pro-Israeli American 

neoconservatives, both inside 

and outside the Bush adminis¬ 

tration. . . 

evidence is amassed, making this 

part of the book useful as a gen¬ 

eral—if not definitive—reference 

on the history of the neocons. 

Among the events covered in this 

section are the neocons’ move from 

the Democratic to the Republican 

party, apparently motivated by the 

latter’s more congenial attitude to 

an aggressive foreign-policy, and 

their wielding of disproportionate 

influence by means of a network of 

interconnected, overlapping and 

mutually supportive think tanks, 

which also extended to explicitly 

pro-Israel and indeed Israeli and Is¬ 

raeli government, institutions. 

The evidence adduced for the 

neocons’ strong attachment to— 

even preoccupation with—a cer¬ 

tain view of Israeli interests is over¬ 

whelming. Besides their connec¬ 

tions with the Israeli foreign policy 

establishment, Sniegoski adduces 

in evidence a number of policy 

documents, detailed below, which 

make it quite clear that the 

neocons were directly concerned 

with the interests, as they saw 

them, of Israel, unmediated by a 

conception of US interests. 

In the course of establishing the 

neocons’ attachment to Israel, 

Sniegoski goes further and relates the 

development of a specific war strat¬ 

egy for the middle east originating 

with right-wing Israeli strategists, 

and carried forward both in Israel 

and among American 

neoconservatives, culminating in the 

emergence of the specific neocon 

plan to bring down Saddam. 

Sniegoski describes a consistent strat¬ 

egy which varies in its details but not 

in its central focus: the geopolitical 

‘reconfiguration’ of the Middle East 

by a weakening of Israel’s neighbour 

states, generally by means of 

destabilisation and fragmentation. 

Sniegoski amasses a significant 

body of evidence for this approach, 

starting with a 1982 article by 

Oded Yinon, an Israel foreign 

policy strategist and ex-govern¬ 

ment advisor, which recommends 

just such a fragmentation policy, 

with specific emphasis Lebanon as 

a model and Iraq as a target. It has 

been suggested that Sniegoski 

places too much reliance on this 

document in support of the frag¬ 

mentation thesis as applied to the 

motives for the Iraq war, but this 

is not clearly so. Certainly consid¬ 

erable evidence is presented that 

the strategy formed a main current 

in Likudnik thinking at the time 

and since. An article by Yoram 

Peri, another government advisor 

specialising in military matters, ar¬ 

gued against the policy—clearly 

stating that it was at the time 

dominant, and its intended out¬ 

come desirable—on the grounds 

that it would alienate the USA. As 

it transpired he was proved right 

when Israel received heavy criti¬ 

cism for its second invasion of 

Lebanon shortly after both papers 

were published. 

That invasion, it must be admit¬ 

ted, does not quite conform to 

Sniegoski’s very specific thesis of a 

fixed destabilisation and fragmenta¬ 

tion policy. Although the 1978 inva- 

Such a thesis does not mean that 

the neoconservatives intentionally 

sought to aid Israel at the expense 

of the United States, but rather 

that they have seen American for¬ 

eign policy through the lens of Is¬ 

raeli interest. 

Sniegoski identifies the neocons 

as a group and establishes that they 

have, at least since the late sixties, 

been strongly motivated by a close 

identification with the state of Is¬ 

rael, and specifically with a 

Likudnik view of that state’s inter¬ 

ests. A substantial part of the book 

(the best part of five chapters) is 

dedicated to a detailed history of 

the neocons, and a huge amount of 
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Donald Rumsfeld, George W. Bush, Dick Cheney (I to r) 

sion had indeed achieved just such 

an outcome in Lebanon, Sniegoski 

suggests that the aim of the second 

invasion was to install a friendly 

Christian government for the whole 

of the country. However, this could 

easily be seen as a second, consolida- 

tory, stage of a strategy depending on 

fragmentation. Furthermore, Snieg¬ 

oski adduces evidence that the fur¬ 

ther aims of the invasion included 

striking a blow against Syria, another 

target for destabilisation identified 

by Yinon. 

In any case, Sniegoski can hap¬ 

pily grant that the installation of a 

dependably pliant government was 

an outcome at least as desirable to 

belligerent Israeli opinion, without 

conceding that the fragmentation 

policy he establishes was also cen¬ 

tral. In fact, ascribing to strategists 

an utterly inflexible policy of 

destabilisation over regime-change 

would be rather implausible. Per¬ 

haps a more salient objection to 

Sniegoskis account would be that 

it does not establish that the 

neocons took on the policy from 

its Israeli originators. 

An argument taken from the 

translator of the Yinon article, Is¬ 

rael Shahak that the references in 

that article reveal substantial con¬ 

nections to the neocons is maybe 

somewhat overstated, and would in 

any case suggest an influence in the 

opposite direction. While it is thus 

not clear that the neocons were in¬ 

volved in the development of the 

strategy from its inception, 

Sniegoski establishes that the 

neocons did indeed adopt the 

strategy not long after, and contin¬ 

ued to work closely with Israelis in 

propounding it up to the time of 

the second Iraq war. 

Indeed, Sniegoski suggests that the 

emergence of neocon involvement in 

the strategy only emerged after— 

and as a consequence of—its first 

outing in Lebanon. As Peri had 

warned, the intervention in Lebanon 

drew widespread criticism, including 

from Israels patron the USA. His 

recommendation had been to effect 

a change in US policy, rather than 

attempting to go it alone. 

Passing over Sniegoski s detailed 

and compelling account of Israeli 

involvement in the Iran-Iraq war, 

we take up the story at the end the 

first Gulf war and an article by 

A.M. Rosenthal of the New York 

Times. [Rosenthal may be regarded 

as a neo-con fellow traveller in vir¬ 

tue of his hawkish brand of sup¬ 

port for Israel which in 1999 

earned him the Guardian of Zion 

Award, an honour he shares with 

Krauthammer, Safire, Podhoretz 

and the younger Pipes.] 

Sniegoski relates that Rosenthal’s 

article marked the beginning of the 

‘regime change and democracy’ 

policy which became the mainstay 

of neocon rhetoric regarding the 

Middle East. Objecting to the fail¬ 

ure of the US to press their advan¬ 

tage and invade Iraq, he wrote: 

the “realists” have dominated 

American foreign policy, par¬ 

ticularly on the Middle East. 

They constantly search for a 

“balance of power” that is un¬ 

attainable because it is based 

on dictatorships, which by 

their very nature are the cause 

of instability. They dismiss the 

concept of morality in inter¬ 

national affairs and believe 

that democracy is impossible 

in the Middle East. 

At the same time as articulating 

the position that was to remain a 

distinctive feature of neocon 

discourse, Rosenthal manifested a 

clear, though indirectly stated, in¬ 

tention that Iraq should be frag- 

“The American war on Iraq was conceived 
in Israel to advance Israeli interests... 
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merited in the process of invasion: 

“were Americans sent into combat 

against Saddam Hussein so that 

Washington should now help him 

keep together the jigsaw country 

sawed out of the Middle East by 

the British after World War I?” 

Sniegoski follows the trail 

through the last days of the Bush I 

presidency and the 1992 draft De¬ 

fense Planning Guidance docu¬ 

ment produced in by Paul 

Wolfowitz, I. Lewis Libby, Richard 

Perle and Albert Wohlstetter. Call¬ 

ing attention to the effect the 

document had in extending a mili- 

tantly aggressive strategy into the 

post-cold war age, he notes that the 

document established the neo-con 

tropes that were to be called on 

later, referring to WMD as the 

main danger to the United States 

and even, in its draft form recom¬ 

mending “pre-emptive” strikes as a 

countermeasure. When a leak of 

this content sparked global out¬ 

rage, Sniegoski reports that “the 

emphasis on unilateral action in 

the draft was altered to mention 

collective security, but the aim of 

US world domination and the em¬ 

phasis on WMD remained.” 

Sniegoski could have mentioned 

that the main scenarios considered 

involved Iraq and North Korea. 

During the Clinton administra¬ 

tion, the neocons were not idle. 

Lacking direct influence at home, 

their military strategising focussed 

more directly and obviously on Is¬ 

rael. Sniegoski cites the 1996 paper 

“A Clean Break: A New Strategy 

for Securing the Realm,” the realm 

in question being Israel, the pub¬ 

lisher Israeli think tank the Insti¬ 

tute for Advanced Strategic and 

Political Studies and the reports 

producers including, among other 

neocons, Richard Perle, Douglas 

Feith, and David Wurmser. 

The ‘Clean Break’ document, 

Sniegoski reports, was intended for 

the incoming Likudnik Netanyahu 

government, and laid out a com¬ 

prehensive and aggressive new 

strategy for dominance over the 

Palestinians and the region as a 

whole. The plan started with a 

“pre-emptive” strike against 

Saddam, replacing him with a 

Hashemite monarchy. As in the 

case of the 1982 Lebanon invasion, 

this iteration of the policy to 

neutralise Iraq deviates slightly 

from the ‘fragmentation policy— 

though Sniegoski points out that 

like the rest of the document, it 

manifests little concern for the 

ideal of democracy that was later to 

be vaunted in neocon propaganda. 

The installation of an unthreaten¬ 

ing regime in Iraq, itself regarded 

as an important objective, was also 

to be the first step in a wider on¬ 

slaught taking in Syria and Iran 

(both of which the US did indeed 

threaten after the invasion of Iraq, 

but did not in the end attack). An¬ 

other notable feature of the ‘Clean 

Break” recommendations was an 

emphasis on the need, purely from 

a propaganda viewpoint, to appeal 

to “Western values” and US inter¬ 

ests in, for example, missile defence 

in gaining US support for Israeli 

actions. Sniegoski points out that 

the document was directed toward 

the aim of achieving greater inde¬ 

pendence for Israel from US influ¬ 

ence, at the same time as benefit- 

ting from US support. As 

Sniegoski remarks, 

. . .the “Clean Break” study 

was an astounding document 

that has been given insuffi¬ 

cient attention by the main¬ 

stream American media. 

Though written to advance 

the interests of a foreign coun¬ 

try, it appears to be a rough 

blueprint for actual Bush ad¬ 

ministration policy, with 

which some of the “Clean 

Break” authors—Perle, Feith, 

and Wurmser—were inti¬ 

mately involved. 

Sniegoski further relates that 

Wurmser produced an extended 

follow-up document for the same 

think-tank, entitled “Coping with 

Crumbling States: A Western and 

Israeli Balance of Power Strategy 

for the Levant.” As the “clean 

Break” report had, Wurmsers 

analysis viewed Iraq entirely from 

the viewpoint of Israeli interests, 

concluding that it was both the 

strategic key to the region and a 

vulnerable and harmless “crum¬ 

bling” state. This view, it might be 

argued, could explain the move 

away from the fragmentation strat¬ 

egy at this time, since it would 

hardly be necessary to break up by 

force a country which was on the 

brink of disintegration in any case. 

It might be surmised, though 

Sniegoski does not do so, that as 

apparently had been the case in 

Lebanon in 1982, a second, post¬ 

fragmentation stage was envisaged, 

under which the area, or parts of it, 

were to be stabilised under an 

unthreatening regime. This might 

however be to rely too much on 

the imposition of a presumed con¬ 

sistency onto matters which can be 

assessed in any case only specula¬ 

tively — something which 

Sniegoski to his credit avoids doing 

throughout his complex and 

closely-sourced narrative. 

In any case, only three years later 

in 1999, Sniegoski reports, 

Wurmser, in association with Perle 

and Ledeen, produced another 

42 / CULTURE WARS 



document, this time for US con¬ 

sumption. In keeping with the pro¬ 

paganda aims of the Clean Break 

document and its follow-up piece, 

and in stark contrast to the image 

of a weak and unthreatening Iraq 

portrayed therein, “Tyranny’s Ally: 

Americas Failure to Defeat 

Saddam Hussein” offered stark 

warnings of a nebulous threat to 

the US from resurgent Arab Na¬ 

tionalism (not, as Sniegoski re¬ 

marks, the Islamism that was later 

to become the pretext for the war). 

TOTALITARIAN TYRANNY 

Iraq, Wurmser claimed, was “a 

totalitarian tyranny. Such tyranny 

is, by its very nature, violent, ag¬ 

gressive, and rabidly anti-West¬ 

ern.” Again, the recommendation 

(this time to the US) was for wider 

operations throughout the area, in 

the interests, of course, of its 

people, though not by way of de¬ 

mocracy. Sniegoski reports that the 

document advocated “a return to 

the rule of the Hashemites and the 

powerful traditional families. And 

he presented Ahmed Chalabi as 

representing this viable, positive 

tradition.” 

Wurmser added: “For much of 

the Arab world, factionalism con¬ 

stitutes the sole barrier against the 

absolute power of its tyrants.” which 

suggests that plans for Hashemite 

monarchy’ might not have been re¬ 

garded as so different from fragmen¬ 

tation as one familiar with mono¬ 

lithic European constitutional 

monarchies might suppose. 

Sniegoski reports yet a further 

step along this propaganda route 

which occurred with the publica¬ 

tion of Study of Revenge: Saddam 

Husseins Unfinished War against 

America in 2000 by a Laurie 

Mylroie, which alleged that major 

terrorist attacks from the 1993 

WTC bombing onwards had been 

the work of Saddam. Sniegoski 

writes: “Mylroie’s Saddam con¬ 

spiracy theory was far outside main¬ 

stream thinking, and she would have 

been considered something of an 

oddball if it were not for her connec¬ 

tions to people with power.” 

He adds that the book acknowl¬ 

edged Wolfowitz, Libby, Wurmser 

and John Bolton, and was praised by 

Perle and Wolfowitz among others. 

He relates that after the 2001 WTC 

attacks, it was republished by Rupert 

Murdoch’s HarperCollins, retitled 

‘The War Against America: Saddam 

Hussein and the World Trade Center 

Attacks’, while Mylrioe was em¬ 

ployed as an Iraq expert by Fox 

News. 

No account of the long road to 

the second Gulf war could fail to 

mention the neocon Project for the 

New American Century. Sniegoski 

traces the organisation from its 

foundation in 1997, through two 

letters, the second open, to Presi¬ 

dent Clinton in early 1998 and a 

third to ex-House Speaker Newt 

Gringrich and Senate Republican 

leader Trent Lott, all calling for 

military action to overthrow 

Saddam, to the publication in 

2000 of Rebuilding America’s De¬ 

fences: Strategy, Forces and Re¬ 

sources for a New Century. 

Sniegoski describes the document: 

In regard to the Middle East, the 

report called for an increased 

American military presence in the 

Gulf, whether Saddam was in 

power or not, maintaining: “The 

United States has for decades 

sought to play a more permanent 

role in Gulf regional security. 

While the unresolved conflict with 

Iraq provides the immediate justifi¬ 

cation, the need for a substantial 

American force presence in the 

Gulf transcends the issue of the re¬ 

gime of Saddam Hussein.” The re¬ 

port struck a prescient note when 

it observed that “the process of 

transformation, even if it brings 

revolutionary change, is likely to 

be a long one, absent some cata¬ 

strophic and catalyzing event—like 

a new Pearl Harbor.” 

There can be little doubt that 

Sniegoski establishes the Israeli ori¬ 

gins and Likudnik aims of the 

neocons’ long-standing plan for an 

attack on Iraq. The very specific 

thesis that the chosen tactic was to 

fragment Iraq is persuasive but not 

entirely compelling. The final, 

PNAC-era phase of neocon think¬ 

ing does not feature the goal ex¬ 

plicitly, though it is plainly a strong 

possibility, and less likely to be 

mentioned once the neocons had 

turned all their effort to persuading 

the US to do the neocons’ bidding. 

In the end, the truth of the frag¬ 

mentation thesis is independent of 

Sniegoski’s other arguments. It 

could be supplemented with the al¬ 

ternative that the neocons might 

have hoped to install a US- (and 

thus Israel-) friendly govern¬ 

ment—the US has certainly, pre¬ 

dictably, attempted to ensure that 

should a stable government emerge 

it will be pro-US—or to ensure 

that a permanent US garrison 

would remain—^which it almost 

certainly will. All of these would 

further the supposed interest of Is¬ 

rael in weakening its perceived en¬ 

emies, and Sniegoski amasses 

strong evidence that at least one of 

those aims was the intention of the 

neocons in pursuing the war. 

Finally, it should be stressed that 

in tracing the influence of this doc- 
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trine, Sniegoski has also produced 

a valuable reference on the neocons 

in its own right, replete with thor¬ 

oughly-referenced information, 

and with particular emphasis on 

the departure of neocon thinking 

on some social and economic areas 

from that of traditional conserva¬ 

tive Republican thought. This to 

some extent represents something 

of a digression from the main 

thrust of the book and perhaps re¬ 

flects Sniegoskis own concerns. It 

forms a relevant part of the story at 

least insofar as it tends to show that 

neocons really did execute some¬ 

thing of a coup in gaining such in¬ 

fluence in the Republican party, 

which adds collateral support, if 

any is needed, to the thesis that the 

neocon strategy was by no means a 

programme based on traditional 

home-grown conservative foreign 

policy goals. 

And so, with the neocons hopes 

of a New Pearl Harbour hanging 

breathlessly in the eerie pre-9/11 

calm, their members distributed 

among the second tier of Republi¬ 

can office, the media and Washing¬ 

ton and in command of a highly 

leveraged echo-chamber of inter¬ 

locking think tanks and founda¬ 

tions, we leave Sniegoskis tale for 

the moment, and consider some 

predictable concerns about the 

books general approach. 

Sniegoski is well-aware that his 

book is likely to draw accusations 

of anti-semitism. Proofing his 

book against such false ad hominem 

attacks costs him many extra pages 

of what ought to be, but are not, 

unnecessary clarifications. He is at 

pains to point out that the bulk of 

American Jewry were not in favour 

of the war and explicitly to cite 

Jewish sources, and flag their 

ethnicity, to back any claim relat¬ 

ing to Israel and the neocons Is¬ 

raeli connections. 

The whole of the second chapter 

is given over to showing that the 

war-for-Israel claim is widely 

shared by those not plausibly re¬ 

garded as anti-semites including 

Jewish journalists and politicians, 

and documenting the campaign of 

anti-semitism accusations made 

against those making such a claim. 

Indeed he quotes Jewish sources 

decrying this devaluation of 

antisemitism, ending the chapter 

with a quotation from another im¬ 

peccable Jewish source. Forward 

magazine: 

The line between legitimate de¬ 

bate and scapegoating is a fine one. 

Friends of Israel will be tempted to 

guard that line by labeling as 

antisemites those who threaten to 

cross it. They already have begun 

to do so. But it is a mistake. Israel 

and its allies stand accused of ma¬ 

nipulating Americas public debate 

for their own purposes. If they 

were to succeed in suppressing de¬ 

bate to protect themselves, it only 

would prove the point. Better to 

follow the democratic path: If 

there is bad speech, the best reply is 

more speech. 

CONSPIRACY THEORIES 

The other accusation that 

Sniegoski risks is one commonly in¬ 

tertwined with that of anti¬ 

semitism — that of propounding a 

conspiracy theory’. This Sneigoski 

disavows too, pointing out that — 

as the title of his work and the fore¬ 

going summary of their paper trail 

suggests — the neocons were quite 

overt about their aims and much of 

their plotting: 

Evidence for the neo-conserva¬ 

tive and Israeli connection to the 

United States war in the Middle 

East is overwhelming and is mostly 

out in the open. There was no 

dark, hidden “conspiracy,” a term 

of derision often used by detractors 

of the idea of a neocon connection 

to the war. But in the realm of 

politics, as George Orwell ob¬ 

served, “To see what is in front of 

one’s nose needs a constant 

struggle.” 

The topic of conspiracy theo¬ 

ries’, their nature and status, is of 

great contemporary importance for 

the public understanding of his¬ 

tory and politics. At present, domi¬ 

nant mainstream discussion of the 

topic tends to assume only two 

possible positions: the quietistic, 

whereby all talk of conspiracy is ta¬ 

boo, and the quixotic, whereby 

anything goes except coincidence 

or cock-up. 

Sniegoski errs, if at all, on the 

side of the quietists. He draws at¬ 

tention to the (admittedly ridicu¬ 

lous) conspiracy theories put for¬ 

ward by neocons, notably Mylroie, 

mentioned above. Sniegoski notes 

her description as ‘the neocons’ 

favourite conspiracy theorist’, and 

reports her pre-9/11 stories which 

accused Saddam of masterminding 

a terrorist campaign against the 

US. Likewise, the neocons’ angry 

cries of conspiracy in response to 

the 2007 National Intelligence As¬ 

sessment, which adjudged Iran to 

pose no current military threat to 

the US, are understandably re¬ 

jected. 

At one point Sniegoski makes 

rather questionable use of the con¬ 

spiracy’ label. He rejects the hy¬ 

pothesis that the US deliberately 

encouraged Saddam’s 1990 inva¬ 

sion of Kuwait: “though logical, 

the conspiracy thesis assumes too 
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much planning on the part of the 

U.S. government.” 

This is perhaps a little too quick. 

Deceptive use of diplomacy to 

trick an adversary does not amount 

to a conspiracy in the usual sense, 

nor, in the absence of further ex¬ 

planation, is the reason given very 

convincing. It must be noted how¬ 

ever that Sniegoski does not claim 

to have disproved the thesis, only 

to find it implausible. Further, this 

is a peripheral issue dealt with only 

in passing, which fact in turn sug¬ 

gests that the paucity of argument 

might reflect space constraints 

rather than a cavalier dismissal of 

the conspiracy thesis’. 

Sniegoski entirely avoids the is¬ 

sue of 9-11 covert action scenarios 

(or conspiracy theories’). This is 

entirely understandable, especially 

given that it is not part of his remit 

to speculate on such matters. One 

may note, though that his honest 

and thorough approach means that 

he does not suppress facts or opin¬ 

ions which might be thought to 

support such theories. For ex¬ 

ample, his book inevitably high¬ 

lights how very useful—indeed in¬ 

dispensable—the events of 9-11 

were to the neocon cause, adding 

that “The report struck a prescient 

note when it observed that “the 

process of transformation, even if it 

brings revolutionary change, is 

likely to be a long one, absent some 

catastrophic and catalyzing 

event—like a new Pearl Harbor.” 

Chapter 8 (‘September IT) re¬ 

ports Netanyahu’s contemporary 

comment that the attacks were 

‘good’ for Israel and Sharon’s op¬ 

portunistic announcement that 

‘Arafat is Bin Laden’. Of course 

these factors are not lost on those 

who are willing to countenance 9- 

11 covert action (or inaction) sce¬ 

narios, and of those willing to 

speculate about the sponsorship of 

such hypothesised covert action, 

many suggest some Mossad in¬ 

volvement. Sniegoski, to reiterate, 

does not address any such matters, 

which lie outside the scope of his 

concerns. 

Sniegoski’s claim that there is no 

conspiratorial element in the 

events he describes is not entirely 

accurate since the key events trig¬ 

gering the war very clearly involved 

an organised campaign of decep¬ 

tion which can only at the expense 

of all plausibility be regarded as in¬ 

nocent. 

Sniegoski maintains the general 

approach of denying a ‘conspiracy’ 

despite making valid observations 

such as “the deceptive means used 

by the neoconservatives to mobi¬ 

lize domestic support for the war, 

especially belied their identifica¬ 

tion with the ethos of democracy”. 

It is possible that this is an exposi¬ 

tory tactic designed to head off 

knee-jerk reactions to the label 

‘conspiracy theory’. Or it may be 

that Sniegoski himself shares this 

aversion to such vocabulary. 

Nonetheless, Sniegoski faithfully 

reports conspiratorial aspects of the 

neo-con project. For example. 

Chapter 12, ironically titled “De¬ 

mocracy for the Middle East” 

summarises the tactics used by the 

neo-cons and other elements in the 

Bush administration. It is hardly 

necessary to rehearse here the 

scattergun approach to advocacy 

that included duplicitous variations 

on the themes of A1 Qaeda, WMD 

and humanitarianism/democracy. 

But it is clear that a significant de¬ 

gree of deception was involved, and 

the standard excuse of mistake rather 

than dishonesty cannot really stand 

in the face of such shifting ap¬ 

proaches. The question of the mo¬ 

tive for such deception is to a great 

extent irrelevant — after all, almost 

any set of actions can be described as 

being done for subjectively good 

motives — especially if self-serving 

rationalisations are allowed to count. 

Another conspiratorial aspect 

which Sniegoski somewhat under¬ 

plays is secrecy — a common 

(though not strictly essential) com¬ 

ponent of conspiracies. Sniegoski 

points out that the neo-cons acted to 

some extent ‘in the open — and it is 

of course their non-secret statements 

that provide most of Sniegoski’s data. 

But that is only half the story. Se¬ 

crecy is not an all-or-nothing busi¬ 

ness, as Sniegoski notes in passing: 

“. . .though acting largely in the 

open, they nonetheless have been 

shrouded in a certain measure of se¬ 

crecy, especially regarding their con¬ 

nection to Israel. . 

This secrecy was not hermetic. 

Washington insiders and those 

who knew where to look could eas¬ 

ily discern the neocons excessive 

sympathy with the Likud line. 

Likewise, it was not terribly diffi¬ 

cult to discern that the neocons 

were engaged in a propaganda 

campaign in favour of war in Iraq. 

The image of a conspiracy in pub¬ 

lic life as surrounded by an imper¬ 

meable barrier of secrecy is miscon¬ 

ceived. One may draw an analogy 

between secrecy and hygiene. Even 

in surgery, there is no attempt to 

eradicate all bacteria from the envi¬ 

ronment. One merely needs to re¬ 

duce the risk of serious infection to 

a low enough level. 

In the same way, secrets do not 

need to be absolute—except in 

cases where the truth is so virulent 

that the very idea of its possibility 

(rather than its establishment to 

the satisfaction of those who would 
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rather not hear it) would under¬ 

mine the plan, however plausibly 

denied or dismissed. This was not 

such a case — so the odd 

whistleblower or indiscreet remark 

could easily be dealt with — and 

the conspiracy remain just as much 

a conspiracy. 

COMPETING ACCOUNTS 

In chapter 17, ‘The Supporting 

Cast for War and chapter 18, ‘Oil 

and other arguments’, Sniegoski 

addresses challenges to his thesis 

that the neo-cons were the ‘driving 

force’ behind the war. 

Almost all of these are concerned 

with oil or private profit or both, 

and most are considered explicitly 

by Sniegoski. These are: private US 

oil interests, a general US interest 

in gaining access to Iraqi oil and 

control of the oil-rich region, and 

relatedly, the desire to establish 

more permanent military bases in 

the Middle East. There is also the 

matter of personal enrichment of 

some of the war planners via lucra¬ 

tive military and reconstruction 

contracts, which may seem a 

dreadfully venal reason for starting 

a war, but is not necessarily much 

more so than the others under con¬ 

sideration — and more impor¬ 

tantly, is not entirely implausible 

given the characters involved. 

Sniegoski is persuasive but not 

conclusively convincing on these 

matters. He argues that since the 

major US oil companies seemed to 

be opposed to military action and 

had been lobbying for sanctions to 

be lifted, they were not a signifi¬ 

cant factor in pushing for war. Cer¬ 

tainly this seems plausible — 

though the significance of the push 

for lifting of sanctions is doubt¬ 

ful—after all, lifting sanctions is 

one way of getting hold of Iraqi oil, 

regime change another. 

More importantly, Sniegoski 

rather neglects a more plausible ‘oil 

war’ hypothesis: that perceived US 

strategic interests in gaining con¬ 

trol of Iraqi oil might have pro¬ 

vided a significant motivating fac¬ 

tor. This possibility is briefly con¬ 

sidered, but rejected on the 

grounds that maintaining such 

control would require very tight 

control over a puppet regime—and 

that in any case, there do not ap¬ 

pear to have been plans for taking 

such control. 

This is not entirely convincing. 

First, poor planning is not neces¬ 

sarily a sign of lack of intent. More 

importantly, US strategic 

interests are advanced by having 

guaranteed access to Iraqi oil, with¬ 

out necessarily having total control 

over every aspect of the Iraqi oil in¬ 

dustry. But most significantly, the 

US administration has succeeded 

to installing a very friendly govern¬ 

ment, as well as establishing a per¬ 

manent fortified military presence 

throughout the country — a crude 

but effective form of influence. 

Furthermore, the Bush adminis¬ 

tration drafted an Iraqi Oil Law 

which the Iraqi government is 

pushing and which would put US 

companies in control of extraction 

for most of Iraq’s oilfields. It is 

worth noting that if US companies 

have contracts to extract oil from 

most of Iraq, then they have a good 

deal of control over oil produc¬ 

tion — and can certainly prevent it 

from being arbitrarily halted. 

Another angle to which 

Sniegoski gives perhaps inadequate 

attention is the question of wider 

oil policy in the region, specifically 

OPEC’s threatened move towards 

the Euro as the currency in which 

oil is bought and sold. This had se¬ 

rious ramifications for the US 

economy and its global power— 

and Saddam had only recently an¬ 

nounced the decision to make the 

change (one which the other ‘Axis 

of evil’ countries and the dispro¬ 

portionately demonised Chavez 

were also involved in). That 

move — as regards Iraq anyway — 

has now been headed off. This is 

not the place to investigate that is¬ 

sue, but it is certainly one which 

merits consideration. 

On the whole, however, 

Sniegoski’s thesis is persuasively ar¬ 

gued and — even thought there 

may have been significant motives 

to explain the participation of non- 

neo-cons in the war effort, it seems 

unlikely that these would have 

been sufficient to precipitate the 

war in the absence of the neo-cons’ 

efforts. One cannot hope to estab¬ 

lish the complete truth about the 

Iraq war, however, without under¬ 

standing the motivations and ac¬ 

tions of one man who above all was 

the kingpin and central actor in the 

process. 

Cheney is not obviously seen as 

an “Israel-firster,” largely because 

he lacks the characteristic most ob¬ 

viously and commonly associated 

with allegiance to the Jewish state: 

Jewish identity. This is manifestly 

the central factor in the neo-cons’ 

attachment to Israel. Indeed, noto¬ 

riously secretive and inscrutable, 

Cheney is something of an enigma. 

The closest thing to analysis of his 

motives is the description as ‘not 

neocon but nationalist.” Sniegoski 

then acknowledges that Cheney’s 

appointment as vice-president was 

the single-most important Bush 

decision for war, but the neocons’ 

“potential power could be fully ac- 

46 / CULTURE WARS 



tualized only if it had positive sup¬ 

port from the top, otherwise the 

neocons would remain on the pe¬ 

riphery as they had in the Bush I 

administration. Cheney would 

serve that supportive function by 

exerting far more power on behalf 

of the neocon agenda than James 

Baker had ever been able to 

wield. ...” 

The question of Cheneys mo¬ 

tives, then, is the only gap in 

Sniegoskis analysis. To oversim¬ 

plify, who was following whom? 

Was Cheney in some way co¬ 

opted, duped, won over or re¬ 

cruited by the neo-cons, or did he 

use them to further his own ends? 

More probably, was there an alli¬ 

ance between Cheney with his 

downstream oil interests and con¬ 

cern for US access to middle east 

oil and the neocons with their con¬ 

cern for (a debased idea of) Israeli 

security? Or was Cheneys adop¬ 

tion of the Iraq war strategy simply 

a favor to his helpful neo-con staff? 

It is unsurprising that Sniegoski 

cannot provide a definitive answer 

to these questions — for neither can 

anyone else. Cheneys secrecy was 

extreme. According to Sniegoski he 

used huge safes for his routine 

documentation, refused to supply 

documents to others and even talk¬ 

ing points for journalists were of¬ 

ten marked. 

Some possible motives were a 

general US interest in access to 

Iraqi oil and greater control of the 

oil-rich region in general through 

permanent bases in Iraq, the need 

to prevent OPEC abandoning the 

petrodollar in favour of the Euro, 

especially precipitously. These 

were the kind of motives which 

could be seen as in the interest of 

the US as a whole — at least as seen 

by the elite — though that does not 

of course provide any defence 

against the Nuremberg hanging of¬ 

fence of waging aggressive war. But 

as Sniegoski points out, the tradi¬ 

tional “realist” foreign policy estab¬ 

lishment appeared to oppose the 

war. It is possible that Cheney 

shared these motives and simply 

disagreed on how best they were to 

be achieved, but in such a case, it 

seems likely that his opinions on 

the matter were influenced by his 

neocon coterie. 

Another motive, for some war or 

other, might have been Cheneys 

quasi-fascist mission to “restore the 

powers of the presidency” (and we 

must add, to boost those of the 

vice presidency). The events of 9/ 

11 and of the subsequent “War on 

terror” were instrumental to his 

project of massively increasing ex¬ 

ecutive powers. But there seems no 

compelling reason why he need 

have expended so much effort in 

directing the war plans in the di¬ 

rection of Iraq in particular, in 

which case once again the neo-con 

influence may be appealed to. 

Finally there is the standard mo¬ 

tive for most premeditated crime: 

filthy lucre. With his (temporarily 

shelved) interests in Halliburton, 

profits to be made in downstream 

oil and reconstruction were of 

course of significant interest to 

Cheney. And it may be that the 

downstream oil interests who had 

been lobbying for the removal of 

sanctions would accept a war as the 

means to that end, if the simple 

lifting of sanctions was unattain¬ 

able. But of course a major force 

opposing the lifting of sanctions 

against Saddams Iraq was the Israel 

lobby, particularly the hyper- 

Likudnik neocons. 

In the end, Sniegoski can admit 

any or all of these possibilities 

without endangering his conclu¬ 

sion. The neocons did, he demon¬ 

strates, gain pervasive power in the 

Bush administration. They did 

view the US national interest 

through the prism of their own 

conception of Israel s national in¬ 

terest, and they did provide the 

driving force for the Iraq invasion - 

very probably with the intention of 

fragmenting the country into less 

powerful and possibly warring 

states. 

Further, just because he is not 

Jewish or a Christian Zionist we 

cannot rule out the possibility that 

Cheney shared the neocons’ 

Israelocentric view of that most 

[flexible, pliable, pliant, malleable, 

adaptable. Protean, subjective, sus¬ 

ceptible to self-serving interpreta¬ 

tion: each sees what he wants to 

see] entity, the national interest. 

Sniegoski certainly shows that 

Cheney has been in bed with the 

neocons for some time. Whatever 

Cheney’s motives in pushing the 

Iraq war agenda, he could not have 

done it without the neocons. In 

the absence of a deliberate ploy by 

Cheney to set up the neocons as 

patsies for his own distinct plan — 

for which we have no evidence — 

Sniegoski’s thesis stands. There are 

always such theoretical possibilities 

which could, if true, undermine 

any historical thesis. But going on 

the evidence, Sniegoski has estab¬ 

lished his claim as well as anyone 

can expect and certainly better 

than any competing claim can be 

demonstrated. 

TIM WILKINSON 

Tim Wilkinson can be reached at 

otisblue@googlemail.com. 
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Bullets 
* Sen. Max Baucuss office insists 

his nomination of his mistress as 

Montanas U.S. Attorney was 

merit-based quite apart from her 

performance in bed. 

* Catholic Identity. Notre Dame 

prof Peter Walshe pinpointed a 

problem at the university: “we do 

not have a mosque or synagogue 

on campus.” 

* Universal Compulsory Abor¬ 

tion? “A planetary law, such as 

Chinas one-child policy, is the 

only way to reverse the disastrous 

global birthrate currently,” writes 

Diane Francis in Canadas Finan¬ 

cial Post. Her rant lends some cred¬ 

ibility to her statement that, “Hu¬ 

mans are the only rational animals 

but have yet to prove it.” 

* Denigrating the Feminine. Say¬ 

ing that the “policy that has ex¬ 

cluded women from assignment to 

direct, sustained ground combat” 

presents a “profoundly moral” issue, 

Donna McAleer and Erin Solaro 

then twist morality, writing in the 

Washington Post that “the military 

has an absolute right to expect 

servicewomen to engage in combat.” 

* Zero Tolerance. In Taunton, 

MA, an 8-year-old boy was sent 

home from school and forced to un¬ 

dergo psychological testing after 

drawing a stick-figure of Jesus nailed 

to the cross. “Religion had nothing 

to do with this at all,” said Julie 

Hackett, superintendent of the 

towns schools, denying the obvious. 

* “After Barack Obamas Nobel 

Peace Prize speech, anyone still 

questioning whether he is really a 

Christian, rather than a Muslim 

aligned with fanaticism, needs to 

seek therapy forthwith,” says 

Kathleen Parker in a Washington 

Post op-ed. Why would anyone be 

convinced he’s a Christian just be¬ 

cause he prattled about just war 

theory to justify his militarism? 

* “Obama is really an American 

committed to his nation’s values,” 

continues Parker. That nails it. But 

what does it do her insistence that 

he “is really a Christian”? Unless 

one assumes American values are 

ipso facto Christian, that is. 

* “Woods announced an indefi¬ 

nite leave from golf and public life 

to try to rescue his marriage after 

two weeks of intense coverage of 

his infidelity sullied his carefully 

cultivated good guy image,” re¬ 

ported AP. “The decision and con¬ 

trite tone of his statement was seen 

by marketing experts as a smart 

step to repairing his public image.” 

Who gives a damn about market¬ 

ing and image when a family is in 

jeopardy? We pray he’s now able to 

put family first, even if he never 

hits another golf ball or sells an¬ 

other car. 

* Tolerance and Ecumenism? 

Graffiti on the doors leading to the 

Eranciscan church adjoining the 

Cenacle on Mount Zion, next to the 

Room of the Last Supper: “We killed 

Jesus,” “Christians out” (in English 

and Hebrew), and “F*** off,” 

JAMES G. BRUEN, JR. 

E-Mail: cwbullets@yahoo.com 

adorned with a Star of David. Daily 

urination on the door is the norm. 

* Make War, Not Babies. Maj. 

Gen. Anthony Cucolo, who runs 

U.S. operations in northern Iraq, 

issued orders under which female 

troops, married or single, expecting 

a baby faced court martial and 

prison along with the men who 

impregnate them. If a woman un¬ 

derwent artificial insemination, 

would the doctors be jailed? 

* Might we suggest a new recruit¬ 

ing slogan for the military? Preg¬ 

nancy: Punishable by Imprisonment. 

* “I see absolutely no circum¬ 

stance where I would punish a fe¬ 

male soldier by court martial for a 

violation . . . none,” a retreating 

Gen. Cucolo told ABC News when 

his order became known publicly. 

“I fully intend to handle these cases 

through lesser disciplinary action.” 

Lesser disciplinary action? Maybe 

summary execution of her child? 

* Recognizing Pius XII’s “heroic 

virtues,” Pope Benedict XVI de¬ 

clared him Venerable to the con¬ 

sternation of many Jewish groups. 

“In this beatification plan, we can 

only see an implicit approval of 

Pius XII’s behaviour towards the 

executioners of the Jews at the time 

of Nazi barbarity,” said the French 

branch of B’nai B’rith. When can¬ 

onized, perhaps Pius will be named 

patron of those falsely accused of 

anti-Semitism. 

* When the Washington Post said 

one of its book reviews “incorrectly 

used the word ‘he’ to refer to the 

transgendered writer Jennifer Finney 

Boylan,” it didn’t specify what the 

correct pronoun would have been. 

* Recommend your favorite 

book by E. Michael Jones to a 

friend. Haven’t read any? Time to 

buy one. You can find a complete 

list at WWW.Culture Wars.com. 
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in collaboration with the St. Joseph Forum 
invites you to a conference on 

Heretics, Jews, and Heathens have 
made a unity against Unity. 

-St. Augustine, Sermons, 12, 18 

A one-day symposium to be held on 
Saturday, March 13, 2010, 
from 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM 

at the Hilton Garden Inn, 

(special group rates available) 

53995 Indiana State Route 933, 

South Bend, IN 46637, Tel: (574) 232-7700 

Speakers include: 

E. Michael Jones on the 
Manhattan Declaration and 
Dialogue as a form of Political 
Control 

David Wemhoff on “The Pro-life 
Movement and the New 
Americanism” 

Robert Sungenis on The Place of 
Jews in Catholic Theology. 

Robert Hickson on “The Catholic 
Soldier on Mission Impossible: 
Defense-in-Depth in These Years of 
Disrupted Traditions and Despotic 
Military Drift” 

Plus: John Sharpe on the Subversion of Catholic Social Teaching 

Debate: Catholic Economics vs. Capitalism 
between two Symposium Speakers and two Catholic Libertarians 

Resolved: The Church can speak infallibly on Economics. 

Panel discussion on the Catholic Soldier: 
Mission Accomplished? Mission Creep? Mission Impossible. 
Featuring John Sharpe, David Wemhoff, and Robert Hickson 

Registration fee: $50 
The Conference’s moderator will be James G. Bruen, Jr. Registration fee includes lunch. 

To register for the Conference call Norma at 574-289-9786 
or register on-line at www.culturewars.com/lectures.html 
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Book and 
Ballet Parking: Performing 
the Nutcracker as Counter- 
Revolutionary Act. 

By E. Michael Jones 

The Nutcracker began as a German fairy tale. It 

then became a Russian ballet, and now, in its latest 

incarnation, it has become an American ritual. Every 

year mothers from the suburbs surrounding South 

Bend, Indiana set out in their vans and SUVs to slay 

the rat king in a military campaign against the rats and 

everything they symbolize. Every year they volunteer 

their little boys and girls as soldiers in the culture wars 

so that they can defeat the rats of appetite and disorder 

and chaos by wielding the weapons of truth, beauty, and 

grace. The Nutcracker is the 2T' century version of the 

Children’s Crusade. 

The Ballet Parking DVD supplements this analysis with 

footage of Nutcracker rehearsals and performances at 

Southhold Dance Theater, as well as interviews with the 

artistic directors and the people behind the scenes that 

make these yearly performances possible. The DVD also 
makes use of Soviet archival footage, which includes extraordinary shots of Lenin and train sequences 

that look like something out of Dr. Zhivago, as well as footage of riots during the American cultural 

revolution of the ’60s. It even contains footage of Napoleon invading Russia taken from Soviet era 

feature films, as well as a soundtrack that is an anthology of the best music in the ballet repertoire. This 

book/dvd makes an ideal Christmas present for the culturally astute. 

This Book/DVD combination is available for $29 plus $5 S & H. 

Mail your Check to Fidelity Press, 206 Marquette Ave., South Bend, IN 46617, or call 
Norma at 574-289-9786. We take VISA and MC^_ 
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Linacre Centre for Healthcare Ethics 
Conference 16-18 June 2010 

Fertility, Infertility 

& Gender 

Maynooth, Ireland (near Dublin) 

Speakers include: Bishop Anthony Fisher, Fr Paul Mankowski, Dr Philip Sutton, 

Professor Luke Gormally, Professor Alexander Pruss, Dr Dermot Grenham, 

Dr Kevin O’Reilly, Professor David Paton, Dr Phil Boyle, Dr Mary Geach, 

Fr Kevin Flannery, Elizabeth Marquardt. 

Topics include: Marriage, fertility and celibacy - Biblical perspectives; Psychological issues 

in gender identity; Marriage, singleness and homosexuality; Love, unity and contraception; 

STDs, teenage pregnancy and abstinence strategies; Population growth and control; IVF and 

sexual ethics; Assisted conception: ethical approaches; The effects on children of the 

reproductive revolution. 

For more information and to register 
visit us at www.linacre.org. or contact 

conference@linacre.org; tel. ++ (0)1865 610212. 
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LETTERS 
WAITING FOR YEARS 

Thank you for your recent book 

review of Josh Kosmans The Buyout 

of America {CW, March 2010). IVe 

been waiting years for you or Dr. 

Ederer to do an analysis of Austrian 

economics, and this book review 

was a marvelous job. I understand 

more clearly now that their solution 

of no regulation is no better than 

we have now, since the pseudo 

regulation we have now is so chock 

full of loopholes as to be useless. 

That’s no surprise since Wall Street 

runs our government (and has for 

many years) for their own benefit. 

However, even though Austrian 

economics is not Catholic and its 

“solutions” are bad, they are still the 

only economic system or school of 

thought that even comes close to 

explaining what’s going on in the 

economy. I know Catholic social 

teaching teaches us what a Catholic 

economic system should be, but it 

doesn’t do me much good since I 

will never get the chance to mold 

the economy to my liking. I have 

not been able to find a Catholic 

school of economic thought that, as 

the Austrians do, explain that frac¬ 

tional reserve banking is a fraud 

(the deposits are available on de¬ 

mand at the same time 90 percent 

of them have been lent out for long 

term mortgages), that the semi¬ 

public Federal Reserve is a banking 

cartel who’s purpose is to ensure the 

survival of the largest banks and 

end bank runs on them (see The 

Creature from Jeykell Island), that 

inflation is defined as an increase in 

the money supply, which shows up 

as an increase in either consumer 

prices, asset prices, or both. They 

have the only explanation for the 

“business cycle” that I’ve ever seen 
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that makes any sense, that central 

banks artificially lower interest 

rates and print money, thereby 

causing a false boom, and as soon 

as the increase in the money supply 

ceases or even fails to increase, then 

the boom stops and a crash/reces- 

sion ensues. That paper fiat money 

not backed by anything removes 

any restraint on central banks and 

governments from printing as 

much of it as they like, which is 

why, after remaining stable for over 

a hundred years, the U.S. dollar 

has lost 95 percent of its purchas¬ 

ing power since the Federal Reserve 

was created in 1913 (it now takes a 

dollar to buy what a nickel bought 

in 1913). This “counterfeiting” of 

our money causes price inflation 

and punishes savers and those on 

fixed incomes by making our sav¬ 

ings worth less and less each year. 

I just wish their understanding of 

the way the economy worked wasn’t 

hobbled by their ideology, which is 

essentially to let the strong prey on 

the weak (Belloc called Calvinism the 

religion of greed). The followers of 

Austrian economics that I read, such 

as Bill Bonner, Gary North, and oth¬ 

ers, decry the crony capitalism that is 

running rampant, but they offer no 

solutions except to make it even 

worse by removing all regulations. 

Some solution! However, to give 

them credit, they are almost the only 

ones who warned in 1999 that tech 

stocks were a bubble, and since 2005 

they’ve been telling me that housing 

was a massive bubble and to stay 

away from real estate and stocks (and 

to buy gold). As always, keep up the 

good work. Your magazine is the 

only one I know of that is even at¬ 

tempting to address economics from 

a Catholic perspective. 

Michael Breslin 

New Hudson, Michigan 

ABSOLUTELY RIGHT 

Just a note to tell you how much 

I enjoyed your review of Josh 

Kosman’s book on leveraged 

buyouts in the March issue of the 

Culture Wars. As I’ve mentioned to 

you many times I have always en¬ 

joyed your writing. That’s why I 

have been a subscriber for over 20 

years. Although, I may not have 

agreed with you on everything 

your writing as always provided me 

with a lot to think about. 

You’re absolutely right that this 

buyout craze is dependent upon 

and fueled by cheap credit pro¬ 

vided by the Federal Reserve Sys¬ 

tem. It seems everyone wants regu¬ 

lation except that of the expansion 

of credit! You should be aware that 

the only school of economics 

which has consistently opposed the 

expansion of credit has been the 

Austrian School which you criti¬ 

cize. 

Having taught Catholic social 

policy, finance, and economics for 

over 40 years I have not found any 

other school to sharply criticize 

this credit expansion but the Aus¬ 

trians. Not Keynes, not Ederer, not 

Friedman and the monetarists, not 

the German Historical School, no 

one but the Austrians! And, their 

criticism goes back to 1912! 

Again, you’re absolutely right; if 

this credit expansion had not been 

carried out then this buyout craze 

and all of its accompanying evils 

would not have happened. In all of 

history, every expansion of credit 

has led to all sorts of shady prac¬ 

tices in the marketplace. Also, I 

think that there is a tremendous 

gap in Catholic social policy on the 

teaching of inflation and its moral¬ 

ity. We should be pushing for an 



encyclical on the morality of ex¬ 

panding credit! In my researches, I 

have found very little from the 

popes on the topic of inflation and 

money which seems to be the 

source of this entire mess! 

I see that you’re also quite critical 

of Dr. Thomas Woods. However in 

his book, Meltdown^ he gives a very 

complete account of both the 

credit expansion and the amount 

of government regulation that is 

the cause of this downturn. His in¬ 

sights are not that different from 

yours! He is just as opposed to this 

as you are! 

Harry Veryser 

Royal Oak, Michigan 

MISSING THE ELEPHANT 

Professor Rupert Ederer does 

well in elaborating Papal wisdom 

in “Pope Benedict XVI and the 

Failure of‘Oinkonomics’” {Culture 

Wars, March 2010), and I con¬ 

gratulate you on the title and 

cover! But as usual. Prof Ederer 

misses the elephant in the living 

room, which if ignored will crush 

all his hopes. Therefore I will con¬ 

centrate on the gaps in his argu¬ 

ment. 

The “iron law of wages... [that 

keeps] the wages of workers at bare 

subsistence” is inescapable if em¬ 

ployment is the only option for 

most people. As the decline of 

unions (including Poland’s glorious 

Solidarnosc) makes clear, bargain¬ 

ing, collective or otherwise, is im¬ 

possible if there is no alternative. 

As a computer user, can you bar¬ 

gain about the Software License 

Agreement on a necessary computer 

program? No, you just hit the 

“Agree” button. 

Be very clear, I do not mean “an 

alternative to employment with 

this employer,” but “an alternative 

to employment at all.” Otherwise 

you get, as actually quoted by Prof 

Ederer, “powerlessness” {Caritas in 

Veritate, paragraph 25). 

Therefore, if Professor Ederer 

sneers at “nostalgic distributism... 

agriculture... or self-employment at 

some craft”, then he must provide an 

equivalent alternative or the conclu¬ 

sion is total despair. Please note that 

peasantry or self-employment at a 

craft is not “a return to humanity’s 

original state” (which was a hunter- 

gatherer economy), but covers a vast 

variety of developed directions such 

as computing co-operatives (Linux) 

and even Dutch-auction corpora¬ 

tions with “Do no evil” in their 

charter (Google). The Chinese gov¬ 

ernment is finding that this makes a 

difference. 

When Professor Ederer says “[t]he 

working classes in any normally con¬ 

figured post-agricultural social 

economy constitute the preponder¬ 

ant majority of people who derive 

most of their income from their 

work”, he is expressing a fatalism 

equivalent to Soviet-era “captive na¬ 

tionhood” with no hope of ever re¬ 

gaining freedom. The consequences 

of this fatalism are horrible. Con- 

Culture Wars welcomes letters to the editor. 

Preference will be given to letters which deal 

with topics discussed in the magazine. Letters 

should ideally be limited to one single-spaced 

page, but we know how difficult it is to follow 

ideals in this world. Letters can be sent by mail 

to Culture Wars, 206 Marquette Ave., South 

Bend, IN 46617; by fax to 219-289-1461; or by 

electronic mail to Jones@culturewars.com. 
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template the summed human loss of 

all the families in South America, 

China, and other doomed countries 

walking from their manifold tradi¬ 

tional cultures to the utter world¬ 

wide sameness of industrial servi¬ 

tude. No more beauty or human 

contribution, only “another day of 

fear and toil has come to Mordor” — 

forever. 

Pope Benedict XVI in Caritas in 

Veritate, on the other hand, sees 

beyond this fatalism to “commer¬ 

cial entities based on mutualist 

principles” (38) and “greater social 

responsibility on the part of busi¬ 

nesses” (40). Linux and Google are 

examples of this, but it must be 

brought within the range of most 

people. The “binary model of mar- 

ket-plus-State” which Prof Ederer 

implicitly accepts is, according to 

the Pope, “corrosive of society” 

(39). This is because of the “power¬ 

lessness” mentioned above (25). 

Read paragraph 39 in its entirety, 

because our task is “the creation of 

a model of market economy ca¬ 

pable of including within its range 

all peoples and not just the better 

off”, and it must be based on “re¬ 

ciprocal gift”, not bossed peonage. 

demeaning prolife activists like Fa¬ 

ther Frank Pavone, and 3) running 

articles saying Poland actually won 

WWII. All I can do is shake my 

head in wonderment in what goes 

on in the minds of those formulat¬ 

ing such views. 

But on the bright side, there are 

undeniably nuggets of insight in 

CW that make the subscription 

price well worth the cost. One such 

nugget was in “Love without 

Truth” (March 2010) where Mike 

Jones discusses the relationship be¬ 

tween truth and charity. 

Yes, as the article says, charity is 

often the excuse used to suppress 

certain uncomfortable aspects of 

the truth. But truth is not plastic; 

it is what it is. And when charity is 

used to modify the truth, this puts 

us on a slippery slope to where 

truth can not only be attenuated to 

smooth off what some consider its 

rougher edges but also to actually 

turn it inside out. 

Here are some overt examples of 

what I mean. Pm sure with a little re¬ 

flection, the readers of CW can easily 

come up with many more. Don’t call 

abortion murder; it’s a woman’s right 

to choose. Homosexuals are not per¬ 

verse; they’re merely gays with an al¬ 

ternative lifestyle. Men and women 

aren’t different; we’re all the same, 

physiology not withstanding. In 

many public schools, ‘two plus two 

equals five’ is not a wrong answer; it’s 

a good try for which credit is given. 

The common rationale behind 

these examples is that charity is 

needed to make sure nobody feels 

bad. But that’s a fig leaf for we all 

know that the misuse of charity is 

not at all symmetric. It is poured 

out lavishly for progressives and 

libertines while charity is never al¬ 

lotted towards traditionalists and 

conservatives. 

For instance, disagree with 

Obama, and you’re a racist. Doubt 

man-made global warming, and 

you’re flat-earthier, a denier. Ques¬ 

tion radical Darwinism, and you’re 

an ignorant creationist, a Matthew 

Harrison Brady character straight 

out of Inherit the Wind. Ask your 

parish priest why he’s ignoring 

church teaching on sexual morals, 

and you’re escorted out the door as 

a troublemaker. Or as Mike Jones 

can testify, stand up for church 

teaching on abortion in a premier 

’Catholic’ university, and you’re de¬ 

nied tenure while actual enemies of 

the church march to the top on an 

inside track. 

The truth is hated. That is why the 

Old Testament prophets were stoned 

to death and why St. John the Bap¬ 

tist lost his head. It’s why many a 

good man has left or been forced out 

of the priesthood. The noble 

Shakespeare said in The Merchant of 

Venice that “the truth will out.” Yes, 

but unfortunately it often takes 

longer than our lifetime for that to 

happen. That is why those who 

stand for the unvarnished truth are 

heroes. They are fighting for some¬ 

thing that is often vilified during 

their entire lifetimes, knowing their 

only vindication will likely be a post¬ 

humous one. 

Peter Skurkiss 

Stow, Ohio 

IS HISTORY CYCLICAL? 

In refuting Michael Novak in his 

(or Locke’s) contention that, as of 

capitalism, history was no longer 

to be regarded as cyclical {CW, Feb¬ 

ruary 2010), you question: “What 

man living in Europe(after Christ) 

would believe that history was cy- 

LawrenceJ. Dickson 

La Jolla, California 

TRUTH WILL OUT 

To be honest. Culture Wars is an 

enigma to me; it‘s a magazine that 

defies easy classification. On one 

hand, I find CWs excessive Jew- 

bashing not only tedious but bor¬ 

dering on the irrational. And then 

there‘s the nuttiness factor like 1) 

prior to the election essentially 

equating Barack Hussein Obama 

with John McCain on abortion, 2) 
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clical?” Before Christ, Polybius 

(204-122 B.C.) knew that monar¬ 

chy, by cyclic revolution, became 

“anarchical Democracy” from 

which a dissolving society could 

only be rescued by a return to 

monarchy {Ancient Greek Histori¬ 

ans by J.B.Bury, p. 205). After 

Christ, Orestes Brownson (circa 

1850 A.D.) had no doubt that his¬ 

tory is cyclical when he wrote: 

’’Never does a republic become a 

monarchy or a monarchy a repub¬ 

lic without the virtual destruction 

of the state” (Essays and Reviews, p. 

315). Brownson knew that plural¬ 

ist religious anarchy would lead to 

socialiist revolution and the return 

to monarchy. He said of pluralism: 

“The modern spirit. . .claims for 

man himself the authority to make 

the law. It asserts the universal and 

absolute supremacy of man, and 

his unrestricted right to subject re¬ 

ligion, morals and politics to his 

own will, passion or caprice” (p. 

308). G.K. Chesterton was no less 

observant in his Christendom in 

Dublin, He wrote of philistine 

pluralism’s artlessness: “If a man is 

denied rapture and splendor, he 

will either wildly revolt or sadly 

die. And no one needs the experi¬ 

ence of magnificence, of color, of 

exhilaration more than the poor.” 

Presently we see suicides of the 

young and an army of dumbed- 

down youth being prepared by 

anti-Christian schools, press, televi¬ 

sion and an abortionist government 

for the slaughter of Christians, we 

know how prophetic Chesterton 

was. Revolution occurs in the domi¬ 

nant country of its time. Historians 

tend to get lost in the details of less 

important countries and they often 

fail to distinguish revolution from 

war. The dominance and artistic 

glory of the Periclean monarchy of 

Greece was destroyed by the revolu¬ 

tionary attack of Socrates upon the 

Olympian cult and its priests. He 

was the Luther of Greece and began 

the passage of its dominance to the 

pluralist republic of Ancient Rome. 

Myopic historians are still calling 

that revolution the Peloponnesian 

“War.” If the cycle of history had 

teeth it would bite the historians to 

avoid the threatening slaughter of 

mutually-contradictory Christians 

their paralysis of coherent teaching 

of all nations must be ended. Chris¬ 

tian unity must be restored and 

soon! 

Daniel M. Canavan 

St. Albans, Maine 

CLARIFICATION 

What I meant to say was that no 

Christian could believe in a history 

that was exclusively cyclical, which is 

to say, limited to the round of the 

seasons, and going nowhere. Chris¬ 

tianity has always asserted that his¬ 

tory has a beginning, a middle, and 

an end. The fact that history has a 

goal does not exclude cyclical recur¬ 

rence; it simply subordinates those 

cycles to a higher goal. 

E. Michael Jones 

South Bend, Indiana 

NEO-NAZI FABRICATIONS. 

The family of this writer has al¬ 

ways relished the arrival of Culture 

Wars. Generally it is seized by oth¬ 

ers and when, at last, it’s held in 

this author’s grasp, it’s devoured 

within hours. The recent 

kompozycja entitled: Poland the 

War Continues (March, 2010, pp. 

2-6), was most amusing. It’s ap¬ 

pearance was commendable. It’s 

dubious verba and innuendoes 

about other Europeans at first was 

deemed rather humorous. Rather 

than consider the countless tons of 

primary source data from the 

OKH, OKW or Wehrmacht, the 

author, Mr. Otward Mueller, 

bought the cherry picking of neo- 

Nazi fabrications. Mr. Mueller 

brings the CW readership from the 

Polsko-Soviet War, sometimes 

called the Catholic-Bolshevik Con¬ 

flict, to today’s Warsaw. How many 

of those advocating freedom of re¬ 

ligion would appreciate his insinu¬ 

ation that Catholic Poles had noth¬ 

ing else to do than invade the So¬ 

viet Union? 

After consumption of the above 

noted piece one’s better half insisted 

a light effort would add to our CWs 

entertainment via material emanat¬ 

ing from diplomatic chronicles, bu¬ 

reaucratic paper work and other 

records. As a long time reader of CW 

it’s my duty to exert a few cerebral 

reflections on this topic. It has a 

bearing not only on Catholics, but 

all European Christians. Most folks 

insist that neo-Nazism died. It has 

few adherents, and they are looked at 

with distrain by mankind.. One 

wonders, however, after reading 

OM’s intrinsic elicited thoughts, if 

it’s not dead, but just smells funny. 

Also, exactly why do a minority of 

decent men still hold unpopular be¬ 

liefs that have irrefutably been 

proven to be erroneous? This effort 

should elucidate much. It’s goal is to 

present thoughts for a better under¬ 

standing of Christian infighting. 

The following komunikat carries 

Mr. Mueller’s ball. It evolves from 

May 2010 / 5 

-. \ y 



jL 
X" 

the Eurocide of WWII to our con¬ 

temporary times. It denotes more 

than a trifle about Catholic com¬ 

munities facing conflict. It also 

touches Hitlers agresja and is an 

overall rebuttal of the ethno asser¬ 

tions in the composito verborum of 

Mr. Muellers rumination about 

kindred folk. 

First of all, allow one to open 

this oratorio by stating that, as a 

youngster, a great deal of my 

intellectual aklimatyzacja was spent 

in NRD (East Germany). Many 

life-long friends were gathered and 

one came to love the German 

people as a whole. My job was do¬ 

ing translations and consultations 

for a think tank. I also supplied 

Western media with Iron Curtain 

news. For example, it was my 

translations, research and car that 

permitted Bonn’s Newsweek 

agencja. East European Bureau 

Chief, Paul Martin, to provide 

worldwide info about JPII. This 

was in 1978, when Krakow’s Car¬ 

dinal Wojtyla became Pope. That’s 

a story in itself 

Young residents of Central Eu¬ 

rope soon discovered that among 

the German intelligentsia, one 

could amusingly say, 110 percent 

recognized that the Fuehrer had 

been a disaster, not only for 

Tommy, Fritz and Ivan, but Euro¬ 

peans and mankind in general. 

Those following neo-Nazi propa¬ 

ganda and/or some of the beliefs 

indicated in Mr. Mueller’s con¬ 

cepts, in many ways, are no differ¬ 

ent from the disciples of Senator 

John McCain. How many sheeple 

know that his father covered up the 

horrendous attack upon America’s 

Liberty ship? How many have read 

how the Senator camouflaged his 

father’s akcja ? 

It has to be emphasized that the 

German masses followed Adolf 

Hitler during a period of unem¬ 

ployment. Millions were either out 

of work, of the working poor, em¬ 

ployed fewer hours than necessary, 

looking for work, or had given up. 

Perhaps they were similar in many 

ways to those who follow ‘The Sav¬ 

ior,’ Sarah Palin? On one side of 

this coin we see that Hitler had 

thousands of Christian stations lis¬ 

tening to him. He waved the 

bloody shirt, spoke of social issues 

(the jobless) and like President 

Truman of later years, indicated 

that health care was the right of ev¬ 

ery citizen. Books have been writ¬ 

ten about AH’s cruise ships for the 

proletariat. This became a fraudu¬ 

lent scheme and reminds one of 

Goering’s enterprises and his castle 

outside of Berlin. 

The raison detre for Palin being a 

darling of the TV/ media, is due to her 

belief that 1) the Israelis are God’s cho¬ 

sen people and 2) that Israel has a right 

to bomb her neighbors (see Guilt by As¬ 

sociation ). She supports the global pa¬ 

riah and is in the political bed of 

neocon dual loyalists. She’s the dream 

girl of those feeding at the zydokracja 

Qudeocracy) station. 

As for character, unlike Palin, 

Hitler had no real work history. 

From the physical aspect, medici 

verified that he had a slew of acute 

abnormalities. It’s also accurate to 

assert that he was an odd ball in 

normal sexual relationships 

throughout his life. Reading Eva 

Braun’s diary and the reiterations 

of numerous generals it’s easy to 

see why large numbers deemed 

him to be a closet queer. Yet, 

American COEs and political reps 

have proven, that such need not 

impede advancement. 

Hitler’s only success, prior to po¬ 

litical power, was within WWI (as 

a corporal). In his day of war and 

economic depression he had a tal¬ 

ent for lecturing. Of course, in our 

era, his shouting, screaming and 

banging upon a table could place 

him in the category of being im¬ 

paired. However, as noted, back 

then he represented hope. What’s 

really grappling is that an ocean of 

scholars have ever-so delicately 

suggested the Leader was a Jew. 

Overall, Ashkenazis and Neo- 

Nazis don’t delight in entering 

upon the fringes of Hitler’s heri¬ 

tage and both groups openly deny 

that he was a Zydek. For obvious 

reasons these ardent enemies unite 

in this argument. Central and 

Eastern European academics know 

that crossing the Rubicon of 

Adolf’s actual heritage could cost 

advancement. Only the most tor¬ 

rid of Nazis won’t admit he spent a 

fortune having the area of his birth 

bulldozed. 

My premise is that without the 

Fuehrer our WWII infernis would 

not have burnt. After Hitler’s Ital¬ 

ian Socialist Republic was created, 

many of the thousands of Italians 

killed would not have been arbi¬ 

trarily shot. When the war was 

nearing completion the 212,000 

German soldiers executed by the 

SS, to retain discipline, would have 

lived. The over 2,000,000 Russian 

POWs would not have been mur¬ 

dered in 1941/42. Read some of 

the works by General Franz Haider 

and officer memoirs relating to 

such protokoL 

As for slave “employment,” with¬ 

out the Fuehrer, over 500,000 Ital¬ 

ians would not have been sent as 

forced labor to the Reich. Over 

1,900,000 Poles, 2,000,000 Rus- 
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sians and other slaves would not 

have faced starvation diets and co¬ 

erced demands. 

Most acknowledge that the 

Fuehrer was a fanatical gambler. 

For example, he told his generals 

that if the French were to react to his 

occupation of the Rhineland, that 

they had to immediately retreat. 

Also, most of his elite generals were 

full of trepidation at his Czech war 

plans. When he invaded Poland he 

utilized similar fifth column en¬ 

deavors that had proven effective 

against Czechs, and again gambled 

with the lives of Germans. The dif¬ 

ference here being that he in¬ 

formed GB s Ffenderson and other 

elite Western politicians that Poles 

had been castrating Germans (see 

Hendersons war notes or Watt’s 

How War Came). As for the 1939 

invasion, he had few troops facing 

France. Had the disorganized 

French and English Allies marched 

in full force WWII would have 

ended in weeks (see The Collapse of 

the Third Republic). The Fuehrer 

was an uneducated gambler and 

initially lucky (to say the least). 

Despite all of the above, one 

would occasionally run across an 

individual who defended Hitler 

policies. These people were rare 

birds. Most were decent, good, 

hard working proletarians. Often 

they were family members of those 

who had been part of the Hitler 

youth movement. Others remem¬ 

bered that their Fuehrer had ac¬ 

complished miracles during the de¬ 

pression. He put impoverished 

millions to work in armament fac¬ 

tories, building roads and con¬ 

structing buildings. Society was 

grateful. He was a hero. 

Some individuals, attempting to 

elicit favorable data about the 

Reich’s dictator would insist that 

he was even a tremendous artist. 

Certainly he could not be a com¬ 

plete zero. Thus, not being astute 

in this area, I asked a friend who 

was studying art at a prestigious 

university, if this were true. He an¬ 

swered my inquiry with a question 

about the visual quality of sidewalk 

drawings. It was soon realized that 

the famous Fuehrer was about as 

talented as those who paint in 

malls. Nothing less and nothing 

more. Judge for yourself. See his 

work in the research by Ada 

Petrova and Pete Watson ( The 

Death of Hitler). It’s amateurish, 

not as decent as most first year art 

students, but quite good. 

Residing in Europe and being a 

lover of political science, ethnicity 

and behavioral paradigms, one im¬ 

mensely enjoyed: I) Researching 

diplomatic records; 2) Reading re¬ 

visionist material; and 3) Compar¬ 

ing aggregated material with reac¬ 

tions induced by indoctrination. In 

the recent article composed by Mr. 

Mueller, there is reference to Will¬ 

iam Bullitt. Like Mr. Mueller I also 

read Diplomat in Paris (it’s part of 

my library). Bullitt, married to the 

widow of journalist John Reed, was 

an accomplished American ambas¬ 

sador. It’s also true that most of the 

elite within the Roosevelt adminis¬ 

tration comprehended one thing; 

America would eventually enter 

into the war officially on the side 

of the Allies. This was common 

sense. Only those suffering from 

Hitlerite myopia could relegate this 

to file # 13. At the time of Mr. 

William Bullitt’s employment most 

of the State Department still con¬ 

sisted of individuals retaining 

WASP backgrounds. As for the au¬ 

thor, Ambassador Lukasiewicz, Mr. 

Mueller must have read that he had 

access to leading US and French 

politicians. 

It’s more than obvious that any¬ 

one attempting to engage in war¬ 

fare against the US/ GB would 

have to be of dubious intelligence. 

This is especially true if one com¬ 

prehends that Great Britain and 

the majority of European coun¬ 

tries, including the Soviet Union, 

would eventually represent the op¬ 

position. Within two years, if a 

miracle knockout blow was not 

successful. Allied production 

would outstrip Berlin’s wildest in¬ 

dustrial dreams. One could only 

assume what revengeful repercus¬ 

sions could entail. It would take 

about two years for the US and 

USSR to outproduce Berlin by a 

scale of at least ten to one. An ex¬ 

cellent DVD on WWII production 

and tanks is The Battle of Kursk 

(from The Allegro Corp. of Ger¬ 

many) . 

Those cunningly praising Adolf 

Hitler and his policies more often 

than not pull straws and extract 

material that does not represent the 

whole picture. In the case of Mr. 

Mueller, he writes about Poles tak¬ 

ing German lands after the 

Versailles Treaty. Of course, anyone 

looking at maps prior to the peti¬ 

tions of Poland, will notice that for 

about eight centuries these lands 

belonged to the Polish state. In 

other words, they were only Ger¬ 

man for 123 years (during the 

partitional era). Also, Mr. Mueller 

has the Weltanschauung (outlook) 

of Nazis ignoring that within the 

so called Polish Corridor Slavs were 

the absolute majority. 

If one studies the chronicles of 

diplomatic corps rather than revi¬ 

sionism or associating oneself with 
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neo-Nazi indoctrination, its soon 

discovered that the Nazis took 

hundreds of thousands of Polish 

children from their mothers to be 

Germanized. This topic so fasci¬ 

nated me that during travels 

around Euro cities, including 

Warszawa, the sea of documenta¬ 

tion pertaining to this mentality 

was set aside; I sought out personal 

contact with families suffering by 

this primitive inhumane act. 

It was soon revealed that un¬ 

counted numbers of females were 

running to their local Catholic par¬ 

ish at all hours of the day. Why? In 

order to change church records. 

You see, children under three years 

old with blue eyes and blond hair 

were being taken from their moth¬ 

ers all over the country in mass! 

These babies were taken to Ger¬ 

many for Germanization. Perhaps 

this is okay if one thinks in terms 

of the Uebermensch\ that being dif¬ 

ferent from Catholic morality. 

I nearly composed a booklet on 

the above Uebermensch/ 

Untermensch baby policies. Only 

the intervention of German friends 

had me promise to shelve the idea. 

Enough was enough. Besides Ger¬ 

man generals were speaking out 

against the insanity of Hitler s ide¬ 

ology. Noting the above, one could 

add that its iracjonalny how Mr. 

Mueller alludes to the ancient Pol¬ 

ish city of Poznan as “Posen.” 

Again, looking at a map one sees 

that for over 1,000 years the city 

was called Poznan. Why would he 

refer to it as Posen? This speaks 

volumes. It does not appear to be 

the lexicon of brotherhood. 

Its fascinating that Mr. Mueller 

plays the ethnic cleansing card. Most 

comprehend, through actual bureau¬ 

cratic and diplomatic records and 

not neo-Nazi revisionist propaganda 

that the Nazis relocated nearly 

2,000,000 Catholic citizens of Polish 

heritage who had resided on family 

property for centuries. Tens of thou¬ 

sands of Baltic Volksdeutsch replaced 

these Catholics. 

Nazi atrocities included more 

than the eradication of the intelli¬ 

gentsia at the ancient Jagiellon uni¬ 

versity. Among the many home 

films in Slavic and Germanic lan¬ 

guages one hears that Eastern 

Catholic priests were killed like 

flies by the Nazi regime. Only the 

most arrogant will deny or even at¬ 

tempt to repudiate the fact that 

numerous Hitler youth organiza¬ 

tions sang songs denouncing 

priests while praising their dictator. 

This is an interesting part of docu¬ 

mental films recorded by Nazis 

themselves in Hitler worship (see 

On the Road to Stalingrad). 

Mr. Mueller speaks of the 

Sudetenland Germans. I wrote pa¬ 

pers on this. It is very sad that the 

Sudetenland Germans, numbering 

2,600,000, were expelled after the 

war (see Retribution against Nazi 

Collaborators in Postwar Czechoslo¬ 

vakia). This writer broke bread 

with many of these fine people. It 

has to be realized that for centuries 

Czechs and Germans in the area 

had lived in brotherhood. 

It was only through Hitler’s in¬ 

citement against the Slavic Czechs 

and his fifth columnists that the 

Czechs became frightened for the 

lives of their families. Mr. Mueller 

certainly must know that English, 

French and other diplomatic 

sources, including Washington’s 

George E Kennan, adequately 

noted that innocent Germans 

might face retaliation for the 

crimes committed by Nazis against 

innocent Czechs. 

Would Mr. Mueller want to re¬ 

fute the fact that all Czech schools 

of higher education and universi¬ 

ties were closed? Figures differ 

about whether one thousand or 

1,500 young students were simply 

shot. Whatever, it was real fright¬ 

ening for Czechs. Reinhard 

Heydrich reiterated that at the end 

of WWII at least half the inferior 

Czech population would have to 

be removed. The kolosalny Nazi 

crimes couldn’t be hidden by 

indoktrynacja when Heydrick was 

assassinated. World media knew 

about the entire male population 

of Lidice and Lezaky being shot. 

On the eastern front over 200,000 

Sudetenland Germans were killed 

for Hitler’s dreams. Was any of this 

necessary? Mr. Mueller indicates 

that the ungrateful Czechs had it 

good. He tells us that they had full 

employment and plenty of food. 

If one had the desire, nearly ev¬ 

ery item OM espoused to could be 

verified as erroneous. This does not 

mean that revisionism is com¬ 

pletely ridiculous. Some excellent 

studies have been made into ver- 

boten realms. One can be thankful 

for revisionists identifying 

Ashkenazi exacerbations (see the 

excellent books by Jurgen Graf and 

Carlo Mattogno). However, most 

revisionists cherry pick, while leav¬ 

ing the main crop, when referring 

to Hitler’s “diplomacy,” treatment 

of Slavs and/or the end of 1943 to 

1945. Those were the years when 

Hitler’s miracle weapons were to be 

mass produced, to alter the inevi¬ 

table. What’s missing is vital info 

on the execution of over 212,000 

mostly innocent German soldiers 

to keep AH’s crazy wheels of con¬ 

flict turning. This killing of desert¬ 

ers and others occurred while mil¬ 

lions of German civilians suffered 

and died, as Hitler lived on. Read 
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books about Adolf s last days or his 

child soldiers. If you have any 

heart, it’ll make you want to regur¬ 

gitate. 

One would think, if adjudicating 

by Mr. Mueller’s standards, that 

the crimes inflicted by Nazis upon 

Christian nations and Catholic 

neighbors were mostly minor or 

fictitious. Yet, only the brain¬ 

washed or misinformed would try 

to equate the atrocities committed 

by Nazis to that of her neighbors. 

Could it be because of mindsets 

similar to Mr. Mueller that, after 

the nightmare of occupation, 

Czechs exploded in an orgy of vio¬ 

lence? Well? 

When it was recognized by the 

end of 1943 and in 1944, by all 

sane men, that Hitler could not 

win the war, every building in the 

ancient city of Warsaw was de¬ 

stroyed. Was this type of behavior 

one of the reasons why infuriated 

Allies bombed historical Dresden? 

How many know that two anti- 

Communistic Hungarian divisions 

had to be withdrawn from War¬ 

saw? Why? Because Catholic 

Magyars refused to participate in 

the undeniably barbaric Nazi 

primitivism. The post war 

recordatio mentis of generals note 

the deed also repulsed many in the 

Wehrmacht. 

Perhaps it is not by accident that 

Mr. Mueller’s musica spiritualis 

does not include the fact that out 

of nearly 6 million Russian POWs 

(6,000,000) only 2 million sur¬ 

vived. Die Russen were murdered. 

This fact was conveniently over¬ 

looked by the West as it became 

engaged in a Cold War. President 

Truman and Ike hated Germans 

and figured they might be needed 

as Washington’s cannon fodder. 

When I told a German-American 

family member about this he 

wouldn’t speak to me for months, 

and I am the godfather of his eldest 

son! His son married a Polish- 

American gal. So, why the animos¬ 

ity? Allegiance/ fidelity to 

ethnicity? 

Few in the West know that 

masses of Russian POWs were sim¬ 

ply shot. Most were placed in fields 

without medical care, food or ad¬ 

equate clothing. SS documenta¬ 

tions reveal a desire to reduce these 

Eastern Catholic and Eastern Or¬ 

thodox communities. Numerous 

diaries from German soldiers 

found this distasteful. They re¬ 

jected participation but feared be¬ 

ing shot as deserters (see Guy 

Sajer’s The Forgotten Soldier), Gen¬ 

erals in their post WWII books re¬ 

fer to this Untermenschen ideology 

as a horrendous mistake that alien¬ 

ated millions. Bureaucratic docu¬ 

mentation indicate a dislike for 

many of these Lebensraum policies. 

Open field incarceration endeavors 

were copied by Washington’s army 

of occupation. This resembled evil 

and unnecessary revenge. 

Eventually the story of Nazis kill¬ 

ing nearly a thousand Sudetenland 

Germans, for their rejection of 

Nazi occupation, will show that 

numerous decent Germans re¬ 

jected untermenschen ideology. 

Perhaps that’s why no movies are 

made of these peace makers. A 

Sudetenland giant worth mention¬ 

ing is Konrad Henlein. He was one 

of the most interesting figures in 

this region. Henlein was a success¬ 

ful politico on Hitler’s fifth column 

Sudetenland payroll. What’s not 

noted is that he really wanted to be 

President of Czechoslovakia. He 

became a pawn. In 1937-’38 his 

name filled news headlines. During 

the occupation he was pushed to 

the sidelines. I read that after the 

war he was executed, but never 

checked it out. 

Perhaps all of the misfortune 

would never have occurred if the 

assassination attempts to kill Hitler 

had been successful in the 1930s 

and 1940s. If that had been the 

case, the absurdity of Lebensraum 

would have only been within the 

dreams of those within insane asy¬ 

lums. The Nazi cold blooded mur¬ 

der of American POWS would not 

have occurred and innocent mem¬ 

bers of the Wehrmacht would not 

have had to face the price of retri¬ 

bution from furious Americans. 

Lebensraum^, The 

Untermenschen'^ One sees, if one 

studies early European migrations, 

that millions of Germanic folk mi¬ 

grated east and millions of Slavic 

people had settled in what is 

today’s Germany and Austria. On 

the island of Rugen in the 16th 

century, it was not uncommon and 

readily recognized that a language 

similar to Polish was spoken by the 

majority of the population. This 

can be easily ascertained by 

internet fun pertaining to the his¬ 

tory of Rugen. There’s a reason 

why many of the geographical 

names in Germany are Slavic and 

mean nothing in German. 

When one thinks about 

Eurocide crimes, Untermenschen 

policies and all the Nazi anti-Slavic 

propaganda posters that have sur¬ 

vived, there’s the thought of Field 

Marshal Eric von Mansten, who 

was originally Lewinski (1887- 

1973). What did he and countless 

others, who knew they had some 

Slavic blood, think? How many 

were astute enough to realize that, 

in reality, within the European ka- 

(continued on p. 13) 
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“Weak-land” Revisited 
. .All readers will be moved by this honest, riveting, and exceedingly well-written story of frustra¬ 

tion and hope, sin and redemption...” -Notre Dame’s Father Richard P. McBrien, from the book’s 

jacket cover. 

“As I was leaving [Pope John Paul II] suddenly asked me out of thin air: ^How old are you now?’... 

I interpreted it.. .as a way of saying, 1 guess I still have to tolerate you for four more years.’” - 

Archbishop Weakland, after his last ad limina visit to the Pope (Pilgrim, p. 389). 

One does not have to be a mem¬ 

ber of the magisterium (or even a 

Notre Dame alumnus) to realize 

that when the first person to praise 

your memoirs is the lyin’ liberal 

press’s favorite sound-bite machine, 

Fr. Richard McBrien, that this is not 

going to be the spiritually enriching 

autobiography of a future saint. 

Furthermore, when the author 

himself, a self-described dissident 

homosexual archbishop, tells you 

that a pope who is up for saint¬ 

hood could barely stand the sight 

of him, the orthodox Catholic 

reader has pretty much dismissed A 

Pilgrim in a Pilgrim Church (Grand 

Rapids, MI: Eerdmans Publishing, 

2009) as his book of the month 

club selection. But while Pilgrim 

may be a popular choice for the 

“The Church needs married and 

woman (and gay) priests!” crowd, 

there is compelling reason for the 

faithful to read it too; for as a ma¬ 

jor player in the often faulty imple¬ 

mentation of Vatican II, Weakland 

gives us a bird’s-eye view of what 

went wrong—and exactly how “the 

smoke of Satan” entered the 

Church. 

In his review for his Providence, 

Rhode Island, newspaper. Bishop 

Thomas J. Tobin, describes Pilgrim 

as “an intriguing combination of 

theology and gossip, Aquinas and 

Oprah,” and it doesn’t take long to 

see what he means. After opening 

his autobiography with an self- 

righteous public confession of his 

sinful homosexual fling with Paul 

Marcoux (and the huge “hush 

money” scandal that surrounded 

it), Rembert returns to the begin¬ 

ning, his birth and childhood in 

Patton, Pennsylvania. It starts out 

as your typical large-Catholic-fam- 

ily tragedy inspirational depression 

era saga, although dissidence is 

never far from the surface. After 

losing his fortune in the financial 

crisis, George’s father (George was 

Weakland’s baptismal name; 

Rembert the name given him when 

he became an abbot) Basil “spent 

much time with his friends in 

the. . .unheated rooms. . .drinking 

and lamenting. . .he died [of] 

pneumonia the day before his 35th 
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birthday and the day after my 

fifth, leaving a wife and six chil¬ 

dren, the oldest nine, the youngest 

six months” (p. 24). But Georges 

mother, Mary, vowed to keep her 

kids together, and despite few 

funds, scant food and little heat, 

the faith in this close-knit family 

helped them not only to survive, 

but thrive. 

Whether Weakland learned his 

same-sex attraction during child¬ 

hood is debatable, there’s little 

doubt his penchant for disagreeing 

with Church teaching was. 

Weakland’s lament, “that much of 

my life was spent seeking the fa¬ 

ther figure that had been there so 

briefly” (p. 26), may be a factor in 

some of his illicit adult relation¬ 

ships, to his depiction of his mother 

as “a woman of deep faith,” but with 

“an independent mind with regard 

to some positions the Church took” 

(p. 32), certainly shows the roots of 

his own dissidence. Later, when 

George became attracted to the 

priesthood, he was sent away after 

the eighth grade to St. Vincent 

Prep School (Latrobe, PA) to con¬ 

tinue his studies. However, when 

he returned that summer and told 

his mother the disturbing story of 

a priest who had been dismissed 

from St. Vincent after sexually 

molesting several students, “she 

surprised me with one remark; 

‘Well, I hope your own first sexual 

experiences will be beautiful and 

the outcome of deep love.’ On re¬ 

flection, I think she was saying 

something that I had not fully 

grasped; [but] I did not have the 

vocabulary or the courage then to 

talk to her about homosexuality” 

(pp. 46-7). 

If the almost complete absence 

of teaching about human sexuality 

(either normal or disordered) at 

the seminary must sadly be excused 

as part of the culture of the day, the 

dissident teaching that went on in 

St. Vincent certainly cannot. Un¬ 

sure of himself, and still frightened 

of the sexual abuse that happened 

to his classmates, Weakland vowed 

to avoid “the sewing circle” crowd 

and submerged “any homosexual 

desires as deeply as I could” (p. 

46). Weakland, always a top-notch 

student, did well in the studies of 

Latin, Greek, Science, and English 

Literature, but proved even more 

gifted at music, and was eventually 

sent to Julliard to complete ad¬ 

vanced studies in piano. Still, as 

well rounded as this education was, 

sound theology apparently was not 

always a part of it. “During Lent,” 

recalls Weakland, “the ordained 

monks all spent long hours in the 

confessional. Questions about con¬ 

traception [were] raised. . .most of 

us were reluctant to recommend 

the rhythm method since we had 

seen many instances when it did 

not work . . .and it seemed dishon¬ 

est since the intention of prevent¬ 

ing pregnancy was the same as if 

artificial means were used. We ad¬ 

vised penitents to look carefully at 

the Church’s teaching, then decide 

in their own consciences 

what...was right. We had been in¬ 

structed that the [layperson’s] indi¬ 

vidual conscience should be re¬ 

spected” (p. 92). 

Having mastered this demo¬ 

cratic, conscience-is-king tabloid 

version of Catholicism, Weakland 

quickly rose through the Monastic 

ranks, first becoming archabbot of 

St. Vincent’s in 1963, consulter to 

the Consilium on liturgical music 

changes due to Vatican II in 1964, 

and lastly, the abbot primate of the 

entire Benedictine Order in 1967. 

It was as abbot primate that 

Weakland became a frequent and 

influential visitor of Pope Paul VI. 

Recounting these meetings, 

Weakland confirms what conserva¬ 

tives long feared; that Paul, in an 

attempt to befriend everyone (the 

pope often prepared several 

“Benedictine trivia” questions for 

Weakland before they got down to 

business!) allowed his young liberal 

advisors far too much leeway in set¬ 

ting the post Vatican II agenda be¬ 

fore he attempted to curb Pandora’s 

box of relativism he had created. 

“Instead of giving into one side or 

the other, Paul tried to keep peace 

by creating parallel bodies [of] con¬ 

servative and forward-looking car¬ 

dinals. . . to avoid schism in the 

Church. His fear, coupled with an 

innate wish not to offend 

anyone. . .alienated his most loyal 

supporters and collaborators” (p. 

220). In the end, Weakland’s analy¬ 

sis that Paul’s personal views shifted 

is incorrect; his issuing of Humanae 

Vitae was a courageous stand 

against the Modernist mob, not a 

“cave in” to conservatives as 

Weakland suggests. Still, if Paul re¬ 

alized (too late) that “The smoke of 

Satan has entered the temple of 

God” (from the pope’s famous 

Weakland gives us a bird’s-eye view of how 

“the smoke of Satan” entered the Church. 
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1972 homily), Paul did not grasp 

the perhaps even greater firestorm 

he created by appointing Weakland 

(and several of his less-than-ortho- 

dox contemporaries) bishop 

shortly before his death. 

Unlike a monk, Weakland real¬ 

ized a bishop is called upon to 

make statements on doctrine, and 

the new archbishop of Milwaukee 

wasted no time in issuing outra¬ 

geous statements on everything 

from womens ordination to the 

practicing homosexual’s right to 

worship. Quick to grasp the situa¬ 

tion, John Paul’s visits with 

Weakland were anything but 

trivial. “On every ad limina visit 

without exception,” says Weak¬ 

land, “I would be singled out to 

meet with Cardinal Baggio (later 

Cardinal Bernadin Gantin and to¬ 

ward the end of his tenure Cardi¬ 

nal Joseph Ratzinger) where I 

would be presented with a list of 

complaints” (p. 264). The meet¬ 

ings with John Paul himself (as de¬ 

picted in the opening quote) were 

rather quick and to the point, as 

John Paul did not waste much time 

on fools, or at least bishops who 

were fooling themselves. It is inter¬ 

esting to note their different take 

on these meetings; Weakland de¬ 

picting “a professor... snidely cor¬ 

recting a less than gifted student” 

(p. 307), while John Paul recalling 

(in his book RisCy Let Us Be On Our 

Way) [here] there can be no turn¬ 

ing one’s back upon the truth...no 

room for compromise to human 

diplomacy.” I suppose it is the dif¬ 

ference of one who began his bish¬ 

opric with a pilgrimage to the 

shrine of Our Lady of 

Czestochowa, and ended with the 

people proclaiming him “The 

Great” saint, and another who be¬ 

gan his tenure with a gay affair and 

ended his ministry by resigning in 

disgrace because of it. 

While I agree with Bishop 

Tobin’s review that we should not 

overlook Weakland’s many re¬ 

deeming qualities (for example, his 

fight to bring the vernacular of the 

Divine Office to some Benedictine 

sisters who didn’t understand Latin 

over the protest of the abbess who 

declared, “They don’t need to un¬ 

derstand the prayers since God 

does!” seems commendable), 

Tobin’s observation that the book 

is filled with “self-serving inconsis¬ 

tencies and contradictions” cannot 

be ignored either. To name just a 

few, Weakland is quick to point 

out in the quoted passage that the 

rhythm method taught in the ‘50s 

wasn’t so reliable, but fails to men¬ 

tion that the Billings Method 

taught today is, or that Church 

teaching (from his favorite, 

Humanae Vitae) shows that natural 

family planning maintains the 

bond between the unitive and the 

procreative, whereas contraception 

does not. Later, he depicts John 

Paul as “beyond doubt, a holy 

man, worthy of being officially rec¬ 

ognized by the Church,” but then 

flippantly refers to JP’s reign as 

“that overly long. . .burdensome 

pontificate” (p. 402), despite hav¬ 

ing just finished writing that his 

bout with prostate cancer gave “me 

a growing empathy for the sick” (p. 

380). And finally, Weakland claims 

to have decided to pay the 

$450,000 “hush money” to quiet 

his gay affair because the Vatican 

advised him that would keep the 

Church from scandal, but in doc¬ 

trinal matters, Weakland rarely lis¬ 

tened to Rome, and seemed to 

revel in the scandal that his hereti¬ 

cal statements caused. 

Thus if Weakland’s story does to a 

large extent truthfully (if unwit¬ 

tingly) depict the faulty seminary 

training of the ‘40s and ‘50s, the im¬ 

proper implementation of Vatican II 

in the ‘60s and ‘70s, and slow and 

often misguided response to the 

priest sex scandal of the ‘80s, ‘90s 

and early 2000s, Weakland seems in¬ 

capable of grasping eternal truths 

concerning his own soul. Since the 

book’s release, Weakland has admit¬ 

ted to several other homosexual af¬ 

fairs, bragging to Laurie Goldstein of 

The New York Post that he was the 

first bishop to come “out of the 

closet,” adding, “How can [the 

Church] tell 400 million gays that 

you have to pass your whole life 

without any physical genital expres¬ 

sions of love!” If Pilgrim has proved 

the need for the Church’s further 

definitions on married sexuality and 

the priestly celibacy, Weakland’s re¬ 

tirement rants have shown the need 

for further definition of the nature of 

homosexuality beyond the 

Catechism’s, “Its psychological gen¬ 

esis remains largely unexplained” 

(CCC 2357). For if it is largely 

learned, it can then be unlearned, 

but it is mostly innate (as Weakland 

believes and the Catechism’s, “They 

do not choose their homosexual 

condition. . .” does not condemn), 

then a different strategy to keep gays 

from giving in to these “intrinsically 

disordered acts” (CCC 2357) must 

be developed, because to witness this 

retired bishop reduced to a dirty old 

man, preaching “grave depravity” as 

true love is beyond sad. Let us pray 

that if Rembert does not repent, he 

at least resigns his title of bishop, so 

that no further faithful are lost due 

to his reprehensible rhetoric. 

TOM O’TOOLE 
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LEHERS, CONFO FROM R 9 

leidoscope, Slavs are nothing more 

than a linguistic group? Even those 

of us that are Catholic! 

Mr. Mueller’s negativity about 

Catholic Poles stopping the Com¬ 

munist invasion of Europe is over¬ 

all beyond the scope of cultural 

Christian penmanship. He notes 

that Poland “had nothing better to 

do than attack and invade the So¬ 

viet Union.” A famous Frenchman 

of the diplomatic corps wrote a 

book entitled something like The 

18th Decisive Battle of the World. 

Trotsky and his cohorts had set up 

military plans to occupy Germany 

and France. Berlin was full of strife 

and Communists were striking and 

gaining undeniable increasing 

power. Apparently Herr Mueller 

wished the Reds had won. If 

Catholics had not stopped the 

Communists today we would not 

have to worry about Western insti¬ 

tutions. 

As for Mr. Mueller’s innuendo 

about Warsaw’s support for the 

Ashkenazi induced Iraqi war, it’s al¬ 

most laughable. Perhaps Mr. Mueller 

didn’t know that hundreds of thou¬ 

sands of Catholics, in that city alone, 

demonstrated against Poland partici¬ 

pating in Bush’s neocon war. 

Perhaps he doesn’t know that 

Paul Wolfowitz went to Warsaw 

and had meetings with fellow 

Ashkenazis to implement the plans 

of Richard Perle, Douglas Feith 

and other Pentagon advisory per¬ 

sonnel? Who did Wolfowitz confer 

with? Well, to reduce typing time, 

it might suffice to comment on 

Poland’s President, Kwasniewski 

(Stolzman). 

“Kwasniewski’s” father, Izaak 

Stolz-man, was a graduate of the 

NKVD’s major institute. His di¬ 

ploma has been shown all over Eu¬ 

rope (see http://polonica.net/ 

kwasniewski-stolzman.htm). Izaak 

Stolzman, as a Homeland Security 

type official, tortured several 

Catholic activists. Izaak’s son, 

Kwasniewski, was put into power 

due to what we Americans have be¬ 

come accustomed to: Ashkenazi 

Media. 

Poland’s equivalent of the New 

York Times is Gazeta Wyborcza. It’s 

run by Adam Michnik (Shekter). 

Adam’s brother, Stefan, was a 

Judge. After having Catholic offi¬ 

cials executed he fled to Sweden 

(Michnikowszczyzna, Zapis 

Choroby). This was during the 

short period in which Moczar 

gained control of the UB (Secret 

Police). Michnik’s brother, Stefan, 

changed his name to Swedowicz. 

All this is about the generational 

Ashkenazi oligarchy. 

As far as post WWII Warsaw be¬ 

havior goes, evidently Mr. Mueller 

does not comprehend or care what 

happened to Catholics. For his infor¬ 

mation, after 1944 Catholics had no 

say in the actions of their govern¬ 

ment. Stalin sent approximately 

500,000 non-Catholic Ashkenazis to 

govern and direct Warsavian affairs. 

Berman and his cohorts placed 

countless thousands in cells. 

Tens of thousands of Catholics 

were beaten nearly to death. One 

of my doctoral professors. Tad 

Przeciszewski, a Catholic activist, 

was incarcerated for suggesting 

that Catholic schools remain open. 

He was physically beaten for pub¬ 

lishing a periodical similar to our 

Culture Wars. Upon release he be¬ 

came one of the most diplomatic 

of scholars. He would have never 

dared to pen anything similar to 

the 1,200 page study conducted by 

Dr. E. Michael Jones. However, his 

Catholic graduate students were 

privately educated on the implica¬ 

tions of the transnational genera¬ 

tional Ashkenazi oligarchy and its 

networking. Tad might not have 

been as well known as Dr. E. 

Michael Jones, but he was a cham¬ 

pion of society. He worked for un¬ 

derstanding and sought peace and 

good will for mankind. He also 

gave hundreds of students the keys 

for studying the verboten. 

It’s kinda funny reading about 

Mr. Mueller’s statement pertaining 

to Warsaw, Rockets and Putin. Evi¬ 

dently he only hazily sees or com¬ 

prehends the generational 

Ashkenazi oligarchy. Mr. Sikorski, 

formerly of the American Enter¬ 

prise neokonski think tank and 

married to the internationally 

famed journalist Applebaum, had 

the greatest influence in Warsaw’s 

foreign affairs. 

The Slav is not the diabolus that 

Mr. Mueller makes him out to be. 

It’s more than probable that less 

than 3 percent of Germans dislike 

Polonians. One doesn’t know if 

Otward Mueller can be weaned 

from loathing fellow Europeans. 

However, there are bigger fish in 

the sea than the Czechs and Poles. 

It wasn’t the Slavs that give a pariah 

nation nuclear subs to endanger 

humanity. We Polonians use to 

have a saying: ''Sila eksimosow jest 

dzieki walcenia miedzy innymT' 

Or, the strength of the Eskimos is 

due to the infighting of others. 

B. Chapinski 

bchapinski@me.com 
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Rapacious Usury: 
Fact or Fiction? 

by Garrick Small 

A rapacious usury, although often condemned by the Church, but practiced nevertheless under another form by avaricious and grasping men, has in- « 
creased the evil; and in addition the whole process of production as well as trade in every kind of goods has been brought almost entirely under the 
power of a few, so that a very few rich and exceedingly rich men have laid a yoke almost of slavery on the unnumbered masses of non-owning workers. 
Leo XIII, Rerum Novarum 6,1891 

INTRODUCTION 

The economic system of the pre-modern Christian 

world was based on three institutions very different to 

the economic world of today. The three institutions 

were property, just price, and the use of money. Be¬ 

tween them they returned the highest level of wages 

compared to the cost living that has been experienced 

in the last seven centuries (Rogers 1884). Relative 

wage levels indicate the level of social cohesion, of soli¬ 

darity, something that is not conveyed by GDP per 

capita, the more recent quantifier of economic success. 

The three economic institutions were not unique to 

pre-modern Christendom. Various aspects of them are 

shared by other cultures, both historically and in the 

world today. In the West, modernity swept them away 

as it overtook Europe through the 16th century. 

Each of these three institutions operated within a 

moral doctrine. The use of money was informed by 

the moral prohibition of usury. Usury has endured as 

perhaps the most controversial of these ancient eco¬ 

nomic doctrines. Medieval moral thought condemned 

usury as a mortal sin and the Council of Trent dealt 

with usury as a major head under the sin of theft. The 

only papal encyclical specifically on usury, Vix 

Pervenit (1745)denounced it unequivocally, and Leo 

XIII railed against the economic world of late 19th 

century as racked by rapacious usury. 

Garrick Small, Ph.D. is a professor of economics in the Department of 
Property Economics at the University of Technology Sydney in Sydney, 
Australia. 
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Contrary to this clear denunciation, the 20th cen¬ 

tury developed the view that the Church had changed 

its mind on usury. John Noonans work on usury treats 

it as more of a Scholastic scruple, as some sort of ex- 

tortive excess, seldom encountered in practice 

(Noonan 1957). This is a far cry from the position of 

St. Peter Canisius who refused absolution to German 

bankers who would not make restoration for their 

usurious gains (Broderick 1939). Today, few Catholic 

scholars are so bold as to admit publicly their agree¬ 

ment with Leo XIII concerning the recognition of 

usury in modern society. A 1994 publication of the 

Pontifical Council for Justice and Peace included not 

one, but two statements to the effect that the Church’s 

position had changed, one by the writer of the preface 

and the other by the author of the main text (deSalins 

and deGalhau 1994). 

Some have taken this view as proof that the moral 

order evolves. The change in the moral status of usury 

is cited as a precedent for the supposed moral enlight¬ 

enment now deemed appropriate for contraception, 

homosexuality and other Catholic doctrines inconve¬ 

nient to modern Western culture. Usury itself resides 

within economic relations, but the implications of a 

change in any part of the Church’s essential moral 

teaching has widespread implications. If the teaching 

on usury can change, then any part of the doctrinal 

and moral teaching of the Church can also change. 

Depending on how the change is understood, it may 

even threaten the very philosophical roots of Christian 

thought. Classical realism, the general foundation for 

all reliable scientific understanding relies on the con¬ 

stancy of form. If usury was essentially an evil thing. 



Avaritia by Hieronymous Bosch 

and now it is not, then its form has changed. If forms 

change then it is pointless basing your philosophical 

method on the assumption that they do not. There is 

much at stake here. 

Usury is commonly understood as interest on 

money loans. This is a reasonable though hazardous 

approximation. Usury is more accurately any return to 

the vendor of a thing beyond what is entitled. Its asso¬ 

ciation with interest on money loans is based on the 

belief that interest on money loans represents just such 

an excessive return in its purest form. Usury can occur 

in other transactions as the excess that the vendor 

earns above the just price of a 

good. In general commerce, 

it is often unclear what the 

just price is, hence the usury 

component may be uninten¬ 

tional and unknown. In the 

case of money loans this is 

not the case. In the absence 

of external factors, such as 

risk, and inflation, the just 

price of money is its own 

value, and the repayment of 

anything more than the prin¬ 

cipal of a loan was considered 

pure usury. 

It is easy to see, for example, that risk constitutes a 

reasonable ground for expecting an extra margin in 

any payment. A margin or charge for risk is like an in¬ 

surance premium that if correctly priced does not earn 

a profit for the vendor of a thing, but only prevents 

loss. If the interest charge is partly to cover 

risk, then that part can be accepted as licit. 

Likewise, inflation results in the value of the 

money returned not being equal to the value 

of the money lent and gives rise for another 

component of licit compensation to the 

lender. Once these licit costs are deducted 

from the interest rate then the remainder, 

the pure interest charge, would appear to be 

indefensible usury. As deliberate theft com¬ 

mitted purely for personal gain at the ex¬ 

pense of another, usury was considered seri¬ 

ous sin in the Catholic Church and could 

only be absolved after the usurer made resti¬ 

tution. 

There are several lines of philosophical ar¬ 

gument that lead to the immorality of usury 

and it is worth exploring their general thrust. They all 

lead to the conclusion that the owner of money has 

title to the value of the money, and no more. If the 

lender of money insists on a payment in excess of the 

value that is licitly the lender’s, then that person is in¬ 

sisting on receiving a payment for something that is 

not his in the first place. The language of usury relies 

heavily on this concept of title. The lender is said to 

have title to the value of money, but no title to inter¬ 

est. Usury is immoral because the lender has no intrin¬ 

sic title to a return above the value of the money lent. 

This may be contrasted to what are referred to as ex¬ 

trinsic titles to return. These are titles that the lender 

may have to other, separate, returns that are indepen¬ 

dent of either the value of the loan, or the pure inter¬ 

est. Risk has been cited an example of an extrinsic 

title. 

Some have taken this view as proof that the 
moral order evolves but the implications of 
a change in any part of the Church’s essen¬ 
tial moral teaching has widespread implica¬ 
tions. 
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THE STERILITY OF MONEY 

The first person to provide a reasoned rejection of 

intrinsic title to pure interest on a money loan was 

Aristotle. His argument was based on the fact that 

money was sterile, that it was unproductive (Aristotle 

1981). If I were to lend you a cow, it would produce 

milk for you. In simply being, it provides for some hu¬ 

man want. If I lend you a house, it likewise provides 

shelter, so in mere possession, you benefit on an ongo¬ 

ing basis, above the value of the cow or the house, 

which may be returned at a future time unchanged. 

The owner has title to both the cow and the fruit of 

the cow and hence may expect in loaning the cow 

both the cow back and an additional payment for the 

product of the cow; likewise with the house. The natu¬ 

ral productivity of the asset gives the owner an intrin¬ 

sic title to a return in excess of its sale price, or value. 

Close reflection on the nature of money reveals that 

it is not naturally productive. Money does not directly 

sate any human want, so it cannot claim a return in 

excess of its value. Most modern people object to this 

because they are aware that money does produce a re¬ 

turn when invested in a bank account. But what if this 

return is usury and immoral, and only begs the ques¬ 

tion? Where does the bank get the money to pay its 

depositors interest? The bank earns interest by lending 

its money to borrowers who willingly pay interest for 

the opportunity to use money that they do not own. 

Willingness to pay is not equivalent to a just title to re¬ 

ceipt. A person dying of thirst in the desert is freely 

willing to give a fortune for a drink of water, just as 

shopkeepers were willing to pay insurance money to 

the Mafia in the USA to avoid harm to their property 

and persons. It is not only Christian charity, but jus¬ 

tice that can be shown to be violated by such de¬ 

mands. However, Richard Weaver (1948, p.55) 

recognised that our current culture models itself on 

just such relations, making it difficult for us to see be¬ 

yond our cultural parochialism. Understanding usury 

requires moving above our cultural background to re¬ 

flect, not on willingness to pay, but on right to de¬ 

mand a price. 

The apparent answer to the origin of bank interest is 

that borrowers use their loan money to buy useful 

things, like houses or businesses. The loan enables the 

borrower to access something useful and productive, 

therefore they are indebted for the whole benefit de¬ 

rived from the loan. For example, I borrow to buy a 

house. I become the owner of a house and I no longer 

have to pay rent for my accommodation. The value of 

the house represents the principle of the loan and the 

extra benefit I gain, in the form of the avoidance of 

rent, justifies the payment of interest. This line of 

thought is so familiar to us that it seems irrefutable 

evidence that prudent borrowing is productive and 

justifies an obligation to pay interest. 

Closer examination reveals that it is the house that is 

productive, not the money loan. A prudent borrower 

quickly converts the money loan into something else, 

something that is not money, because money essen¬ 

tially does not do what a house or a business asset 

does. Money cannot house, clothe or shelter us and it 

is not like a machine that can produce useful things. 

Marx was content that because money could be con¬ 

verted into a productive asset, then it was itself pro¬ 

ductive (Marx 1957), but a little thought shows this 

false. There is a massive and essential difference be¬ 

tween money and what money will buy. Consider in 

the previous example what happens when the house 

burns down. If the borrower borrowed money, then 

the loan would still stand, and interest and principle 

would have to be paid in addition to the borrower’s 

continued need for accommodation. If the borrower 

had borrowed the house directly, then loss would be 

far more tolerable, though not for the lender. 

The elegance of loaning money is that it avoids ex¬ 

posure to the risks associated with the productive as¬ 

sets themselves. The borrower always enters the rela¬ 

tionship from the weaker position, and always risks 

the possibility of being further weakened to the point 

of bankruptcy. The way that borrowers are exposed to 

« 
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potentially devastating outcomes is apparently why 

the ancient Hebrews prohibited loans between fellow 

Jews, but allowed lending, at interest, to the gentiles 1. 

They knew that “The rich rule over the poor, and the 

borrower is the slave of the lender” [my emphasis] 

(Prov. 22:7). Lending was recognised as a means of 

weakening or enslaving the borrower, as effective, but 

far easier, than fighting with them. 

There is a common belief today that money became 

productive somewhere in the 19th century, or perhaps 

even earlier, as a result of developments in the finan¬ 

cial organisation of the West. This has a certain his¬ 

torical validity, as the late 19th century saw the wide¬ 

spread introduction of joint stock companies, the 

liberalisation of lending and a great degree of 

internationalisation of financial dealings. The oppor¬ 

tunities for investment and gain from financial deal¬ 

ings exploded, giving the appearance that money in¬ 

vestments were simply productive. Money had appar¬ 

ently changed in essence from an inert useless thing, 

into something that had a great power of its own. 

Such a change would be like a grain of sand becoming 

a flea, or lead becoming gold. In fact what happened 

was that the rules of business had not changed, only 

the diffusion of usury had exploded through the busi¬ 

ness world and in response the business world refined 

and developed its understanding of its mechanics. 

generating first the science of positive economics and 

later the technology of finance. 

THE CONSUMPTIBILITY ARGUMENT 

Even if money had changed its nature, which it has 

not, the sterility argument is not the central argument 

against usury2. The major difficulty with usury is the 

fact that, even if money were in some way productive, 

it is consumed in being used; it is what is known as a 

consumptible good. This gives rise to the 

consumptibility argument for usury and may be 

found in St. Thomas’s Summa Theologica (1981, II- 

II, Q.78). This argument is usually explained using 

another quality of money as well, the fact that money 

is fungible. This means that money is measured only 

by number or quantity; that it does not matter which 

coins, notes, or other media are used, so long as they 

sum to the same amount then there is equal value. 

These two qualities of money are important when it 

is loaned. The borrower uses the money up, which is 

all that can be done with it, and then eventually repays 

the loan with different coins, notes, or whatever. If I 

loan something and the thing consumed in its use by 

the borrower, then I can expect repayment equal to 

the restoration of the equal amount of the thing. If I 

lend you a bottle of wine, or six eggs, I would reason¬ 

ably expect a bottle of wine, or the six eggs in return, 

even though I would not expect the exact same wine 

or eggs. I would know that the reason you had bor¬ 

rowed them would have been to consume them, and 

that their value is wholly in the benefit they confer in 

being consumed. The use value of the wine is its only 

value, and when it is used up, its value is exhausted, 

though the obligation to repay the loan remains. In 

loaning the wine I have denied myself the opportunity 

of consuming it myself, but that consumption could 

only ever happen once, not on 

some ongoing basis forever. 

When my debtor gives me a 

bottle of wine in return, then 

my opportunity to consume it is 

reinstated in full. This is what 

happens when money is used. It 

is always consumed by being ex¬ 

changed for something else. 

If I own $100, it has the value 

of $100 sitting on the shelf, or 

the use value of being able to be consumed in the act 

of buying $100 worth of something else. There are 

two ways I can dispose of the money, I can sell it to 

somebody for its value of $100, say by changing a 

note for coin, or I can use it, in which case I enjoy 

$100 of use value before the sum is exhausted. Once 

the money is gone, used up, it cannot be used more. 

Imagine that today I lend you $ 100 to be repaid in a 

year. Unless you leave it under your bed, you will 

probably spend it to buy something. Once spent, you 

cannot use the money anymore, for it is gone, though 

The elegance of loaning money is that it 
avoids exposure to the risks associated 
with the productive assets themselves. 
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you may enjoy the thing bought. You have used $100 

worth of my money and since it is a fungible, I expect 

only a comparable quantity of money in return. Re¬ 

gardless of whether you repay me in a day or a year, 

you will never get any more use from my money. You 

may now own a productive asset, but you no longer 

have the money. The money can do you no more good 

because it is gone. All that remains is your obligation 

to repay what you have used, and used up, of mine — 

$100. The wait that we may have agreed before my 

$ 100 is returned is immaterial. You have benefited by 

$100 of spending power, no more. I have given you 

$100 of use value, and you owe me $100 in use value 

in return. St. Thomas Aquinas said, and the Church 

has always agreed, that if I expect not only the use 

value, but also the sale price as well, then I am effec¬ 

tively selling the same thing twice. Usury is this 

double sale; it is theft. 

There are other arguments against usury as well. 

One is the abhorrence of selling the future, of selling 

time. This should be distinguished from the sale of 

some good that is realised over time, such as shelter 

from a house, or wages to a sentry, who does nothing 

but stand at a gate for a time. To sell time for no more 

reason than its passing is to sell something that be¬ 

longs to everyone in common, or that perhaps belongs 

rightly to God alone. 

Another argument for the immorality of usury 

comes from Aristotle and is based on the teleology of 

money, its purpose. Aristotle observed that money had 

three purposes. It serves as a medium of exchange, a 

store of value and an indicator of worth. In each of 

these roles, money is a good, it helps humans to flour¬ 

ish, but none of them justify a fee to the owner. In 

sum, the various arguments focus on what money is, 

how it works and the just basis for ownership. Some 

arguments are not conclusive in themselves, some rely 

on characteristics of money that do not always hold, 

but accepting the method, they combine to convey an 

understanding of money that shows that the immoral¬ 

ity of usury is deductively certain. It is not a positive 

construct of a particular culture or religion, but a fact 

of nature. 

EXTRINSIC TITLES 

This does not exhaust all claims by a lender to more 

in return for a money loan than its face value. The 

Scholastics recognised extrinsic titles to returns. These 

are not due to the loan simply, but due to other exter¬ 

nal factors. For example, if I lend eleven people $ 10 

each, but experience has shown that one person in 

such a group will probably default repayment, then I 

may insist on asking for repayments of $ 11 from each 

of my debtors. I have not charged interest, but have 

only covered the damage that is likely to emerge from 

my habit of lending to those in need. All going well, I 

still only expect to recover $ 110, which is my due. 

This particular extrinsic title was referred to as dam¬ 

num emergens and included compensation for any 

damages or costs that accrued as a result of lending. 

Similarly, in some cases the act of lending may cause 

me a loss, such as in the case of lending money that I 

normally use in my business to replenish stock. As a 

result of my loan, my business income will be reduced. 

This is a case of income ceasing as a result of my lend¬ 

ing and gives rise to the extrinsic title known as lu¬ 

crum cessans. There are other extrinsic titles. Risk, in¬ 

flation, and lost opportunity are contemporary situa¬ 

tions that would constitute extrinsic titles to a return 

above the principle of a loan. They always have the 

characteristic of being related to either risk, or some 

other probable loss to the lender. The fact that a loan 

prevents a lender from obtaining an alternate usurious 

income is not an extrinsic title. 

In condemning usury, the Church has never con¬ 

demned extrinsic titles following from the loan. In 

practice, interest payments on loans are usually a com¬ 

bination of illicit usury and licit charges for extrinsic 

titles. In Medieval times, with a simpler economic en¬ 

vironment, usury would have composed the major 

part of the interest payment and the condemnation of 

bank loans would have been largely valid. Today, the 

balance is probably different, and certainly more com¬ 

plex. This largely explains the Church’s apparent 

change in the treatment of usury. When Pope 

Benedict XIV wrote on usury in Vix Pervenit, usury 

was denounced as evil, but the pope wisely pointed 

out that extrinsic titles must be recognised and re¬ 

spected. The encyclical pointed out that the question 

of extrinsic titles had not been adequately explored at 

that time, making it impossible for the Church to 

make pronouncements on specific actual cases of in¬ 

terest charge. Instead, the responsibility for identifying 

usury was thrown back on secular authorities and the 

position was adopted that if a community allowed a 

particular practice, then the Church would not con- 
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demn it until it understood the matter better. The 

Church appears to have retreated from judging the ex¬ 

istence of usury in specific economic relations, leaving 

it to individuals, secular authorities, and perhaps 

economists, to judge cases and develop understanding 

further. 

Other issues were also dealt with in Vix Pervenit. It 

had been common practice to distinguish between 

loans for consumption and loans for production, and 

also on the situation of the borrower. It had been com¬ 

mon to permit interest charges for loans for produc¬ 

tive purposes, and also loans to persons who were well 

off In the first case it was argued that the lender de¬ 

served to participate in the productiveness that the 

loan facilitated, and in the second, that the borrower 

had no need of the loan, only a whim, hence could be 

expected to pay for the convenience. Pope Benedict 

dismissed both of these cases. The encyclical also men¬ 

tioned licit investment of money, but warned that ex¬ 

cess income even on these may be usurious and illicit. 

USURY IN EUROPEAN HISTORY 

It has been objected that Vix Pervenit was directed 

only to the bishops of Italy, and therefore could not be 

held as a definitive papal statement on the matter. 

This implies that the prohibition of usury in 

Christendom was only a creature of Medieval philo¬ 

sophical whim and a local issue. While usury was a 

major issue in the Medieval period, various Councils 

from as early as the fourth century had consistently 

sanctioned interest charges, both for clerics and lay¬ 

men. It appears to have been a consistent teaching of 

the Church from the earliest times. The contribution 

of the Middle ages was a stricter and better thought 

out position on the practice. 

Even so. Medieval Europe had a banking industry, 

but it was shrouded in moral apprehension. Banking 

was closely associated with trade and it was compli¬ 

cated by many complex arrangements designed to dis¬ 

guise the underlying existence of interest charges. 

These included a device known as the triple contract, 

often referred to as the Contractus Germanicus. This 

involved several concurrent contracts that had the net 

effect of returning to the provider of money an 

amount in excess of the investment, apparently con¬ 

nected with licit commerce, but including an insur¬ 

ance arrangement that removed any risk. Loans were 

also available from Jews who permitted lending to 

gentiles. From the Christian perspective of the time, 

there was plenty of demand for loans and since the 

Jews were outside the realm of Christian salvation, 

their usury could not further harm them. 

Henry VIII was the first Christian monarch to legis¬ 

late a licit level for interest on loans, setting 5 percent 

as allowable (Goyder 1993). As the Protestant revolt 

swept Europe, the prohibition of usury was swept 

away in its wake (Langholm 1984). The Protestant 

mindset was formed partly as a revolt against the eco¬ 

nomic ordering of Christendom and had no place for 

moral argument as subtle as that against usury. Al¬ 

though Luther was not in favour of usury himself, his 

sola fides doctrine was easily turned to the conclusion 

that if one was not saved by works, then one would 

not be damned by them either. Calvin was more ag¬ 

gressive in supporting the merchant class that in¬ 

cluded bankers and developed arguments in support 

of interest taking that provided the carte blanche for 

bankers. 

Christian states tended to follow suit, probably un¬ 

der political and commercial pressure. The removal of 

secular restrictions on interest-taking was not necessar¬ 

ily an abrogation of the underlying moral, especially as 

extrinsic titles were becoming more widely recognised. 

They did place pressure on the Church’s ability to 

maintain its stand. 

Late scholastic thought included several thinkers 

who provided arguments, or held positions, in support 

of usury. Chafuen provided an outline of these and the 

arguments put forward in support of accepting usury 

on money (Chafuen 1986). It is noteworthy that the 

arguments all revolve on the unacceptability of pro¬ 

hibiting the practice. They are also made by persons 

who Chafuen described as being on the very liberal 

edge of the thought of their times. Normally an argu¬ 

ment from popular opinion, or even common practice 

is considered the weakest of all in logic, if not a mere 

fallacy. 

These arguments are predominantly composed of 

variations on the pleas that commerce is hampered by 

denial of access to debt funds, or that both borrowers 

and lenders freely desire access to interest-bearing 

loans. The first ignores the fact that lenders could in¬ 

vest as equity partners, the morality of which has never 

been questioned-there is nothing that can be achieved 

with debt funds that cannot be done with equity, ex¬ 

cept for pure financial manipulation of profits. The 
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second is a red herring as an argument for the moral 

acceptance of usury. A community’s hunger for some 

practice is not grounds for its moral acceptance. 

What may be learned from these arguments is that 

they seldom attack the conclusions drawn from the in¬ 

trinsic natures involved, but rather argue from popu¬ 

larity and personal benefit, sometimes disguised as so¬ 

cial benefit. The unfortunate reality has been that 

countries that abandoned the three Christian eco¬ 

nomic institutions experienced spectacular economic 

growth, although the most outstanding example, En¬ 

gland, was initially boosted considerably by its na¬ 

tional policy of piracy, especially against the Spanish. 

Economic growth does not necessarily equate with 

justice, or with the common good, but it does provide 

a very attractive model that entices others to follow. 

This is but one of the banker’s enticements. It has 

been sufficient to move most Western countries to 

permit banking, first on a limited basis, but progres¬ 

sively more liberalized. 

Today, the idea that there is a threshold above which 

loans are usurious is for all practical purposes an effec¬ 

tive way of rendering the issue meaningless, if not for¬ 

gotten. No one today would seriously include usury in 

an examination of conscience, as if usury is no longer 

encountered in the modern world. This being the 

case, we are left to wonder at Pope Leo’s belief that it 

was a major widespread problem in the West. 

TWENTIETH CENTURY THOUGHT 

The topic that has interested economists over the 

last century has not been the usury threshold of inter¬ 

est rates, but simply how to account for the charge of 

interest itself This is a useful practical question that 

has shed considerable light on the problem of usury, 

though without economists realising it. Irving Fisher 

suggested that interest rates were a kind of impatience 

premium on money (Fisher 1930/1977). We have al¬ 

ready seen how this degenerates into an exploitation of 

the borrower’s need or desire, their desperation, or 

their concupiscence. Fisher also believed that interest 

existed as a by-product of profit and was justified as 

participation in some proportion of the profit that was 

to be made due the availability of funds. 

John Maynard Keynes grappled with the origin of 

interest and his views changed through the course of 

his writings. He is usually held to believe that interest 

is a kind of participation in economic growth. On this 

basis he recommended borrowing in the present in or¬ 

der to stimulate growth in the future, producing a 

kind of temporal equation of money value through in¬ 

terest. In his later writings, Keynes’s thinking was the 

exact opposite of Fisher. He believed that the rate of 

interest was purely a positive social construct that ac¬ 

tually produced the rate of profit as a dependent ef¬ 

fect. Keynes apparently came to believe that the base 

rate of interest for a community is simply and ulti¬ 

mately that rate which it finds acceptable, a sort of po¬ 

litical or psychological balance between the various 

players. Carlo Panico extended this suggestion, find¬ 

ing that many other major economic theorists 

recognised this priority of interest as the fundamental 

rate within an economy (Panico 1988). Finance 

theory appears to confirm it. 

FINANCE THEORY 

Most current finance texts offer considerably sim¬ 

pler explanations of the origin of interest by way of a 

set of empirical interest theories. These usually include 

the risk premium theory, the inflation premium 

theory, the liquidity theory and the expectation theory 

of interest. Each of these explains a part of a given in¬ 

terest rate. The risk premium theory suggests that the 

more risky a loan is to the lender, the higher the inter¬ 

est rate will be. It suggests that there is a base level of 

interest that would be paid on a risk free loan, and 

government bonds are often adopted as the risk free 

basic interest rate. The inflation premium theory sug¬ 

gests that lenders will only lend if the risk free rate ex¬ 

ceeds inflation, otherwise their net principle would di¬ 

minish over time. The liquidity preference theory sug¬ 

gests that lenders expect an additional margin when 

the loan is made over a longer fixed term. The expecta¬ 

tion theory simply asserts that lenders expect some re¬ 

ward for lending or they will not be motivated to lend 

at all, and for that matter, that borrowers expect to 

pay. At its heart expectation theory is merely a psycho¬ 

logical theory, or more accurately, a psychological de¬ 

scription. The expectations theory posits a component 

of interest that is risk free, in excess of inflation and in¬ 

dependent of any loadings for term. 

For example, on 1 January 2007 before the Global 

Financial Crisis took hold, interest rate for standard 

variable rate home mortgages were 8.6 percent, the 
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Capital Asset Pricing Model 
(Mth inflation and expectation components dissected) 

yield on short term Australian government bonds was 

about 6.2 percent and inflation was about 2.6 percent. 

The gap between home mortgage rates and govern¬ 

ment bonds of about 2.4 percent was due to the riski¬ 

ness of lending to home buyers compared to the gov¬ 

ernment. By subtracting inflation, the return on govern¬ 

ment bonds is reduced to about 3.6 percent which is 

known as the real rate of return. This means that 3.6 per¬ 

cent of the loan interest on government bonds, home 

mortgages and all other lending is purely the result of 

the expectation of the lender for a return in excess of 

the principle. That looks suspiciously like usury. 

One of the common validations of usury is the 

claim that as a result of the widespread development 

of capitalism, money became productive. This claim 

deserves careful consideration because it has been held 

by a number of prominent Catholic thinkers. It must 

be remembered that St. Thomas, and later Pope 

Benedict XIV both approved of investment in business 

enterprises as a licit way to earn a return on ones money. 

This means that if a person were to loan money at the ex¬ 

pense of such an investment, the lender would have a 

licit extrinsic title claim to a comparable return via lu¬ 

crum cessans. If such investments are commonly avail¬ 

able, then money could be considered to be normally 

productive in these alternate applications. On this ba¬ 

sis, usury disappears from most common loans, except 

for cases of extraordinary interest rates. 

However, Pope Benedict XIV also pointed out that 

even these licit business investments could take on the 

character of usurious investments if their returns were 

excessive. The nature of returns from equity invest¬ 

ment is complex and depends in no small measure on 

that other Medieval economic institution, the just 

price. It is not necessary to delve too far into that is¬ 

sue, as modern finance theory provides a ready answer 

in the form of the Capital Asset Pricing Model 

(CAPM). The CAPM model links all debt and equity 

financial investments together on the basis of risk and 

return. It is an extension of the risk premium theory of 

interest. 

The reality is that all capital assets, including com¬ 

pany shares, land and even larger machinery, are 

priced by dividing their annual return (income plus 

price growth) by their anticipated rate of return. For 

example, if an asset is expected to have a rate of return 

16 percent pa and it produces an annual return of 

$32, then the price that should be paid for it will be 

$32 divided by 16 percent , or $200. This is the stan¬ 

dard method of valuing financial assets and is known 

as the capitalisation method of valuation3. 

The Capital Asset Pricing Model suggests that the 

anticipated rate of return is constructed by adding a 

risk margin to the risk free rate. 16 percent can be 

considered as a risk margin of 9.8 percent above the 

risk free rate of 6.2 percent. This means that all finan¬ 

cial assets are priced and earn returns based on the risk 

free rate. We have seen that the risk free rate contains a 

usury component, therefore the capitalist world is 

thoroughly permeated by usury, just as Pope Leo XIII 

claimed a century ago. If our example were priced in 

January 2007 it would include 3.6 percent of usury 

even though it may have apparently little in common 

with a money loan. 

A little reflection shows that this effectively exposes the 

usurious component that Pope Benedict XIV suspected, 

but in his time was not able to detect because financial 

theory and analysis was not sufficiently advanced and the 

practices not sufficiently matured. This is not the case to¬ 

day, though it is not the direction of the dominant de¬ 

bate in Catholic intellectual circles. 

At first sight, recognising the extent of usury in our 

Western culture can be overwhelming, but it need not 

be so. In most cases it is done quite innocently, and it 

will be some time before the general sketch presented 

here will be developed sufficiently to form useful 

moral direction. More positively, we can return to 

Keynes and Panico, the theorists who recognised ex¬ 

plicitly that the rate of interest was a social conven¬ 

tion. If the rate of interest is fundamentally a psycho¬ 

logical or social construct (an arbitrary positive arte¬ 

fact of a particular culture and time) then it should be 

able to be changed as the result of social, political or 

even psychological action. The interest rate cuts result¬ 

ing from the Global Financial Crisis make sense when 
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viewed in this light-especially if inflation prospects in 

a depression are expected to be nil at best. More per¬ 

manent measures are needed however to dampen the 

likelihood of future financial corruptions. These have 

been achieved effectively in the past and are advocated 

by some responsible political groups. 

RECENT R^ECTIONS OF USURY 

The Australian Government originally created the 

Commonwealth Bank with exactly that object, though 

not stated in terms of controlling immoral usury. It 

was to provide low interest credit for Australian pro¬ 

ductive investment. It provided loans at 1% per an¬ 

num interest, a rate that could be considered justified 

on the basis of administration costs, a reasonable extrin¬ 

sic title. In doing so it provided a floor to rates of return 

that impacted on most of the economy, both directly and 

as a result of its effects on capital asset pricing. The only 

losers were the private banks. They eventually applied 

pressure that first hobbled the Commonwealth Banks 

ability to provide this type of funding and more re¬ 

cently transformed it into one of their own kind, re¬ 

moving its threat. There have been other specialist de¬ 

velopment banks created with the same object as the 

Commonwealth Bank, but usually with more special¬ 

ized target industry sectors, such as primary resources. 

They have also been effectively removed from the fi¬ 

nancial landscape over time. Jack Lang’s thwarted at¬ 

tempt to bring NSW out of the Great Depression by a 

moratorium on foreign interest payments was another 

instance of Australian government action that implic¬ 

itly recognised the harm caused by usury and the ben¬ 

efits of policy that controlled it. 

More recently, the late B. A. Santamaria advocated 

the establishment of new development banks to oper¬ 

ate on the same lines as the original Commonwealth 

Bank. His organisation, the National Civic Council 

(NCC), has continued to advocate that strategy as 

part of a plan to strengthen Australia’s economy. In no 

place in Santamaria’s writing, or the publications of 

the NCC, is the problem of usury mentioned, yet 

their strategy for the financial health of Australia 

hinges on a proven policy that just happens to take 

usury out of the entire economy. They are not the only 

public groups who recognise this potential. 

Their evaluation of the effects of high interest rates 

on a country is similar to those predicted in the Old 

Testament — borrowers are weakened and enslaved by 

loans at usury and all the other investments contain¬ 

ing usury components that comprise the contempo¬ 

rary financial landscape. 

Unfortunately, such visionary economics is not em¬ 

braced today by any of the major political parties, or 

mainstream economics4. These tend to be governed 

by the various implications of materialism and a vision 

of the person that is sub-human. The acting person 

must be free to make moral decisions. Knowledge of 

the moral implications of those decisions is part of 

that freedom. Wealth is a good and it contains the 

power to do great good. The three economic institu¬ 

tions of the pre-modern world each provided guidance 

on how to realise that good. The good property owner 

recognised that property ownership involved obliga¬ 

tions to the community. The good merchant or 

guildsman recognised obligations to neither charge 

customers too much nor pay employees too little. The 

good money owner recognised the immorality of lend¬ 

ing into a relationship that returned an income with¬ 

out risk, cost, or labour. Christians and others of good 

will deserve access to these moral insights, but unfor¬ 

tunately they have been written out of Western con¬ 

sciousness over the last half millennia, despite the offi¬ 

cial Church’s continual defense of them. 

At this point in history, standing as we do at the 

close of the modern era, and armed with the evidence 

and experience of the last five centuries, it is a most 

opportune time to re-open investigation into the 

splendour of the Church’s social teaching regarding 

the fundamental principles for economic relation¬ 

ships. In Caritas in Veritate Pope Benedict XVI has 

wisely reiterated that “the Church does not have tech¬ 

nical solutions to offer” (CV n. 9), only criteria that a 

moral economic system must meet. This should be 

taken as a pointed criticism of anyone who would 

champion any particular “ism” as the answer to the 

economic problem, especially as the two dominant 

economic “isms” fall well short of those moral criteria. 

His focus on the importance on love and solidarity 

would suggest that if it is indeed true that the bor¬ 

rower becomes the slave of the lender, then any eco¬ 

nomic system that permits enslavement is to be dis¬ 

couraged. In this he is resonating not only with the 

entire set of social encyclicals, but also with St. Tho¬ 

mas and the dominant thread of Catholic thought 

through the ages. 
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If usury is indeed an intrinsic abuse of money, then 

it could hardly be better proven than by being naively 

targeted as a major economic problem by a world that 

currently does not think it exists. The call for develop¬ 

ment banks is just such a recognition, amongst many 

others. It also confirms Pope Leo XIILs observations 

regarding the pervasiveness of usury, a condition that 

has deteriorated in the century since he first noted it. 

Yet the same century has seen usury disappear as a 

topic for debate. To be fair, the period was dominated 

by the more pressing battle between Marxist socialism 

and Anglo/American liberal capitalism. Within that 

dichotomy the Church has clearly rejected Marx, leav¬ 

ing the other to influence Christian minds, perhaps far 

too much. Liberal capitalism has no place for self-re¬ 

straint, and is built on an openness to usury. It is little 

surprise that few Catholics today understand the di¬ 

mensions of the problem. 

The challenge for our time is to develop an eco¬ 

nomic science suitable for the acting person, built on 

the reality of creation and the dignity of the person. 

Such an economics would offer moral actors opportu¬ 

nities to freely choose to realise the common good. 

Like Mary freely surrendering herself to the Will of God, 

a truly human economic system could only be composed 

of free persons, aware of the impacts of their acts and in¬ 

clined to freely serve God through their neighbour. Such 

an economic system would see the rapacious usury of 

today dissolve into little more than an ugly aberration 

of history, little different to black slavery, or the prison 

colonies of Enlightenment England. 
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NOTES 

1 “You shall not lend upon interest to your brother, 

interest on money, interest on victuals, interest on 

anything that is lent for interest. To a foreigner you 

may lend upon interest, but to your brother you shall 

not lend upon interest; that the LORD your God may 

bless you in all that you undertake in the land which 

you are entering to take possession of it.” (Deut 

23:19-20). See also (Ps. l4:l4-5; Prov. 28:8; Jer. 

15:10; Ez 18:8; Ez 18:13; Ez 22:12; Neh 5:9-11) 

amongst others. 

2 The Scholastics recognised one intrinsic title to in¬ 

terest known as ad pompen. This related to a loan that 

was not spent but merely used as a display of money to 

impress third parties. It was a rare use of money but 

one that warranted a fee. 

3 In some cases, rather than dividing by a rate of re¬ 

turn, the annual return is multiplied by its reciprocal, 

often referred to as the payback period or years pur¬ 

chase’ figure, but the result is the same. 

4 The best articulated systematic economic argu¬ 

ments against usury tend to be found in contemporary 

Islamic scholarly literature. There have been a number of 

Moslems educated in Western economic theory who 

have applied it to their culture’s religious rejection of 

usury. They have shown the superior effectiveness of 

financing systems that avoid usury as well as related im¬ 

portant topics, such as fiat money. Despite the rigour of 

their methods, their conclusions tend to be marginalized 

from Western economic debate as culturally parochial. 

See for example Nomani, F. and A. Rahnema (1994). 

Islamic Economic Systems. London, Zed. 
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Pope Benedict XVI and 

the Failure of “Oinkonomics” 

Part II 

by Rupert J. Ederer I 
T 

FRATERNITY, ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND 

CIVIL SOCIETY 

The third chapter opens with a reminder of original 

sin along with an interesting new expression added to 

the Catholic Church’s social teachings; and the two are 

not unrelated. It rearranges the premise for dealing 

with the social question by recalling that the human be¬ 

ing is, after all, not “the sole author of himself, his life 

and society,” which leads to him being “selfishly closed 

in on himself” That, Pope Benedict XVI reminds us, 

goes with “a purely consumerist and utilitarian view of 

life” which leads to the kind of crisis we once again 

find ourselves in (34). Here he introduces a new term 

which nevertheless echoes an important concept that 

has been present throughout the social teachings of 

the Church since Rerum Novarum. Pope John Paul II 

indicated in Centesimus Annus (10): 

In this way what we nowadays call the principle of 

solidarity, the validity of which both in the national 

order of each nation and in the international order I 

have discussed in the Encyclical Sollicitudo Rei Soci'alis 

(38-40), is clearly seen to be one of the fundamental 

principles of the Christian view of social and political 

organization. This principle is frequently stated by 

Pope Leo XIII, who uses the term “friendship,” a con¬ 

cept already found in Greek philosophy. Pius XI refers 

to it with the equally meaningful term “social charity”. 

Pope Paul VI, expanding the concept to cover the 

many modern aspects of the social question, speaks of 

a “civilization of love.” 

And now. Pope Benedict XVI appears to be expand- 
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ing the concept once again to cover more recent “as¬ 

pects of the social question.” The term gratuitousness 

(34) perhaps seems more awkward in English than in 

other languages, as for example gratuitUy in the Italian 

edition of this encyclical. Since social charity was 

linked with social justice by Pius XI in Quadragesimo 

Anno (88), and since the same Pontiff stated in Divini 

Redemptoris (51) that “it is of the very essence of social 

justice to demand from each individual all that is nec¬ 

essary for the common good,” it appears as though 

gratuitousness calls for giving over and above what is re¬ 

quired hy justice. It is “the astonishing experience of 

gift” which Pope Benedict XVI tells us “the human be¬ 

ing is made for...” And that is notwithstanding a 

widespread denial of that fact in modern economic 

life, “because of a purely consumerist and utilitarian 

way of life” (34). 

That brings us back to the principle of solidarity. As 

one of the two social virtues, social justice and social 

charity, which Pius XI told us were required for reha¬ 

bilitating the social order, social charity, unlike social 

justice, requires a gift. Justice, strictly speaking, and 

that includes social justice, does not involve gift or giv¬ 

ing, but seeing to it that each and all render to society 

at its various levels “all that is necessary for the com¬ 

mon good”(Z)/?. 51). The Jesuit Heinrich Pesch in 

outlining his solidaristic system established “the social 

virtues, justice and charity” as “the basic ethical prin¬ 

ciples for the objective regulation of social life,” 

which... “represent sacred obligations binding con¬ 

sciences of citizens and kings, of those subject to au¬ 

thority as well as those who are heads of state!” That 

appeared in the first edition of his Lehrbuch, published 



in 1909, where he could still refer to the “expression 

social justice'' 2iS “relatively new.” 

The one specific example of social justice which Pius 

XI presented in Quadagesimo Anno had to do with the 

just wage. And he was not referring to the payment of 

that wage by each employer to each worker, which is 

strictly speaking a matter of commutative justice, i.e, 

giving to each worker what is his due. The Pope was 

referring to the much broader problem of where the 

social order was so out-of-order that many, if not most 

individual employers could not 

possibly pay the just wage as 

called for in Quadragesimo Anno 

and previously in Rerum 

Novarum, while still remaining 

solvent. Referring to such a situa¬ 

tion, Pius XI wrote: “If in the 

present state of society this is not 

always feasible, social justice de¬ 

mands that reforms be intro¬ 

duced without delay which will guarantee every work¬ 

ingman just such a wage”(Q.A. 71). That is because 

justice in wage payment affects the overall common 

good inasmuch as it involves the preponderant major¬ 

ity of citizens in every age and culture who must work 

for a living. Pope John Paul II highlighted that very 

important point in Laborem Exercens. How else can 

one interpret these crucial and largely overlooked 

words by the Polish Pope? “It should also be noted 

that the justice of a socioeconomic system and, in each 

case, its just functioning, deserve in the final analysis 

to be evaluated by the way in which mans work is 

properly remunerated in the system” {LE 89). The 

Pius XI mandatum involves all who can play a role in 

bringing about the general prevalence of the just wage: 

the workers themselves along with their labor unions, 

the employers themselves and in their associations, 

and political leaders who may ultimately be in a posi¬ 

tion to put in place the conditions which assure that 

this minimum basic just wage is paid to all full-time 

adult workers. In all probability that will eventually 

involve also generosity, ox giving, i.e., gratuitousness on 

the part of all parties involved. 

Now a willingness to give, i.e. gratuitousness, where 

the common good is at stake is in fact evident else¬ 

where in society. It simply has not made it into the 

critical sector of economic life where the welfare of 

working class families is at stake and with them the 

common good of all of society. For example, in small 

towns throughout the United States and elsewhere 

there are fire departments staffed by volunteers who 

time and again, at great inconvenience and sometimes 

even grave personal risk, give of their time and effort 

to assure that their communities may have necessary 

protection in various kinds of emergencies. While as¬ 

sistance to individual persons and households in par¬ 

ticular calamities still constitute acts of individual 

charity, the willingness of volunteers to stand by and 

be ready day and night to help one and all provides a 

general sense of security for the community overall 

which can only be defined as social charity or gratu¬ 

itousness. Involved are actions directed toward the 

safety and well-being of all, i.e., the common good. In 

the economic area, the willingness of the CEO of a 

large business organization to limit his own salary be¬ 

low the exorbitant amounts that have become com¬ 

monplace, thus allowing hundreds or even thousands 

of his rank-and-file employees to earn a more equi¬ 

table and just wage, would be a good example of gra- 

The one specific exampie of social justice 

which Pius XI presented in Quadagesimo 

Anno had to do with the just wage. 
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tuitousness on his part. Such action would certainly 

serve the common good of the particular business and 

of the economy overall, thus substantiating what Pope 

Benedict is proposing here. 

The attempt to exclude such gratuitousness has long 

been at work in economic life. There we find the “con¬ 

viction that the economy must be autonomous, that it 

must be shielded from influences of a moral character 

that has led man to abuse the economic process in a 

thoroughly destructive way” (34). Other elements of 

the free market cult stand in the way, like free compe¬ 

tition, legitimate self-interest, etc. which smacks of the 

old laissez faire cult, and of Adam Smiths “invisible 

hand’ along with his disdain for those who, in his 

words, “affected to trade for the public good.” In the 

Pope’s words: “In the list of areas where the pernicious 

effects of sin are evident, the economy has been in¬ 

cluded for some time now.” In fact, “We have clear 

proof of this at the present time.” He concludes with a 

reminder that “the logic of gift does not exclude jus¬ 

tice, nor does it merely sit alongside it as a second ele¬ 

ment added from without.” At the close of this impor¬ 

tant paragraph (34), its author reaches the point where 

he can speak of “the principle of gratuitousness.” In 

fact, he appears to be continuing a shift in emphasis 

from social justice, toward what Pius XI long ago in¬ 

troduced as its twin principle for social order — social 

charity. That is a transition which Pope Paul VI cer- 

Konrad Adenauer 

tainly prepared the way for, and which John Paul II ar¬ 

ticulated at a very high level - as the principle of soli¬ 

darity {SRSy V). Now Benedict XVI appears to be reaf¬ 

firming it as “the principle of gratuitousness” stated as 

such in italicized form later in this chapter (36). And 

it is at this point where he turns his attention to the 

market and what is required for it to function as it 

should to fulfill its legitimate purpose. 

The concept market as such is basically neutral — it 

being an arrangement for buyers and sellers to meet in 

order to transact sales and purchases. A market 

economy therefore has come to be understood as one 

where exchanges by and large take place in accordance 

with demand expressed according to the needs and 

utility estimates of buyers, and with supply manifesting 

the scarcity and costs experienced by sellers who en¬ 

deavor to accommodate them. Under the best of cir¬ 

cumstances, exchange takes place in accordance with 

commutative justice so that each gets what is his due: 

the buyer his merchandise, and the seller his just price. 

The appropriate governing principle was termed by 

medieval theologians the principle of equivalencey or 

equal value for equal value. As it has developed over 

time in today’s complex and interdependent society, 

the parties on either side of the exchange process often 

evolved into unequal contenders. Thus one may have 

the advantage over the other by virtue of unequal 

knowledge of the market condition or unequal power 

(e.g. monopoly, combination) in the transaction, so 

that it is completed on the basis of power rather than 

justice. Principles other than equivalence have come to 

prevail, such as: “Let the buyer beware,” and the even 

more nefarious approach: “Every man for himself, and 

let the devil take the hindmost!” So now Pope 

Benedict can state with assurance: ''Without internal 

forms of solidarity and mutual trusty the market cannot 

completely fulfill its proper economic function' (his ital¬ 

ics). He does not cite this as a possibility, but rather as 

a fact. Thus: “And today it is this trust which has 

ceased to exist, and the loss of trust is a grave loss” 

(35). 

That condition is not new to the 2T^ century! 

Among other thing, it helps to explain why in post- 

World War II Germany emerging from 13 years of 

National Socialism, Konrad Adenauer, a model 

Catholic Christian statesman who became the war- 

devastated country’s first chancellor, worked to estab¬ 

lish, not a free market economy, but a social market 
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economy] Among other things it incorporated impor¬ 

tant social teachings of the Catholic Church which 

have a long history of development in the German¬ 

speaking lands. Down-sized Germany’s remarkable re¬ 

covery from the ruins of World War II following 13 

years of Nazi rule - its Wirtschaftswunder — became 

legendary. 

Meanwhile, resurrecting alongside the social market 

economy, on “a mountain in Switzerland,” as the Aus¬ 

trian-born economist Joseph Schumpeter remarked, 

not without some sarcasm, was the neo-liberal revival 

led by so-called “Austrian economists” notably 

Friedrich von Hayek and Ludwig von Mises. They 

won supporters in other lands, including Milton 

Friedman in the United States, who captivated the 

minds of political leaders of both major parties: like 

Ronald Reagan and George Bush — both senior and 

junior, as well as Jimmy Carter and Bill Clinton. To¬ 

gether, such non-Christian economists master-minded 

the restoration of the “free market economy.” That in¬ 

volved deregulation in certain sectors of the economy 

including the banking system, the abolition of protec¬ 

tive tariffs in the interests of globalism, and tax reduc¬ 

tions especially generous for the upper income groups. 

The earnest effort to restore the laissez faire conditions 

which led up to the economic collapse leading into the 

Great Depression in the 1930’s got underway; and it 

brought the world to the brink once again in 2008. 

Pope Benedict now points out that the social teach¬ 

ing of the Catholic Church includes, but moves be¬ 

yond the “principles of so-called commutative justice” 

to which the market certainly remains subject. “But 

the social doctrine of the Church has unceasingly 

highlighted the importance of distributive justice and 

social justice for the market economy, not only be¬ 

cause it belongs within a broader social and political 

context, but also because of the wider network of rela¬ 

tions within which it operates.” What is more: “....if 

the market is governed solely by the principle of 

equivalence in the value of exchanged goods, it cannot 

produce the social cohesion that it requires in order to 

function well.” That by itself implies more than sim¬ 

ply a free market, but, for want of a better name, a so¬ 

cial market. Why? Because “ Without internal forms of 

solidarity and mutual trust, the market cannot completely 

fulfill its proper economic function” (italics in text). The 

Pope was beyond a purely academic observation here, 

stating, “And today it is this trust which has ceased to 

exist, and the loss of trust is a grave loss”(35). 

By Pope Benedict’s assertion that “economic 

activity....needs to be directed towards the pursuit of 

the common good for which the political community 

in particular must also take responsibility,”(36) he 

made no converts among persistent free marketeers 

who want government to be absent. Indeed, 

oftentimes Catholic neoliberals who pretend to have 

some awareness of their Church’s social teachings will 

appeal shamelessly to the principle of subsidiarity, as if 

that hallowed principle provided a clear track for all 

government to vanish so that the strong can continue 

to oppress and cheat the weak! That ploy was in fact 

unmasked by Pope 

Benedict’s statement about 

“...when economic action 

conceived merely as an en¬ 

gine for wealth creation is 

detached from political ac¬ 

tion, conceived as a means 

for pursuing justice 

through redistribution. ” 

And that was followed by 

the provocative reminder 

intended for Darwinist free marketeers: “The Church 

has always held that economic action is not to be re¬ 

garded as something opposed to society in and of it¬ 

self” He added: “The market is not and must not be¬ 

come the place where the strong subdue the weak.” By 

a forceful statement, the market as such is exonerated 

in that it may “become a negative force not because it 

is so by nature, but because a certain ideology can 

make it so.” That “ideology” is the false concept of 

freedom as applied to the market and to economic ac¬ 

tivity overall to which Pope Benedict is applying in¬ 

stead certain truths so as to make it a true freedom 

which liberates; and that, we need to recall here, is the 

^^Without internal forms of solidarity and mu¬ 
tual trust, the market cannot completely fulfill 
its proper economic function.” 
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purpose of this encyclical. “Economy and finance” are 

neutral tools, but they can cause mayhem as they are 

doing now once again, “when those at the helm are 

motivated by purely selfish ends.”(36). 

It is necessary to recall at this point that in our time 

the term, market economyy itself has acquired signifi¬ 

cant ideological baggage so as to make it often identi¬ 

cal with the familiar notion, free market economy. The 

latter is proposed by its most extreme adherents as the 

absolute good in opposition to the absolute evib social¬ 

ism. Actually, through most of human history, there 

was no totally free market economy. That would repre¬ 

sent economic anarchy. The notion has become a kind 

of ideological bauble since the late 18'^ century when 

the goddess Liberty became an object of worship 

among avant-garde Europeans. During the Middle 

Ages there were significant controls imposed on mar¬ 

kets by craft and merchant guilds, as well as by local 

governments or ruling aristocrats. Also the concept of 

just price and the ban against usury, carefully devel¬ 

oped by theologians, was not dismissed lightly. During 

the Mercantilist era after the close of the medieval era, 

monarchs interfered often on a massive scale, through¬ 

out the market processes including pricing, as they at¬ 

tempted to assure an influx of gold and silver by posi¬ 

tive trade balances. In more recent times there have 

been various degrees of state intervention in the mar¬ 

ket for goods and services, as well as for the factors of 

production. These eventually ranged from the near to¬ 

tal command economy in the erstwhile Union of So¬ 

viet Socialist Republics, to instances of less but still 

substantial state control over economic life as, for ex¬ 

ample in National Socialist (Nazi) Germany and Fas¬ 

cist Italy, or even as in Great Britain directly after 

World War II. Closer to home there are still woeful 

lamentations at large about all of the “socialist” mea¬ 

sures enacted during the New Deal era in the United 

States during the Great Depression; and much energy 

has been expended in the years following it to rid our 

country of such “over-regulation” of our economy. 

Until now, I am not aware of any public outcry during 

the present economic catastrophe about the bank de¬ 

posit insurance system (FDIC) which was installed 

early during the New Deal period. It was designed to 

prevent large-scale bank failures like the ones which 

brought the economy to is knees after the stock mar¬ 

ket crash in 1929. Also, few would deny that during 

the deadliest of all wars which followed the Depres¬ 

sion (and finally put a definitive end to it!), it was nec¬ 

essary in the United States to set aside the so-called 

free market throughout substantial sectors of the 

economy. This involved allocation and rationing of 

materials and commodities in short supply, along with 

wage and price controls generally, in addition to excess 

profit taxes and taxes on incomes which ran as high as 

90% at the top brackets. Attempts to circumvent price 

controls were labeled with the pejorative term, “black 

marketeering,” and subject to severe penalties. 

Such situations bring the overall common good into 

sharp relief where it is obvious and can be recognized 

for its overriding presence and importance in eco¬ 

nomic life. But in fact the common good is always im¬ 

portant and present, politically and economically, as 

Pope Benedict is reaffirming in this encyclical, and as 

his predecessors have been affirming since 1891! He 

indicates here: “The economic sphere is neither ethi¬ 

cally neutral, nor inherently inhuman and opposed to 

society”(36). And that brings us to the kinds of prob¬ 

lems we face once again at present, because: “Without 

internal forms of solidarity and mutual trust, the mar¬ 

ket economy cannot completely fulfill its proper eco¬ 

nomic function” (3 5). 

There was one other new term presented in this 

chapter of Caritas in Veritate that is not found in pre¬ 

vious social encyclicals; and it is worth noting. It is the 

concept of stakeholdery as juxtaposed to the stock¬ 

holder. Pope Benedict introduces it in the context of 

his bold observation that, with “todays international 

economic scene... marked by grave deviations and 

failures... a profoundly new way of understanding 

business enterprise is called for.” With “(o)ld mod¬ 

els_disappearing_promising new ones are taking 

shape on the horizon”(40). “Stakeholders” include 

“the workers, the suppliers, the consumers, the natural 

environment, and broader society...” In a word, the 

Pope is speaking of the broader common good that ex¬ 

tends beyond the particular good of the stockholders 

or owners or even of the enterprise as a whole. Thus, 

the central theme of this and previous social encycli¬ 

cals comes to the fore again. It is: the common good 

and everyone’s obligations to it in social justice and so¬ 

cial charity (solidarity). This stands in contrast to what 

the Pope characterizes as “a new cosmopolitan class of 

managers.. .answerable only to the shareholders,” and 

such practices as “a speculative use of financial re¬ 

sources which yields to the temptation of seeking only 
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short-term profit without regard for the long term 

sustainability of the enterprise_”(40). That sounds 

all too familiar amid the wreckage of economies 

worldwide in 2008 on a high tide of sub-prime mort¬ 

gages and arcane speculative devices like hedge funds 

and derivatives. One indication of the tenuous condi¬ 

tion and vulnerability of the present economy where 

such things still abound is the undue preoccupation 

with indices like the Dow-Jones, Standard and Poor, 

etc. These reflect mainly the guesses and hopes of 

speculators who invest in securities and commodities, 

and who have far less interest in the real economy and 

“the public good” (which Adam Smith referred to with 

disdain), than in their own immediate prospects for 

gain. For them the economy is a vast casino where 

people play more than they work. The welfare of the 

people who work for a living and who are the real 

heart and soul of any economy, providing the goods 

and services needed by all, is abandoned to a scramble 

for the crumbs off the gaming table. 

The chapter ends with a papal statement citing Pope 

John Paul II, to the effect that globalization as such is 

“neither good or bad,” depending on “what people 

make of it. ”(42). And it was Pope Paul VI who already 

opposed the benighted notion held by some that 

“poor people should remain at a fixed state of develop¬ 

ment.” What is needed instead to avoid “great dangers 

and difficulties” is an “ethical spirit” that drives global¬ 

ization “towards the humanizing goal of solidarity.” 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF PEOPLES; RIGHTS AND 
DUTIES; THE ENVIRONMENT 

The fourth chapter of Caritas in Veritate is about 

solidarity, ethics in economic life, population, and en¬ 

vironmental concern. As the third chapter ends with 

an affirmation of solidarity ^ so Chapter Four opens with 

a quotation from the Pope Paul VI encyclical 

Populorum Progressio (17) stating: “The reality of hu¬ 

man solidarity, which is a benefit for us, also imposes 

an obligation” (43). Thus it becomes apparent that the 

concept solidarity^ which Heinrich Pesch established as 

the governing principle for an economic system op¬ 

posed to both liberal capitalism and collectivist social¬ 

ism, is intended to play a major role in this encyclical 

The Jesuit economist identified it in the first volume 

of his Lehrbuch as “... first of all social interdepen¬ 

dence, the actual mutual dependence of people on one 

another,” indicating that: “This mutual dependence 

on the well-being of other persons in society is there¬ 

fore no mere de facto relationship.” Instead: “Inas¬ 

much as the reciprocity and the community of inter¬ 

ests has its foundation in mans rational nature, soli¬ 

darity also represents a moral relationship between 

man and his fellow man.” 

Another significant concordance between the Ger¬ 

man Pope and the German Jesuit s thinking comes to 

the foreground here. The first chapter in the first vol¬ 

ume of the Lehrbuch is entitled Natur und Mensch 

[Nature and Man). The first section of that chapter es¬ 

tablishes the proper hierarchy between the two by its 

heading: ""Man as Lord of the World According to God's 

Ordinancer It does so on the basis of “the will of God, 

who assigned it to the father of the human race by vir¬ 

tue of the fact that He bestowed a rational nature on 

man, elevating him to a status higher than that en¬ 

joyed by the world of matter and plants and animals.” 

That makes Pesch’s Lehrbuch the only economics text 

which begins on the basis of Sacred Scripture (Genesis 

1:26, also 2:15), as well as in accordance with com¬ 

mon sense. 

Since common sense is not always common^ Pope 

Benedict XVI uses this chapter to defuse the at times 

exaggerated ecological concern which in our time has 

followed an era when the “environment” was not of 

significant concern at all, so that it became the object 

of what was often wanton depredation. He uses terms 

like “neo-paganism” and “a new pantheism” (48) to 

describe the pendulum swing to an opposite extreme 

where nature represents an “untouchable taboo”(48). 

The Pope warns that “human salvation cannot come 

from nature alone.” 

Now there can be no doubt that in our own time 

there is still much violation of nature and waste of its 

resources. The capitalist spirit which has prevailed in 

recent centuries, where profit at all costs and without 

limit is the dominant obsession, played a large role in 

that. It is often based on attitudes which reduce “na¬ 

ture merely to a collection of contingent data,” and it 

ends up “doing violence to the environment and even 

encouraging activity that fails to respect human nature 

itself”(48). Regrettably, and perhaps predictably, the 

environment and problems associated with it have also 

provided another opening for the population control¬ 

lers. In the face of facts like the so-called Green Revolu- 
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tion which among other things enabled some of the 

“overpopulated” and “starving” nations to become 

food exporters, along with the failure of their prophe¬ 

cies about imminent massive worldwide famine, some 

population alarmists have shifted their emphasis to en¬ 

vironmental concerns about imminent shortages of fi¬ 

nite resources, and to overpopulation as a cause of un¬ 

derdevelopment. In this chapter. Pope Benedict de¬ 

voted attention to such matters. 

Once again the facts refute the theory, as Pope 

Benedict points out. “Populous nations have been able 

to emerge from poverty thanks not least to the size of 

their population and the talents of their people” (44). 

This was true in the past in nations with the highest 

population densities like Great Britain, the Nether¬ 

lands, Japan, Germany and, in more recent times, In¬ 

dia. Its converse is true now when, “formerly prosper¬ 

ous nations are presently passing through a phase of 

uncertainty and in some cases decline precisely be¬ 

cause of their falling birth rates.” As the Pope points 

out, “.. this has become a crucial problem for highly 

affluent societies...” (44). That is due in part to what 

he cites as a “decline in births, falling at times beneath 

the so-called ‘replacement level,’” which puts a “strain 

on the social welfare systems, increases their costs and 

eats into savings and hence the 

financial resources needed for 

investment, reduces the avail¬ 

ability of qualified labourers, 

and narrows the ‘brain poof 

upon which nations can draw 

for their needs.” Once again, 

the importance of solidarity 

comes into the picture, 

since,... “ smaller and at times 

miniscule families run the risk 

of impoverishing social rela¬ 

tions and failing to ensure ef¬ 

fective forms of solidarity.” 

Some may judge that the Pope is stepping beyond the 

proper bounds of the principle of subsidiarity by insist¬ 

ing (as the Second Vatican Council did back in 1965), 

that: “...States are called to enact policies promoting 

the centrality and integrity of the family founded on 

marriage between a man and a woman, the primary 

vital cell of society...” But we need to recall that we 

live at a time when the state has long since moved to¬ 

ward an opposite position ranging all of the way from 

condoning homosexual “marriages” (e.g. in the United 

States), to severe punishment of couples for having 

more than one child (China). 

Pope Benedict is supported here not only by the 

concern expressed by leaders in various nations where 

declining population growth rates have led toward 

economic stagnation so as to jeopardize future eco¬ 

nomic growth and national vitality, as in Russia and 

Japan. There is also the opinion of competent econo¬ 

mists far apart in time and orientation. Heinrich 

Pesch, while outlining an economic system based on 

the principle of solidarity during the first quarter of the 

20^^ century, also proposed a principle for population 

policy stating: “Where care has been taken to safe¬ 

guard the quality of a nation’s people, generally there 

will be no need for concern about their quantity.” In 

his support, he cited other distinguished German 

economists of his time including Adolf Wagner (1835- 

1917) and Wilhelm Roscher (1817-1894). The latter 

wrote: “A relatively large and dense population.. .is of 

itself a productive force. A more numerous and dense 

population has at its disposal more brains as well as 

more arms which provide for more capacity in the na¬ 

tional work force, and which because of the possibility 

of more division of labor and combination of labor 

also makes for more efficiency in the work force.” 

Among more recent economic analysts who ad¬ 

dressed this topic was the British-born economist 

Colin Clark who served on the group which advised 

Pope Paul VI in the preparation of his encyclical 

Humanae Vitae (1968). Clark, was noted for his work 

on food supply and population. Using appropriate up- 

to-date statistical techniques and data, he arrived at 

the conclusion: “But we do have historical evidence of 

a number of cases of the beneficial effect of substantial 

population growth in communities with a limited area 

“Only in a nation where people, by and large, 
have a highly developed sense of moral re¬ 
sponsibility. .. only there will the national 
welfare have a firm and, in fact, the best 
guarantee.” 
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Rev. Heinrich Pesch, S. J. 

of agricultural land.” He supported the thesis that 

population density, rather than hampering national 

growth and prosperity, can serve as a stimulus to 

greater national productivity. His analysis ranged from 

ancient Greece to present-day Japan and India. 

Influenced by, among others, those who spread panic 

about inevitable worldwide famine due to a “population 

explosion,” there is now an equivalent tendency to at¬ 

tribute underdevelopment as well as environmental dep¬ 

redation to overpopulation. Therefore Pope Benedict XVI 

felt the need to state: “To consider population increase 

as the primary cause of underdevelopment is mis¬ 

taken, even from an economic point of view.” While 

he upheld concern about “responsible procreation,” he 

negated the kind of sex education “aimed solely at pro¬ 

tecting the interested parties from possible disease or 

the ‘risk’ of procreation”(44). In a world that is being 

reduced to absurdity in such matters, the Pope re¬ 

minded one and all that: “States are called to enact 

policies promoting the centrality and the integrity of 

the family founded on marriage between a man and a 

woman, the primary vital cell of socxtty'iibid.) 

In a world that seems predestined for what is pre¬ 

posterous, there was a papal warning also about eco¬ 

logical extremism indicating that “human salvation 

cannot come from nature alone”(48). Traditional eco¬ 

nomic textbooks taught students that there are three 

primary factors of production: land, labor, and capital 

- the first two being original and the third, derived 

from the other two. Heinrich Pesch altered that some¬ 

what to, man, nature and capital — a difference re¬ 

flecting his intensive philosophical training which 

called for sharp definition. Water and wind, to cite 

just two such important natural productive elements 

present throughout history, may be subsumed under 

the term, land, in a casual discussion; but that is not 

appropriate for a scientific consideration of the three 

traditional primary factors of production in econom¬ 

ics. 

Pesch, given his solid philosophical foundation, also 

had much to say about the other topic which Pope 

Benedict XVI included in this chapter: ethics and its 

relationship to the economic science and economic 

life. In a short work published in 1918, as well as in 

various relevant sections of his Lehrhuch, the Jesuit 

economist retrieved economics from the drab positiv¬ 

istic mode into which it had drifted. Here the Pope 

states in a straight-forward manner that, “The 

economy needs ethics in order to function correctly;” 

but he presents that with the qualification: “not any 

ethics whatsoever, but an ethics that is people-cen¬ 

tered” (45). Being the head of the largest and oldest 

Christian Church, the pope specifies the “underlying 

system of morality” of “the Church’s social doc¬ 

trine.since it is based on man’s creation in the im¬ 

age of God (Gen. 1:27).. .which gives rise to the invio¬ 

lable dignity of the human person and the transcen¬ 

dent value of natural moral norms.” 

Pesch, also a trained economist and author of the 

longest economics text ever written, had this to say 

about the role of ethics in economics and in economic 

life: 

Only in a nation where people, by and large, have a 

highly developed sense of moral responsibility so 

that they are willing to dedicate themselves consci¬ 

entiously to their work and professions, and to 

avoid the restless pursuit of unlimited or even un¬ 

just gain, and where people regularly have concern 

for the good of other citizens and for the well-being 

of the whole of society, there and only there will the 

national welfare have a firm and, in fact, the best 
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guarantee. The economist has to recognize that. We 

ask no more of him. He does not have to become a 

moralist or a preacher, or to demand the good be¬ 

cause it is good; and neither does he have to try to 

discover ethical principles and laws, or to develop 

them. They are provided for him. It is enough for 

him to take note of them and to observe them. But 

it remains of the greatest importance for cultural ad¬ 

vancement in our time that we are reminded of 

how, precisely in economic matters, the material 

welfare of nations is essentially conditioned by the 

active dominion of the eternal and divine moral law. 

An economy which operates solely on the basis of 

positive law with a historically variable morality, and 

on the basis of moral systems which are allegedly de¬ 

veloped by people, remains unable in the long run 

to safeguard the common good against libertine 

egotism, and the institution of private property 

against the onslaught of socialism. 

THE COOPERATION OF THE HUMAN FAMILY 

The human race stems from a common Divine Fa¬ 

ther, its Creator, and also from common human par¬ 

ents, Adam and Eve. It was therefore a family from its 

beginning. As it proceeded down through history, the 

human family has taken many centuries for the fuller 

realization of its capacity (and also its need) to actively 

cooperate. That process was extended and accelerated 

in a spectacular manner by the virtual erasure of time 

and distance with and following the World War II era. 

The Church which assumed the name Catholic (i.e. 

worldwide), and which since its beginning has been ac¬ 

tive throughout the known world, has now begun to 

speak about worldwide solidarity. That is implicit in 

the first paragraph of the fifth chapter of Caritas in 

Veritate in the important italicized statement: “ The de¬ 

velopment of peoples depends, above all, on a recognition 

that the human race is a single family working together 

in true communion, not simply a group of subjects 

who happen to live side-by-side.”(53) Thus the prin¬ 

ciple of solidarity comes even more to the foreground 

in the fifth chapter of Caritas in Veritate with its title: 

The Cooperation of the Human Family. 

Here Pope Benedict XVI, a master theologian, 

makes the important point that the kind of solidarity 

involved here goes beyond the social sciences. It re¬ 

quires “the contribution of disciplines such as meta¬ 

physics and theology.” Among recent generations of 

social scientists, including economists, any such “con¬ 

tribution” would be taboo. Heinrich Pesch had to deal 

with that in his time when he was accused of “theolo¬ 

gizing” economics. As for metaphysics, he did not 

hesitate to quote extensively from a work by his older 

brother, Tilmann Pesch, S. J., a noted and published 

philosopher. And that was precisely for arriving at his 

original formulation of “the principle of solidarity.” 

Typically, social scientists, especially economists, 

rely routinely on mathematical formulations for ex¬ 

pressing the “laws” of their sciences. Physicists, as¬ 

tronomers and other natural scientists need to rely on 

mathematical principles, and they do not regard that 

as demeaning to their own scientific endeavors. In fact 

they get and have gained in the modern era remarkable 

results leading to great technical accomplishments. So¬ 

cial scientists, on the other hand, need to rely on 

metaphysics, ethics, and moral theology; and they do 

so whether they realize it or are willing to acknowledge 

it or not. Their persistent tendency to rely on math¬ 

ematical formulations has by and large gained little for 

them. Perhaps that is why their sciences have not got¬ 

ten spectacular results in the same manner as the natu¬ 

ral sciences have over the past two centuries. The rea¬ 

son why ethics and eventually moral theology are of 

great importance to economics is because it is a practi¬ 

cal as distinct from a speculative science - terms which 

were common in Aristotelian-Thomistic philosophy. 

This means that economics involves the free acts of 

human beings, not spontaneous automatic actions 

which man has in common with animals: like respira¬ 

tion, heart-beat, and digestion. Therefore moral philoso¬ 

phers (ethicians) and moral theologians have something 

to say to economists whose science deals with human ac¬ 

tions for satisfying their temporal wants. Technically 

speaking, that can be accomplished by theft or pillage, 

as well as by hard work or honest purchase. Ethically 

speaking only the latter options are licit. The most re¬ 

cent economic calamity that is addressed in this encyc¬ 

lical appears to substantiate once again — tragically — 

that immoral economic actions also end up being 

poor economic actions. That is because human beings 

are not exclusively economic beings. Being human 

makes them subject to the moral law - which is pre¬ 

cisely why Pope Benedict XVI and several of his prede¬ 

cessors have gotten involved in issuing social encycli¬ 

cals, the latest of which is Caritas in Veritate. 

An especially critical specific area where ethics is of 

special relevance to economics is one which Pope 
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Benedict addresses precisely in this part of Caritas in 

Veritate. It involves the just wage. That links him and 

his teaching with the great tradition of social encycli¬ 

cals dating back to Leo XIII who originated the mod¬ 

ern just wage doctrine in Rerum Novarum. Pius XI fol¬ 

lowed with the most detailed development of that par¬ 

ticular doctrine which subsequent popes, including 

Pius XII, Blessed John XXIII, and Paul VI, have reaf¬ 

firmed in various ways. It remained for the great Pol¬ 

ish Pope John Paul II, to establish the just wage as the 

“key means....for verifying the justice of the whole 

socioeconomic system,” in his own great labor encycli¬ 

cal Laborem Exercens (89). That happens to conform 

with good economic common sense in normal human 

society. In such a society the preponderant majority of 

mankind relies mainly on its work for sustaining its 

livelihood - a condition which is to apply until the 

end of time according to what was foretold in Genesis 

(3:17-19). Accordingly, Pope Benedict now affirms 

“especially the right to a just wage and the personal se¬ 

curity of the worker and his family..” at this point in 

his own social encyclical issued at a time of great eco¬ 

nomic crisis (63). The Pope points out that “....prob¬ 

lems associated with development.. .highlight the di¬ 

rect link between poverty and unemployment,” and 

that often “poverty results from a violation of the dig- 

nity of human work either because work opportunities 

are limited (through unemployment or underemploy¬ 

ment),” or, and here he quotes directly from Laborem 

Exercens {LE 37), “because a low value is put on work 

and the rights that flow from it, especially the right to 

a just wage and the personal security of the worker and 

his or her family” (63). 

The matter does not rest there with a simple reaffir¬ 

mation of the right to a just wage. Perhaps more than 

in any social encyclical since Quadragesimo AnnOy the 

German Pope elaborates on what the just wage im¬ 

plies. He does so by indicating what “decent” signifies, 

as that was expressed by Pope John Paul II in a May 1, 

2000 appeal for “a global coalition in favor of decent 

work.” The Polish Pope made the statement in sup¬ 

port of an initiative by the International Labor OrganE 

zation which is the leading world body entrusted with 

establishing and safeguarding fair labor standards on a 

worldwide basis. The role of the ILO, first founded in 

1918, is especially vital in the present era involving the 

globalization of markets for labor and for its products. 

This passage is worth highlighting since it now in¬ 

volves the approbation of two successive pontiffs in 

the context of the first decade of the 2T^ century: (63) 

It means work that expresses the essential dignity of 

every man and woman in the context of their particu¬ 

lar society; work that is freely chosen effectively associ¬ 

ating workers, both men and women, with the devel¬ 

opment of their community; work that enables the 

worker to be respected and free from any form of dis¬ 

crimination; work that makes it possible for families 

to meet their needs and provide schooling for their 

children, without their children themselves being 

forced into labor; work that permits the workers to or¬ 

ganize themselves freely, 

and to make their voices 

heard; work that leaves 

enough room for dis¬ 

covering ones roots at 

the personal, familial, 

and spiritual level; work 

that guarantees those 

who have retired a de¬ 

cent standard of living. 

All of that does not 

retreat one iota from 

specifications by earlier 

popes about the just wage and the various ways in 

which it may be complemented or enhanced. Nor 

does it support escapes proposed by enthusiasts at 

various times and in various social contexts involving 

retreats to a simpler past, or fanciful ventures into 

some dubious futuristic scheme. It accepts the basic 

context of contemporary society, complete with all of 

the dynamism and potential, along with the pitfalls, 

made possible by the ongoing technological revolution 

that has especially marked the modern era in history. 

As for labor unions, some persons still somehow 

stand opposed to unionism in principle; and that in- 

“The development of peoples depends, above all, on 
a recognition that the human race is a single family 
working together in true communion, not simply a 
group of subjects who happen to live side-by-side.” 
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eludes not a few Catholics — notwithstanding more 

than a century of social teachings by the Catholic 

Church in support of them precisely in principle. Such 

opposition persists even after the dramatic role which 

the Polish labor union Solidarnosc played, at great per¬ 

sonal risk to its leaders, (and probably to the Pope 

himself.) in bringing down the Communist govern¬ 

ment in Poland and, along with it soon afterwards, the 

entire socialist Soviet empire. Pope Benedict reaffirms 

here that labor unions “have always been encouraged 

and supported by the Church” (64). That happens to 

apply also to the personal support and encouragement 

which Pope John Paul II gave to Solidarnosc and its 

Nobel Peace Prize-winning leader Lech Walesa. His 

successor-pope now encourages unions to widen their 

horizons in keeping with the broadening global di¬ 

mensions of the modern world economy. He asks 

them to consider also the concerns of consumers who 

in certain situations have felt the need to take issue 

with positions taken by the workers and their unions. 

He also calls for national unions to take into account 

in particular the problems of workers in developing 

countries, who have not yet attained the level of pro¬ 

tection which they have, and to perhaps offer assis¬ 

tance where possible. All of that does not, because it 

cannot, add up to a change in the Catholic Church’s 

position with regard to the workers’ right to organize 

into unions in principle, or in the mode that they have 

reached at this point in time. 

This encyclical was issued after certain delays. At 

one point Pope Benedict had indicated that the eco¬ 

nomic collapse which occurred late in 2008 prompted 

him to delay its release so that he could address issues 

related to the financial crisis which led to that collapse. 

This would involve walking on thin ice inasmuch as it 

involves an area replete with sophisticated matter that 

is highly technical in nature. He therefore had to con¬ 

fine himself to a more general approach to the prob¬ 

lem. This did not prevent the Pope from referring to 

“renewed structures and operating methods that have 

to be designed after its misuse (finance) which 

wreaked such havoc on the real economy...”(65). The 

scolding continued: “Financiers must rediscover the 

genuinely ethical foundation of their activity, so as not 

to abuse the sophisticated instruments which can serve 

to betray the interests of savers.” Even the “sub-prime 

mortgages” which caused widespread havoc and dis¬ 

tress often proved deceptive for ordinary citizens 

whose lives were upset, often seriously. The shock 
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waves extended well beyond, also to the countless 

workers who ended up losing their jobs and their live¬ 

lihood. Expressions occur in the encyclical like “scan¬ 

dalous speculation” and “the risk of usury” - a phe¬ 

nomenon which the Church has encountered and ad¬ 

dressed at least since the Middle Ages; and suggestions 

are made about “credit unions,” even “pawn-broking” 

and other ventures in “micro-credit,” along with “new 

ventures” for the benefit of “the weaker elements in so¬ 

ciety” (65). And there is also a reminder about coop¬ 

erative purchasing “like the consumer cooperatives 

that have been in operation since the nineteenth cen¬ 

tury, partly through the initiative of Catholics” (66). 

That may be a hint that ordinary people should have 

avenues leading away from macro-banking where their 

interests are sometimes lost sight of 

The chapter concludes referring to “the unrelenting 

growth of global interdependence,” i.e. worldwide 

solidarity. In this context Pope Benedict calls for a “re¬ 

form of the United Nations Organization^^ among 

other “international institutions and international fi¬ 

nance....” It is a timely proposal, since there are many 

critics also among American Catholics who harbor a 

strong ideological opposition to the UN concept that 

emerged following World War II. Their antagonism 

extends to the Church’s endorsement of the UN in 

principle^ even while ironically many of them are 

“hawkish” with regard to American involvement in a 

series of disastrous wars in the Middle East - wars 

deemed unjust by both Pope John Paul II and the man 

who was then his leading theological advisor, Joseph 

Cardinal Ratzinger. That already made such persons 

hostile to Pope Paul VI who was the first pontiff to 

personally address the UN in New York, and who up¬ 

held the concept as such in Populorum Progression as did 

Blessed John XXIII before him (cf Pacem in Terris 

142-145). While generally unsympathetic to the 

Church’s social teachings, they nevertheless often take 

recourse in one of is leading precepts — the principle 

of subsidiarity - intimating that international bodies 

like the UN of their very nature represent transgres¬ 

sions of that principle. Pope Benedict mentioned the 

principle twice in this final paragraph of the 5'^ chap¬ 

ter, perhaps to reassure one and all that he is familiar 

with how international bodies like the UN can operate 

properly within its context. To some, subsidiarity ap¬ 

parently means leaving every individual to his own re¬ 

sources no matter how meager those may be, having 

been deprived of them by the rich and powerful. That 



echoes the free marketeering principle: Every man for 

himself and let the Devil take the hindmost. Accord¬ 

ingly the same ideologues are reflexively opposed to 

aid from rich nations to the poor nations of the world. 

One must conclude that they stand opposed to the 

fact and concept of worldwide solidarity. That is unless 

they expect that it too will happen along by chance in 

some happy equilibrium brought about by an ’’invis¬ 

ible hand,” or by the kinds of “natural laws” about 

which Adam Smith and the Physiocrats had fanta¬ 

sized. These early economists were of course mistak¬ 

enly equating economic “natural laws” with physical 

natural laws, not with the moral natural law which 

Pope Benedict mentions again in the next chapter. 

The fulfillment of that law does not take place auto¬ 

matically; it requires deliberate human action — an 

actus humanus\ 

THE DEVELOPMEm-OF PEOPLES AND TECHN(K 

Pope Benedict XVI devotes the final chapter of his 

social encyclical to what is in a certain sense the over¬ 

whelming impact of advancing technology on con¬ 

temporary mankind. His tenure as a distinguished 

university professor and scholar comes to the fore 

again here, and that makes for some difficult reading. 

This is a matter, incidentally, which occupied the at¬ 

tention also of the brilliant Pope Pius XII at various 

times during his nineteen year pontificate. For ex¬ 

ample, his 1953 Christmas Message - Modern Technol' 

ogy and Peace — scores “the one-sided influence of 

that ‘technological spirit’ which only recognizes and 

reckons as real what can be expressed in mathematical 

formulas and utilitarian calculations.” 

The chapter opens with an interesting parallel that 

illustrates one of the gentle pope’s special talents — his 

ability to lay bare fundamental errors in human con¬ 

duct in what may seem at first to be a merely paren¬ 

thetical comment. Pope Benedict proposes here that, 

“... the development of peoples goes off course, if hu¬ 

manity thinks it can recreate itself through the won¬ 

ders’ of technology, just as economic development is 

exposed as a destructive sham if it relies on the won¬ 

ders’ of finance in order to sustain unnatural and con- 

sumerist growth.” Instead, we are redirected to a rec¬ 

ognition of “the fundamental norms of the natural 

moral law which God has written in our hearts” (68). 

That statement would serve to redirect the errant arro¬ 

gant technocracy of our times, along with the naive re¬ 

liance on the “natural laws” of classical economics and 

its recurrent insistence on an unhinged concept of 

freedom which persists from the paleo-liberalism of 

the 18'^ century to the neo-liberalism of our own time. 

The real question, then as now, remains: Freedom for 

what end? And that is where the theme of this encycli¬ 

cal applies: providing the true answer as an act of char¬ 

ity at the cosmic level! The same holds for technologi¬ 

cal progress. Technology is good, and we are not en¬ 

titled to spurn it or clamor for a return to some more 

primitive form of society. As Pope Paul VI stated in 

Populorum Progressio: “The human spirit, increasingly 

free of its bondage to creatures, can be more easily 

drawn to the worship and contemplation of the Cre¬ 

ator {Pop. Progr. 41). In fact. Pope Benedict indicates 

here, “Technology, in this sense, is a response to God’s 

command to till and to keep the land” {Gen. 2: 15). 

But it may not be regarded as “self-sufficient,” — as an 

end in itself — like “absolute freedom” (70). 

We are then asked to look at the results today when: 

“Often the development of peoples is considered a 

matter of financial engineering, the freeing up of mar¬ 

kets, the removal of tariffs, investment in production 

and institutional reforms - in other words, a purely 

technical matter.” Pope Benedict warns that: “Devel¬ 

opment will never be fully guaranteed through auto¬ 

matic or impersonal forces whether from the market 

or from international politics.” In other words, eco¬ 

nomics is not a positive or purely speculative science, 

i.e., involving simply the presentation of truths with¬ 

out directly implying rules for deliberate actions and 

choices by human subjects. It is a practical science in¬ 

volving precisely deliberate free human actions and 

choices by free human subjects whose actions are sub¬ 

ject to the moral law. As indicated previously, one can 

charge a just price, or cheat the customer, just as one 

can pay a just wage or cheat the worker; and one can 

lend at a usurious rate or charge legitimate interest. 

The relevant punch-line follows in italics: ""Develop¬ 

ment is impossible without upright men and women, 

without financiers and politicians whose consciences are 

finely attuned to the common good”{J 1). 

The common good is, of course, one of the oldest and 

basic important concepts in Catholic social teaching, 

being, as it is, the object of both key principles for the 

restoration of social order — social justice and social 

continued on p. 47 
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“Devouring Usury” 

ASGEIR JONSSON, WHY ICELAND? HOW ONE OF THE WORLD’S 
SMALLEST COUNTRIES BECAME THE MELTDOWN’S BIGGEST 
CASUALTY (NEW YORK: MCGRAW-HILL, 2009), 230PP, $22.95, 
ISBN 978-0-07-163284-3 

A devouring usury, although often condemned by the Church, but practiced nevertheless under an¬ 
other form by avaricious and grasping men, has increased the evil; and in addition the whole pro¬ 
cess of production as well as trade in every kind of goods has been brought almost entirely under 
the power of a few, so that a very few rich men have laid a yoke of almost slavery on the unnum¬ 
bered masses of non-owning workers. 
Leo XIII, Rerum Novarum, #6 

Usury today is a dead issue, and except by a plainly equivocal use of the term, or save in the 
mouths of a few inveterate haters of the present order, it is not likely to stir to life. 
John T. Noonan, Jr., The Scholastic Analysis of Usury, p. 1. 

As far as famous last words go, 

John Noonan’s claim that usury 

was a “dead issue” that could from 

now (i.e., as of 1957) on be rel¬ 

egated to the Medieval Studies de¬ 

partment ranks right up there with 

George Custer’s claim that there 

were no Indians for miles around. 

Asgeir Jonsson’s Why Iceland? 

makes its own contribution to the 

anthology of famous last words 

jokes, when Jonsson cites the claim 

which Moody’s made after it up¬ 

graded all three investment banks 

in Iceland to a triple A rating. 

“Moody’s,” Jonsson tells us, “main¬ 

tained that access to finance will 

always be available for Iceland—al¬ 

beit at varying prices’” (p. 91). 

Asgeir Jonsson’s saga of Iceland’s 

banking collapse could have been 

taken out of the Middle Ages in a 

number of different ways. The past 

is always prelude to the present, 

even if the prelude has long since 

been forgotten. In that regard, the 

usury question is one of the longest 

running examples of unfinished 

business in the history of ideas. 

Actually, this story begins in the 

Dark Ages, when it looked as if 

civilization was going to be snuffed 

out altogether in Europe by hordes 

of Germanic invaders. Why Ice¬ 

land? is the story of a bunch of Vi¬ 

king looters, who felt, in Jonsson’s 

words that “success is the reward 

for personal daring, ingenuity, im¬ 

provisation, and an eye for the 

main chance—just as it was in Vi¬ 

king times” (p. 10). Looting has 

become embedded in Iceland’s 

DNA, a place where most of the 

inhabitants’ fathers came from 

Norway and most the inhabitants 

mothers were carried off by said fa¬ 

thers from some Celtic land to the 

southeast. As Jonsson tells us, 

“about 90 percent of the country’s 

male ancestry is Norwegian, while 

60 to 70 percent of the female an¬ 

cestry is Celtic in origin” (p. 6). 

Iceland, in other words, was an un¬ 

inhabited island in the middle of 

the north Atlantic until Viking 

looters began repairing there as ' 

their hideout after raiding the 

coasts of Ireland, Scotland, Wales, j 

England and Brittany for women 

and loot. As a result, Iceland, 

Jonsson continues, “has never ex¬ 

celled at collective, elaborate plan¬ 

ning, discipline, or attention to de¬ 

tail. It has never needed a strong 

central command to organize for 

war or national defense, and be¬ 

cause of its diminutiveness, it has 

never required the construction of 

a sophisticated bureaucracy” (p. 

10). 
Given the propensity to looting 

which the Icelandic nation inher¬ 

ited from its Viking forbears, it was 

only a matter of time before they 

discovered capitalism. What held 

the Vikings back from their ances- i 

tral propensity to looting is the 

same thing that held the Lombards 

and the English back for a time, 

namely, Christianity. The differ¬ 

ence is that the Vikings were more 

or less totally isolated from the rest 

of the world and so came into con¬ 

tact with pernicious ideas like 

Thatcherism/Capitalism much 

later than the Germanic tribes who 

were in the mainstream of Euro¬ 

pean culture. This would also ex¬ 

plain why England got into the 

game later than Italy. Like Iceland, 

England was, and still is, an island. 

Iceland got into the banking in¬ 

dustry in 1989, when the cod fish- 
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ery collapsed from overfishing and 

Thatcherism was at the apogee of 

its influence in the world. It was 

around this time that David 

Oddsson, who became mayor of 

Reykjavik in 1982 and then a 

member of the Althing, the Icelan¬ 

dic Parliament, pushed through a 

series of free market reforms that 

made Iceland the most capitalist 

country in Scandinavia. After em¬ 

bracing “Thatcherian free-market 

liberalism,” and providing “the po¬ 

litical muscle needed to effect 

privatization, tax cuts, and a free 

market,” Oddsson began to por¬ 

tray himself, beginning in 1995, as 

the guardian of Icelandic prosper¬ 

ity. When he finally stepped down 

from the Prime Ministers chair in 

2004, he had served as Europe’s 

longest-standing politico. In 

America, it would have been as if 

Ronald Reagan had retired in the 

year 2000. 

Oddsson’s legacy was “the most 

pro-free-market economy in 

Scandinavia” and a country which 

was now “open to the outside 

world after a half century of isola¬ 

tion.” In 1994 Iceland joined the 

European Economic Area, a move 

which gave Iceland “access to the 

European common market and the 

free flow of goods, services, capital 

and labor.” At the same time, this 

move—which since it did not en¬ 

tail full membership—did not 

force Iceland to open up its territo¬ 

rial waters to European trawlers. It 

was the best of both worlds, or the 

worst, depending on your point of 

view. As some indication that it 

was the worst of both worlds, 

Jonsson tells us that “Most Iceland¬ 

ers worked about 50 hours a 

week,” which meant that “this was 

a European country with an 

American labor market.” 

For a while, the Icelanders found 

ways to complement what was go¬ 

ing on in Europe. Since Iceland 

had a small, young, and enterpris¬ 

ing population, they found a natu¬ 

ral symbiosis with Germany, which 

was old, and cautious, and going 

into retirement faster than they 

were being replaced by young Ger¬ 

man workers. As a result, German 

pension fund managers in search of 

high returns were avid to lend the 

Icelanders money. As a result, Ger¬ 

many became “the primary source 

of funding for the early expansion 

of Iceland’s banking system” (p. 

40), and, as a result of that, by 

1990 “Iceland had the greatest pro¬ 

portion of bank employees to the 

total workforce of any Scandina¬ 

vian country, a circumstance com- 

Why Iceland? is the stoiy of a bunch of Viking 
looters, who felt, in Jonsson’s words that “suc¬ 
cess is the reward for personal daring, ingenu¬ 
ity, improvisation, and an eye for the main 
chance—just as it was in Viking times” 
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parable to that of Switzerland” (p. 

27). 

Before long, Sigurdur Einarsson, 

CEO of Kaupthing, the Icelandic 

bank that epitomized the emer¬ 

gence of the Vikings as financial 

players in the New World Order, 

could crow: “Were becoming the 

Goldman Sachs of Iceland.” It 

would have been more accurate if 

he had said that they were becom¬ 

ing the Bear Stearns of Iceland or 

the Lehman Brothers of Iceland, 

because the hard lesson that the Vi¬ 

kings were about to learn in the ex¬ 

pensive school of experience is that 

Iceland was most definitely not too 

big to fail. People like Einarsson 

would eventually preside over the 

creation of a financial monster 

with assets about ten times the size 

of Iceland’s GNP, but the whole ex¬ 

periment collapsed like a house of 

cards when Iceland was perceived 

as a threat to the world’s real finan¬ 

cial players, a group which in¬ 

cluded the hedge funds and the 

central banks that were ready to 

bail them out if they ran into 

trouble. 

In 2005 the Icelandic govern¬ 

ment, taking its cue from the Vi¬ 

king looters who were their for¬ 

bears, decided to get into interna¬ 

tional finance in a big way when 

they “appointed a committee to 

draft policy proposals with the ob¬ 

jective of turning Iceland into a 

new international finance center.” 

Both Jonsson and David Oddson, 

who was by this time the head of 

the Central Bank of Iceland, 

faulted Vikings like Einarsson for 

their hubris and recklessness with¬ 

out seeing that recklessness and 

looting are the two characteristics 

which made Einarrson a successful 

capitalist. What Jonsson should 

have said is that Einarsson got it 

half right. He created an Ameri- 

can-style capitalist casino but with¬ 

out creating the Icelandic version 

of the Fed, which is to say, some¬ 

one to bail him out and save him 

from the consequences of his own 

reckless behavior. 

Jonsson, who was the head of re¬ 

search and chief economist at 

Kaupthing before it went bust, 

tries to be as positive as possible 

about what everyone should have 

seen as the financial equivalent of 

an accident waiting to happen. 

Iceland’s financial sector was a 

bubble destined to burst: 

Once it was liberalized, the fi¬ 

nancial sector broke out of the 

political cage, and the older 

generation of bankers was 

brushed aside abruptly by a 

hungry new free market ori¬ 

ented and internationalist 

generation. Most of these 

people were born in the years 

between 1966 and 1976, and 

they had grown up with an 

antipathy for politics and 

regulation. They adopted the 

American-style investment- 

brokerage banking model that 

came to dominate the Icelan¬ 

dic banking sector at the turn 

of the 2P^ century. At the 

time, few saw the dangerous 

parallel to the 1920s, when 

the sector last had lacked a 

clearly defined lender of last 

resort (p. 30). 

The financial Vikings of Iceland 

created a system that needed a 

lender of last resort, which is to say, 

a government to bail it out, but 

this is precisely what the Vikings, 

perhaps because of their ancestral 

predisposition to looting, proved 

incapable of providing. As the Aus¬ 

tralian economist Garrick Small 

points out, “The looting mentality 

is in a sense juvenile. Reckless and 

selfish, unable to sustain itself in 

the long term and implicitly pre¬ 

mised on the availability of other 

more sober souls (parent figures) to 

come to the rescue when needed.” 

Jonsson, however, is more 

American than he lets on because 

he accepts without reserve the un¬ 

derlying validity of the capitalist 

system, without seeing that failure 

is programmed into the system— 

hence, the need for a lender of last 

resort. The free market system is 

based on recklessness and looting 

on the one hand and government 

bail outs on the other, linked in a 

dialectical relationship to each 

other. The recklessness of modern 

capitalism is a function of the sure 

knowledge that the government is 

there to bail it out. Or as Jonsson 

puts it: “This assumption of state 

support unquestionably helped to 

fuel the Western banking 

bubble. . . ” (p. 207). 

Instead of engaging in sound fi¬ 

nancial practices, the modern 

banking industry relies on this 

Jonsson was the head of research and chief 
economist at Kaupthing before it went bust. 

s 
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Asgeir Jonsson 

deus ex machina to rescue it from 

its own wretched excess. Instead of 

remaining chaste, the banking in¬ 

dustry has decided to screw as 

many people as possible knowing 

that they can always get a shot of 

penicillin if they contract a vene¬ 

real disease. That penicillin or that 

deus ex machina is known as the 

lender of last resort, which is there 

to insure liquidity in time of finan¬ 

cial crisis. The hidden price that 

everyone pays for the liquidity 

which the looters need to do busi¬ 

ness is debasement of the currency, 

which is another way of saying that 

system is based on constant sys¬ 

temic inflation, something which 

has always been the bane of the 

working man ever since the 

Florentine oligarchy started paying 

wages in “white money,” i.e., a de¬ 

based silver coinage. (The Florin, 

the famous Florentine gold coin 

used in foreign exchange, was 

never debased.) 

Instead of 

blaming usury for 

the collapse of his 

country’s finan¬ 

cial industry, 

Asgeir Jonsson 

claims that Ice¬ 

land never had a 

lender of last re¬ 

sort and that 

Iceland’s banking 

industry would 

have survived if 

the Fed or its Eu¬ 

ropean equivalent 

had extended Ice¬ 

land a line of 

credit. This is, of 

course, true as far 

as it goes, but it 

ignores the fact 

that, ever since 

the stock market 

crash of 1929 and the triumph of 

Keynsian economics, capitalism is 

a system that is designed to fail and 

be bailed out by big government 

after the looters have cashed out of 

the latest bubble. What follows af¬ 

ter the big players cash out is 

known as the suckers’ market, 

which is announced in Plutocrat 

organs like Newsweek, when it 

does articles on how “average 

Americans” are becoming million¬ 

aires by buying up the stock which 

the looters want to dump. 

Iceland was caught in a systemic 

squeeze that was inevitable. The 

crisis began when Lehman Broth¬ 

ers went belly up, which meant 

that money was tight, which meant 

that the little pigs like the Vikings 

of Iceland could no longer get their 

front hooves in the credit trough. 

In other words, credit is always 

available, unless you really need it. 

During the inevitable contractions 

of the financial system, everything 

contracts at once, which means 

that equity disappears as collateral 

the minute you try to sell it. That 

meant that the line of credit/lender 

of last resort idea was about as 

plausible here as it would be for a 

man who had just put the deed of 

his house down on a number at the 

roulette table in one of the boats in 

Michigan City. 

It didn’t seem that way in 1989. 

The years between 1997 and 2007 

were a golden decade for the Ice¬ 

landic stock market and invest¬ 

ment banking. But the same sys¬ 

temic flaws that were creating 

wealth were destined to take it 

away as well. At this time, keeping 

up with the Joneses of Icelandic 

business meant leveraged equity in¬ 

vestments. The Icelanders were 

getting rich by taking out the 

equivalent of home equity loans: 

The ICEX market cap was 

three times the GDP in mid- 

2007; wealth effects trickled 

down and took the form of 

record sales of champagne and 

luxury cars. In hindsight, this 

was the point when rational 

economic calculations came to 

a halt. The currency was over¬ 

valued, household income was 

unsustainable, and all valua¬ 

tions were skewed. In their 

ambition, Icelanders had over¬ 

reached, setting themselves up 

for merciless punishment in 

2008 in which 90 percent of 

the stock market value was 

wiped out. 

Jon Asgeir Johannessson was a 

Viking who started out in retail. 

Flis father sold fish. His wealth was 

based on leveraged buyouts. Before 

long he became “the prime ex¬ 

ample of the players who made and 

ultimately broke Iceland. He was a 

self-made businessman of humble 
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beginnings. He came of age in the 

newly liberalized Icelandic 

economy and “made something 

out of nothing with little more 

than wit, work, and daring.” 

Johannessen was the leveraged 

buy-out king of Iceland. He par¬ 

layed cheap foreign money into a 

domestic empire whose size rivaled 

the budget of the state. The secret 

of his success was the same old 

LBO story that had wrought so 

much havoc in America during the 

‘80s: “If the chain [of stores which 

he bought] was not leveraged upon 

purchase, then it would simply 

take on more loans and pay its 

owner a dividend.” Before long 

“the chain’s management soon had 

overhanging debt that demanded 

continued success to keep up with 

it.” As we have come to expect in 

situations like this, it all worked for 

a while. It was a bit like the man 

who jumped off of a tall building 

and, asked while passing the 35'*" 

floor on the way down how things 

were going, responded, “so far so 

good.” Or as Jonsson 

put it: “At its apex, 

Iceland was probably 

coming close to be¬ 

ing the richest na¬ 

tion on earth in 

terms of per capita 

output. The Bubble 

was now a dirigible” 

(p. 104). 

Jonsson’s book is a 

tribute to the 

Middle Ages, and it’s 

not just because it 

was during this pe¬ 

riod (or immediately 

before it) that the 

Viking raiders be¬ 

came famous. Why 

Iceland? is a caution¬ 

ary tale out of the Middle Ages be¬ 

cause it is a mene tekel against 

usury. The economic vice that 

John Noonan tried to bury in the 

Middle Ages refuses to go away. 

Iceland’s rise and fall was predi¬ 

cated on debt. 

Kaupthing (the word in Icelan¬ 

dic means “marketplace”) became 

the model, in Jonsson’s words, of 

“the company that ‘had really 

made it abroad.’ ... It had become 

the standard bearer of foreign ex¬ 

pansion and the source of un¬ 

bounded national pride.” But be¬ 

fore long it became apparent that 

Thor, to mix our metaphors a bit, 

had an Achilles heel: “a substantial 

part of the equity being offered was 

debt financed” (p. 53). Like the 

homeowner in California who 

rushed out to buy an RV with the 

proceeds of an adjustable rate 

home equity loan, the young Vi¬ 

kings who would become the 

North Atlantic’s leveraged buy-out 

kings, would do it all on borrowed 

money. According to Jonsson: 

this phase of Icelandic devel¬ 

opment has a close parallel to 

changes in the American in¬ 

vestment banking that fol¬ 

lowed the repeal of the Glass- 

Steagall Act in 1999. Tradi¬ 

tionally, US deal brokers had 

been reluctant to hold risky 

assets on their balance sheet, 

endowed as they were with 

less capital and being less in¬ 

clined to assume “principal” 

risk. After Glass-Steagall was 

overturned, brokers realized 

that they would need to com¬ 

mit their balance sheets to 

deals if they were to compete 

with giants such as Citicorp 

and JP Morgan Chase. Since 

they could not accept retail 

deposits, they enlarged their 

balance sheets via wholesale 

markets and funded illiquid 

assets with long-term debt 

and equity (p. 55). 

The Vikings got rich, in other 

words, by gambling with poor 

people’s money, which is precisely 

what the Glass-Steagall Act, which 

erected a wall of separation be¬ 

tween investment banking and de¬ 

posit/retail banking, was supposed 

to prevent. 

Historically, the financial mod¬ 

ernists ignore the fact that the de¬ 

bate over the Church’s ban on 

usury, far from inhibiting com¬ 

merce, unleashed a storm of finan¬ 

cial creativity in late medieval Eu¬ 

rope. According to John Noonan, 

“The contracts of irregular deposit, 

insurance, annuity, and bills of ex¬ 

change. . . are all essentially medi¬ 

eval discoveries, and they are di¬ 

rectly nurtured, if not fathered by 

the necessities of the usury theory.” 

The fact that usury was a sin which 

could deprive a man of eternal sal¬ 

vation led to “detailed rational ex¬ 

ploration” of economic issues. This 
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exploration provided the basis for 

the modern economy. The prob¬ 

lem got articulated in the 300-year 

period which began in 1150, right 

around the time that the Crusades 

created a demand for more sophis¬ 

ticated financial instruments, and 

it ended in 1450, when St. 

Antonino of Florence gave the full¬ 

est exposition of the Scholastic po¬ 

sition. 

What followed was either the so¬ 

lution to the problem or a capitula¬ 

tion to the same forces the Church 

sought to curb—depending, of 

course, on your point of view. John 

Noonan claims that Church teach¬ 

ing changed at some point between 

1450 and 1550, but, since the 

church has never said that usury 

was not a sin, it would be more ac¬ 

curate to say that the Church never 

got around to answering the ques¬ 

tions that she herself had raised. 

This was the case because of inter¬ 

nal and external reasons. To begin 

with, we are dealing with an ex¬ 

tremely complicated issue, one that 

caused casuists, moralists, and con¬ 

fessors to throw up their hands in 

despair when confronted in the 

confessional. But there were extrin¬ 

sic reasons for this lack of closure 

as well. The unity of Christendom 

was shattered by the Protestant re¬ 

volt in 1517, which itself was 

spurred on to no small extent by 

economic principles. Langholm 

noted that the usury prohibitions 

fell across Europe in its wake. 

After the looters began seizing 

Church property, the just price/ 

just wage doctrine was subverted 

into early mercantile capitalism, 

and the embattled Church lacked 

the police power to enforce the law. 

Conversely, the looters now had 

governments on their side, and the 

loot of the Church at their disposal 

to pursue an economic path un¬ 

hindered by moral considerations. 

St. Thomas Aquinas condemned 

usury because: 

it is manifest that he sells 

separately the use of the 

money and the very substance 

of money. The use of money, 

however, as it is said, is no 

other than its substance: when 

therefore he sells that which is 

not or he sells the same thing 

twice, to wit, the money itself, 

whose use is its consumption; 

and this is manifestly against 

the nature of natural justice. 

Writing almost two centuries 

later, St. Bernardine confronted 

“the capitalistic activity which 

characterized the economic life of 

the northern Italian cities” by cit¬ 

ing Joannes Andreae, who claimed 

that “that fungibles [i.e, money] 

should not increase beyond their 

determined value.” More impor¬ 

tantly for our purposes, “St. 

Bernardine repeats Andreae’s rea¬ 

soning upon the argument that 

ownership passes in a loan.” 

The crucial issue is risk. All scho¬ 

lastic thinkers were of one mind in 

declaring that if the investor shares 

the risk, there is no usury. Con¬ 

versely, St. Bernardine “considers it 

immoral to profit after ownership 

has been transferred” (Noonan, p. 

72). The usurer, in other words, 

wanted it both ways. He wanted to 

give up his money but he also 

wanted a guaranteed return on 

money he no longer possessed; he 

wanted all of the risk assumed by 

the borrower. 

The alleged elimination of risk 

was the great achievement of the 

American financial system and the 

bubble economy of the late 1990s. 

The elimination of risk made the 

Glass-Steagall Act unnecessary, and 

once America showed the way, the 

rest of the world, which is to say 

places like Iceland, followed. The 

elimination of risk, as symbolized 

by the repeal of Glass-Steagall was 

a lot like Francis Fukuyama’s con¬ 

temporaneous “end of history” in 

that it proved to be a dangerous il¬ 

lusion, especially for people who 

wanted to act like American pluto¬ 

crats without the protections from 

the consequences of their reckless¬ 

ness with which they had sur¬ 

rounded themselves. As Jonsson 

put it: 

Once it was embroiled in the 

worldwide investment bubble 

that grew in the late 1990s, 

the lack of institutional 

memory allowed all partici¬ 

pants, bankers and govern¬ 

ment officials alike, funda¬ 

mentally to underestimate sys¬ 

temic risk. 

“Early on March 30, 2006,” 

Jonsson tells us, “about 30 credit 

investors paid a visit to 

Kaupthing’s headquarters in 

Reykjavik.” If the Vikings were 

hoping for praise, they were in for 

Jon Asgeir Johannessen was the leveraged 
buy-out king of Iceland. 
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a rude awakening. “This is not a 

bank but a hedge fund!” exclaimed 

one gentleman. “And by the way, 

where will you fund yourselves in 

the future?” Jonsson tells us that 

“No one missed the dark under¬ 

tone of that morning” (p. 58). 

What he fails to tell us is that the 

Vikings had run into a more pow¬ 

erful group of looters. The issue 

was technological. It was as if the 

Vikings had waded ashore in 9^^ 

century England only to discover 

that the natives had set up a series 

of machine gun nests in the tree 

line just beyond the beach. The Vi¬ 

kings jumped out of their dragon 

boats screaming like banshees and 

brandishing their battle axes only 

to be mowed down by a withering 

burst of machine gun fire. 

The technological advance 

which had similarly withering ef¬ 

fect on Viking bravado in 2006 

was known as the credit default 

swap. Iceland’s precarious situation 

in 2006 was largely the result of 

the J.P. Morgan 

firm’s invention 

nine years earlier 

of a particular 

kind of derivative 

contract which 

Warren Buffet 

would later call 

“financial weap¬ 

ons of mass de¬ 

struction.” The 

credit default 

swap allowed the 

big looters from 

New York to “ex¬ 

press their bear¬ 

ishness by taking 

short positions 

against Icelandic 

banks. This was 

the so-called 

credit default swap; as it was popu¬ 

larized, it became the red flag that 

drew international attention to Ice¬ 

land and set the 2006 crisis in mo¬ 

tion” (p. 61). Jonsson continues: 

The credit default swap 

spreads of the Icelandic banks 

had so widened as to effec¬ 

tively block them out of the 

international wholesale finan¬ 

cial market. News wires stated 

almost daily that Iceland was 

“melting.” 

The term “credit default swap” 

was intentionally deceptive and the 

purpose of.the intention behind 

the deception was to disguise the 

fact that the CDS was a form of in¬ 

surance. The looters wanted to dis¬ 

guise this fact because insurance 

was subject to government regula¬ 

tion of the sort that the looters 

wanted to avoid. 

Why the New York looters 

wanted to avoid regulation became 

apparent early on. A credit default 

swap is the equivalent of insuring 

your neighbor’s home and then 

burning it down to collect the in¬ 

surance money. Actually, the situa¬ 

tion is much worse than that. As 

Jonsson points out. 

If the conventional insurance 

market operated in the same, 

unregulated manner, it would 

be possible for one—or 

many—persons to insure a 

house that they do not own. 

Thus the claim on the insur¬ 

ance company would be a 

multiple of the actual worth 

of the house and, should it be 

burned down, all the insurers 

would be able to pocket a siz¬ 

able gain. 

The CDS, in other words, cre¬ 

ates “a convenient way of shorting 

bonds and make[s] it possible to 

build up a volume of contracts that 

far exceed the value of the bond in 

question, but they also create a per¬ 

verse incentive when many parties 

stand to gain from a company’s de¬ 

fault.” 

In addition to creating a “per¬ 

verse incentive,” the credit default 

swap creates the economic version 

of the self-fulfilling prophecy: 

A large widening in the CDS 

spread thus prices a bank out 

of the funding markets, drains 

its liquidity, and erodes its 

confidence to the extent that a 

failure can easily become a 

self-fulfilling prophecy. A 

CDS spread widening, per¬ 

haps as a result of speculation, 

is a modern version of a bank 

run in the wholesale financial 

markets. Shorting in the CDS 

market of a respective com¬ 

pany can be compounded by a 

shorting of its stock to 

double-down the negative im¬ 

pact on its market confidence. 

On small, open economies, a 

third front of attack can be 
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opened by shorting the do¬ 

mestic currency, since depre¬ 

ciation will erode confidence 

by creating turbulence in the 

financial system, with rising 

inflation and ballooning of 

currency-linked debt. 

As of early 2006, the New York 

looters, i.e., the hedge fund man¬ 

agers who had been monitoring 

the CDS spreads, had decided that 

Iceland was, in Jonssons words, “a 

sitting duck.” Like the wolves that 

had an uncanny sense of picking 

out the weakest deer in the herd, 

the hedge funds moved in for the 

kill. 

In spite of what John Noonan 

wrote in 1957, the issue in 2006, 

as well as 600 years earlier, was 

risk, which is another way of say¬ 

ing that the issue was usury, be¬ 

cause avoidance of risk and usury 

are, from a financial perspective, 

two sides of the same coin. St. 

Bernardine insisted on “the prin¬ 

ciple that where an investment of 

any kind is made whose risk is not 

borne by the investor, there is 

usury.” He stated as an axiom, “the 

thing perishes to the owner.” The 

illusion of riskless investment 

(which is precisely what a credit 

default swap hopes to insure) is, as 

Iceland had to learn the hard way, 

another word for usury (or, per¬ 

haps, usury on steroids), which in¬ 

variably leads to the ruin of those 

who fall into its clutches. The 

Church, as I have already men¬ 

tioned, never disapproved of any 

financial arrangement in which the 

lender shared the risk of the ven¬ 

ture. That was known as a partner¬ 

ship. 

What arose in Italy during the 

course of the late Middle Ages was 

precisely the desire for “riskless in¬ 

vestment” that engendered the 

credit default swap at J. P. Morgan 

in 1997. St. Bernardine made it 

clear that: “A deposit with an ex¬ 

change banker or merchant at a 

fixed rate is usury. In particular, if a 

widow deposits with a merchant 

with the agreement that her capital 

be safe and that she get half the 

profit, she sins mortally” (Noonan, 

p. 174). 

Writing a generation later, St. 

Antonino of Florence concurred. 

The “depositum,” which is to say, a 

savings account, was “a widely used 

fraud of the leisured classes with 

surplus funds to invest.” As he says 

in his own words, “and [even] 

though they call this a deposit, it is 

clearly usury.” That is the case be¬ 

cause “a true deposit stands to the 

peril of the depositor, not to that of 

the depositary.” 

The church approved of insur¬ 

ance, of course, especially as a 

means of securing risk in maritime 

commerce. St. Antonino defended 

ing risk, a practice which found 

Church approval, did not elimi¬ 

nate risk, any more than a piece of 

paper could eliminate a storm at 

sea, the situation with maritime in¬ 

surance. But usury did eliminate 

risk in a way that was totally dis¬ 

honest, which is to say, it elimi¬ 

nated risk to the lender, the stron¬ 

ger partner in the transaction. 

Usury, in other words, allowed the 

strong to take advantage of the 

weak in a way that made it a sin 

against both justice and charity. 

The fact that insurance of prop¬ 

erty was universally accepted by 

scholastic theologians created 

problems of its own because even¬ 

tually insurance became the device 

which allowed approval of usury in 

through the back door. By the time 

Lessius and the Jesuits approved 

the triple contract during the latter 

part of the 16'^ century, insurance 

had become another word for 

riskless investment, which meant 

that it had become usury. Noonan 

The technological advance which had 
similarly withering effect on Viking 
bravado in 2006 was known as the 
credit default swap. 

insurance as “the rendering of a 

service for a price.” As a result, 

“property insurance, in which an 

owner for a fee transferred the risks 

of his property to an insurer, had 

become familiar to all the commer¬ 

cial cities of Italy” by the end of the 

14^^ century (Noonan, p. 201). By 

now, it should be obvious that sell¬ 

cites Lessius as the typical example 

of the “steady growth in the 

amount of profit on riskless capital 

considered licit by the theologians” 

of the 16^^ century. 

True to the hermeneutic he used 

to undermine the Church’s teach¬ 

ing on contraception seven years 

after his book on usury appeared. 
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Noonan claimed that the theolo¬ 

gians of the 16^^ century were in¬ 

volved in an “intricate analysis” 

whose ultimate purpose was “justi¬ 

fying commercial credit,” but Peter 

Ballerini, who brought out a new 

edition of the Summa Theologiae 

of St. Antonino in 1740 

rearticulated the same principle 

that St. Antonino used to indict 

the rentier class of capitalistic Flo¬ 

rence, namely, “when the risk is re¬ 

moved in the insured partnership, 

the investor loses all title to 

compensation. . . .When the capi¬ 

talist gets fixed or riskless return, 

the contract becomes a loan,” and 

if he takes interest on that loan, he 

commits the sin of usury. 

Two years later. Pope Benedict 

XIV issued his encyclical Vix 

pervenit, in which the Church once 

again reasserted the scholastic posi¬ 

tion and condemned usury as sin¬ 

ful: “It is certainly no excuse to say 

that the profit on a loan is moder¬ 

ate, or that the loan is to a rich 

man or to be used for production 

purposes.” However, in the course 

of this encyclical, Benedict claimed 

that “At the same time it cannot be 

denied that here are extrinsic titles 

by which something beyond the 

principal may be demanded on a 

loan, and there are also licit con¬ 

tracts, distinct from a loan, by 

which money may be profitably 

employed.” 

At this point the pope throws up 

his hands in frustration and admits 

that the ability to distinguish be¬ 

tween intrinsic titles, which are 

sinful, and extrinsic titles, which 

are not, is above his pay grade, and 

that is essentially where the status 

questionis has remained ever since. 

In the meantime, confessors in 

cities like Augsburg, where the 

Fuggers had succeeded the Medicis 

as bankers to the Holy See, capitu¬ 

lated to pressure, which often in¬ 

cluded the threat of jail time, to 

justify the triple contract, which 

was, at least according to some of 

the Jesuits there, usury under the 

guise of insurance. As Noonan puts 

it, “The moralists’ acceptance of 

the [triple] contract meant the 

practical exclusion of the old usury 

theory from business finance.” 

There were holdouts—Molina im¬ 

plied that the triple contract was 

“merely a roundabout way of legiti¬ 

mating lucrum cessans”—but over 

the long haul: 

Acceptance of the [triple] con¬ 

tract meant the definitive re¬ 

jection of the theses that any 

temporary, riskless transfer of 

property was usury; that the 

incidence of risk was the crite¬ 

rion of ownership; that money 

was sterile and could not 

bring a reward to itself . . . The 

triple contract established de¬ 

finitively that a riskless transfer 

need not be usury; it destroyed 

the use of risk as the index of 

ownership by the usury theo¬ 

rists; and it made dominant 

for usury theory the concept 

of capital which partnership 

analysis had always implied. 

This paved the way for the rise of 

exchange banking, which in turn 

paved the way for the meltdown in 

Iceland five centuries later. Jonsson 

sounds strangely medieval when he 

claims that the structural Flaw in 

the debt-securitization market was 

the absence of risk: 

We now know that the debt- 

securitization market con¬ 

tained a structural flaw that 

contributed mightily to the 

current financial and banking 

crises, especially in the United 

States: the ability to earn large 

fees from originating and 

securitizing loans, coupled with 

the lack of any residual liability, 

skewed originators incentives 

in favor of loan volume and 

return rather than quality. 

This was most evident in the 

use of the so-called sub-prime 

mortgages in structured credit, 

and it was this practice that, 

starting in 2006, sucked the 

Icelandic financial system into 

the brewing US credit bubble. 

When the bubble burst a year 

later, it was at first called the 

“sub-prime crisis” (p. 90). 

Jonsson failed to understand that 

the elimination of risk is another 

word for usury, which is another 

word for the ability of the stronger 

partner in any transaction to ex¬ 

ploit the weaker. This meant that 

the total elimination of risk meant 

an exponential increase in the 

power of the lender over the bor¬ 

rower, something that became ap¬ 

parent in August 2007, when Ice¬ 

land was rocked with its first sig¬ 

nificant liquidity crisis. Jonsson’s 

analysis of this crisis makes its “sys¬ 

temic” nature apparent: 

If the need arose, liquidating 

the whole system in an orderly 

fashion proved impossible. 

This, like much else, worked 

well until stock markets the 

world over found themselves 

in a systemic liquidity crisis 

after August 2007. Both the 

banks and the holding compa¬ 

nies were rendered nearly il¬ 

liquid by the shock. At the 

same time, the holding com¬ 

panies were monitored relent¬ 

lessly by foreign short traders 

and hedge funds. These 

predators would jump on any 

rumor about an immediate 

sale of foreign holdings and 

short the company’s main as- 
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sets, effectively blocking its 

exit. Exista, for one, was a sit¬ 

ting duck in this game. Short¬ 

ing its three main listed assets 

brought down the equity ratio 

and, the hedge funds hoped, 

would trigger a margin call 

and a forced sale. Which it 

eventually did. 

The Icelandic financial empire 

was in reality a house of cards. Ul¬ 

timately, it was based on the ap¬ 

proval of foreign banks who soon 

began to view the Vikings as upstart 

competitors who were threatening 

the system whose cheap money the 

Vikings needed to survive. Once the 

word got out, everything happened 

at once: “The inflated sheets 

crumpled as soon as the foreign 

banks withdrew their support in 

response to the crisis inside the in¬ 

ternational financial markets. Their 

sheer weight was almost enough to 

crush the banks” (p. 97). 

Kaupthing traders and analysts 

met a group of hedge fund manag¬ 

ers from Merrill Lynch and Bear 

Stearns who were on a junket to 

scout out investment possibilities. 

The meeting at the bar of 101, one 

of Reykjavik’s trendiest hotels, 

quickly turned ugly. The New York 

looters, who had been drinking 

heavily, “were a contemptuous lot 

who were convinced that they had 

landed in a country full of rubes.” 

But the worst was yet to come, 

when Joe, who looked like a “New 

York cop,” informed the Vikings 

that that “All the people in this 

party are shorting Iceland, except 

me.” The New York looters had de¬ 

cided to take down Iceland. In the 

end it didn’t matter “how devel¬ 

oped, sophisticated or rich anyone 

was if they were not liquid in a 

time of crisis.” Everyone knew that 

there was no lender of last resort 

willing to save Iceland. Secure in 

Jonsson failed to understand that the elimi¬ 
nation of risk is another word for usury. 

The house of cards was based on 

debt, and debt was based on usury, 

which is by its nature predatory. 

“Too much debt was programmed 

into the leveraged buyouts that were 

the basis of Iceland’s newfound pros¬ 

perity. . . . The Icelandic bankers’. . . 

biggest fault was a willingness to ac¬ 

cept equity as collateral.” The Vi¬ 

kings were doomed to learn that he 

who lives by the debt sword dies by 

the debt sword. 

On the night of January 31, 

2008, Jonsson and a group of 

that knowledge, the hedge funds 

moved in for the kill: “The CDS 

spread, which, had been about 50 

basis points above the Libor in Au¬ 

gust, reached 200 points by the 

year’s end. This metric helped dis¬ 

tinguish Iceland as the weak deer 

in the herd, which brought the 

hedge funds in for the kill in 2008” 

(p. 116). 

Frozen out of the money mar¬ 

kets, the Vikings decided to get 

into retail banking, in particular, 

Internet banking in England and 

Holland. Icesave, the Internet 

banking operation that the Vikings 

created to get the money the big 

central banks denied them, quickly 

accumulated roughly $12 billion 

in deposits. At this point the New 

York looters joined forces with 

their English counterparts and 

started spreading false reports 

about the stability of Iceland’s 

banks. On March 30, 2008 two 

UK papers ran virtually identical 

articles questioning the stability of 

Icesave. Jonsson later found out 

that “a number of ‘helpful’ hedge 

funds had voluntarily provided the 

press with information about Ice¬ 

landic banks.” 

By now the strategy was clear, 

the hedge funds wanted to create a 

run on the bank and make money 

on their CDSs. On March 28, 

David Oddsson claimed that “un¬ 

scrupulous dealers . . . have de¬ 

cided to make a last stab at break¬ 

ing down the Icelandic financial 

system” and called for an interna¬ 

tional investigation. Shortly there¬ 

after, Iceland’s central bank learned 

that the three major central banks 

in the Western world had hung 

Iceland out to dry. There would be 

no lender of last resort for Iceland. 

Too many powerful people stood 

to earn too much money if Iceland 

went down. 

Iceland then attempted to solve 

the crisis by selling off its assets, 

but as soon as she tired to 

deleverage, Iceland found that 

“selling assets at steep discounts . . . 

cut into their equity positions and 

broke covenants on existing bond 

issues.” The issue was, in other 

words, systemic. As soon as the Vi¬ 

kings needed to sell, the value of 

their assets disappeared and their 

debts became unrepayable. With 

their credit lines cut off and no 
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British Prime Minister Gordon Brown 

lender of last resort in sight, Ice¬ 

land learned the hard way that she 

was not too big to fail. Then in 

September, Lehman Brothers 

joined the not-too-big-to-fail club 

and precipitated another more se¬ 

vere liquidity crisis, and this time, 

Icesave, whose depositors could 

bank by computer 24 hours a day 

seven days a week, faced the pros¬ 

pect of a real run on the bank. 

On the morning of October 18, 

Chancellor of the Exchequer 

Alastair Darling announced on 

BBC Radio that: “The Icelandic 

government, believe it or not, has 

told me yesterday, they have no in¬ 

tention of honoring their obliga¬ 

tions here.” At this point Gordon 

Brown, England’s prime minister, 

entered the picture. At 9:15 of the 

same morning. Brown announced 

that he was “taking legal action 

against the Icelandic authorities to 

recover the money lost to people 

who deposited in 

UK branches of its 

banks.” 

Depending on 

who you talk to. 

Brown was 1) con¬ 

cerned about the 

safety of English 

savings deposits in 

Icesave accounts or 

2) acting as an 

agent of England’s 

retail banking in¬ 

dustry and deter¬ 

mined to eliminate 

an unwelcome 

competitor. (Ac¬ 

cording to Jonsson, 

“Rumor had it that 

the Bank of En¬ 

gland and the Eu¬ 

ropean Central 

Bank had decided 

to open lines to Ice¬ 

land at first, but changed course af¬ 

ter heavy lobbying by their own 

domestic banks, which were infuri¬ 

ated by the online deposit gather¬ 

ing.”) Either way, after Chancellor 

of the Exchequer Alastair Darling 

failed to get reassurance from 

David Oddsson that he, as head of 

the Central Bank of Iceland, would 

guarantee English deposits. Brown 

made the unprecedented financial 

move of declaring that Iceland was 

a “terrorist” nation and seized its 

assets. At this point economic ac¬ 

tivity ceased entirely in Iceland: 

n 

The nation’s international 

payment system collapsed. 

Funds sent to other countries 

were held up at some banks, 

or simply disappeared. Money 

could not be sent outside the 

island. Most banks simply re¬ 

fused either to send or to re¬ 

ceive Icelandic payments. . . . 

All at once, everything Icelan¬ 

dic has become toxic, un¬ 

touchable, banished to a place 

outside the world of business. 

Iceland has been trying to dig it¬ 

self out from underneath the finan¬ 

cial rubble ever since. During the 

crisis in the fall of 2008, Icelanders 

who were abroad learned that their 

credit cards no longer worked. Be¬ 

fore long, this nation of 300,000 

people learned that Icesave’s expo¬ 

sure in England and Holland stood 

at about $12 billion, which is to 

say, an amount equal to 60 percent 

of Iceland’s Gross Domestic Prod¬ 

uct. When the Icelandic krona 

tanked in October, “the ratio bal¬ 

looned to 80 percent.” Before long, 

the media in Iceland were compar¬ 

ing Iceland’s situation to the ruin¬ 

ous reparations payments that the 

Germans were forced to pay after 

World War I, which amounted to 

85 percent of the German GNP. 

What followed was a debate in 

Iceland between the isolationists 

and those who wanted full mem¬ 

bership in the European Union. 

David Oddsson, according to 

Jonsson, “blamed the ‘Viking raid¬ 

ers’ who had leveraged the country 

abroad for the ultimate collapse.” 

The isolationists wanted to default 

on the debt the Viking raiders had 

saddled them with, but in the end 

the Europhiles prevailed. On No¬ 

vember 17, under the threat of ex¬ 

pulsion from the European Eco¬ 

nomic Area, the government of 

Iceland accepted liability for the 

Icesave accounts. Three days later, 

Iceland accepted the recovery plan 

prepared for it by the International 

Monetary Fund. As anyone who 

has read Confessions of an Eco¬ 

nomic Hitman knows, this all but 

guarantees Iceland’s exclusion from 

the club of elite financial players it 
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sought to crash during the brief 

summer of Icelandic finance and 

its inclusion in the club of third 

world losers who have to mortgage 

their natural resources to pay off 

predatory IMF loans. “IMF loans,” 

Jonsson states laconically, “were 

granted only under stringent con¬ 

ditions that compromise the sover¬ 

eignty of the nations they aid.” 

Needless to say, the Icelandic na¬ 

tion is going to have to catch a lot 

of cod before they can pay off this 

bill. In fact, in the absence of an¬ 

other bubble of the sort that cre¬ 

ated the debt in the first place, they 

will probably never pay it off 

Jonsson ends his book by won¬ 

dering if what happened to Iceland 

might happen to another country. 

At the time of the writing of this 

review, Greece was in the news as 

another country which had been 

saddled with unrepayable debt. At 

least the Greeks didn’t do it to 

themselves. They have the good 

folks at Goldman Sachs to thank 

for their woes. 

Jonsson ends his book by invok¬ 

ing the Icelandic equivalent of 

karma. What happened in Iceland 

could just as easily happen in En¬ 

gland. That eventuality prompted 

William Buiter to ask in the Finan¬ 

cial Times, “Is London really 

Reykjavik on the Thames?” Swit¬ 

zerland, which also has a 

nonconvertible currency and a 

banking sector much larger than 

the Gross National Product, is 

equally vulnerable. In fact, when it 

comes to “devouring usury,” the 

entire world is at risk. Whether it’s 

debt-burdened students or debt- 

burdened countries, no one is safe 

from the greed of the looters. 

E. MICHAEL JONES 

OINKONOMICS, CONT’D FROM P. 35 

charity {Q.A. 88). Even then, it did 

not receive a specific definition un¬ 

til Blessed John XXIII provided 

one in Mater et Magistra , and re¬ 

peated it in Pacem in Terris, after 

which it was included in the 

Vatican II Pastoral Constitution on 

the Church in the Modern World. 

Unfortunately, without clear defi¬ 

nition, such important principles 

tend to drift into the category of 

vague generalities or slogans so that 

their real meaning may become ob¬ 

scure, even distorted. For example, 

the important virtue, social justice 

was misconstrued for so long and 

in so many ways, that it is even 

used today by some persons as a 

slur. 

BIOETHICS 

Bioethics is cited here by Pope 

Benedict as one area where advanc¬ 

ing technology has had a frighten¬ 

ing impact in the recent modern 

era. He deals with it near the end 

of the encyclical as an area “where 

the very possibility of integral hu¬ 

man development is radically 

called into question” (74). That is 

because we have moved closer to 

“the brave new world” of, one must 

say, the dehumanized future. This 

involves knowledge about “not just 

how life is conceived, but also how 

it is manipulated, as bio-technol- 

ogy places it increasingly under 

man’s control.” Thus: “ In vitro fer¬ 

tilization, embryo research, the 

possibility of manufacturing clones 

and human hybrids: all this is now 

emerging and being promoted in 

today’s highly disillusioned culture, 

which believes it has mastered ev¬ 

ery mystery, because the origin of 

life is now within our grasp.” The 

implications are the more frighten¬ 

ing because the dominant “culture 

of death” also has all of this new 

technology at its disposal. Thus, 

what are we to expect “at the other 

end of the spectrum?” What use 

will the pro-euthanasia forces make 

of his new technology? And what 

will the impact be on “the mental¬ 

ity for development?” (75) 

Following the portrayal of that 

bleak picture. Pope Benedict XVI 

ended with a presentation of what 

he has to offer as the head of the 

largest Christian denomination on 

earth. He proposed that, ''Develop¬ 

ment needs Christians with their 

arms raised toward God in prayer, 

Christians moved by the knowl¬ 

edge that truth-filled love, caritas 

in veritate, from which authentic 

development proceeds, is not pro¬ 

duced by us but given unto 

us”(79). 

Then as the leader of the oldest 

of the Christian denominations. 

Pope Benedict XVI closed with 

something specific to the Roman 

Catholic Church. He included a 

prayer to the Virgin Mary who was 

proclaimed Mater Ecclesiae 

(Mother of the Church) by Pope 

Paul VI, asking for her help in the 

task of bringing about what that 

pope laid the groundwork for in 

his own encyclical Populorum 

Progressio: “the development of the 

whole man and all men.” (77,79) 
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Bullets 
* Did tournament sponsors pro¬ 

cure women for Tiger Woods to in¬ 

duce him to play? 

* “We believe that the tide of his¬ 

tory is moving ... toward a recog¬ 

nition that gays and lesbians, no 

less than heterosexuals, are entitled 

to sanctify their love in marriage,” 

editorialized the Washington Post, 

Sanctify? Does the stridently secu¬ 

lar Post think gay marriages are 

holy? More likely its taunting 

those who believe in marriages 

sanctity. 

* The Ultimate Unreality? 

Kwedit allows teens who don’t have 

a credit card to buy virtual goods 

by promising to pay later. The teen 

then brings cash to a 7-Eleven or 

mails it in. 

* What is real money? A dollar 

bill is a promise by the Federal Re¬ 

serve to do what? What does full 

faith and credit mean if a govern¬ 

ment inflates its currency? 

* Fear that Bill Clinton’s globe¬ 

trotting post-presidential philan¬ 

dering would be a campaign issue 

induced Democratic leaders and 

donors to quash Hillary’s 2008 

presidential bid, according to the 

book Game Change. Looks like 

Hillary’s still dominated by Bill’s li¬ 

bido. 

* House Speaker Nancy Pelosi, a 

pro-abortion Catholic, initially 

covered up reports of Congressman 

Eric Massa’s sexual improprieties 

with male staff members. This is 

the issue on which she chooses to 

follow our bishops’ lead? 

* Is the White House a Hate 

Group? “It must be stated clearly 

and simply. Unfortunately, there is 

an anti-Semitic president in 

America,” Hagi Ben-Artzi, the 

brother-in-law of Israeli P.M. Ben¬ 

jamin Netanyahu said on Israeli ra¬ 

dio. “The truth must be told,” he 

said in another interview. “Obama 

is an anti-Semite.” Someone notify 

the SPEC, please. 

* Chastity Bono, daughter of 

Sonny and Cher, has asked a judge 

to formally change her name (to 

Chaz) and gender, submitting a 

doctor’s declaration that he per¬ 

formed a gender-change operation. 

Bono calls the gender change “the 

best decision I’ve ever made.” We 

surely don’t want to know what 

worse decisions Bono’s made. 

* An Executive Order? Even if a 

presidential order could override a 

law. Pres. Obama or another presi¬ 

dent could modify or rescind the 

order at will. Rep. Bart Stupak’s 

health care reform capitulation ex¬ 

posed the charade that there are 

pro-life Democrats. 

* When the NY Times attacked 

the pope for not, when Cardinal- 

head of the Congregation for the 

Doctrine of the Faith, defrocking 

Fr. Lawrence Murphy of Milwau¬ 

kee, who had sexually abused deaf 

children, the Vatican said that be¬ 

cause “Fr. Murphy was elderly and 

in very poor health, and ... living 

in seclusion and no allegations of 

JAMES G. BRUEN, JR. 

E-Mail: cwbullets@yahoo.com 

abuse had been reported in over 20 

years, the [CDF] suggested that the 

archbishop of Milwaukee give con¬ 

sideration to addressing the situa¬ 

tion by, for example, restricting Fr. 

Murphy’s public ministry and re¬ 

quiring that Fr. Murphy accept full 

responsibility for the gravity of his 

acts. Fr. Murphy died approxi¬ 

mately four months later, without 

further incident.” The CDF seems 

to have handled the case well: jus¬ 

tice with mercy. If he’d been 

defrocked, the NY Times would 

find a different reason to attack. 

* Why, though, didn’t the 

Vatican depose Rembert 

Weakland, Milwaukee’s gay arch¬ 

bishop? 

* “Yup, we need a Nope,” wrote 

the NY Times s Maureen Dowd, at¬ 

tacking Benedict XVI. “A nun who 

is pope.” What a dope. “Should 

there be an inquisition for the 

pope?” she also asked. Maybe she’d 

like to waterboard Benedict? If the 

Inquisition is revived, she’d better 

hope it doesn’t look for witches. 

* Speaking of Witch Hunts. 

“The Catholic Church must be 

held accountable,” says columnist 

Cal Thomas. “A formal investiga¬ 

tion should be conducted, which 

exempts no one, including the 

pope. It should be run by people 

not in the church hierarchy or be¬ 

holden to it. Anything less will not 

satisfy public opinion, much less a 

Higher Authority.” If the Church 

were trying to satisfy public opin¬ 

ion, Cal, it’d have to jettison its 

moral teachings. And the “Higher 

Authority” surely needs no investi¬ 

gation. 

* My thanks to those who spoke 

to me at CWs The End of Dia¬ 

logue and Beginning of Unity 

Conference. I enjoyed meeting 

you. 
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The CDs from the 

OM] mu on 

are now Available for $15 each or $75 for a set of six. 

Heretics, Jews, and Heathens have 

made a unity against Unity. 

-St. Augustine, Sermons, 12, 18 

E. Michael Jones on the 
Manhattan Declaration and 
Dialogue as a form of Political 
Control 

David Wemhoff on “The Pro-life 
Movement and the New 
Americanism” 

Robert Sungenis on The Place of 
Jews in Catholic Theology. 

Robert Hickson on “The Catholic 
Soldier on Mission Impossible: 
Defense-in-Depth in These Years of 
Disrupted Traditions and Despotic 
Military Drift” 

John Sharpe on Reconstructing 
the Catholic State: Principles 
and Possibilities 

Plus: Panel discussion on the Catholic Soldier: 
Mission Accomplished? Mission Creep? 
Mission Impossible. 

Featuring .John Sharpe, David Wemhoff, and 
Robert Hickson 

Dear Dr. Jones, I have enclosed_for the following CDs: 

Name:_ 

Address:_ 

City:_State:_ZIP:_ 

Mail your order to: 
Fidelity Press • 206 Marquette Ave. • South Bend, IN 46617 
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Book and DVD 

The Nutcracker began as a German fairy tale. It 

then became a Russian ballet, and now, in its latest 

incarnation, it has become an American ritual. Every 

year mothers from the suburbs surrounding South 

Bend, Indiana set out in their vans and SUVs to slay 

the rat king in a military campaign against the rats and 

everything they symbolize. Every year they volunteer 

their little boys and girls as soldiers in the culture wars 

so that they can defeat the rats of appetite and disorder 

and chaos by wielding the weapons of truth, beauty, and 

grace. The Nutcracker is the 2P‘ century version of the 

Children’s Crusade. 

The Ballet Parking DVD supplements this analysis with 

footage of Nutcracker rehearsals and performances at 

Southhold Dance Theater, as well as interviews with the 

artistic directors and the people behind the scenes that 

make these yearly performances possible. The DVD also 
makes use of Soviet archival footage, which includes extraordinary shots of Lenin and train sequences 

that look like something out of Dr. Zhivago, as well as footage of riots during the American cultural 

revolution of the ’60s. It even contains footage of Napoleon invading Russia taken from Soviet era 

feature films, as well as a soundtrack that is an anthology of the best music in the ballet repertoire. This 

book/dvd makes an ideal Christmas present for the culturally astute. 

This Book/DVD combination is available for $29 plus $5 S & H. 
Mail your Check to Fidelity Press, 206 Marquette Ave., South Bend, IN 46617, or call 
Norma at 574-289-9786. We take VISA and MC. 

Ballet Parking: Performing 
the Nutcracker as Counter- 
Revolutionary Act. 

By E. Michael Jones 



The Great Hutaree Bust: 

Dogpatch calls for insurrection 



The Updated 
25th anniversary 

Edition of the Book 
that Started it All 

On March 25, 2009, Notre Dame was embroiled in the biggest 

controversy to hit the campus since the performance of The Va¬ 

gina Monologues. A few days earlier, Notre Dame president John 

Jenkins, CSC had announced that the university planned to give 

President Barack Obama an honorary doctorate. Within hours of 

the announcement a storm of protest erupted which showed no 

sign of dying down any time soon. Citing the statement of the US 

Catholic Bishops in 2004, “The Catholic community and Catho¬ 

lic institutions should not honor those who act in defiance of our 

fundamental moral principles. They should not be given awards, 

honors or platforms which would suggest support for their actions” 

the ordinary of the Diocese of Fort Wayne-South Bend, John M. 

D’Arcy announced that, for the first time in 25 years, he would not be attending graduation ceremonies at Notre 

Dame, because “President Obama has recently affirmed, and has now placed in public policy, his long stated unwilling¬ 

ness to hold human life as sacred.” 

By April 2009 over 250,000people had signed a petition condemning Notre Dame's actions, and Bishop 

Thomas ]. Olmstead of the Phoenix, Arizona diocese joined with his colleague Bishop DArcy in denouncing Jenkins' deci¬ 

sion, calling the decision to honor President Obama a “public act of disobedience" and a “grave mistake. ” 

Beginning in June 1984 and continuing for the next 25 years. Fidelity Magazine and then Culture Wars published a 

series of articles on Notre Dame that rocked the Catholic World. Beginning with a survay of the theolgy department. 

Those articles described a sordid web of intrigue which included blackmail and murder and which amounts to the best 

description of the trajectory that began when Father Hesburgh stole Notre Dame from the Catholic Church in 1967. 

Written by one of the most acute observers of the contemporary Catholic scene and compiled over a quarter of a Cen¬ 

tury, these articles tell the compelling story of the demise of Catholic education in America. 

□ I have enclosed $27 plus $5 S & H for the revised 25th anniversary edition of Is Notre Dame Still Catholic? 

N ame:_ 

Address:. 

City:_ State:, Zip: 
Total: $_ 

MAIL YOUR ORDER TO: Fidelity Press • 206 Marquette Ave. • South Bend, IN 46617 
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LETTERS 
EVOLUTIONARY MODERNISM 

You are certainly to be com¬ 

mended for your very informative 

survey of the history of nature wor¬ 

ship. However, I cannot agree with 

your conclusion (p. 19) that the first 

reason that Dawn Brancheau jumped 

into the tank to ride on and play with 

the killer whale is capitalism. 

While it is true that the lust for 

money-power dominates our culture, 

I see a more primary reason for what 

is certainly an expression of explicit 

bestiality in the photograph on the 

cover of Culture Wars for April 2010. 

And this overt bestiality, especially as 

it has taken the place of the normal 

process of childbearing I see as the 

culminating expression of the evolu¬ 

tionary worldview that dominates 

our culture worldwide, having taken 

the place of the Biblical-Catholic- 

Christian worldview. 

Evolution, both cosmic and ter¬ 

restrial, teaches us today, from Kin¬ 

dergarten on, that we are made in 

the image of beasts, having evolved 

form the lower animals. Is it not 

natural, then, that this ideology 

would culminate in the kind of 

overt bestiality we can see in Dawn 

Brancheaus chosen profession? It is 

a progression in evil, beginning in 

the mind as a scientific “fact” and 

leading, therefore, to praiseworthy 

practices such as we see so com¬ 

monly portrayed in the media and 

in real life. You document this pro¬ 

gression in cultural decadence very 

well and accurately. 

But I submit that you miss the real 

cause, which is not in the political or 

economic sphere but rather in the 

philosophical-ideological sphere. The 

only remedy is, as you well indicate, a 

return to the Catholic teaching that 

grace does not destroy nature but 

rather heals and perfects our nature 

wounded by the original sin of 

Adam and Eve. I don’t see any hope 

of this happening until Catholics re¬ 

alize that our culture is presently 

dominated by an intrinsically evil 

ideologically inspired scientism that 

Pope St. Pius X described and con¬ 

demned in his Encyclical Pascendi 

and Syllabus Lamentabili (both in 

1907). That Catholic intellectuals 

like yourself consistently fail to ex¬ 

pose this primary root “synthesis of 

all heresies” that is evolutionary 

Modernism is the main reason why 

it continues to flourish and bring 

about the loss of unknown numbers 

of souls. 

Paula Haigh 

Nazareth, Kentucky 

LIBERAL LUNATICS 

Your essay on Dawn Brancheau’ 

death at SeaWorld was insightful 

to say the least. So many young 

people are misled by the liberal lu¬ 

natics of our time. This young 

woman believed whales to be her 

children and, even more delu¬ 

sional, I think she believed that 

whales thought she was their 

mother! 

Stephen J. Sanborn 

Mead, Washington 

APRIL ISSUE 

Re: your April 2010 issue, the ar¬ 

ticle by Mr. Pogonowski, p. 12. 

Lenin died January 21, 1924, not 

1923. 

John WW. Cooper 

New York, New York 

THEOCONS AND NEOCONS 

Thanks and congratulations to 

Anthony S. McCarthy for his article 

“Moral Squeamishness” in the Feb¬ 

ruary 2010 CW. He performed great 

research and made insightful conclu¬ 

sions on Standpoint, the latest 

neocon magazine to come on the 

scene urging endless war against the 

Arabic and Muslim world. What I’m 

about to relate shows that the 

neocon obsession with war and revo¬ 

lution or, to use one of the neocons’ 

favorite terms, “creative destruc¬ 

tion,” has infiltrated Protestantism as 

well as Catholicism. 

United Church of God is a spin¬ 

off from Herbert W. Armstrong’s 

Worldwide Church of God, and 

they publish the newsletter World 

News & Prophecy. One of its writers 

is John Ross Schroeder, who cites 

one neocon publication or commen¬ 

tator after another; he has cited 

Melanie Phillips many times in his 

ardent support of the “War on Ter¬ 

ror!” and his unwavering support for 

Israel’s government. After reading 

Mr. McCarthy’s review of Stand¬ 

point, I said to myself that the very 

next time I read Mr. Schroeder in 

WN&P, he’s not only going to cite 

Standpoint, but praise its writers as if 

they are the only ones with the right 

answers for the Middle East; and 

that’s exactly what he did, to a tee. 

The article where he cited Stand¬ 

point another anti-Muslim, anti- 

Arab warning that if aggressive war 

isn’t waged by UK and US, the star 

and crescent moon will fly over the 

entire Western world. The only 

photo to accompany the article was 

of a burqa-wearing jihadist holding a 

rocket launcher with his left hand 

while resting it upon his shoulder. 

Standpoint editor Daniel Johnson is 
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praised as “insightful” for urging ag¬ 

gressive war, in stark contrast to the 

goofy yet professorial photo of him 

in Mr. McCarthy’s article. The Prot¬ 

estant theocons believe that waging 

aggressive, unjust war against Mus¬ 

lims and Arabs is justified and 

proper because it takes out enemies 

of the Jews living in Israel, while the 

Catholic theocons want to recapmre 

lands from Mohammed’s armies; 

hence the unholy alliance between the 

theocons and the Jewish neocons. 

After reading Mr. McCarthy’s 

lengthy review of this latest journal 

of neocon propaganda, one can only 

give some kind of morbid credit to 

this cabal: they use scholarship, so¬ 

phistication, sophistry, flattery, de¬ 

ception, trickery, and even a wee bit 

of modern-day witchcraft to infil¬ 

trate and eventually take over Chris¬ 

tian and pseudo-Christian churches 

and organizations and use them to 

teach anti-Christ precepts promot¬ 

ing immoral war, torture, ethnic and 

tribal favoritism and allegiance, and 

hatred of Arabs and Islam while 

rarely voicing opposition to any 

other non-Christian religion. 

With “Moral Squeamishness,” 

Anthony S. McCarthy and E. 

Michael Jones have fired a shot 

across the bow of this latest assault 

ship of the neocon armada. And like 

so many things that float across the 

pond, it’s probably only a matter of 

time before Standpoint winds up in 

bookstores and on news-stands in 

America. 

Kenneth Reynolds 

Bronx, New York 

MEN UPON THE RACK 

Reading the last copy of Culture 

Wars I thought I had opened The 

Weekly Standard by mistake; a let¬ 

ter to the editor seemed to be writ¬ 

ten by Bill Kristol. Closer examina¬ 

tion revealed that it came from a 

Catholic priest. Having read a 

book by “a faithful Catholic,” 

Mark Thiessen, concerning tor¬ 

ture, the good Father exonerates 

the CIA., showing how 

waterboarding is just a scary expe¬ 

rience, besides, the Muslims have a 

get out of jail free card. They can 

just tell Allah, I did my best, and 

all is forgiven. 

More than 150 detainees have 

died in custody, perhaps Father 

Harrison can explain the picture of 

the cadaver on ice with the female 

prison guard smiling, giving the 

thumbs up, it is my understanding 

the guards had nothing to do with 

his death. How often have we 

heard the statement, “they sang 

like canaries”? One would think 

after this songfest, Osama Bin 

Faden and Mullah Omar would be 

posing for the New York Post in 

their burial shrouds. The body en¬ 

cased in ice was that of Manadel al 

Jamadi who was brought to Abu 

Ghraib by CIA agents for interro¬ 

gation. One hour later he was 

dead; military pathologists ruled 

his death a homicide [sic, suicide], 

but who believes them? One could 

reasonably expect that the songs 

they were singing were requests 

from the audience. The guards 

were not questioning them. The 

CIA was enticing them to sing, so 

Culture Wars welcomes letters to the editor. 

Preference will be given to letters which deal 

with topics discussed in the magazine. Letters 

should ideally be limited to one single-spaced 

page, but we know how difficult it is to follow 

ideals in this world. Letters can be sent by mail 

to Culture Wars, 206 Marquette Ave., South 

Bend, IN 46617; by fax to 219-289-1461; or by 

electronic mail to Jones@culturewars.com. 
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they gave them the old favorites, 

like Saddam was training terrorists 

in biological warfare, music to 

Cheneys ears, no doubt. This 

melody was so beautiful that it sent 

then Secretary of State Colin 

Powell to the UN, where he enrap¬ 

tured the members, sent the Main 

Stream Media swooning, and we 

were off to War with Iraq. 

Since the learned priest gave a 

plug to Thiessens book, let me 

close with a similar recommenda¬ 

tion, the documentary. Taxi to the 

Dark Side. The Afghan Dilawar 

must have been unaware of the 

“curious clause in their theology,” 

since he also ended up dead. The 

American military coroner stated 

that Diwar was the victim of a ho¬ 

micide, while being tuned up for a 

solo with the CIA. The enlisted 

men went to prison; the CIA offic¬ 

ers were not even questioned. As 

Shakespeare wrote, “I fear that you 

speak as men upon the rack where 

men enforced do speak anything.” 

Stephen J. Peters 

Congers, New York 

THE TORTURE PRIEST 

I have been enjoying Culture 

Wars for quite a number of years 

now and very much appreciate 

your efforts in regard to the pursuit 

of Catholic truth. Your article on 

The Weber Thesis (February 2010) 

was exceptional and I recom¬ 

mended to all my acquaintances 

the portion you made available at 

the CW website. I was hoping that 

you might continue that theme in 

the March issue but, when I ex¬ 

pectantly turned to the first page of 

the Letters section, I was appalled 

to find another disinformation- 

filled letter from Fr. Brian 

Harrison. 

It is quite beyond my under¬ 

standing why you continue to pub¬ 

lish such lies — without any dis¬ 

claimer — and thereby lend the 

pages of CW to the propagation of 

Fox News-like evil. You chose to 

publish an extended piece of drivel 

from this Fr. Harrison in your Feb¬ 

ruary 2009 issue in which, among 

several items of propaganda and 

monumental illogic, the gentle Fa¬ 

ther offers that the current war in 

Iraq is not unjust because, accord¬ 

ing to him, it is a completely “new 

war” from that of our initial unjust 

conquest and that we are, there¬ 

fore, morally obliged to stay and 

clean up the mess we made. (Thus, 

if a thief breaks into your house, 

murders and rapes your relatives, 

destroys your furnishings and live¬ 

lihood; he is morally obliged to 

stay there and continue his depre¬ 

dations until he gets around to fix¬ 

ing what he broke, should he ever 

decide to do so.) And now we are 

treated to the good Fathers en¬ 

dorsement of American 

waterboarding because, mirabile 

visu, it is not really torture at all 

and, WOW, we are getting just 

loads of “lifesaving” information 

out of it. 

Contrary to what the reverend 

Father would like your readers to 

believe, American waterboard tor¬ 

ture is a grotesque evil. Excellent 

recent discussions of our torture 

methods can be found in the ar¬ 

ticles of Mark Benjamin 

(“Waterboarding for Dummies,” 

3/9/10) and Glenn Greenwald 

(“What every American should be 

made to learn about the IG Torture 

Report,” 8/24/09, and “The Crime 

of not ‘Looking Backward,’” 1/19/ 

10) at Salon.com among many 

other articles easily found on the 

internet, as I am sure you are 

aware. Not only is waterboarding, 

as practiced under the auspices of 

the CIA and their Israeli helpers, 

extremely brutal and deadly, not 

only is the so-called waterboarding 

training that the US Navy and Ma¬ 

rines receive not comparable to 

these torture practices but there 

have been at least 100 deaths dur¬ 

ing or as a result of such torture 

sessions. But certainly the military 

received some wonderful “lifesav¬ 

ing” information from torturing 

people, who are planning such out¬ 

rageous activities as trying to kill 

American soldiers just because they 

have occupied their country and 

murdered their relatives. Can you 

imagine? Although it is not com¬ 

pletely clear that the leads came 

from torture, it appears likely that 

such actionable “intelligence” was 

recently demonstrated by the raids 

of General McCrystafs death 

squads in Khataba in February in 

which two pregnant women, a 

young girl, a policeman and a gov¬ 

ernment prosecutor were murdered 

by SOCOM forces (who then tried 

to cover it up only to have it re¬ 

vealed through the persistence of 

the British reporter Jerome Starkey 

after the initial, high-level cover-up 

was implemented) and the mur¬ 

ders of the 9 young boys in Kunar 

in December, who were bound 

hand and foot and then executed 

by American mercenaries and their 

CIA handlers. (I would recom¬ 

mend to the attention of your 

readers the columns of retired Na¬ 

val Commander Jeff Huber on the 

psychopathic serial killer 

McCrystal and his associates, avail¬ 

able at Antiwar.com, particularly 

his recent offering “McCrackers,” 

4/6/10.) 
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I am sure it has escaped the de- is: Fallujah. I am sure the tender eliminated by the Taliban but, 

vout Fathers notice but, as noted Father remembers the American amazingly, now thrive under our 

by Robert Fisk last year, among triumph of Fallujah but for those benevolent administration. There 

numerous other writers, we have of your readers who may have for- was a telling recent story by Gareth 

reached a most significant mile- gotten this episode in this “new Porter, 3/31/10, discussing an in¬ 

stone in Iraq and can all be proud war, this just war in Iraq, it was dependent investigation into the 

to have killed, severely injured or briefly this: Some American merce- abuse of children in Afghan jails. It 

driven from their homes over half naries machine-gunned a score of surveyed over 600 children and 

the population of Iraq. Let me re- peaceful demonstrators in that found that nearly two-thirds of the 

peat that for emphasis. W€ hcLV€ town and, the next day, the out- young boys there were abused, i.e., 

killed, severely wounded, injured or raged residents chanced upon four tortured or sodomized. So it would 

driven from their homes over half the of these mercenaries and proceeded seem that our American culture is 

population of Iraq. But, as the Fa- to viciously kill them, obviously making great strides in that coun- 

ther noted a year ago, the Iraqi are forgetting the difference in the in- try under our puppet Karzai. And 

just ecstatic to have us there, par- trinsic value of American lives ver- did anyone notice that, surpris- 

ticularly the lackeys we have bribed sus Iraqi lives. Luckily, this later ingly, the party of the CIA em- 

to betray their countrymen. Things event was caught on camera, to the ployee, Mr. Allawi, won the recent 

are just soooo much better than life great joy of our military leaders, Iraq election and that he may be 

under Saddam, except for all the who now had a perfect excuse to our next puppet ruler there? And 

corpses, cripples, and the now eliminate a substantial segment of let me recommend to your atten- 

regnant Western Culture which has the recalcitrant population of tion the new DOD snuff video just 

been inflicted upon them. Unfor- Baghdad. Our gallant military sur- released on 4/6/10, through 

tunately, it appears that the “life- rounded this town of a quarter Wikileaks, of our gallant centuri- 

saving about which the dear Fa- million people; allowed the women ons gleefully machine-gunning 

ther spoke was not that of Iraqis or and young children to leave, post- Iraqi civilians and a couple of 

Afghans, the value of the deaths of ing snipers about the periphery, Reuters workers, from the safety of 

our subjects being much infetior to doubtless with references to bibli- their helicopter, available at 

those of their American masters, cal verses on their telescopic sights, colateralmurder.org. And on and 

And please also note that, due to so that all men trying to escape on it goes thanks to the bovine 

the demographics of these coun- could be executed from afar; and masses of this country, the majority 

tries, whenever you read about us proceeded to level the majority of of whom are always happy to mur- 

killing dozens or hundreds or mil- the town and kill anything that der other people, and apologists for 

hons of these unfortunates, that, moved. We will never know just the Empire like Fr. Brian Harrison, 

on average, half of them are chil- how many were murdered but a The Torture Priest. 

dren and half are women. Should conservative estimate would put I was somewhat delayed in get- 

your readers want to hear the per- the figure in the area of 50,000. ting to the March issue of CWand 

spective of an actual Iraqi, rather This is the tender care being exer- did not begin reading it until Holy 

than the fever dreams of the loving cised by our military in Iraq and Week. What a dramatic counter- 

Father, they can still visit the Afghanistan to rebuild these devas- point this letter made to the con- 

postings of the Iraqi girl blogger, rated countries — nothing “im- templation of the torture of our 

Riverbend, at riverbendblog.blog moral” there, right Father? Lord Jesus. One could almost see 

spot.com, which are still available And please note that, subsequent Fr. Harrison there, encouraging the 

even though she also has been to this great triumph, we have in- Romans during the flagellation, 

forced to flee that country. Let me flicted the Fallujah Solution on a It is really beyond my understand- 

also remind your readers as well number of other cities in Iraq. ing why you continue to provide a 

as answer the kind Fathers ques- While, in Afghanistan, we have platform for this poor, deranged 

tion of last February of one seen the flowering of the opium in- man to spew his evil propaganda, 

event which exemplifies just how dustry and the return of the Are we not subjected to enough of 

immoral the current war in Iraq pederasts to Kabul, which were this from the mainstream media? 
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Quite frankly, Dr. Jones, I am very 

disappointed in you. 

James Russell 

Oxford, Mississippi 

SORRY 

Sorry I disappointed you. Your 

disappointment, however, stems 

from a failure to distinguish be¬ 

tween the articles I write and the 

letters to the editor which com¬ 

ment on those and other articles in 

Culture Wars. I generally agree with 

what I have written, but more of¬ 

ten than not, the letters column is 

the place where people take issue 

with those and other articles and 

letters. I did quote Father Harrison 

in my article on torture, but I 

think I made equally clear my dis¬ 

agreement with his position. I did 

not support the war in Iraq, nor 

did I support the torture which 

followed on the heels of that inva¬ 

sion. 

E. Michael Jones 

South Bend, Indiana 

THE FIRST CASUALTY 

Phillip Knighley wrote a book 

entitled: The First Casualty: From 

the Crimea to Vietnam: The War 

Correspondent as Hero, Propagandist 

and Myth Maker (Harcourt, NY, 

1975). His introduction is based 

on a quote from Senator Hiram 

Johnson, 1917: “The first casualty 

when war comes is truth” Iwo 

Cyprian Pogonowski writes (CW, 

March 2010, p. 9): “The Nazi- 

German wartime death machine 

included a system of over 8000 

camps in which were 18 million 

prisoners, of which 11,500,000 

were killed, while other victims 

were executed elsewhere.” Also 

{CW, Jan. 2010, p. 16): “Despite 

horrible losses inflicted on Poland 

and the tragic loss of over six mil¬ 

lion people or 20 percent of the 

population, Poland survived the 

war. 

I consider these numbers war¬ 

time and peacetime propaganda 

exaggerations by many millions 

used in order to justify everything 

unjustifiable that the victors did. 

Therefore, I ask Mr. Pogonowski 

to present to his readers the title 

and author names of one or more 

easily available, reliable, scientific 

documentations written by profes¬ 

sional academic historians with 

university connections proving his 

statements. Sixty-five years after 

the war there must exist such docu¬ 

mentations if these numbers are 

still being distributed. Unfortu¬ 

nately, they are unknown to me. 

Any large numbers like 

“11,500,000” or “6,000,000” are 

the sum of many smaller numbers 

for specific camps, locations and 

times. This documentation must 

therefore also show these smaller 

numbers with references of their 

origin. All papers of all German 

camps are collected and archived 

by the International Tracing Ser¬ 

vice in Arolsen, Hessen. But these 

archives were closed for historical 

research until recently, for more 

than 60 years. Why??? Because 

they do not prove what is said and 

printed? Let’s stop name calling 

and let’s find out the truth. 

Iwo Pogonowski {Culture WarSy 

March 2010, p. 6) claims my “ba¬ 

sic idea is to ‘blame the victims,’ 

rather than to have the courage to 

face the truth about the bestiality 

of the Bolsheviks and the utter in¬ 

humanity of the Nazis, both of 

whom greatly contributed to make 

the 20^^ century the most deadly in 

the history of the human race.” I 

do not blame any victims. All his¬ 

torians know the status of victim 

can always change from one group 

to another. From 1919-1939 Po¬ 

land was not a victim. But Poland 

made two million Germans into 

victims when they were put under 

Polish rule against their will and 

against the promise made by Presi¬ 

dent Wilson’s Fourteen Points of 

January 1918. All the details on 

this sad chapter can be found in 

the book by Richard Blanke: The 

Germans in Western Poland 1918' 

1939 (University Press of Ken¬ 

tucky, 1993) [7] and Reference 

[10]. The same happened to 3.5 

million Sudeten-Germans in 

Czechoslovakia [11]. 

Lewis Namier, a member of the 

British delegation denounced the 

Franco-Polish border proposals in 

Versailles as a gratuitous effort to 

humiliate Germany and warned 

that “the Germans will accept hu¬ 

miliation from their real conquer¬ 

ors but not from the Poles.” The 

British Premier Minister Lloyd 

George was adamant and said: 

“The proposals of the Polish Fron¬ 

tier Commission that we should 

place 2.1 million Germans under 

the control of a people which is of 

a different religion and which has 

never proved its capacity for stable 

self-government throughout its 

history must, in my judgement, 

lead sooner or later to a new war in 

the east of Europe” [7, p. 18-19]. 

President Wilson expressed a be¬ 

lated realization that “the only in¬ 

terest of France in Poland is in 
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weakening Germany by giving Po¬ 

land territory to which she has no 

right” [7, p. 19]. Thus, WWII 

was already pretty well pre-pro¬ 

grammed according to the key 

politicians of that time. 

The “inhumanity of the Nazis” is 

treated somewhere in the Ameri¬ 

can media basically every day in ev¬ 

ery section, so there is no need to 

discuss or repeat it here. Example: 

The AP article on Easter Sunday 

(!!!), April 4, 2010, of all days, in 

The Sunday Gazette entitled “Cre¬ 

ators of Curious George carried art 

while fleeing Nazis.” So, you are 

an artist and, of course, you have 

to flee the evil “Nazis”, which 

means for most readers, of course, 

the evil Germans. Nothing critical 

of “inhumanity” of Poles, Soviets, 

Czechs or other “victors of WWII” 

is ever published. Most Americans 

have never heard or read anything 

about the greatest “Ethnic Cleans¬ 

ing” operation in European and 

World history that occurred in 

1945-1950 affecting about 15 mil¬ 

lion people, of which many were 

also killed. The main beneficiaries 

of these events were the Polish 

people and the Czechs. Who 

knows or has ever read anything 

about the Benesch Decrees? 

The “bestiality of the Bolsheviks” 

is almost unknown in America, be¬ 

cause they were the good allies. 

(Remember Stalins surname: 

“Uncle Joe”). Polish propagandists 

have been very successful to tell the 

world that they have always been 

“victims”. But Poland and 

Czechoslovakia used the opportu¬ 

nities given them by the victorious 

Allies in 1945 to make 8-10 mil¬ 

lion East-Germans and 3.5 million 

Sudeten-Germans victims of Pol¬ 

ish/Czech inhumanity and crimi¬ 

nality on a large scale as not seen in 

human history before, especially in 

peace time, by expelling them from 

their lands between the Oder/ 

Neisse and Memel rivers. These ex¬ 

pelled Germans and their ancestors 

lived there for 700 years, and de¬ 

veloped these lands. This happened 

even centuries before America was 

discovered. The Poles and Czechs 

cannot put guilt on Stalin, because 

Stalin and his Russians did not 

move into the homes of expelled 

Germans in Breslau, Stettin or 

Danzig and hundreds of other 

German cities and villages. 

But Stalin committed the same 

crime in half of East Prussia, and 

Benesch did it with 3.5 million 

Sudeten-Germans. These ethnic 

cleansing crimes, in peacetime (!), 

on people who lived with their an¬ 

cestors in these East German Lands 

(now “West Poland”) are, of 

course, in America and the world 

basically unknown due to the suc¬ 

cessful efforts of Polish propagan¬ 

dists and the broken spines of the 

Germans after the most intense 

100 year lasting Anti-German pro¬ 

paganda campaigns which never 

stop (see Culture Wars, Jan.-March 

2010). Poland and Czechoslovakia 

tried to eliminate and erase this 

700-year history of East-Germany 

from the memory of mankind in 

order to “eliminate” any need for 

guilt feelings,' if there are any, at 

least for people with a conscience. 

Now, Germany cannot get back 

these lands, but nobody can expect 

or request that the Germans forget 

this loss and how it was done, espe¬ 

cially if real and exaggerated Ger¬ 

man crimes are mentioned some¬ 

where in the media basically every 

day. The “Anti-Germans” never 

miss an opportunity to mention 

German Crimes in the mass media. 

Why should one not be permitted 

to answer by mentioning “Anti- 

German” crimes? 

One should not say now Poland 

needed compensation for East-Po- 

land (=West Ukrainia and West- 

Belarus) conquered by Pildsuski 

1920, (Treaty of Riga, March 18, 

1921) and re-annexed 1939 by 

Stalin to the Soviet Union. The 

Poles there were a minority and 

they were not expelled by Stalin, 

but could leave to Poland if they 

wanted. If the Polish or Czech 

governments were really interested 

in true reconciliation and peaceful 

coexistence they could say: “OK, 

we realize that in 1945 we went 

too far, but we are interested in 

true reconciliation. As a sign of 

that we give back one city, for ex¬ 

ample West-Stettin or Karlsbad.” 

The Berlin Government could say: 

“All Poles and Czechs living now in 

that city can, of course, stay. No¬ 

body will be expelled. After all we 

have now a united Europe.” Noth¬ 

ing like that will, of course, ever 

happen. But why not dream about 

a better world that could, at least 

theoretically exist? 

The always “peaceful” Poles and 

Czechs like to talk about Slavic 

solidarity with their equally “peace¬ 

ful” Slavic Russian brothers. A 

look on any globe shows clearly 

that no race, if one would like to 

talk about a race in this case, has 

conquered more “Lebensraum” 

than the Slavs. It reaches today 

from Bohemia and the Oder/ 

Neisse rivers to Wladivostok and 

Kolyma. Questions: Was the 

Slavic “Drang nach Westen” 

planned already at the Pan-Slavic 

Congress of Prague in 1848 really 

necessary? Decades before Hitler 
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was born? This question is also ad¬ 

dressed to all other Allies of WWII 

who wanted to inflict permanent 

damage to Germany. Have Ameri¬ 

cans ever heard about Kolyma? 

Pogonowski asks: “Why is 

Mueller so friendly to the Sovi¬ 

ets. . .?” He is not. But before this 

subject can be discussed reasonably 

well the readers should really have 

studied the books of the Russian 

historian Victor Suvorov who is ba¬ 

sically unknown in America, be¬ 

cause he is not “politically correct.” 

His ground-breaking book The Ice- 

breaker — Who Started the Second 

World War? was published already 

in 1990 in London by Hamish- 

Hamilton and in 1988 in Paris. It 

took almost 20 years for one of his 

important books to be published 

in USA. Now we have one: Victor 

Suvorov, The Chief Culprit — 

Stalins Grand Design to Start World 

War II (Naval Institute Press, An¬ 

napolis, MD 21402, 2008). The 

Anti-Germans will not like this 

book. If Suvorovs thesis is correct, 

the whole history of WWII has to 

be rewritten, including the list of 

“victims.” 

Here is a quote from page 108 of 

Suvorovs book: “If Stalin had 

wanted peace, in August 1939 he 

had many opportunities to avert 

war. One of them was to follow 

the example of Britain and France 

and give guarantee of safety to Po¬ 

land. Or he could simply have 

drawn out his talks with Britain 

and France, which would have 

served as a warning to Hitler: ‘In¬ 

vade Poland, but keep in mind that 

all of Europe is against you, we are 

gathered here in Moscow talking 

about something, and all we have 

to do is blockade Germany.’ But 

Stalin choose his own way.” 

Why did Stalin choose his own 

way? As predicted by Lenin he 

wanted back what Russia lost in 

the Treaty of Riga of March 18, 

1921. In addition he wanted a war 

to start between Germany and En¬ 

gland/France. According to 

Suvorov he planned to attack Eu¬ 

rope in July of 1941. But Hitler 

destroyed that plan on June 22, 

1941. Stalin’s strongest army was 

located opposite to the Rumanian 

oil fields. If he would have suc¬ 

ceeded to get them, the Red Army’s 

drive to the Atlantic could not 

have been stopped. Stalin at least 

could with help from the Poles 

(ICP, CW, Jan. 2010!) conquer 

Berlin in 1945 after tremendous 

losses. 

Pogonowski writes (p. 6): “Why 

the amazingly disproportional ex¬ 

aggeration of the faults of the Poles 

in the 20^^ century?” Why is it an 

“amazingly disproportional exag¬ 

geration” to mention the conquest 

of so-called “East-Poland (= West 

Ukrainia, West-Belarus, parts of 

Lithuania) in 1920 with the Treaty 

of Riga moving Poland’s border 

200-300 km to the east? This was, 

of course, one of the main reasons 

for the Stalin-Hitler pact of 1939 

that led to WWII. Lenin said in 

March 1921: “We will get this 

land back sometime.” It is pure 

megalomania (“Grossenwahn”) if 

the Poles assumed that a nation of 

20 million can attack the Soviet 

Union with 150 million people 

and believe this can lead to a stable 

peaceful political arrangement for 

the future. Of course, this Riga 

Treaty ending a Polish war of ag¬ 

gression is never mentioned by Pol¬ 

ish and other “politically correct” 

historians for whom Hitler and the 

Germans are the only guilty ones. 

The real story of the “alleged Pol¬ 

ish atrocities against Germans liv¬ 

ing in Poland . . .either fictional or 

based on extreme exaggeration of 

very minor incidents” is discussed 

in the Book by Hugo Rasmus: 

Pomerellen — Westpreussen 1919' 

1939 (Herbig, 1986), [2]. It is not 

a nice story. 

Pogonowski writes (p. 6) “The 

author is correct that great cruelties 

were perpetrated against Germans 

living in Poland in 1945.” This 

one sentence shows very clearly 

why this letter exchange is neces¬ 

sary. The one single word “Po¬ 

land” in this sentence demon¬ 

strates, beyond any doubt, the at¬ 

tempt by Polish patriots and super¬ 

nationalists to erase from the 

memory of mankind 700 years of 

East-German history. The word 

“Poland” in that sentence must be 

replaced, of course, by “Germany.” 

In the year 1945 Silesia, East- 

Brandenburg, Pomerania, the 

Danzig Area, East Prussia, 

Memelland, were part of Germany 

like Bavaria with German popula¬ 

tions and can not be called “Po¬ 

land.” The above mentioned sen¬ 

tence must be rejected because it is 

historically incorrect, to say it 

mildly. In his January article 

Pogonowski writes: “Now Poland 

. . . has the same borders which it 

had already one thousand years 

ago.” With this he wants to justify 

the greatest “Ethnic Cleansing” op¬ 

eration in Europe. But a thousand 

years ago state borders in the mod¬ 

ern sense simply did not exist. 

Most of the land was still primeval 

forests or jungles. Even today East 

Europe has a low population den¬ 

sity compared with Western Eu¬ 

rope. Thus, this argument is not 

valid to justify the unjustifiable. 
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I am accused of making “so 

much efforts to grasp at straws, 

looking into remote corners to find 

any possible way to find faults with 

the Poles.” Pogonowski is a real 

master in doing exactly this with 

regard to German crimes and faults 

in basically all his articles, for ex¬ 

ample read “Bad Money” in CW, 

Feb. 2010, where he writes: “In 

1938 . . .85 percent of the German 

population was enthusiastic about 

Hitler.” As a historian Pogonowski 

knows very well that if a dictator¬ 

ship is finally entrenched as it was 

in Germany in 1938, internal re¬ 

volt is almost impossible. But his 

conclusion is: 85 percent of all 

Germans are “guilty,” whereas 

Poles are never “guilty” of any¬ 

thing. After the Reformation there 

was no “presence of Polish-Catho¬ 

lic culture ... in Prussia.” German 

Catholics were driven from their 

homes and villages in East-Ger- 

many just as all other Germans af¬ 

ter 1945. They certainly did not 

benefit from any “Polish-Catholic 

culture.” In this matter of the Pol¬ 

ish ''Drang nach Westen' Polish 

Communists and Polish Catholics 

were and still are “one heart and 

one soul.” I have never heard or 

read that a Polish Catholic Clergy¬ 

man has spoken out against the 

West-expansion of Poland. Here 

one should also mention the sad 

history of Cardinal Hlond. 

Pogonowski writes about “de¬ 

liberate genocidal attempts to 

eliminate entire ethnic groups.” 

The historical fact is that there was 

no “deliberate genocidal attempt to 

eliminate the Polish people as 

proven by more than 40 million 

Poles living today in good health 

and spirit. In 1939 there were only 

about 24 million Poles. It certainly 

helps to win wars. Which other 

European nation had a similar 

population increase since the war 

without any forced immigration by 

foreigners? It is also an undeniable 

fact that an entire ethnic group of 

about 8-10 million human beings 

has been eliminated between the 

Oder/Neisse and Memel rivers af¬ 

ter 1945. In Sudetenland (then 

part of Czechoslovakia) there were 

3.5 million additional German 

people eliminated. More in Hun¬ 

gary and Yugoslavia. These facts 

are, as mentioned before, basically 

totally unknown in America. This 

is one reason why they have to be 

mentioned here. 

Pogonowski claims {CW, Jan. 

2010, p.l6) “the tragic loss of over 

six million people or 20% of the 

population” of Poland. Up to June 

7, 1943, the German Wehrmacht 

(army) had dug up the remains of 

4143 Polish officers killed by the 

NKVD at the order of Stalin in 

Katyn near Smolensk. As far as 

possible they were also identified. 

Several books are available on the 

sad and tragic fate of these Poles. 

The listing of their names is avail¬ 

able as far as possible [8]. If it now 

would be true that “six million 

people” have been killed during 

WWII in Poland there would have 

to exist 6,000,000 / 4,000 = 1500 

mass graves in the order of magni¬ 

tude of those in Katyn, with about 

4000 corpses each. Or 3000 mass 

graves with 2000 dead people each. 

The historical fact now is that dur¬ 

ing the past 65 years not a single 

one of these thousands of mass 

cemeteries has been found and in¬ 

vestigated. If only one or two 

would have been found, the front 

pages of all the big newspapers of 

the Western world would have 

been filled with terrible articles 

with even more terrible pictures for 

weeks. This argument alone inde¬ 

pendent of population statistics 

should raise serious doubts about the 

truthfulness of the six million figure. 

On the other hand, crematoria 

which could cremate 6,000,000 

corpses simply did not exist and were 

never shown to exist. 

Pogonowski writes on page 16 

(Jan.2010): “Poles remember that 

during the Soviet invasion of Po¬ 

land in 1920, Lenin attempted to 

overrun Poland and form a Mos- 

cow-Berlin axis, in order to start a 

world wide communist revolu¬ 

tion”. And: “General Mikhail 

Tukhachevsky gave the historic or¬ 

der to the Red Army on July 4, 

1920: ‘To the West, over the corpse 

of ‘White Poland’, on the road to 

the worldwide conflagration’.” 

What proves and what evidence 

exists that Stalin had not the same 

goal during the spring of the fate¬ 

ful year 1941? This author still re¬ 

members well the terrible news on 

Sunday morning of June 22, 1941 

that Hitler invaded the Soviet 

Union. Our neighbor told my fa¬ 

ther on that fateful Sunday that now 

the war and everything is lost. Why 

are the books of Victor Suvorov such 

as The Icebreaker printed in England 

and Europe, practically unknown in 

America? He proves convincingly 

that Stalin had planned to attack 

the West two weeks later, in July 

1941. Hitlers early victories were 

possible only because according to 

Suvorov the Red Army had noth¬ 

ing prepared for a defense but only 

for an attack. The strongest forces 

of the Red Army were positioned 

close to the Rumanian oils fields 

near Ploesti. With their loss the 

way to the Atlantic would have 
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been open for Stalin and his Red 

Army. Another reason for Hitlers 

early victories was, of course, that 

many Red Army Soldiers simply 

did not want to fight for Stalin and 

surrendered. This changed after 

Americas entree into the war in 

December 1941. 

Pogonowski writes (p. 14, CW^ 

January 2010): “Hitler ordered 

. . .to complete the carefully 

planned destruction of Warsaw.” 

He says not one word about the 

saturation bombing of about one 

hundred German cities by Poland’s 

good friends in the West during 

four years so that Poland could 

“win the war” and move its borders 

to the West, to the Oder/Neisse 

rivers. This is another historical 

fact mostly unknown in America. 

Now, if a city is destroyed by satu¬ 

ration bombing, the surviving in¬ 

habitants can rebuild it in a few 

years and it is still their city. But 

the victors of WWII invented 

something else in violation of all 

international laws which is for a 

defeated country much more dan¬ 

gerous in the long run than satura¬ 

tion bombing. On January 4, 

1943, anthropology professor at 

Harvard, Earnest Hooton, wrote 

an article in the paper PM with the 

title “Should we kill the Germans?” 

Oh no, he did not want to do that. 

But he proposed to make Ger¬ 

many, already one of the most 

densely populated countries, an 

immigration country for the 

people of the whole world. This 

was done by the victors ruling Ger¬ 

many for 65 years. Result: Berlin 

is now also the second largest Turk¬ 

ish city and in many other German 

cities the German children in el¬ 

ementary schools are already in the 

minority. Soon, the Germans liv¬ 

ing in Frankfurt and other cities 

are also in the minority. A city partly 

occupied by aliens is for ever lost to 

the Germans just like Konigsberg. 

German Catholic Bishops are more 

concerned about establishing Mos¬ 

lem religious education in German 

schools than in the promotion of the 

Catechism or the Compendium to 

their Catholics. About 2000 

Mosques have already been built in 

Germany, none in Poland. About 

15 million foreigners have already 

been settled in Germany. The Islam- 

ization of Germany is in full swing. 

Any German who would dare to 

criticize these policies will be vilified 

immediately. Of course. Planned 

Parenthood is under the Name 

“Pro Familia” also very active in 

Germany. I guess CW readers 

know what is the business of 

Planned Parenthood. 

In the April 2010 issue of Cul¬ 

ture Wars Mr. Pogonowski pub¬ 

lished in his never ending search 

for German crimes and misdeeds a 

long article entitled “Lenin’s 

Mummy.” Unfortunately he does 

not mention two very important 

events happening at about the 

same time: First, the Recreation 

and Reestablishment of the Polish 

State by Germany and Austria on 

November 5, 1916. Second, the 

fact that on December 12, 1916, 

the German Emperor “in complete 

harmony with our allies, decided 

to propose to the hostile powers to 

enter peace negotiations” {New 

York Times, December 13, 1916). 

Of course these peace proposals were 

rejected by England and France, be¬ 

cause President Wilson promised 

them secretly before his reelection in 

November 1916, that the USA will 

come to help them. On the other 

hand the booty and the loot that the 

Allies wanted was just too great. If 

the peace would have been reestab¬ 

lished in 1916, Lenin could have 

stayed in Switzerland and enjoyed 

the life of a pensioner in the beauti¬ 

ful landscape of that country. 

Pogonowski writes (p. 11): “The 

treaty of Brest Litovsk was a humili¬ 

ating capitulation. . . .The Bolshevik 

government of Russia surrendered to 

Germany and Austria 150,000 sq. 

km of Poland, Lithuania, Latvia, and 

Estonia.” What does Pogonowski 

actually want? Does he agree that 

these countries should be indepen¬ 

dent nations or should they be just 

Russian provinces? 

According to the policies of the 

Western Powers, Eastern Europe 

has been given up to the Elbe river 

to Stalin. When the Wehrmacht 

retreated from the east in 1944/ 

1945 hundreds of thousands of 

people who were “citizens” of the 

Soviet Union moved with the Ger¬ 

man armies to the West. What 

happened to these people, to pris¬ 

oners of war and OstarbeiteC't 

Most Americans have certainly 

never heard of Operation Keel¬ 

haul — The Story of Forced Repa¬ 

triation by Julius Epstein. (Devin- 

Adair, 1973). Nothing can describe 

the tragedy of Eastern Europe at 

that time better than the following 

story (p. 80): “A British soldier re¬ 

ported that a little girl came to him 

with a note, saying: “Kill us, but 

don’t surrender us to the Bolshe¬ 

vists”. With difficulty, the soldier 

deciphered the note, put it in his 

pocket and began to cry.” 

Otward Mueller 

LTEMueller@aol.com 
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SAME WRITER? 

As a recent subscriber to Culture 

Wars I await eagerly each new edi¬ 

tion. Sometimes, I go to the web 

site to see if there is anything of in¬ 

terest. The latest highlighted article 

from the Archives, The Kidnap¬ 

ping of Sister Mary Cecelia, caught 

my eye. While I only gave it a pass¬ 

ing attention at the time now it 

stirred my interest. Maybe Td learn 

something. At the same time I 

thought, “Why bring this up after 

all these years?” 

What did I learn? Well, a lot 

about the kidnapping — I know 

many of the main characters — 

and something about the author. 

Fie obviously wasn’t the same 

writer in ‘89 as the one who 

penned The Jewish Revolutionary 

Spirit. The one of whom reviewers 

said “his research and analysis is 

comprehensive and calm”. 

I found unsubstantiated allega¬ 

tions, unproven assertions, straw 

man arguments, non sequiturs, a 

gullible and unquestioning accep¬ 

tance of Mrs. Greve’s version of 

events and statements. I’ll get 

deeper into these if our correspon¬ 

dence continues. For now I’ll just 

say on reading this if anyone comes 

across as paranoid it is Mrs. Greve. 

As to your likening traditional¬ 

ists to Donatists I find your com¬ 

parison without merit and wonder 

how a Ph.D. could make it. One of 

the earliest things Catholics learn 

about the Sacraments is that virtu¬ 

ally anyone can administer Bap¬ 

tism. No one ever questions the 

virtue of the administrator. Neither 

do any traditional priests that I 

know of. When they hear stories 

that a priest (Novus Ordo) spilled 

the water in the font rather that 

“get the child’s garment wet”, or “I 

baptize the in the names of the Fa¬ 

ther, Son and Holy Spirit” or “the 

name of the Father, Son and the 

Apostles Peter and Paul.” Or some 

other such change and no one can 

remember exactly what then they 

“conditionally” Baptize. Another 

question of change in the “form” is 

the consecration of the wine. One 

that no one to my knowledge has 

successfully defended. 

Michael Davies, who you quote 

favorably, tells us in “Pope Paul’s 

New Mass”; “St. Thomas, The 

Council of Florence and the Cat¬ 

echism of the Council of Trent” all 

teach that the full consecration for¬ 

mula is the correct “form” (p. 626). 

Then he goes on to say that since 

they were (may have been?) wrong 

on another point then he will ac¬ 

cept the interpretation of a Msgr. 

Joseph Pohle. I guess anytime we 

find these three in agreement we 

can put it aside. What can we ex¬ 

pect from someone who writes a 

673-page opus on what’s wrong 

with the New Mass but concludes, 

“it’s OK if it’s done right. 

What if someone wrote a 1,100 

page book on Jewish Revolutionar¬ 

ies and then said; “but they’re 

Okay, and we’ll meet them all in 

Heaven.”? 

Your belittling of traditional 

Catholics with the contempt 

shown by “the hundred or so” etc. 

is not only off the mark in num¬ 

bers but irrelevant. How many 

people were on the Ark? When 

Our Lord asks if He will find Faith 

when he returns isn’t He implying 

there won’t be many. 

As to being in communion with 

the 900,000 in the Novus Ordo 

there is no such number. Fully 80- 

85 percent of them no longer at¬ 

tend Mass and any poll taken 

shows that 45 percent don’t believe 

this and 72 percent don’t believe 

that etc. etc. etc. Whereas in al¬ 

most any traditional group you’ll 

find they believe as the Act of Faith 

says “in all the truths taught by the 

Catholic Church”. 

Hoping to hear from you. If so I 

hope too you will address the ques¬ 

tion of the possibility of a heretical 

Pope. 

Name 

Withheld 
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Rabbinical Despotism 
I was weii acquainted with the rabbinicai despotism which by the power of superstition has estab¬ 
lished its throne for many centuries in Poiand, and which for its own security sought in every pos- 
sibie way to prevent the spread of iight and truth. I knew how ciosely the Jewish theocracy is con¬ 
nected with the nationai existence, so that the aboiition of the former must inevitabiy bring with it 
the annihilation of the iatter. 

Solomon Maimon, 
The Autobiography of Solomon Maimonj p. 135. 

The Coen brothers’ latest film, A 

Serious Man, is set in Minneapolis 

in 1967, but it begins with a pro¬ 

logue in Yiddish, set in some shtetl in 

the Pale of the Settlement, which is 

to say in the part of Poland which 

Russia confiscated during the last de¬ 

cade of the 18^^ century. The exact 

date of the prologue is irrelevant be¬ 

cause from the time that the Baal 

Shem Tov created Hasidism in the 

wake of the Shabbetai Zevi catastro¬ 

phe and the Chmielnicki pogroms 

until the first writings of Moses 

Mendelssohn began to trickle into 

what Maimon referred to as “dark¬ 

est Lithuania,” time stood still in 

the pale. Tevye lived his life in a 

world which Scholem Aleichem 

romanticized and which Solomon 

Maimon damned as the epitome of 

superstition, but it was a world 

which never changed, hence the 

lack of time cues in a movie other¬ 

wise obsessed with them. 

A Serious Man is the Coen broth¬ 

ers’ most autobiographical film to 

date from Hollywood’s most suc¬ 

cessful siblings. Beginning with 

their collaboration with Sam 

Raimi’s horror flick The Undead in 

the ‘80s, the Coen brothers have 

gone on to produce an oeuvre that 

is both commercially successful 

and generically diverse. Joel (born 

November 29, 1954) and Ethan 

(born September 21, 1957) Coen 

grew up in St. Louis Park, Minne¬ 

sota, a suburb of Minneapolis/St. a 

Paul. Both parents were professors. 

Edward Coen taught economics at 

the University of Minnesota and ^ 

Rena Coen was an art historian at 

St. Cloud State University. Joel and 

Ethan, destined to be prodigies by 

both nature and nurture, amused 

themselves as children by making 

home movies on their Super 8 

movie camera. 

The Coens referred to A Serious 

Man as “a film . . . reminiscent of 

our childhoods.” The synagogue 

where A Serious Man was filmed 

“was close to where we grew up 

. . . .Marshak was a rabbi that we 
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knew as kids. He was a sage. He 

said nothing but he had a lot of 

charisma.” The kernel of the story 

was “the kids stoned bar mitzvah,” 

which was based on “characters that 

we knew.” Given what they wanted 

to do, one of the first hurdles the 

Coens had to clear was “getting the 

Jewish community to cooperate.” 

Once word of the stoned bar 

mitzvah got out, the people at the 

synagogue were worried. 

“You not going to make fun of 

the Jews, are you?” one of the 

Coen brothers mimics, and then 

both brothers burst out laughing, 

as if the question were the punch 

line for a private joke. The big 

question about A Serious Man is: 

“Is it good for the Jews?” The 

question elicits more laughter 

from the Coens. Then, as if some 

explanation is necessary, one of the 

Coens adds, “Its not that we’re 

laughing at anybody.” And that 

statement elicits still more laugh¬ 

ter. Then, finally calming down, 

one of them adds with a straight 

face, “The congregants were very 

excited to be a part of the film.” 

To say that critics have been per¬ 

plexed by the film is an understate¬ 

ment. One reviewer described it 

as “gentle but dark.” The Jewish 

reviewer for the New York Post 

seemed more conflicted than 

most. This is not surprising since 

A Serious Man is certainly the most 

anti-Jewish film Hollywood has 

ever produced. It makes Jued Suess 

look like Fiddler on the Roof by 

comparison. The Jewish thought 

police raked Steven Spielberg over 

the coals for directing Munich, but 

Munich comes across as an Israeli 

propaganda film in comparison to 

the Coens’ Serious Man. 

The film makes a number of 

statements, all of them anti-Jewish: 

1) the Jewish religion is a false 

religion which can offer not only 

no consolation for suffering, but 

no explanation for the most impor¬ 

tant events in a man’s life, in par¬ 

ticular, the presence of evil. 

2) all rabbis are clueless, fatuous 

fools 

3) all Jews are repulsive. The 

film goes out of its way to make 

Jews—from Larry’s brother Arthur, 

who spends the entire film drain¬ 

ing his sebaceous cyst, to Larry’s 

family, which engages in high-deci¬ 

bel soup slurping with a Menorah 

in the background—seem as 

physically unattractive as possible. 

4) a catastrophe is looming on 

the horizon. 

A Serious Man is, beyond all that, 

a tale of rabbicide. If you read the 

trailing credits long enough, you 

will learn that “no Jew was killed in 

the making of this film.” That’s be¬ 

cause, in this story, the rabbis dis¬ 

credit themselves so much that the 

killing remains a mere formality. 

But the question raised during the 

Yiddish prologue remains: If we kill 

the rabbi, will we be cursed? Or as 

Maimon puts it: Will the abolition 

of the despotic Jewish theocracy 

mean the annihilation of the Jewish 

nation? Or will it mean its libera¬ 

tion? Or have the Jews been cursed 

since they killed another rabbi and 

cried out in unison, “His blood be 

on us and on our children!”? 

These are questions more suit¬ 

able for the Coen brothers than 

Larry Gopnik, the protagonist of A 

Serious Man. In a supplement to 

the DVD, the Coen brothers ex¬ 

plained that they were looking for a 

suitable Yiddish tale to begin their 

movie. Unable to find one, they de¬ 

cided to make one up. The Yiddish 

prologue to A Serious Man is, as a 

result, both personal and arche¬ 

typal. A Jew enters the hovel where 

he lives with his wife and tells her 

that a wheel fell off his cart on way 

home. Fortunately, even though 

the hour was late and the road de¬ 

serted, a famous rabbi happened by 

and helped him. Full of gratitude, 

the Jew invited the rabbi to his 

house for a bowl of soup. 

Expecting a sympathetic response 

from his wife, the Jew is shocked 

when she tells him that the rabbi in 

question died three years earlier 

and that he has been talking to a 

dybbuk—in Jewish folklore, the 

wandering soul of a dead person 

who has taken up residence in the 

body of a living person. In the 

middle of their heated discussion, 

both husband and wife freeze when 

they hear a knock at the door. The 

rabbi in question enters and sits 

down by the fire, only to have the 

wife confront him. When words 

fail to get the rabbi to confess his 

true identity, the wife stabs him 

with an ice pick. The rabbi laughs 

after being stabbed as if to prove 

the wife right. He is a dybbuk. But 

then, blood begins to discolor his 

shirt where the ice pick has been 

A Serious Man is certainly the most anti- 

Jewish film Hollywood has ever produced. 
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rammed into his chest, and he 

asks, “Is this the way you repay 

kindness?” 

Is the rabbi a kindly old man 

who deserves not only hospitality 

but respect and gratitude? Or is it a 

dybbuk, which is to say, an evil 

spirit, sent to oppress them? The 

Coen brothers made up the story, 

but Solomon Maimon, refugee 

from the shtetl and the devotee of 

the Enlightenment, articulated the 

terms of engagement two centuries 

earlier when he wondered if rab¬ 

binic despotism was the only thing 

which kept the Jewish race to¬ 

gether. If so, the Coen brothers 

have a dilemma on their hands. If 

the rabbi is a tyrant, he deserves to 

be killed, but if the Jews wife kills 

the rabbi, then his entire family 

will be cursed. This is clearly the 

Jewish version of a no-win situa¬ 

tion. The wife never wavers in her 

belief that she has dispatched a 

dybbuk, but the husband is 

wracked with doubt. “We’re 

cursed,” he says when the rabbi 

gets up to leave and walks off into 

the blizzard raging outside their 

hovel. 

Cut to a suburb of Minneapolis 

during the summer of 1967. The 

narrative now bounces back and 

forth between Larry Gopnik, a 

physics professor at what looks like 

the local branch of the state univer¬ 

sity, and Danny, his 12-year-old 

son. Larry is at his doctor’s office 

undergoing what looks like a rou¬ 

tine physical exam, and Danny is 

studying Hebrew and about to be 

bar mitzvahed in two weeks. Be¬ 

fore long, it’s pretty clear that 

Danny, along with everyone else in 

his class, hates Hebrew school. In 

order to overcome the boredom as¬ 

sociated with talmudic study, 

Danny listens to Jefferson Airplane 

and smokes dope. This aversion to 

the Talmud is nothing new. 

Solomon Maimon hated Hebrew 

school too, characterizing “the sub¬ 

jects of the Talmud” as “dry and 

The Coen brothers 

mostly unintelligible to a child.” 

The shul wasn’t much better than 

its curriculum. Jewish children 

from the pale were “imprisoned 

from morning till night” in “a 

small smoky hut,” where “the chil¬ 

dren are scattered, some on 

benches, some on the bare earth” 

(p. 31). Then as now, when “chil¬ 

dren are doomed in the bloom of 

youth to such an infernal school, it 

may be easily imagined with what 

joy and rapture they look forward 

to their release” (p. 33). 

According to Heinrich Graetz, 

the father of Jewish historiography, 

the net result of immersion in Tal¬ 

mudic studies was the moral cor¬ 

ruption of the Jews who studied it: 

A love of twisting, distorting, 

ingenious quibbling, and a 

foregone antipathy to what 

did not lie within their field of 

vision, constituted the charac¬ 

ter of the Polish Jews. Pride in 

their knowledge of the Tal¬ 

mud and a spirit of dogma¬ 

tism attached even to the best 

rabbis, and undermined their 

moral sense. The Polish Jews 

of course were extraordinarily 

pious but even their piety 

rested on sophistry and boast¬ 

fulness. . . . The vulgar ac¬ 

quired the quibbling method 

of the schools and employed it 

to outwit the less cunning. 

They found pleasure and a 

sort of triumphant delight in 

deception and cheating (p. 5- 

6). 

Between the beginning of the 

film and the bar mitzvah, Danny 

whiles away his time in Hebrew 

class listening to Jefferson Airplane 

through the earplug of his transis¬ 

tor radio and trying to pass a $20 

bill to classmate Lagel for the mari¬ 

juana he has bought from him. 
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Sensing something amiss, the rabbi 

pulls out Dannys earplug, the 

room is filled with “Somebody to 

Love,” and the class explodes into 

the music-driven anarchy of the 

‘60s. The students at the local He¬ 

brew school have made a discovery: 

when the truth is found to be 

lies. . . all the joy within you dies.” 

When the intellectual props have 

been kicked out from underneath 

the rabbinic enterprise, all thats 

left is recourse to sensual plea¬ 

sure—sex, drugs, and rock n roll. 

Dannys father, Larry Gopnik, 

discovers the same thing in a much 

more painful fashion. Larry 

Gopnik is a Jewish physics profes¬ 

sor, but he is also a modern-day 

Job in a world which has replaced 

suffering with banality. Gopnik 

teaches at an unnamed university 

in the Midwest and—awaiting the 

results of a medical examination, as 

well as the decision over whether 

he gets tenure, and his sons bar 

mitzvah—his world suddenly falls 

apart. When Gopnik arrives home 

in his Dodge Coronet to a meticu¬ 

lously barren recreation of a ‘60s 

suburb, things start to go seriously 

wrong. His wife announces that 

she has been having an affair with 

Gopniks colleague, the much older 

Sy Abelman, and that she now 

wants a divorce. As if this weren’t 

bad enough, she adds religious in¬ 

sult to marital injury by demand¬ 

ing a get, which is to say the Tal¬ 

mudic ratification of divorce so 

that she can remain an upstanding 

member of the local Jewish com¬ 

munity. In order to spare their two 

obnoxious children any psychic 

conflict, the wife demands that 

both Gopnik and his brother, who 

spends most of the movie in the 

Gopniks’ one bathroom draining a 

sebaceous cyst, will have to move 

out of the Gopnik house into the 

Jolly Roger motel. Gopnik, the 

quintessential schlemiel, is dumb¬ 

founded, and, when he tries to get 

his bearings, his wife tells him to 

see their rabbi. “I have begged you 

to see the rabbi,” says Larry’s wife, 

and this becomes the theological 

refrain which runs throughout the 

entire movie. 

Like Job, Larry Gopnik goes 

from one counselor to another, and 

they all tell him the same thing. 

Watching his awkward and physi¬ 

cally repulsive older brother floun¬ 

der around in one of Minnesota’s 

many lakes, Larry listens to a Jew¬ 

ish woman wearing leg braces ex¬ 

plain that “it’s not always easy to 

decipher what Ha Shem [i.e., God] 

is telling us.” No one, it would 

seem, should be better prepared to 

deal with adversity than the Jews. 

“We’re Jews,” the crippled lady tells 

Larry, “we have thousands of years 

of tradition to draw on—all the 

stories of people who have had the 

same problems.” Virtually every 

encounter in the film ends with the 

same bit of advice: “Talk to the 

rabbi,” she tells Larry. 

That admonition sets up the plot 

framework for what is a deeply 

theological film, whose plot re¬ 

volves around Gopnik’s visit to 

three different rabbis. Larry 

Gopnik is Job, but he is living at a 

time when the Jewish religion un¬ 

der whose dispensation the Book 

of Job was written, is dead and ob¬ 

solete. The rabbis who represent 

this religion, as a result, are inca¬ 

pable of explaining anything. Hop¬ 

ing to meet with the senior rabbi, 

Gopnik encounters instead his jun¬ 

ior colleague. Rabbi Scott, who up¬ 

braids Larry for lacking “capacity 

for wonder” and the “right per¬ 

spective.” Jumping up from be¬ 

hind his desk. Rabbi Scott goes to 

the window of his study and, pull¬ 

ing back the curtain, gives Larry 

the key to understanding all of his 

problems: “Look at the parking lot, 

Larry!” Larry’s problem, according 

to Rabbi Scott, stems from the fact 

that “You’re looking at your wife 

with old eyes.” When Larry in¬ 

forms that rabbi that his problem 

is that his wife is sleeping with Sy 

Abelman, the rabbi is at a loss for 

words. “Oh, sorry,” he blurts out. 

Instead of supporting Larry as a 

victim of adultery, the rabbi tacitly 

condones it by showing himself 

willing to help the wife get her get. 

After collaborating in the destruc¬ 

tion of Larry’s marriage, the rabbi 

gets back to the vision thing by 

telling him, “This is life. This is an 

expression of God’s will. Things 

aren’t so bad. Look at the parking 

lot, Larry.” 

The encounter with the second 

rabbi is, if anything, more intellec- 

The Coens referred to A Serious Man as “a 
film... reminiscent of our childhoods.” 
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tually frustrating and more spiritu¬ 

ally bankrupt than the first en¬ 

counter. Rabbi Nachner, the man 

with the “life experience” Rabbi 

Scott lacked, listens patiently, 

dunking a tea bag, as Larry ex¬ 

plains his feeling that “the carpet 

has been yanked out from under 

me.” Since his meeting with the 

junior rabbi, Sy Abelman has died 

in a car accident and Larry has had 

a less serious accident of his own, 

but now everyone is expecting 

Larry to pay for the funeral of the 

man that cuckolded him. Some¬ 

how this doesn’t seem fair. 

“Somebody has to pay for Sy’s 

funeral, but why is it me? I’m so 

strapped for money now. I don’t 

know. What does it all mean? Pay¬ 

ing for Sy’s funeral? He died the 

same instant I had the crash. Does 

that mean that I am Sy Abelman. 

Does it mean 

that we are all 

one? How 

does God 

speak to us?” 

Rabbi 
Nachner re¬ 

sponds by tell¬ 

ing Larry the 

story of the 

goy’s teeth. A 

dentist in the 

rabbi’s congre¬ 

gation by the 

name of 

S u s s m a n , 

while making 

an appliance 

for one of his 

goy patients, 

noticed He¬ 

brew writing 

on the inside 

of the goy’s 

lower incisors, 

writing which 

when deciphered, said “Help me! 

Save me!” 

“This in a goy’s mouth, Larry!” 

Needless to say, Sussman was 

stunned: “Sussman can’t eat. 

Sussman can’t sleep. He examines 

the mouths of his patients, Jew and 

goy alike” and wants to know what 

this could mean. Sussman, who is 

an educated man (“Not like Rabbi 

Marshak but an educated man. He 

knows about the Zohar”) asks the 

rabbi if the answer lies in Kaballah. 

Sussman knows that every Hebrew 

letter has a numerical equivalent. 

Transposing the Hebrew letters to 

numbers, he comes up with the 

telephone number of the Red Owl 

Supermarket in Bloomington, 

Minnesota. He calls the number 

and asks the manager if he knows a 

goy with Hebrew writing on his 

teeth. Getting no satisfactory an¬ 

swer he goes to the Red Owl Su¬ 

permarket, but finds nothing. Re¬ 

turning to Rabbi Nachner, 

Sussman asks, “What does it 

mean? Is the answer in Kaballah or 

Torah? What can such a sign 

mean: 

Intrigued by the story, Larry 

asks, “What did you tell him?” 

“Teeth?” answers Rabbi 

Nachner. “Don’t know. God? Don’t 

know. Helping others? Can’t 

hurt.” 

To which Larry responds: “It 

sounds like you don’t know any¬ 

thing.” 

The story ends with a picture of 

Sussman playing golf and Nachner 

adding, “He stopped asking. He 

returned to life.” The moral of the 

story, according to Rabbi Nachner, 

is that “questions are like a tooth 

ache,” but Larry isn’t satisfied with 

this response. “I want an answer,” 

he objects, but according to the 

rabbi, “Ha Shem doesn’t owe you 

an answer.” And even if Ha Shem 

had the answer, the rabbi contin¬ 

ues, “He hasn’t told me.” Subdued 

by the thought that nothing has 

any meaning, Larry asks one more 

question: 

“What happened to the goy?” 

“The goy?” Nachner answers. 

“Who cares?” 

Solomon Maimon’s autobiogra¬ 

phy caused a sensation when it ap¬ 

peared in Berlin at the end of the 

18^^ century. Like the Coen broth¬ 

ers, Maimon felt that Judaism was 

a false religion and that the rabbis 

were the enemy of the Jewish 

people. The Kaballah, as Nachner’s 

exposition of the goy’s teeth made 

clear, could be used to justify any¬ 

thing, including the claim that 

nothing had any justification: 

“The remotest analogies between 

signs and things were seized, till at 
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last the Kaballah degenerated into 

an art of madness according to 

method, or a systematic science 

resting on fancy.” 

Brother Nathanael Kapner, who 

was born in 1950 and is four years 

older that Joel Coen, felt the same 

way about the Jewish religion he 

was raised in. Like Danny Gopnik 

in A Serious Man, Kapner went to 

Hebrew school. Unlike Danny he 

didn’t get stoned or listen to 

Jefferson Airplane. Kapner was a 

pious Jewish boy, something which 

makes the epiphany he had in a 

Pittsburgh synagogue, all the more 

startling: 

I recall my parents taking me 

to my cousin’s Bar Mitzvah at 

a farther part of the City of 

Pittsburgh, where 1 grew up. 

We entered into an old, musty 

smelling synagogue which had 

the Jewish Star of David ev¬ 

erywhere. After only 10 min¬ 

utes of being inside, 1 got very 

nauseated and wanted to 

vomit. The synagogue seemed 

to have a deathly pall about it. 

And I couldn’t bear looking at 

the Jewish Star everywhere. I 

learned later that the Star of 

David is an occult symbol that 

was popularized by the 

Kabbalists of the 13th Cen¬ 

tury in Europe. It was then at 

the age of 8, through my ex¬ 

perience in that old, musty 

smelling synagogue, that I 

knew that Judaism was a reli¬ 

gion of death. 

Kapner was exposed to Christian¬ 

ity as a child, but the rabbis kept him 

from acting on what he saw: 

The neighborhood where I 

grew up was made up of Jews, 

Catholics, and Protestants. 

Every year at Christmas time 

in the 1950s, all of our Gen¬ 

tile neighbors put up the Na¬ 

tivity Scene on their lawns. 1 

simply loved looking at the 

Nativity Scene! And I wanted 

to know more about Jesus 

Christ. But we were forbidden 

to even mention Jesus Christ’s 

name unless we used it as a 

curse word. 

A boyhood friend of mine 

named Ricky Rago was a Ro¬ 

man Catholic. One afternoon 

after playing baseball, Ricky 

Rago invited me over to his 

house and we went into his 

bedroom to play Monopoly. 

All over his walls were pictures 

of the 14 Stations Of The 

Cross. I was 10 years old at 

the time and these pictures of 

Christ’s sufferings made a 

deep impression on me. 1 

promised myself that one day 

I would learn the meaning of 

these sufferings of Jesus 

Christ. 

Christianity was made up by a 

manic-depressant by the name 

of Saul of Tarsus who wanted 

to blame the crucifixion of a 

criminal named Jesus Christ 

on the Jewish people. And 

Saul of Tarsus you should 

know was a “self-hating” Jew. 

He hated being a Jew so much 

that he even changed his 

name to “Paul!” 

Now it happened dear chil¬ 

dren that 500 years after Jesus 

Christ was crucified, the Ro¬ 

man Catholic Church took 

the crazed writings of Saul of 

Tarsus and made a religion 

out of it. They called this reli¬ 

gion, “Christianity.” Thus we 

are not going to bother study¬ 

ing this false and hate-mon- 

gering religion.” 

Kapner’s father, unsurprisingly, 

only reiterated what Kapner had 

learned in the synagogue: 

When I got home I asked my fa- 

knew that Judaism was a 
religion of death.” 

Hebrew school, in Kapner’s expe¬ 

rience, wasn’t so much an introduc¬ 

tion to the Torah, as it was an inocu¬ 

lation against Christianity. As part of 

his Hebrew school curriculum, 

Kapner was required to take a course 

in Comparative Religion, in which 

he and his classmates studied Bud¬ 

dhism, Hinduism, and Islam. After 

that build up, Kapner was shocked 

to hear his teacher announce that 

they were not going to study Chris¬ 

tianity. “You see children,” Mrs. 

Schechter, his teacher said. 

ther what he thought about Saul of 

Tarsus. My father answered, “Saul 

of Tarsus tried to convince Jews to 

become Christians. But we are 

born Jews and we should die as 

Jews.” 

Solomon Maimon noticed some¬ 

thing similar in the attitude of the 

rabbis of his day: “As I observed in 

most of the rabbis a good deal of 

pride, quarrelsomeness and other 

evil qualities, they became objects 

of dislike to me on that account” 

(p. 81). Confronted with what 
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Larry Gopnik teaching physics in A Serious Man. 

seemed like an insuperable conflict 

between faith and reason, 

Maimon vowed to leave Poland, 

along with his wife and family, and 

move to Berlin, where he could 

“destroy by enlightenment the 

remnant of superstition which still 

clung to me.” This decision set 

Maimon permanently at odds with 

the Jewish people, rendering him 

by and large unemployable as a tu¬ 

tor “because the parents of these 

young people were anxious lest 

their children should be led astray 

and by independent thinking on 

religion, be made to waver in their 

faith. . . . They could not rely up 

on their children having sufficient 

judgment to be able to enter upon 

this course without passing from 

one extreme to the other, from su¬ 

perstition to unbelief, and perhaps 

they were right.” 

Maimon’s behavior didn’t help 

matters any. Like the Coen broth¬ 

ers, he went out of his way to out¬ 

rage Jewish sensibilities. While in 

Posen, Maimon deliberately 

touched what the Jews felt was a 

sacred stag horn at entrance to the 

synagogue: “Horror-struck they ex¬ 

pected my death on the spot, but 

as nothing happened their anxiety 

for me was converted into hatred. 

They looked on me as one who 

had profaned the sanctuary.” 

Spurred on by his hatred of “the 

spirit of fanaticism” he found 

among the rabbis, Maimon “began 

to push matters a little further, fre¬ 

quently slept through the time of 

prayer, went seldom to the syna¬ 

gogue and so on” until he brought 

on the persecution that he had 

warned against. The Jews, for their 

part, deprived of a rational reli¬ 

gion, had no way to incorporate 

Maimon’s critique into their prac¬ 

tice, and so Maimon, like his pre¬ 

decessor Spinoza, was expelled 

from the synagogue. 

Solomon Maimon was an advo¬ 

cate of the Enlightenment. He sug¬ 

gested that the study of mathemat¬ 

ics and science would break the 

hold of the superstitious rabbis and 

bring Enlightenment to the Jewish 

people, but things turned out dif¬ 

ferently than expected. Larry 

Gopnik is a product of the En¬ 

lightenment. He is well-versed in 

both mathematics and physics, but 

physics isn’t what it was when the 

Maskilim in Berlin were in awe of 

Sir Isaac Newton and his marvel¬ 

ous system. Physics, as Gopnik 

teaches it, is Heisenberg’s uncer¬ 

tainty principle. In one of the film’s 

many dream sequences, Larry is 

dwarfed by a huge blackboard cov¬ 

ered with incomprehensible equa¬ 

tions. Explaining Heisenberg’s un¬ 

certainty principle to his students, 

Gopnik sums up everything by 

saying “it proves that we can’t really 

know what’s going on, but you’ll 

be responsible for it on the mid¬ 

term.” 

Unlike Larry Gopnik, the suc¬ 

cessful brother who makes a living 

teaching a theory in physics which 

doesn’t explain anything, Arthur, 

his older brother, is a loser in 

everyone’s estimation. He sleeps on 

the couch in the Gopnik’s living 

room. He spends most of his day 

draining the cyst on his neck, but 

unlike his brother, Arthur has come 

up with a system that actually works. 

The cabbalistic “Mentaculus,” is “a 

probability map of the universe,” 

which allows him to win money at 

cards: (“Some goys put together a 

private game. I think they’re Ital¬ 

ian.”) even if it can’t keep him from 

soliciting at the town’s notorious 

gay bar and getting him arrested 

for sodomy. “What’s sodomy, 

dad?” Larry’s son asks, when the 

police show up at the Gopnik’s 

front door with Arthur in hand¬ 

cuffs. 

When Larry consults a lawyer 

about his brother’s arrest, the law¬ 

yer asks him the same question: 

“Have you talked to the rabbi?” 

Larry: “I talked to Nachner.” 

Lawyer: “Did he tell you the 

story about the goy’s teeth? Go talk 

to Marshak. He’s a wise man.” 

Before long, Larry is dreaming 

about people telling him to talk to 

the rabbi. In one dream sequence, 

the late Sy Abelman, still wearing 

the golfing outfit he died in, en¬ 

gages Larry in a debate over math¬ 

ematics which ends with Sy bang¬ 

ing Larry’s head against the black 

board while screaming over and 
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over “I f#@%ed your wife. See 

[Rabbi] Marshak.” 

Taking the advice of both the liv¬ 

ing and the dead, Larry finally goes 

to see Rabbi Marshak. “I need 

help,” Larry tells Marshaks secre¬ 

tary. “I have a lot of tsuris 

[troubles] in my life. This is not a 

frivolous request. Tell him I need 

help.” The secretary opens the 

door, and walks into the Rabbi’s 

study. Rabbi Marshak is sitting be¬ 

hind his desk as she explains Larry’s 

request. She returns and tells Larry, 

“the rabbi is busy.” 

“He doesn’t look busy,” Larry re¬ 

sponds shrilly. 

Secretary: “He’s thinking.” 

The rabbis are not only totally 

useless when it comes to explaining 

the presence of evil in the world or 

giving advice, their rituals don’t 

help either. Danny’s bar mitzvah is 

the highpoint of the film; with Sy 

Abelman dead, it looks as if Larry 

and his wife are going to get back 

together. As they sit in the syna¬ 

gogue waiting for Danny to go up 

and sing the Torah, Larry’s wife 

tells him that “Sy admired you so 

much. He wrote letters to the ten¬ 

ure committee.” The look on 

Larry’s face indicates 1) just how he 

feels about his wife bringing up the 

now-dead Sy at a moment like this; 

as well as 2) the realization that he 

now knows who was writing all of 

those anonymous letters about 

Larry’s moral turpitude to the ten¬ 

ure committee. Our sense that 

Larry is finally out of the woods is 

undermined further by the fact 

that Danny has to get stoned to go 

through with the ceremony. After a 

few tense moments, when it looks 

as if Danny might pass out in front 

of everyone, he finally finds his 

voice, sings the Torah, and, after it 

is all over. Rabbi Nachner greets 

Larry’s totally stoned son as “a 

member of our tribe. 

As a reward for his performance at 

the bar mitzvah, Danny, still stoned, 

gets to meet Rabbi Marshak, the 

man who refused to discuss his 

father’s troubles because Marshak 

was busy “thinking.” After a long 

walk through Marshak’s cluttered 

study, Danny sits at the rabbi’s feet, 

and after almost an entire film of 

anticipation, the senior rabbi fi¬ 

nally opens his mouth and says: 

“When the truth is found to be 

lies/And all the joy within you dies. 

Denn wot?” Without waiting for 

an answer, the wise old rabbi con¬ 

tinues by naming the members of 

the Jefferson Airplane. “It was 

wonderful,” he says of the song he 

has been listening to for the past 

two weeks and hands Danny back 

the transistor radio with the $20 

bill in the case which his teacher 

confiscated from Hebrew class. 

Cut to Danny listening to 

Jefferson Airplane in Hebrew class 

once more. This time, however, the 

Rabbi is interrupted by the school 

secretary, who tells him that a tor¬ 

nado is approaching. The Rabbi 

then tells the children that they all 

need to take shelter in the syna¬ 

gogue basement. 

After getting arrested for sod¬ 

omy, Arthur has reached the end of 

his rope. He runs out of their mo¬ 

tel room screaming. Larry finds 

him sitting beside the motel’s 

empty swimming pool sobbing: 

“Ha Shem hasn’t given me s#*%.” 

In the most moving scene in the 

whole movie, Larry embraces his 

brother Arthur, and tries to offer 

him the consolation that has been 

denied him by the three rabbis. 

“It’ll be okay,” Larry tells his 

brother. “We get Ron Meshbesher to 

take your case.” Ron Meshbesher is 

the third lawyer Larry has had to 

consult. (Solomon Schlutz, the se¬ 

nior partner in the firm handling 

Larry’s divorce, keeled over with a 

heart attack before he could give 

Larry any advice in the real estate 

battle Larry was having with his 

goy neighbor, the one who takes 

his son hunting when the boy 

should be in school.) Since Ron 

Meschbescher is a criminal lawyer, 

he requires a retainer fee of $3,000 

up front. Three thousand dollars is 

precisely the amount of money that 

a Korean student passed to Larry in 

an attempt to bribe him to change 

his failing grade. Larry looks at the 

retainer agreement from Ron 

Meshbesher. He then looks at his 

grade sheet. He then looks at the en¬ 

velope from the Korean student con¬ 

taining the $3,000 bribe. With the 

rain from the thunderstorm which 

has spawned the tornado now ap¬ 

proaching his son’s school pelting his 

window, Larry takes out a pencil and 

erases the F next to Mr. Park, the 

Korean student’s name, and puts a 

C- in its place. 

No sooner is the deed done than 

the phone on Larry’s desk rings. It’s 

Lariy Gopnik is a product of the 
Enlightenment. 

June 2010 / 19 



z. 

Salomon Maimon 

the physician who gave him a 

clean bill of health at the beginning 

of the film. Something has showed 

up on the X-ray. Could Larry 

come in to discuss the results. 

“Can’t we discuss them over the 

phone?” Larry wants to know. 

“No, in person would be better.” 

“When,” Larry asks. 

“Now,” says the doctor. “Now 

would be good. I’ve cleared a place 

in my schedule.” 

Meanwhile, the Hebrew students 

have now gathered in the 

schoolyard, where they are being 

battered by the storm. Outside in 

schoolyard, one of his classmates 

tells Danny that “The wind is go¬ 

ing to rip that f*%#ing flag off the 

flag pole.” The storm in this in¬ 

stance seems to symbolize the 

sexual revolution of the ‘60s, the 

revolution which New Left Red 

Diaper babies like David Horowitz 

created to punish the United States 

for treating their Stalinist parents 

so badly. Horowitz’s participation 

in the sexual revolution—in par¬ 

ticular, his affair with Abby 

Rockefeller—destroyed 

his marriage and almost 

destroyed his life when 

he took to driving the 

sports car he bought as 

compensation for the 

break up of his marriage 

at unsafe speeds. He 

then converted from 

, New Leftism to 

:v Neoconservatism but 

i\ never stopped being a 

Jewish revolutionary, 

and his revolutionary ac¬ 

tivity never stopped be¬ 

ing harmful to American 

culture. 

When it comes to the 

Jews, America is 

doomed one way or an¬ 

other. Suburbia, to get back to the 

film under discussion, is a creation 

of Jews like the Levitts, who gave 

us Levittown, the suburb that set 

the pattern of banality for the rest 

of the country for the post-World 

War II era. The Levitts came up 

with the mass produced slab house 

that the Coen brothers found so 

insufferable growing up. As in the 

pale of the settlement where the 

Jewish descendents of Solomon 

Maimon blamed the Czar for the 

tyranny of the rabbis, so in 

America, where the next genera¬ 

tion of Gopniks finds the world 

their fathers created intolerable, 

and instead of killing their own 

rabbis, they kill the culture which 

harbored them instead. Like David 

Horowitz, they always run the dan¬ 

ger of perishing in the conflagra¬ 

tion they themselves started. That 

seems to be the meaning of the tor¬ 

nado at the end of the film. 

Outside the synagogue, the rabbi 

is struggling unsuccessfully to find 

the key to open the door to the 

synagogue basement so that he can 

lead his charges to safety. Danny 

Gopnik calls to Fagel the drug 

dealer as if to pay him back the 

$20 he owes him, but his gaze is 

drawn instead to the tornado bear¬ 

ing down on all of them, about to 

destroy them. The Jews, the Coen 

brothers seem to be telling us, are 

facing some sort of catastrophe: ei¬ 

ther 1) the sexual revolution of 

the ‘60s which wiped out a signifi¬ 

cant portion of the baby boomer 

Jews, bringing about the demo¬ 

graphic crisis to which Alan 

Dershowitz among others has al¬ 

luded or 2) the tornado symbolizes 

some catastrophe looming for the 

Jews in 2010. After the neocon 

Jews pushed America into a disas¬ 

trous war with Iraq which has led 

to a mountain of unrepayable debt, 

Jews like Mr. Blankfein of 

Goldman Sachs and Mr. 

Rubenstein of the Carlyle group 

(not to mention Alan Greenspan, 

Ben Shalom Bernanke, Larry Sum¬ 

mers and Robert Rubin) presided 

over the looting of the American 

economy, piling more unrepayable 

debt onto the backs of the Ameri¬ 

can people. Then, as if that weren’t 

enough, the first group of Jews is 

now demanding that President 

Obama attack Iran. 

At around the same time that the 

DVD of A Serious Man was re¬ 

leased, neocon warmonger Daniel 

Pipes was writing an article on Na¬ 

tional Review Online entitled, 

“How to Save the Obama Presi¬ 

dency: Bomb Iran.” And what was 

the Catholic reaction to this ef¬ 

frontery? William Donohue, head 

of the Catholic League for Reli¬ 

gious and Civil Rights, wrote an 

editorial calling for economic sanc¬ 

tions against Iran. 

Then, just to show that great 

minds run in the same circles, on 

♦ 

20 / CULTURE WARS 



the same day, Deal Hudson, 

former editor of the now defunct 

Crisis magazine, wrote an editorial 

calling for the same thing. Now 

how is it that these great Catholic 

minds came to the same conclu¬ 

sion on an issue of no concern to 

Catholics on the same day.^ If 

you’re really stumped, I recom¬ 

mend a short review of the political 

career of former Pennsylvania 

Senator Rick Santorum. 

Santorum, used Jewish money to 

buy Catholic votes, and never did 

anything in return for the Catho¬ 

lics who elected him to office. 

Santorum ended his career in the 

Senate by campaigning for war 

with Iran. According to the late 

Tom Herron, Santorum’s Iran- 

speech was both his political swan 

song and a job application. Then, 

lo and behold, where does former 

Senator Rick Santorum pop up af¬ 

fronted by the fact that the rabbis 

do not have the keys of the king¬ 

dom and are blocking the door to 

salvation by refusing to go in 

themselves and preventing others 

from going in as well, the Jew con¬ 

siders becoming a Christian. After 

being spurned by both the rabbis 

and Enlightened Jews like Moses 

Mendelssohn, Solomon Maimon 

had reached the end his rope and 

concluded that “there was no alter¬ 

native left but to embrace the 

Christian religion and get myself 

baptized in Hamburg” (p. 126). 

Unlike Nicholas Donin and Jo¬ 

seph Pfefferkorn and Eugenio 

Zolli, the chief Rabbi of Rome 

who converted because of the he¬ 

roic witness of Pope Piux XII dur¬ 

ing World War II, and Nathanael 

Kapner, Solomon Maimon never 

made it into the Church which is 

the ark of salvation. “I am a native 

“\ must therefore remain what I 
am—a stiff-necked Jew.” 

ter losing the election? At the 

American Enterprise Institute, 

where Jewish financiers like private 

equity king David Rubenstein can 

pay his salary directly. 

The scene of the rabbi struggling 

to find right key to open the door 

to the synagogue basement is the 

second time that obliquely Chris¬ 

tian themes made their appearance 

in A Serious Man. (The first came 

when Larry’s daughter, hearing her 

uncle say for the nth time, “Just a 

minute,” from the other side of the 

bathroom door, exclaimed “Jesus 

Christ.”) Sooner or later, con- 

of Poland,” he told a Lutheran 

minister in Hamburg, 

belonging to the Jewish na¬ 

tion, destined by my educa¬ 

tion and studies to be a rabbi; 

but in the thickest darkness, I 

have perceived some light. 

This has induced me to search 

further after light and truth 

and to free myself completely 

from the darkness of supersti¬ 

tion and ignorance. As this 

could not be attained in my 

native place, I went to Berlin, 

where with the support of 

some enlightened men of our 

nation I studied for some 

years—not indeed with any 

plan but merely to satisfy my 

thirst for knowledge. But as 

our nation is unable to use, 

not only such planless studies, 

but even those based on the 

most perfect plan, it cannot be 

blamed for becoming tired of 

them, and pronouncing their 

encouragement to be useless. I 

have therefore resolved, in or¬ 

der to secure temporal as well 

as eternal happiness, which 

depends on the attainment of 

perfection, and in order to be¬ 

come useful to myself as well 

as others, to embrace the 

Christian religion. 

True to the vision of the man 

who founded their sect, the 

Lutherans never had a clear under¬ 

standing of the relationship be¬ 

tween faith and reason, and so pas¬ 

sages like the following were 

bound to cause problems: 

The Jewish religion, it is true, 

comes, in its articles of faith, 

nearer to reason than Chris¬ 

tianity. But in practical use the 

latter has an advantage over 

the former; and since moral¬ 

ity, which consists not in 

opinions but in actions, is the 

aim of all religion, clearly the 

latter comes nearer than the 

former to this aim. Moreover, 

I esteem the mysteries of the 

Christian religion for that 

which they are, that is alle¬ 

gorical representations of the 

truths that are most important 

to man. This I make my faith 

in them harmonize with rea¬ 

son, but I cannot believe them 

literally. I beg therefore most 

respectfully an answer to the 

question, whether after this 

confession I am worthy of the 

Christian religion or not. If I 

am, I am prepared to carry my 

proposal into effect; but if 

not, I must give up all claim 
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to a religion which enjoins me 

to lie, that is, to deliver a con¬ 

fession of faith which contra¬ 

dicts my reason, (p. 127). 

If the Lutheran pastor was handi¬ 

capped by the exaggeration of faith 

bequeathed to him by Luther, 

Maimon was equally handicapped 

by the truncated form of reason he 

derived from the Enlightenment. As 

a result, Maimons conversion to 

Christianity never happened. In ad¬ 

dition to impugning Maimons 

motives ( “your intention is to em¬ 

brace the Christian religion merely 

in order to improve your temporal 

circumstances?” the Lutheran pas¬ 

tor misunderstood the relationship 

between faith and reason, claiming 

that Maimon was “too much of a 

philosopher to be able to become a 

Christian. Reason has taken the 

upper hand with you, and faith 

must accommodate itself to rea¬ 

son” (p. 128). 

As a result of this rebuff, 

Maimon concluded that “I must 

therefore remain what I am—a 

stiff-necked Jew. My religion en¬ 

joins me to believe nothing, but to 

think the truth and practice good¬ 

ness. . . . With this I bade the pas¬ 

tor good-bye.” 

Ultimately, Maimon fared no 

better with the Enlightened Jews of 

Berlin because, as he put it. 

The Jewish nation is, apart 

from accidental modifica¬ 

tions, a perpetual aristocracy 

under the guise of a theocracy. 

The learned men, who form 

the nobility in the nation, 

have been able, for many cen¬ 

turies, to maintain their posi¬ 

tion as the legislative body 

with so much authority 

among the common people, 

that they can do with them 

whatever they please, (p. 147). 

to cover and could not put it 

down. I did read about the 

sufferings of Jesus Christ, and 

it made me cry. And I did read 

the crazed writings’ of St Paul 

and knew that there was noth¬ 

ing crazed’ about it at all— 

but were words of hope and 

purpose. I said to myself, “]u- 

daism is bankrupt. But the 

Christian message is full of 

promise and life.” 

When I finished the last 

Chapter of the Book of Rev¬ 

elations, now at the age of 21, 

I got down on my knees, 

wept, and asked Jesus Christ 

to forgive all my sins and be 

my Saviour. 

Soon afterward I met an old 

pious woman at a Church 

gathering who came up to me 

and said, “God has so much 

for you and so much for you 

to do.” Like a cryptic oracle, 

long awaiting its coming, I am 

Like Solomon Maimon, Brother 

Nathanael Kapner had to leave 

home in order to escape from the 

rabbis’ power over him. In 

Kapner’s case, it wasn’t to Berlin 

that he fled, as Maimon had in the 

1780s; it was to Los Angeles, where 

he began his undergraduate studies 

in 1968: 

I finally left my home and 

synagogue to go to college in 

Los Angeles in 1968. But I 

forgot about my promise. It 

wasn’t until 1970 that one of 

the Jesus Freaks, who were 

very popular at that time, gave 

me a New Testament. I 

opened it up and started read¬ 

ing the Gospel of St Matthew. 

1 was struck by the 

“Jewishness” of the writing. 

And I soon found myself cap¬ 

tivated by the person of Jesus 

Christ! He was a man who 

rubbed shoulders with the 

common people. He was a 

man who taught 

the people from 

everyday life ex¬ 

periences. And 

what I liked most 

of all about Him 

was when He said 

to the religious 

leaders, “The har¬ 

lots and tax col¬ 

lectors go into the 

kingdom of 

heaven before 

you.” I could al¬ 

most see Him 

saying this to Mrs 

Schecter, who 

called Him a 

“criminal.” I sim¬ 

ply found myself 

falling in love 

with Jesus Christ! 

I devoured the 

entire New Testa¬ 

ment from cover 

i 

I 
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Rabbi Toaff greets Pope John Paul II at the synagogue in Rome. 
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just beginning, 37 years later, 

to see this prophecy come 

true. 

As the reputed author of Pope 

John Paul IPs encyclical Fides et 

Ratio and the heir of the Apostles, 

Joseph Ratzinger, both as bishop 

and pope, would seem to have an 

advantage over the poor Lutheran 

Pastor who turned Solomon 

Maimun away from Christianity, 

and yet if not hampered by a defec¬ 

tive understanding of the relation¬ 

ship between faith and reason, the 

pope seems equally hampered by a 

desire to engage in dialogue with 

the rabbis, whom virtually all Jew¬ 

ish converts see as oppressors of the 

Jewish people. In his visit to the 

synagogue of Rome in January 

2010, the pope cited Vatican II as 

the theological justification for his 

visit, claiming that 

The teaching of the Second 

Vatican Council has repre¬ 

sented for Catholics a clear 

landmark to which constant 

reference is made in our atti¬ 

tude and our relations with 

the Jewish people, marking a 

new and significant stage. The 

Council gave a strong impetus 

to our irrevocable commit¬ 

ment to pursue the path of 

dialogue, fraternity and 

friendship, a journey which 

has been deepened and devel¬ 

oped in the last forty years, 

through important steps and 

significant gestures. 

As we have come to expect from 

meetings like this, what he said 

may have seemed supine to Catho¬ 

lics, but it was never enough to 

placate or mollify the stiff-necked 

rabbis, who continued to harp on 

Pope Pius XII, expecting—if not 

demanding—that Pope Benedict 

denounce him as a war criminal. 

The pope went on to add that, “I 

too, in the course of my Pontifi¬ 

cate, have wanted to demonstrate 

my closeness to and my affection 

for the people of the Covenant.” 

But that overture met with an 

equally cold response. By now it 

should be obvious that trying to 

placate rabbis is a hopeless task. 

But worse than that, in his efforts 

to placate the rabbis, the pope is 

turning his back on the Brother 

Nathanael Kapners, and Solomon 

Maimons, and—who knows?— 

Jews like the Coen Brothers, who 

see the rabbis as the oppressors of 

the Jewish people. Progress in 

Catholic-Jewish dialogue is an¬ 

other word for suppression of the 

truth. Dialogue with the rabbis 

means collaboration with the 

forces who are determined to keep 

Jews ignorant of Christ. 

In his meeting with the rabbis at 

the synagogue in Rome in January, 

the pope attempted to find com¬ 

mon ground in the Ten Com¬ 

mandments, because 

The “Ten Commandments” 

call us to preserve and to pro¬ 

mote the sanctity of the fam¬ 

ily, in which the personal and 

reciprocal, faithful and defini¬ 

tive “Yes” of man and woman 

makes room for the future, for 

the authentic humanity of 

each, and makes them open, 

at the same time, to the gift of 

new life. To witness that the 

family continues to be the es¬ 

sential cell of society and the 

basic environment in which 

human virtues are learned and 

practised is a precious service 

offered in the construction of 

a world with a more human 

face. 

The sentiments are noble 

enough, but the pope’s statement 

ignores the role which the rabbis 

have played in promoting divorce, 

both at the time of Christ and in 

2010, and in the intervening pe¬ 

riod as well. Like Larry Gopnik’s 

wife, Solomon Maimun’s wife 

wanted a divorce, and both Mrs. 

Gopnik and Mrs. Maimon discov¬ 

ered that the best place to go for as¬ 

sistance in getting one is to the rab¬ 

bis. Maimon was reluctant to grant 

(continued on p. 47) 
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The Great Hutaree Bust: 

Dogpatch calls for 

Armed Insurrection, 

Antichrist dodges a bullet 

by E. Michael Jones 

On Monday, March 29, the U.S. attorneys office In 

Detroit, Michigan announced the arrest of “seven men 

and one woman believed to be part of the Michigan- 

based [Christian Militia group known as the] Hutaree 

. . . over the weekend in raids in Michigan, Indiana 

and Ohio.” These “Nine alleged members of a Chris¬ 

tian militia group,” we are told, who were “girding for 

battle with the Antichrist,” were charged Monday 

with “plotting to kill a police officer and slaughter 

scores more by bombing the funeral—all in hopes of 

touching off a an uprising against the US govern¬ 

ment.” US Attorney General Eric Holder underscored 

the gravity of the situation when he announced that 

the FBI had just dealt “a severe blow to a dangerous 

organization that today stands accused of conspiring 

to levy war against the United States.” 

The visuals which accompanied the story, however, 

did little to reinforce the high drama which the press 

conference hoped to inspire. The front page story was 

accompanied by a picture of the rusted trailer which 

Hutaree leader David Brian Stone called home, and 

there leaning next to a washing machine in the front 

yard was a lone rifle. Missing from the picture was jug of 

moonshine. Similarly, Daisy Mae and Li’l Abner were 

nowhere to be seen. In spite of that, the caption under 

the photo could have read: “Dogpatch calls for armed insur¬ 

rection!” But that would have undermined the high serious¬ 

ness of the US attorneys press conference and the sense that 

we had all dodged a serious terrorist attack, which was pal¬ 

pable in Attorney General Holders remarks. 

The plausibility of the governments story began to 

decline in direct proportion to the details they released 

to the press. According to the indictment, the 

Hutaree, all eight of them, who communicated with 

each other in “a secret language that few are privileged 

to know,” felt that “setting off bombs at a police fu¬ 

neral, using a fake 911 call to lure an officer to his 

death, killing an officer after a traffic stop, or attacking 

the family of an officer,” would “serve as a catalyst for 

more widespread uprising against the government.” 

That is how the government framed its case in the in¬ 

dictment unsealed on March 29. 

Armed with evidence of this sort, the two intrepid 

AP reporters who filed this story then tracked down 

the ex-wife of Hutaree Leader David Brian Stone, 

who opined that “It started out as a Christian thing.” 

Stone s ex-wife Donna Stone then continued with her 

account making it seem that going to Church set off a 

chain reaction that led directly to terrorism, “You go 

to church. You pray. You take care of your family. I 

think David started to take it a little too far.” 

The charges against the eight Hutaree warriors in¬ 

cluded “teaching the use of explosives,” but when the 

AP reporters tried to substantiate that claim, the trail 

suddenly turned cold. Kelly Sickles, who, unlike 

Donna Stone, was still married to one of the defen¬ 

dants, claimed that her husband Kristopher “doesn’t 

even know how to make a bomb. We had no bomb 

materials here.” She then told the AP that she 

“couldn’t believe her 27-year-old husband cold be in¬ 

volved in anything violent.” 

“It was just survival skills,” she said. “That’s what 

they were learning. And it’s just patriotism. It’s in our 

constitution.” 

I 

I 
i 
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Hutaree headquarters 
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As if to provide further corroboration of the blood¬ 

thirsty nature of Hutaree warriors who planned to 

“levy war” against the United States, the AP reporters 

tell us that “The mother of one defendant . . . took 

away his two guns . . . because she thought he needed 

mental health treatment.” 

By this point, it had become abundantly clear that 

the great Hutaree uprising story was prima facie pre¬ 

posterous. And yet not one commentator that I read 

seemed to think there was anything wrong with claim¬ 

ing that a mentally deranged man whose mother had 

taken his guns away from him would have toppled the 

United States government if the 

FBI hadn’t intervened. 

If anything, the commentary of 

the chattering classes was even 

more hysterical than the indict¬ 

ment released by the prosecutor 

in Detroit. Eugene Robinson 

claimed that 

The arrests of members of a 

Michigan-based “Christian” mi¬ 

litia group should convince 

doubters that there is good rea¬ 

son to worry about right-wing, 

anti-government extremism— 

and potential violence—in the Age of Obama. . . . 

For decades now, the most serious threat of domes¬ 

tic terrorism has come from the growing ranks of 

the paranoid, anti-government hate groups that 

draw their inspiration and vocabulary and anger 

from the far right. . . . There has been an explosive 

growth among far-right militia-type groups that 

identify themselves as white suprema¬ 

cists. 

Then, as if recognizing that there is 

no evidence to substantiate claims 

like this, Robinson adds that “Most 

of the groups . . . have been infil¬ 

trated and dismantled by authorities 

before they could do any damage.” In 

other words, the fact that groups like 

this have accomplished nothing is 

proof of how dangerous they are and 

how desperately we need the FBI to 

protect us. Then, as if determined not 

to let a good indictment go to waste, 

Robinson attacks “The vitriolic anti¬ 

government hate speech that is 

spewed on talk radio every day . . . [which] is cali¬ 

brated not to inform but to incite” as being somehow 

responsible for the uprising that never took place. 

Within minutes of the arrests, the key to under¬ 

standing the meaning of it all was posted on the web. 

The worst example of this instant analysis came from 

the pen [or keyboard] of Mark Guarino. In an article 

entitled “Hutaree: Why is the Midwest a hotbed of 

Militia Activity?” written for the Christian Science 

Monitor and then repeated ad nauseam over other 

outlets like Fox News and Yahoo.com, Guarino 

opined that “Michigan, the home base of the Hutaree 

militia, has one of the highest concentrations in the 

United States of militias and other extremist groups 

that see the federal government as the enemy.” 

And just how does he know this? Well, because the 

Southern Poverty Law Center said so. In fact, the in¬ 

trepid investigative reporter from the Christian Sci- 

Attorney General Eric Holder announced that 
the FBI had just dealt “a severe blow to a 
dangerous oi^anization that today stands 
accused of conspiring to levy war against the 
United States.” 
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Eleven members of the Molly Maguires marching to their deaths in Pottsville, Pennsylva¬ 

nia on June 21,1877. 

ence reading room goes on to tell us that “Only Texas, 

with 57 so-called patriot’ groups, outstrips Michigan’s 

47, according to the Southern Poverty Law Center 

(SPLC), a nonprofit civil rights organization in Mont¬ 

gomery, Ala., that tracks hate group activity.” Not 

only that, barely able to catch his breath, Guarino in¬ 

forms us that “between 2008 and 2009, the number 

of such groups has increased from 149 to 512.” And 

just in case we were wondering where he got these fig¬ 

ures, Guarino again cites the SPLC as his source. In 

spite of the fact that the basis for these claims resides 

solely with a group whose sole purpose for existence is 

the discovery of “hate groups” of this sort, Guarino 

goes on to conclude that “The arrests point to how the 

Midwest in particular has become a hotbed for patriot 

activity.” Making his lone foray outside the walls of 

SPLC headquarters, Guarino cites a certain Chip 

Berlet, who is “an analyst at Political Research Associ¬ 

ates, a think tank in Somerville, Mass.” Bertlet claims 

that “There are a number of regional factors that, over 

time and at various moments, helped the militia 

movement. . . emerge . . . strongly in the upper Mid¬ 

west.” Those factors include, “shared anxiety among 

lower-to-middle-class people is often a catalyst for 

generating conspiracy theories, which have the po¬ 

tency to provoke people to take up arms and commit 

violence.” 

Having touched that base, Guarino returns to the 

comforting bosom of the SPLC, in particular to 

“Heidi Beirich, SPLC’s director of research,” who tells 

us that “Several extremist groups were formed follow¬ 

ing the 1992 election of Bill Clinton, and they were 

active during his presidency.” Then, as if suddenly 

aware that this hardly constitutes news, Beirich adds 

for good measure, “The 

roots of militia activity are 

there [in Michigan], so if 

you want to organize 

something you know who 

to call.” 

Having exhausted his 

sources at the SPLC, 

Guarino is reduced to cit¬ 

ing unnamed “experts” to 

prove his claim that the 

Midwest is a “hotbed” of 

revolutionary fervor, as 

when he writes that “Ex- • 

perts say a combination of i 

factors contribute to the rise in militias: a faltering 

economy, changing roles within the traditional family 

structure, and shifts in the racial makeup of the 

country’s population.” 

This is what passes for journalism in, as Eugene 

Robinson puts it, “the Age of Obama.” 

Not to be outdone by his colleagues in the fourth es¬ 

tate, Leonard Pitts links Christians and Muslims and 

anyone who takes religion seriously to the Hutaree 

conspiracy. “The idea of some innate saving difference 

between us and those bearded others in other places,” 

is, according to Pitts, nothing more than “a fiction we 

conjured to help us sleep at night.” According to the 

pundit from Orlando, Florida, the Christ whom 

Christians in places like Michigan and Indiana wor¬ 

ship turns out to be just “like the Allah for whom cer¬ 

tain Muslims blow up marketplaces and crowded 

buses.” Muslim and American terrorists, it seems, ^ 

“both serve a puny and impotent God who can’t do 

anything without their help.” Pitts closes his perora- | 

tion by making a brief stab at analysis—“a sense of 

cultural dislocation and economic uncertainty . . . 

moves people out to the fringes where they seek out 

scapegoats and embrace that feeble God”—followed 

by a hymn of thanks to the FBI for protecting us 

from the trailer trash in southern Michigan: “Some¬ 

times I think the only thing that keeps us from be¬ 

coming, say, Afghanistan, is a strong central govern¬ 

ment and a diverse population with a robust tradition 

of free speech.” 

By now it should be obvious that the role of the 

press in covering the Hutaree story was not to uncover 

what was really going on but to provide cover for the 

FBI by retailing the reports of the SPLC. In spite of a 
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few exceptions that get trotted out to justify more op¬ 

pression, the “robust tradition of free speech” invoked 

by Mr. Pitts to justify the actions of the FBI turns out 

to be largely an illusion: 

By the Second World War, according to Merton 

and Lazerfield, the press functioned in three main 

ways. First, to decide which are the legitimate sub¬ 

jects of public discussion. Second to enhance the 

authority of and bestow prestige on those persons, 

organizations, and social movements deemed desir¬ 

able by its editors. Finally, to reaffirm existing social 

norms and to expose deviance. In this context, it 

was far less likely that the powerful in society would 

be portrayed as criminally deviant. There were, of 

course, criminal businessmen, but these were seen as 

exceptional and deviant individuals in a fundamen¬ 

tally sound system. 

Americans of all stripes run amok periodically and 

kill lots of people, and the FBI can’t seem to stop 

them. Instead, like the drunk who decides to look for 

his lost car keys under the lamppost because the light 

is better there, the FBI infiltrates groups which it con¬ 

siders deviant and easy to take down, and then ac¬ 

cuses them of the crimes they can’t prevent the real 

criminals from committing. 

then it turned out that Amy Bishop was Jewish and at 

that point all talk of her crime as paradigmatic of any¬ 

thing other than mental illness suddenly ceased. 

When Guarino says that — “There is concern that 

this current wave of militia activity is more potent 

than it was during the Clinton era. The Internet al¬ 

lows conspiracy ideology to travel faster and 

marginalized individuals to connect with one another 

across greater distances. Meanwhile, there is increased 

political polarization” — what he really means is that 

the FBI and the SPLC and their lackeys in the main¬ 

stream press are themselves involved in a conspiracy to 

find scapegoats for current problems among 

“marginalized individuals.” People with political or fi¬ 

nancial clout somehow never get indicted by the FBI. 

As more information came out, the FBI’s role in 

Hutaree activity loomed larger and larger, to the point 

of causing one to wonder if there would have been a 

case against them without FBI involvement. In an¬ 

other news account. 

Assistant US Attorney Joseph Falvey, Jr. argued that 

there was nothing wrong with owning guns or hat¬ 

ing the government. But its illegal, he added, when 

“people with dark hearts and evil intents” gather to 

discuss ways to commit violence. 

By Day Two of the Great FBI Hutaree Bust, 
the government’s case had ^^entrapment” 
written all over it. 

Guarino claims that “Several high-profile murders 

have occurred” recently “including those of Kansas 

abortion doctor George Tiller and a Holocaust Mu¬ 

seum guard in Washington,” but he never gets around 

to explaining why the examples he has cited are more 

“high-profile” than other cases, like, say the case of 

Amy Bishop. Unlike the nine members of the Hutaree 

that are now behind bars. Professor Bishop actually 

killed a number of people, three of whom were people 

of color. Since Amy Bishop is white, her murder spree 

at the University of Georgia at Huntsville sounded like 

the ideal candidate for a hate crime prosecution, but 

And how did the FBI know 

that the Hutaree had “dark 

hearts and evil intents”? Well, 

the FBI had such detailed infor¬ 

mation because they had 

planted an informant in the or¬ 

ganization. According to Assis¬ 

tant US Attorney Ronald 

Waterstreet, the prosecutor who 

was pursuing the case, the FBI 

had detailed tape-recordings of 

the Hutaree’s plans, which included statements by 

Hutaree leader Stone claiming “We are the American 

military. We [meaning the nine defendants] outnum¬ 

ber them.” What is more, the prosecutor also an¬ 

nounced that “The agent, who infiltrated the Hutaree 

group . . . had built explosives under Stone’s direc- 

tion. . . . 

It would be interesting to know if the FBI has tapes 

of the conversation about making explosive devices. 

Just who brought up the subject of building a bomb? 

The leader of Hutaree or the agent assigned to bring 

them down? This statement, coupled with the claim of 

'f 
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FBI Agent Provocateur William O’Neal 

Mrs. Sickles, means of course that the only reason the 

Hutaree had explosive devices is because the FBI agent 

constructed them for them. That, of course, makes 

this man an agent provocateur. Questions like this are 

something only a jury can decide, but by Day Two of 

the Great FBI Hutaree Bust, the governments case 

had “entrapment” written all over it. 

The use of agents provocateurs to bring down unde¬ 

sirable groups in America antedates the founding of 

the FBI. At some time around 1870 Franklin 

McGowan, a Pottsville, Pennsylvania railroad mag¬ 

nate, hired a secret agent by the name of James 

McParlan to infiltrate the Irish community in the coal 

mining district of northeastern Pennsylvania. After 

joining the Ancient Order of Hibernians and gaining 

the confidence of the Irish coal miners he would even¬ 

tually betray, McParlan began submitting reports 

about the conspiratorial plans of a group of the AOH s 

inner circle, which he began calling the Molly 

Maguires. Whether the Molly Maguires actually ex¬ 

isted as an organization, much less as a group of ter¬ 

rorists became a moot point when the head of the 

Pinkerton Dectective Agency released a book entitled 

The Molly Maguires and the Detectives, which set the 

facts of the case in stone in the public mind before the 

trials were completed, prejudicing the jury against the 

defendants. The Pinkerton Detective agency special¬ 

ized in spying on and infiltrating unions and as part of 

their propaganda ministry eventually produced 18 

semi-fictional novels extolling the virtues of their 
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agents. The hapless Irish coal miners were no match 

for this sort of public relations campaign; the defen¬ 

dants were all hanged, and the lesson that capitalism 

was in control of a government which proclaimed it 

was of the people, by the people, and for the people 

was not lost on the survivors. 

The attack on the so-called “Molly Maguires” would 

set the pattern for future campaigns against groups the 

government and its plutocratic controllers considered 

deviant. As the Michigan Hutaree would find out 140 

years later, “maginalized individuals,” to use Mark 

Guarinos term, unsettled by a “faltering economy,” 

were accused of plotting against the government as a 

way of distracting the populace from the fact that the 

government itself was in the hands of plutocratic loot¬ 

ers whose immorality and oftentimes criminality was 

redefined out of existence. 

The Italians were soon to succeed the Irish as the 

next group of “marginalized individuals” who posed a 

threat to the well-being of the republic. AJ Capone, 

who had his own flair for self-promotion, was a cre¬ 

ation of the FBI, as was the Mafia, if by that term we 

mean a nationally organized “crime syndicate.” The 

term “Mafia” entered the American vocabulary when 

nine Italians were put on trial for the murder of New 

Orleans Police Chief David Hennessy on February 16, 

1891. In order to make the charges stick, “Italian- 

Americans were characterized as prone to violence, 

vendettas and extortion and unwilling to cooperate 

with authorities.” The Mafia message never changed 

after that: 

A foreign conspiracy was corrupting the police; 

therefore, the police had to be given more 

power. ... By constantly highlighting the “Mafia 

supercriminal organization,” US opinion makers 

had ensured that people’s perception of organized 

crime was as limited as their own. The constant 

speculation, hyperbole, preaching and mythmaking 

served to confuse and distract attention away from 

failed policies, institutional corruption and much 

systematic activity that was more damaging and de¬ 

structive than “Mafia” crimes.. . .Concentration on 

the Mafia diverted attention away from corruption 

in government and business. 

The point of the FBI was to divert attention from 

serious crime and create as its foil a number of colorful 

characters from marginalized groups and give the im¬ 

pression that without the FBFs efforts Italian mafiosi 

would ruin an otherwise virtuous country. 
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In the case of the “Molly Maguires,” the defendants 

were hanged as a way of intimidating the survivors 

into accepting economic injustice. It was an early ex¬ 

ample of state-sponsored terrorism, or perhaps “night 

watchman state terrorism,” since the state all but abdi¬ 

cated its role to the plutocratic private enterprises who 

wanted to use the Mollys as a way of intimidating the 

workers. As Harold Aurand put it. 

The Molly Maguire investigation and trials were 

one of the most astounding surrenders of sover¬ 

eignty in American history. A private corporation 

initiated the investigation through a private detec¬ 

tive agency; a private police force arrested the al¬ 

leged offenders; and coal company attorneys pros¬ 

ecuted them. The state provided only the court¬ 

room and the hangman. The fate of the Mollys 

taught the people of the anthracite region that the 

Coal and Iron police were supreme within the area. 

The term agent provocateur was never used by ei¬ 

ther the Fourth Estate or the FBI in conjunction with 

the Hutaree case, but the FBI has a long history of us¬ 

ing agents provcateurs. Churchill and Vander Wall 

claim that “Agents provocateurs were . . . routinely as¬ 

signed to disrupt the internal functioning of targeted 

groups and to assist in the spread of disinformation. In 

fact, “In a film prepared for the Public Broadcasting 

and Vander Wall, 

In November of 1968, J. Edgar Hoover dispatched a 

Memorandum calling up on his field agents “to ex¬ 

ploit all avenues of creating . . . dissension within the 

ranks of the BPP [Black Panther Party]” and stating 

that “recipient offices are instructed to submit imagi¬ 

native and hard-hitting counterintelligence measures 

aimed at crippling the BPP.” 

In order to infiltrate and destroy the Black Panthers, 

the FBI hired a black felon by the name of William 

O’Neal and inserted him as an agent provocateur into 

the Chicago branch of the BPP: 

In late 1968, Special Agent Ray Mitchell was as¬ 

signed to augment the Chicago field offices’ Racial 

Matters Squad, headed by SA Robert Piper. One of 

Mitchell’s first acts in his new job was to bring an 

individual named William O’Neal, recently arrested 

twice, on one occasion for interstate car theft, and 

the other for impersonating a federal officer (e.g., he 

had manufactured and used phony FBI identifica¬ 

tion). Apparently, in exchange for a monthly sti¬ 

pend and the dropping of these charges, O’Neal 

agreed to infiltrate the Chicago BPP as a counterin¬ 

telligence operative. To this end, he went to the Pan¬ 

ther Headquarters at 2350 Madison Street on the 

day it opened and joined the chapter. The infiltrator 

was quickly accepted and placed in positions of con¬ 

fidence by Hampton and Chicago Minister of De¬ 

fense Bobby Rush, as is evi¬ 

denced by the speed with which 

he became Director of Chapter 

Security and [Chicago BPP 

chief, Fred] Hampton’s personal 

bodyguard. According to SA 

Mitchell, by February 1969 

O’Neal was functioning as the 

“number three man” in the Chi¬ 

cago BPP and was in line for na¬ 

tional Party Office. 

The most famous use of agents provocatuers 
in FBI histoiy was the Cointelpro operation 
against the Black Panthers in Chicago. 

Service in 1971, journalist Paul Jacobs interviewed 

three men who insist their agent contacts encouraged 

them to join in bombings and burnings, or to propose 

that the groups they infiltrated commit criminal acts.” 

There is a certain element of irony in the press cov¬ 

erage of the Hutaree case. Two of the most ardent de¬ 

fenders of the FBI and its tactics were Robinson and 

Pitts, two black pundits who evidently are unaware 

that the most famous use of agents provocatuers in 

FBI history was the Cointelpro operation against the 

Black Panthers in Chicago. According to Churchill 

Once O’Neal had gained the trust of Fred Hamp¬ 

ton and Bobby Rush, he began stockpiling weapons 

and provoking armed conflict with other Chicago 

gangs. On April 2, 1969, Rush led an armed attack on 

the Blackstone Rangers, something which earned him 

a pay raise at FBI headquarters. In June of 1969 

O’Neal acquired military style weapons and initiated 

a weapons training program for Black Panthers at a 

farm in Michigan. When the Bureau conducted a raid 

on the Panthers’ Monroe St. office, it was the arms 

cache purchased by O’Neal that they discovered and 
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which they then used as proof that the Panthers were a 

dangerous organization, even though other FBI 

memos at the time indicate that the chief BPP thorn 

in the FBI’s side was the Panthers’ Free Breakfast for 

Children program, something which became apparent 

on July 31, when Chicago police ransacked the BPP 

Monroe Street office, “smashing typewriters, destroy¬ 

ing food and medical supplies for the Panther health 

clinic and breakfast program,” as well as “setting sev¬ 

eral small fires, and beating and arresting several Pan¬ 

thers for obstruction.’” 

In October 1969 O’Neal moved the BPP arms 

cache to the apartment at 2337 West Monroe Street 

which Fred Hampton had just rented with his girl¬ 

friend Deborah Johns, who was pregnant with their 

child. In September, O’Neal had already met with 

Special Agent Mitchell at the Golden Torch restaurant 

in downtown Chicago, where he had passed on a de¬ 

tailed map of the floor-plan of Hampton’s apartment. 

During the evening of 

December 3, 1969, 

Agent O’Neal prepared a 

meal for Hampton and 

his fiancee and other 

Panther party members. 

The beverage O’Neal 

served with the meal was 

Kool-Aid laced with 

secobarbital, a powerful 

barbituate provided by 

the FBI. Hampton and 

his associates went to bed 

at around midnight, at 

which point O’Neal 

slipped out of the apartment. At around 1:30 AM on 

December 4, Hampton fell asleep in mid-sentence 

during a phone conversation with his brother. At 4:45 

AM a group of agents from Cook County State Attor¬ 

ney Edward Hanrahan’s office stormed Hampton’s 

apartment and opened fire on Black Panther Mark 

Clark , who had fallen asleep in a chair in the living 

room with a shotgun in his lap. Clark reflexively 

pulled the trigger, firing a round into the ceiling just 

before he died. It was the only shot the Panthers fired 

that night. The drugged Panthers were unable to wake 

up, much less organize any armed resistance to the 

raiding party, which continued to spray the apartment 

with automatic weapons fire. Fred Hampton, who was 

wounded in the shoulder, was dragged out of his bed¬ 

room and shot twice in the head at point blank range. 

The other Panthers, most of whom had been 

wounded in the raid, were dragged outside, beaten, 

and charged with aggravated assault and attempted 

murder. Each suspect was then held on $100,000 bail. 

Then as now the press was complicit. Both CBS-TV 

and the Chicago Tribune went along with the FBI in 

fabricating evidence and portraying the police as act¬ 

ing in self-defense. Agent Provocateur O’Neal was 

paid a bonus for his efforts but later committed sui¬ 

cide. The Hampton and Clark families later filed a 

$47.7 million law suit against Edward V. Hanrahan et 

al., a suit which eventually got settled in 1983, with¬ 

out a jury. John F. Grady, the presiding judge in the 

case, ruled that “there had in fact been an active gov¬ 

ernmental conspiracy to deny Hampton, Clark and 

the BPP plaintiffs their civil rights” and “sanctions 

were imposed upon the FBI for its cover-up activities 

and an award of $1.85 million went to the survivors 

and the families of the deceased.” 

After this and other COINTELPRO operations 

were exposed during the Church Committee hearings 

in 1976, the FBI promised to mend its ways, claiming 

that the “excesses” of COINTELPRO would “never 

happen again.” If they show nothing else, the Hutaree 

arrests in March 2010 show that the FBI is incapable 

of transcending its own bad DNA. Churchill and 

Vander Wall argue that the FBI “was founded, main¬ 

tained and steadily expanded as a mechanism to fore¬ 

stall, curtail, and repress the expression of political di¬ 

versity within the United States.” After formulating 

the “legal basis” for the Palmer raids of the early ‘20s, 

Instead of admitting that they had killed an inno¬ 
cent bystander, the mother of kidnapper and bank 
robber Fred Barker, the FBI, with the media as 
their willing accomplices, created the legend of 
^^Ma Barker.” 
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Shelley Winters portrays Ma Barker in Bloody Mama 

Hoover advised President Herbert Hoover that the bo¬ 

nus army of World War I veterans destitute in 1932 

because of the Depression and the failure of the gov¬ 

ernment to pay them were made up of “criminals and 

communists” and cleared the way for the military style 

attack on those veterans. 

Hoover then went on to involve the FBI in “a cam¬ 

paign against Marcus Garvey which resulted in his 

frame-up on false charges, and ultimately [in 1927] 

his deportation as an ‘undesirable alien,’” a strategy 

which severely diminished the potential of his then-vi¬ 

brant Universal Negro Improvement Association. If 

we ask what do the Palmer raids, the bonus army, 

Marcus Garvey, the Black Panthers, and the Hutaree 

have in common, the answer is nothing, nothing other 

than the FBI’s desire to suppress what it construes as 

“deviant.” 

Hoover succeeded largely because he had his own 

publicity department at his disposal, in particular a 

mythmaker by the name of Courtney Ryley Cooper, 

who wrote pulp fictions about “Fearless young G-men 

using an army of ingenious weapons and arcane tech¬ 

nologies, and their lieutenants reporting through a 

flawless command structure to the supercop at the 

top, ‘the most feared man the underworld has ever 

known’—^J. Edgar Hoover.” Hoover was “one of the 

greatest propagandists ever to grace the federal bureau¬ 

cracy,” but he could also count on a compliant press to 

do his bidding as well, something which is still the 

case, as can be seen in the way the pundits treated the 

Hutaree bust. 

Whenever an operation went bad, Hoover’s public¬ 

ity department was there to recreate it as an FBI tri¬ 

umph. This was the case with the murder of Kate 

Barker. Instead of admitting that they had killed an in¬ 

nocent bystander, the mother of kidnapper and bank 

robber Fred Barker, the FBI, with the media as their 

willing accomplices, created the legend of “Ma 

Barker,” a legend that was still around when Roger 

Gorman, the king of B movies, filmed Bloody Mama 

in the ‘60s, with Shelley Winters portraying a cigar- 

chomping, Tommy-gun-toting Ma Barker. J. Edgar 

Hoover outdid himself in covering up the murder of 

Mrs. Barker when he claimed that she was not only 

“the brains behind a gang of desperadoes,” but, in a 

tribute to the psychology of John B. Watson, the 

regnant authority on childraising at the time, “a 

monument to the evils of parental indulgence” as well. 

The press went along with this hoax because they 

“liked the idea of a gun-crazy old woman, and the idea 

that she may have been an innocent victim was un¬ 

thinkable.” 

Running alongside the story of the great Hutaree 

bust in Michigan was the story of four coal miners 

trapped in a mine in West Virginia which had been 

cited repeatedly for violations of mine safety regula¬ 

tions. Mining disasters and FBI raids are the two 

constants of American newspapers. Some things never 

change. Mines are still dangerous places because their 

owners ignore safety regulations in order to make 

money, and the FBI is still busy creating mythical vil¬ 

lains to distract us from the criminal activity that is 

deemed acceptable by the people who control our gov¬ 

ernment. Nothing has changed in this regard since the 

days of the Molly Maguires. As Edward A. Ross put it 

in 1907, “the public heeds the little overt offender 

more than the big covert offender.” The FBI with its 

G-men stories has always been one of the ways the 

government has diverted our attention away from the 

looting involved in capitalism, which is another word 

for “white collar crime.” The man who popularized 

the term was a professor at Indiana University by 

the name of Edwin H. Sutherland. His book White 
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The beheading of Mary, Queen of Scots 

Collar Crime (1949) was, according to Woodiwiss, 

“the most ambitious attempt to uncover business 

criminality since the muckraking era.” Instead of 

viewing immigrants, i.e., the Irish and the Italians, as 

the source of the problem, Sutherland claimed that 

“The powerful were exploiting the very immigrants 

who were supposed to be the main source of the prob¬ 

lem, paying them wages below permissible limits, 

making them work in unsafe working conditions, and 

illegally breaking their unions.” 

According to Sutherland, “the present day white col¬ 

lar criminals are more suave and less forthright than 

the robber barons of the last century but not less 

criminal. Criminality has been demonstrated again 

and again in reports of investigations of land offices, 

railways, insurance, munitions, banking, public utili¬ 

ties, stock exchanges, the petroleum industry, the real 

estate industry, receiverships, bankruptcies and poli¬ 

tics.” Sutherland argued that “persons of the upper so¬ 

cioeconomic class differ from the criminal behavior of 

the lower socioeconomic class principally in the ad¬ 

ministrative procedures which are used in dealing with 

the offenders; and that variations in administrative 

procedures are not significant from the point of view 

of causation of crime.” 

White Collar Crime is another word for Capital¬ 

ism. Or, as Dorr and Simpson put it: 

It must be emphasized that 

the criminal frauds which 

cause the biggest losses are or¬ 

ganized schemes, carried on as 

a regular business, and in 

many of the most serious 

cases, masquerading as legiti¬ 

mate business enterprises.. . . 

the line between criminal and 

non-criminal activity is thus 

frequently a rather arbitrary 

one. Commercial fraud is 

more often business run 

amuck than an offshoot of or¬ 

dinary crimes against prop¬ 

erty, and the typical criminal 

of this class is not the bandit 

or the recidivist but the busi¬ 

nessman gone wrong. 

And Capitalism is another 

word for looting. Capitalism 

as we know it came into existence following the loot¬ 

ing of Church property in 16^^ century England. In 

Elizabethan England, looters like Francis Drake were 

knighted and priests like the Jesuit Edmund Campion 

were hanged, drawn and quartered for saying Mass. 

The other big story in the news at the time of the 

Hutaree arrests was the allegations leveled against the 

pope as an abettor of sex abuse. Some things never 

change. This story never changes because capitalism, 

which is to say, looting is part of Americas DNA. To 

the extent that the Church opposes the capitalist em¬ 

pire, it will find itself demonized. Commenting on 

the priest scandals in Ireland, Mary Kenny wrote: 

Market capitalism, which is essential to the Celtic 

tiger boom, depends on individual lifestyle choices, 

initiative, tolerance of diversity. It also depends on 

people valuing, not rebuffing, material gain. The 

“authoritarianism” of the Catholic Church, with its 

strong directional tradition and concept of ortho¬ 

doxy, is anathema to the market. Individualism is 

essential. Those who have studied their Max Weber 

(The Protestant Work Ethic and the Rise of Capital¬ 

ism) would say that it was not coincidental that Ca¬ 

tholicism receded as capitalism triumphed: they 

would say it was necessary for Catholicism to re¬ 

cede in order for capitalism to triumph. The Protes¬ 

tant mindset, that you make your own choices for 

salvation, bypassing any form of “priest-craft,” is a 

cultural precondition for free market capitalism. 
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Were there any conspiracy-theory Trotskyites left 

under the age of 60, they might almost suspect a 

capitalist plot to discredit the priests, to free Ireland 

for market capitalism. 

As I write this, the English pundit Christopher 

Hitchens is calling for the arrest of the pope when he 

arrives in England. At the same time, Irish pundits are 

using the priest crisis to call for the seizure of Church 

property. The more things change, the more they re¬ 

main the same. We are still living in Elizabethan En¬ 

gland because we are still living under the operating 

system that was created at that time, the cultural and 

political operating system known as Capitalism. The 

ruling class is still involved in looting and in creating 

plots to distract us from their crimes, things like the 

Babington Plot, which led to the murder of the 

Catholic Maria Stuart, the rightful heir to the English 

throne. Walsingham, like the FBI, made use of an 

agent provocateur by the name of Gilbert Gifford as 

well as forged documents to implicate Mary in the 

plot and bring about her beheading. 

I suggest that you keep all this in mind the next 

time you hear that the Midwest is a “hotbed” of sub¬ 

versive activity. What the pundits really mean when 

they say this is that the FBI and the SPEC are con¬ 

cerned about the Midwest, which means that the Mid¬ 

west must be showing some resistance to the regime in 

ways that, say. New Jersey or California are not. 

The FBI, it turns out, isn’t the only federal agency 

with its eye on southern Michigan and northern Indi¬ 

ana. Around the same time that the Hutaree militia 

members were arrested, the FDA announced an out¬ 

break of campylobacterosis, which is to say food poi¬ 

soning. There is no denying that 18 people in south¬ 

ern Michigan got sick, but why they got sick is the is¬ 

sue. The government immediately attributed it to the 

consumption of raw milk. 

What the FDA failed to say is that the overwhelm¬ 

ing majority of those who drank raw milk from the 

Forest Grove dairy in Middlebury, Indiana did not get 

sick, but that 11 of the 18 who did also attended a 

potluck where Caesar Salad made with raw egg was 

served. The milk from Forest Grove dairy was tested 

four times and each time no Campylobacter was 

found. The eggs in the Caesar Salad were never tested. 

There are signs of concern that hit closer to home as 

well. Shortly before the Hutaree arrests. Culture Wars 

held its conference on “the End of Dialogue and the 

Beginning of Unity.” That conference took place in 

northern Indiana about six miles from the Michigan 

border, in other words, right in the middle of the 

SPLC-designated “hot¬ 

bed.” During one of the 

breaks at that conference, I 

was approached by a white- 

haired man wearing a base¬ 

ball cap with “Jesus is 

Lord” written across the 

front. The man didn’t give 

me his name; instead, he 

cut to the chase and asked 

me if I were interested in 

forming a “Catholic mili¬ 

tia.” I responded by telling 

him the story of David 

James, the man with whom I play Irish music. During 

the late ‘60s, when David was hippie in residence at 

Notre Dame, a man in a suit approached him and 

asked him if he were a revolutionary. David must have 

said yes, because the man then led him to his car, 

opened its trunk revealing a cache of weapons, and 

told David to take one. “He wanted David to pick up 

a gun,” I told the agent provocateur who approached 

me at the Culture Wars Unity conference, “so that he 

could kill him.” 

The same man approached conference speaker Dave 

Wemhoff in the men’s room. Dave, who is a retired 

colonel who has served most recently in Afghanistan, 

responded by saying, that Catholics didn’t need a mili¬ 

tia; “that’s why we have the police.” 

Walsingham, like the FBI, made use of an 
agent provocateur by the name of Gilbert 
Gifford as well as forged documents to impli¬ 
cate Mary in the Babington plot and bring 
about her beheading. 
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REVIEWS 
Augustine on the 
Elder Brother 
PAULA FREDRICKSEN, AUGUSTINE AND THE JEWS: A CHRISTIAN 

DEFENSE OF JEWS AND JUDAISM (NEW YORK; DOUBLEDAY, 

2008), 488 PP, ISBN: 978-0-385-50270-2 

Paula Fredriksen is a Jewish pro¬ 

fessor at the Religion department 

of Boston University. She resides 

both in Boston and Jerusalem. She 

has written a number of books 

about Christ and Christianity, in¬ 

cluding Jesus of Nazarethy King of 

the Jews: A Jewish Life and the 

Emergence of Christianityy which 

won her the 1999 National Jewish 

Book Award, and From Jesus to 

Christ: The Origins of the New Tes¬ 

tament Images of Christy which was 

used as a working document for a 

popular Frontline documentary. In 

addition to Augustine and the JewSy 

she has also written Augustine on 

Romans. In 2004, she was highly 

critical of Mel Gibson’s film. The 

Passion of the Christy claiming, inter 

aliay that the movie was “inaccu¬ 

rate” in many places. It is my un¬ 

derstanding that Ms. Fredriksen 

does not claim to be a Christian; 

rather, she is a Jewish historian of 

Christianity, much like Amy Jill 

Levine is a Jewish professor of New 

Testament at Vanderbilt University 

as well as a practicing Jew. By all 

counts, Ms. Fredriksen is from the 

liberal school of academic theology 

and she treats the subject of Jesus 

and Christianity from that per¬ 

spective. This school of thought, 

by and large, does not believe 

Scripture is divinely inspired (in 

the traditional definition), and 

thus the history and even the the¬ 

ology is only a product of its hu¬ 

man authors. One of Ms. 

Fredriksen’s more controversial 

claims is that the Jews had little or 

nothing to do with the execution 

of Jesus, the responsibility for that 

event being laid solely at the feet of 

the Romans. 

The title of Ms. Fredriksen’s new 

work, Augustine and the Jews: A 

Christian Defense of Jews and Juda- 

ismy is another in a line of treatises 

written by Jewish scholars (and lib¬ 

eral Catholics partial to Jewish his¬ 

toriography) for the purpose of 

giving the Christian stamp of ap¬ 

proval to modern Judaism as a vi¬ 

able and divinely accepted religion, 

as well as to show evidence where 

the Church thought more highly 

of the Jews than other non-Chris¬ 

tian religions. The publisher is 

quite candid with at least one of 

the reasons the book was pub¬ 

lished: “Augustine and the Jews 

sheds new light on the origins of 

anti-Semitism and, through Au¬ 

gustine, opens a path toward better 

understanding between two of the 

world’s great religions.” Even 

though the Jews specifically reject 

the central tenet of the Christian 

faith, namely, that Jesus Christ is 

the divine Son of God, Ms. 

Fredriksen seeks to convince her 

reader that there is a “Christian de¬ 

fense” for Judaism, hoping to mol¬ 

lify any anti-Jewish sentiment re¬ 

maining from the Catholic 

patristic and medieval eras. In do¬ 

ing so, she introduces the novel 

idea that Augustine, at least in the 

latter stages of his career, should be 

seen as the pioneering Catholic 

who creates a new and favorable 

Jewish apologetic for the Catholic 

Church, which is a dramatic shift 

from “any volume of Augustine’s 

sermons [that] reveals the familiar 

themes of adversus ludaeos invec¬ 

tive: Jews are blind, hard-hearted, 

fleshly, stubborn, and prideful; 

they murdered Christ; they are ex¬ 

iles; they carry the church’s books; 

they are saved only by conversion” 

[Augustine and the JewSy p. 311). In 

creating the new Augustine, how¬ 

ever, Ms. Fredriksen admits she has 

one big strike against her. The 

other Fathers and the Church at 

large prior to and contemporane¬ 

ous with Augustine’s supposed new 

thought, do not provide any such 

defense of the Jews and Judaism, 

which seems to be the reason that 

Doubleday views them, and even 

the early Augustine, as fomenting 

“the origins of anti-Semitism.” Ac¬ 

cording to the publisher, and most 

likely Ms. Fredriksen herself, Au¬ 

gustine stands alone in the effort to 

make Judaism one of “the world’s 

great religions.”! Whether she is 

right or wrong on this thesis, in 

part or in whole, will be the main 

subject of my review. 

Recently, Ms. Fredriksen wrote a 

summary article of Augustine and 

the Jews for the annual edition of 

US News and World Report's “Mys- 
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Cain flees after slaying Abel 

Bernsteins noted above) then says: 

“She [Fredriksen] argues that Au¬ 

gustine gradually began to see their 

[the Jews’] role as different from 

pagans and schismatics, conclud¬ 

ing that Jews should not be forced 

to conform to the new Christian 

orthodoxy.” Actually, Ms. 

Fredriksen goes a little further, for 

she asserts that Augustine pro¬ 

moted the idea that the continued 

existence of the Jews and Judaism 

was under the vigilance of God to 

such a point that “the synagogues 

of the late Roman Empire” testify 

to the fact that this protection is 

from “God himself,” and from this 

the reader is to infer that because 

“the Jews. . .should be unimpeded 

in their religious practice,” God 

had no pressing interest to have the 

Jews convert to the Christian faith, 

for Fie wanted “the Jews to remain 

Jews.” Here is Ms. Fredriksen’s 

opening paragraph: 

In the twilight of the Western 

teries of Faith” for December 

2009. Whether it is relevant or 

not, it should be stated that US 

News and World Report has a 

heavily-weighted Jewish editorial 

board, with the editor-in-chief be¬ 

ing Mortimer B. Zuckerman, and 

the Mysteries of Faith editors being 

Peter W. Bernstein and senior edi¬ 

tor Amy D. Bernstein. Be that as it 

may, since Ms. Fredriksen has sum¬ 

marized the main and most con¬ 

vincing arguments from her book 

in this short three-page article, for 

the sake of brevity we will draw 

mainly from it in our review but 

will consult her book for clarifica¬ 

tion on certain issues. 

In line with the above observa¬ 

tion that Ms. Fredriksen views Au- 

Ellis’ article was a classic statement of 
what is now known as the 20**' Century 
Catholic Inferiority Complex. 

gustine as holding the pioneering 

opinion for the Catholic Church 

in regards to the Jews, the subtitle 

she or the editors chose for the US 

News article is: “Alone among his 

peers, this leader of the early 

church gave the Hebrews a privi¬ 

leged place in Christian society.” 

The editor (probably one of the 

Roman Empire, Augustine of 

Hippo, one of the church’s 

greatest theologians and 

thinkers, presented his inter¬ 

pretation of Psalm 59 in his 

masterwork, City of God. He 

argued there that the Jews, 

alone of all the religious minori¬ 

ties within the newly Christian 

state, should be unimpeded in 
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their religious practice. Why 

did the Jews merit this unique 

exemption? Because, said Au¬ 

gustine, their religious prac¬ 

tices devolved from a unique 

author: God the Father. The 

same god whom Christians 

worshiped was himself the 

source of Jewish Scripture, 

Jewish tradition, and Jewish 

practice. Thus God himself, 

Augustine insisted, wanted the 

Jews to remain Jews. Let them 

preserve their ancient books, 

he urged; let them live openly 

according to their ancestral 

practices while scattered 

among the Christian majority. 

In so doing, Augustine taught, 

the Jews performed a valuable 

service of testimony for the 

church (emphasis added). 

Ms. Fredriksen then quotes a 

paragraph from Augustine’s City of 

God as supporting documentation. 

The quote is cited by Ms. 

Fredriksen with three ellipses: 

By the evidence of 

their own scriptures 

they bear witness for 

us that we have not 

fabricated the 

prophecies about 

Christ. ... It fol¬ 

lows that when the 

Jews do not believe 

in our scriptures, 

their scriptures are 

fulfilled in them, 

while they read 

them with blind 

eyes. ... It is in or¬ 

der to give this testi¬ 

mony which, in 

spite of themselves, 

they supply for our 

benefit by their pos¬ 

session and preser¬ 

vation of those 

books [of the Old 

Testament] that 

they are themselves 

dispersed among all nations, 

wherever the Christian church 

spreads. . . . Hence the proph¬ 

ecy in the Book of Psalms: 

‘Slay them not, lest they forget 

your law; scatter them by your 

might.’ 

First, we must assume that Ms. 

Fredriksen believes this quote from 

Augustine is the single strongest 

passage that proves her thesis, since 

she offers no other quote for sup¬ 

port, at least in this particular ar¬ 

ticle for US News. The quote 

comes from Book 18, Chapter 46 

of the City of God. The entire chap¬ 

ter reads as follows (I will italicize 

the pertinent lines): 

But the Jews who slew Him, 

and would not believe in 

Him, because it behooved 

Him to die and rise again, 

were yet more miserably 

wasted by the Romans, and 

utterly rooted out from their 

kingdom, where aliens had al¬ 

ready ruled over them, and 

were dispersed through the 

lands (so that indeed there is 

no place where they are not), 

and are thus by their own 

Scriptures a testimony to us that 

we have not forged the prophe¬ 

cies about Christ. And very 

many of them, considering 

this, even before His passion, 

but chiefly after His resurrec¬ 

tion, believed on Him, of 

whom it was predicted, 

“Though the number of the 

children of Israel be as the 

sand of the sea, the remnant 

shall be saved.” But the rest 

are blinded, of whom it was 

predicted, “Let their table be 

made before them a trap, and 

a retribution, and a stum¬ 

bling-block. Let their eyes be 

darkened lest they see, and 

bow down their back always.” 

Therefore, when they do not be¬ 

lieve our Scriptures, their own, 

which they blindly read, are ful¬ 

filled in them, lest perchance 

any one should say that the 

Christians have forged these 

prophecies about Christ which 

are quoted under the name of 

the sibyl, or of others, if such 

there be, who do not belong to 

the Jewish people. For us, in¬ 

deed, those suffice which are 

quoted from the books of our 

enemies, to whom we make our 

acknowledgment, on account of 

this testimony which, in spite of 

themselves, they contribute by 

their possession of these books, 

while they themselves are dis¬ 

persed among all nations, 

wherever the Church of 

Christ is spread abroad. For a 

prophecy about this thing was 

sent before in the Psalms, 

which they also read, where it 

is written, “My God, His 

mercy shall prevent me. My 

God hath shown me concern¬ 

ing mine enemies, that Thou 

shalt not slay them, lest they 
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should at last forget Thy law: 

disperse them in Thy mightT 

Therefore God has shown the 

Church in her enemies the 

Jews the grace of His compas¬ 

sion, since, as saith the apostle, 

''their offence is the salvation of 

the Gentiles. ” And therefore 

He has not slain them, that is, 

He has not let the knowledge 

that they are Jews be lost in 

them, although they have 

been conquered by the Ro¬ 

mans, lest they should forget 

the law of God, and their tes¬ 

timony should be of no avail 

in this matter of which we 

treat. But it was not enough 

that he should say, “Slay them 

not, lest they should at last 

forget Thy law,” unless he had 

also added, “Disperse them;” 

because if they had only been in 

their own land with that testi¬ 

mony of the Scriptures, and not 

every where, certainly the 

Church which is everywhere 

could not have had them as wit¬ 

nesses among all nations to the 

prophecies which were sent 

before concerning Christ. 

First, if we look at the actual 

verses and a little context from 

Psalm 59:10-16 upon which Au¬ 

gustine is commenting, we see that 

Psalm 59 is actually referring to 

“the nations” who are the enemies 

of the Psalmist, not the Jews, per 

se. But Augustine explains in his 

commentary, “. . .this indeed may 

be also understood of the Jews.” Be 

that as it may, one can easily see 

from reading the context of 

Augustine’s statements on Psalm 

59 from both The City of God and 

Commentary on the Psalms that we 

are hard pressed to see him doing 

what Ms. Fredriksen claims he is 

doing. Despite Ms. Fredriksen’s 

gratuitous word choice on what 

Augustine extracts from Psalm 59 

(e.g., Augustine “gave the Hebrews 

a privileged place in Christian soci¬ 

ety,” or “the Jews, alone of all the 

religious minorities. . .should be 

unimpeded in their religious prac¬ 

tice,” or “their religious practices 

devolved from a unique author: 

God the Father,” and “God 

himself . .wanted the Jews to re¬ 

main Jews,” or 

“Augustine’s. . .teaching on the 

Jews’ special status,” which are all 

stated on just one page of her 

three-page article — later calling 

the Jews “history’s Pole Star, a con¬ 

tinuing quotidian revelation of 

God’s will shining in the darkness 

of secular time” on page 3), she 

makes it appear as if Augustine had 

such a high esteem for the Jews 

that he was compelled to sanction 

Judaism as a divinely legitimized 

religion in and of itself In effect, 

Ms. Fredriksen transforms 

Augustine’s brief commentary on 

Psalm 59 into a thesis holding that 

Judaism survives under the hand of 

God as an adjunct religion to 

Christianity. This is not unlike the 

conclusions we hear from Ms. 

Fredriksen’s ideological colleagues 

today (e.g., Amy Jill Levine, John 

Pawlikowski, Eugene Fisher, Mary 

C. Boys, Rabbi David Rosen, and 

many others). As such, we now 

have a clearer picture why Ms. 

Fredriksen chose the subtitle: “A 

Christian Defense of Jews and Ju¬ 

daism” for she wishes to implant in 

her reader’s mind that Christian 

doctrine, at least if one looks at it 

through the pioneering eyes of her 

new and improved Augustine, de¬ 

fends Judaism as a genuine and vi¬ 

able religion, for it is required to 

do so because Judaism “devolved 

from a unique author: God the Fa¬ 

ther” who is “the same god (sic) 

whom Christians worshiped.” 

What, in fact, Ms. Fredriksen 

has done is turn Augustine’s reluc¬ 

tant concession to the Jews into an 

unconditional commitment to 

them. But if one reads carefully, 

and in context, Augustine’s re¬ 

marks in both the City of God and 

his Commentary on the Psalms they 

show only that he believes God al¬ 

lows unbelieving Jews (which is the 

vast majority of Jews) to exist 

purely for the sake of Christianity, 

not for the sake of “Jews as Jews,” 

nor to extend, legitimize, or en¬ 

courage Judaism in the Christian 

era. As we will see later in other 

quotes, Augustine is clear in his 

writings that Judaism is a dead reli¬ 

gion and that the only way Jews 

can have any spiritual hope is if 

they accept Jesus Christ and the 

Catholic Church. In fact, the itali¬ 

cized portions above make it quite 

clear that the only real value Au¬ 

gustine sees in God allowing the 

rebellious Jews to exist (not includ- 

“Thus God himself, Augustine insisted, 
wanted the Jews to remain Jews/' 
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ing the remnant of Jews coming to 

salvation in Christ) is that they, in 

their religion of Judaism, continue 

to preserve Gods testimony against 

them in the books of the Old Tes¬ 

tament, a preservation God is 

happy to use for his own advantage 

in order to: (a) increase the authen¬ 

ticity of the Christian religion 

which draws from the Old Testa¬ 

ment in its testimony to the na¬ 

tions about the coming of Christ, 

and (b) to prove from the Old Tes¬ 

tament why both the Jews and Ju¬ 

daism were rejected by God in fa¬ 

vor of Christianity. We might say, 

in fact, that Augustine has few 

qualms about portraying God as 

using the Jews (in the pejorative 

sense) to accomplish his judgment 

against the Jews. God allows the 

Jew to continue to exist not be¬ 

cause he favors the Jews at large or 

sees spiritual value in Judaism as a 

God-glorifying religion, but be¬ 

cause the Jew possesses something 

that is indispensable in vindicating 

God against the Jew — the Old 

Testament Scriptures which con¬ 

demn them for their sins. Analo¬ 

gously, we might say that God 

punishes the Jew by making him 

carry the condemnation of Scrip¬ 

ture like a ball and chain to what¬ 

ever land he goes. This is not un¬ 

usual for the God of Scripture. 

There are numerous instances in 

which he uses the sin and rebellion 

of the people to accomplish his 

will, but punishes the same people 

with their own sin while his will is 

being accomplished. 

Unfortunately, we barely get 

glimpses of this darker side of the 

saga from the pen of Ms. 

Fredriksen. Similar to many au¬ 

thors today who defend Judaism as 

a viable and God-glorifying reli¬ 

gion (e.g., David Klinghoffer s Why 

the Jews Rejected Jesus\ Max 

Dimonts Jews, God and History, 

Aaron Milavecs Salvation is Jrom 

the Jews', George Gilder s: The Israel 

Test, and many others), Ms. 

Fredriksen fails to make even one 

mention of the notorious and sin¬ 

ful history of the Jews that can be 

found in flipping just a few pages 

of the Old Testament. In fact, the 

heinous sins of the Jews is the very 

reason that the Psalmist is writing 

Psalm 59. It is why he wishes that 

despite the seeming temporary plea 

to “slay them not” in verses 11 or 

12 (verse 11 in the Flebrew and 

verse 12 in the LXX), he insists im¬ 

mediately in the next verses that 

God should “consume them in 

wrath, consume them till they are 

no more,” which seems somewhat 

contradictory and which may have 

led the New American Bible to 

translate the previous verse as “slay 

them” instead of “slay them not,” 

and actually makes more sense in 

light of verse 13-14 s plea for their 

destruction, ii 

Additionally, the only apparent 

reason the Psalmist asks God to 

“slay them not” is not for the pur¬ 

pose of showing mercy to the Jews 

at large but, as he says “lest my 

people forget.” The phrase “my 

people” intimates that the sole pur¬ 

pose of not slaying the wicked is to 

show a vivid sign to the Psalmists 

people (i.e., the faithful Jews or na¬ 

tions) of how God punishes sinners 

without taking their lives. 

This in itself is an important 

point in the exegesis of Psalm 59 

since Ms. Fredriksen is under the 

impression that the clause in ques¬ 

tion applies only to those who were 

“slain not,” and, more importantly, 

she does not attempt to correct or 

even question Augustine’s ap¬ 

proach to the verse. It would have 

helped if Ms. Fredriksen had exam¬ 

ined the Hebrew of Psalm 59 

(which would have been Jerome’s 

preference) as opposed to merely 

quoting the Septuagint (LXX) that 

Augustine used.iii The LXX says: 

“Slay them not, lest they forget 

your law,”iv whereas the Hebrew 

says: “Do not slay them lest my 

people forget. . .”v The difference 

between the two is the LXX’s use 

of “they” as opposed to the adjecti¬ 

val pronoun “my” used in the He¬ 

brew; as well as the LXX’s addition 

of “forget your law” whereas the 

Hebrew merely has “forget,” yet 

this is not true with every LXX 

translation.vi The Hebrew makes a 

distinction between “them” and 

“my,” thus referring to two differ¬ 

ent sets of people, whereas the 

LXX connects “them” with “they” 

thus referring to the same people 

with the same law. Quite a differ¬ 

ence. 

This problem is further com¬ 

pounded by the fact that Augustine 

didn’t know Hebrew and rarely 

used it, but he didn’t know Greek 

much better, only acquiring a read¬ 

ing knowledge of it very late in his 

career. As such, we must posit that 

Augustine was in no position to 

make a definitive exegesis of Psalm 

59:11-12, especially since Ms. 

Fredriksen is seeking to use it as 

not only the definitive passage that 

shows a change in Augustine’s view 

of the Jews, but the sole passage 

that leads Augustine in that direc¬ 

tion. How Ms. Fredriksen can 

make such claims without address¬ 

ing these exegetical contingencies, 

contingencies that would not only 

affect Augustine’s view of Psalm 

59:11-12 but Ms. Fredriksen’s 
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overall understanding of 

Augustine’s view of the Jews, is 

quite surprising for a scholar of her 

reputation. 

Of course, coming from the lib¬ 

eral school of theology, Ms. 

Fredriksen wouldn’t see the He¬ 

brew as the correct text over 

against the LXX because, as a rule, 

these scholars do not believe the 

Hebrew was divinely inspired, but 

that both the Hebrew and the LXX 

were products only of the human 

author. In the beginning of the 

chapter in her book titled “Slay 

Then Not,” Ms. Fredricksen notes 

that Augustine and Jerome sparred 

about the relevance of the LXX, 

but she fails to state that Jerome’s 

allegiance to the Hebrew was based 

on the fact that he, and the Church 

with him, held it as divinely in¬ 

spired, whereas the same parties 

held the LXX as merely a transla¬ 

tion created by 70 Alexandrian 

Jewish scholars a few centuries be¬ 

fore Christ of the original Hebrew 

texts of scripture. This would not 

be the first time that Augustine al¬ 

legiance to the LXX and his ignor¬ 

ing of the Hebrew would cause 

problems in biblical exegesis. It was 

his idiosyncratic use of the LXX’s 

translation in Sirach 18:1, for ex¬ 

ample, that caused him to con¬ 

clude that the creation account in 

Genesis 1 occurred in one day, in 

opposition to the consensus of Fa¬ 

thers who understood it as six days. 

Additionally, Augustine’s use of the 

LXX in Malachi 4, which has 

“Elijah the Tishbite” instead of 

only “Elijah” found in the Hebrew 

text, led Augustine to think that, 

because the word “Tishbite” was 

specified it meant that the actual 

Elijah must come from heaven to 

earth, causing him to sidestep 

Jesus’ affirmation that the Elijah of 

Malachi 4 was merely John the 

Baptist (cf Mai. 4:5; Matt 11:14). 

The truth is, Augustine was more 

often a better theologian than he 

was an exegete of Scripture. As 

noted, he did not know the origi¬ 

nal languages of Scripture, but 

without them it is very difficult to 

know precisely what a given text is 

saying, especially if there is discrep¬ 

ancy or ambiguity. 

Without these checks and bal¬ 

ances in exegesis, we can see why 

Ms. Fredriksen, working off the 

LXX, has few qualms using 

Augustine’s remarks on Psalm 

59:11-12 to conclude that the Jews 

of whom the Psalmist says “slay 

them not” are the same Jews who 

might “forget their law.” But the 

problem is not so much with 

Augustine’s use of the LXX, for as 

even Ms. Fredriksen admits, Au¬ 

gustine merely says that the Jews, 

“in their hearts they are our enemy; 

in their books, our witness” (p. 

329) , or in citing Augustine’s re¬ 

mark from his book Against the 

Jews 7, 9 she says, per Augustine, 

that “the Jews never realize that 

what they carry is actually a cov¬ 

enant for the Gentiles, to whom 

they unknowingly minister” (p. 

330) . The problem is not so much 

with Augustine but what Ms. 

Fredriksen then parlays from 

Augustine’s treatment of Psalm 

59:11-12, such as, her intimation 

that if the Jews are not supposed to 

forget their law, then we might say 

that God wants the Jews, as Jews, 

to keep following the law not 

merely as “book carriers” for Chris¬ 

tians but because Judaism itself is a 

God-ordained religion right along¬ 

side Christianity. It is difficult to 

relieve Ms. Fredriksen of such a 

bias when she spares no sprinkling 

in her article of such gratuitous re¬ 

marks as: “Augustine gave the He¬ 

brews a privileged place in Chris¬ 

tian society,” or “the Jews, alone of 

all the religious 

minorities. . .should be unimpeded 

in their religious practice,” or 

“their religious practices devolved 

from a unique author: God the Fa¬ 

ther,” and “God himself. . .wanted 

the Jews to remain Jews,” or 

“Augustine’s. . .teaching on the 

Jews’ special status,” or calling the 

Jews “history’s Pole Star, a continu¬ 

ing quotidian revelation of God’s 

will shining in the darkness of 

secular time.” Later we will see that 

Ms. Fredriksen buttresses these far- 

reaching conclusions by claiming 

that Augustine ceases using the 

“Cain analogy” when categorizing 

the Jews and replaces it with the 

idea that Cain applies to both 

Christian and Jews who are, to¬ 

gether under God’s vigilance. 

Ms. Fredriksen has turned Augustine’s 
reluctant concession to the Jews into an 
unconditional commitment to them. 
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Sandro Botticelli’s rendering of St. Augustine 

marked strangers on earth, which, 

she says, Augustine develops in The 

City of God. 

But before we get to that, let s ex¬ 

amine the remainder of Psalm 59. 

The Psalmist prays that God would 

“make them totter” and “bring 

them down” (Hebrew of verse 11). 

He says they are like “howling dogs 

prowling about the city” (Hebrew 

of verse 14). These are certainly 

not flattering pictures of the Jews. 

If anything, the Psalmist wishes to 

portray them as vagabonds who are 

allowed to survive only because 

they will serve as object lessons of 

disgrace and punishment to Gods 

faithful people. St. Paul did much 

the same with 

the Christians 

in the bud¬ 

ding Church 

of the first 

century when 

he cited ex¬ 

amples from 

the Old Tes¬ 

tament of 

God’s wrath 

upon the sin¬ 

ful Jews and 

warned the 

Christians 

that the same 

could happen 

to them if 

they rebelled 

against God 

(cf. 1 Co 

10:1-12; Rm 

15:14; Heb 

3:1-4:16). 

Additionally, 

Ms. Fredrik¬ 

sen must deal 

with the clear 

image of call¬ 

ing for the 

Jews’ “destruction” in verse 13 

(14), both in the LXX and the He¬ 

brew but even stronger in the LXX: 

“And for their cursing and false¬ 

hood shall utter destruction be an¬ 

nounced, they shall fall by the 

wrath of utter destruction, and 

shall not be. , .”vii Ms. Fredriksen 

never explains how this verse jibes 

with her claims that verses 11-12 

teach an indefinite sparing of the 

Jews. 

As far as we can tell from Ms. 

Fredriksen’s article and book, the 

Jews, merely because they are Jews, 

are to have a “special status” and a 

“privileged place in Christian soci¬ 

ety.” Ms. Fredriksen, ignoring the 

context of Psalm 59, tries desper¬ 

ately to squeeze out a flattering pic¬ 

ture of the Jews whereas a face 

value reading of the text, as well as 

Augustine’s additional comments 

on this Psalm and the Jews else¬ 

where, teaches that the only “spe¬ 

cial status” that unbelieving Jews 

have is the ignominious privilege 

of being allowed to exist for the 

sole purpose of possessing some¬ 

thing that is of value to God for 

the advancement of Christianity. 

How could God be expected to do 

less? Judaism is a religion which, at 

its core, rejects the very God of 

Christianity, Jesus Christ. How 

could Judaism have a 'privileged 

place in Christian society” when its 

religion fits the description, as St. 

John says in his epistles, of “every 

spirit that does not confess Jesus is 

from God, and this is the spirit of 

the antichrist” (1 John 4:3)? This is 

the elephant in the room of ecu¬ 

menical “dialogue” that everyone is 

staring at but few want to admit is 

staring back at them with a jaun¬ 

diced eye, including Ms. 

Fredriksen. 

OTHER BOOKS 

In other books of Augustine’s he 

reveals precisely the same motiva¬ 

tion for his understanding of why 

God has allowed the unbelieving 

Jews to exist. From the context of 

his remarks we can easily see that it 

is not Augustine’s purpose to flatter 

the Jews or to give them a divine 

status above other peoples, but to 

remind them of just how evil they 

were in their past history and that 

their existence at large today has 

nothing to do with their claims to 

personal virtue or religious merit. 
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In his reply to Faustus the 

Manichean, Augustine writes: 

In view of the multitudes 

from all nations who have be¬ 

come zealous believers in these 

books, it is laughably absurd 

to tell us that it is impossible 

to persuade a Gentile to learn 

the Christian faith from Jew¬ 

ish books. Indeed, it is a great 

confirmation of our faith that 

such important testimony is 

borne by enemies. The believ¬ 

ing Gentiles cannot suppose 

these testimonies to Christ to 

be recent forgeries; for they 

find them in books held sa¬ 

cred for so many ages by those 

who crucified Christ, and still 

regarded with the highest ven¬ 

eration by those who every day 

blaspheme Christ. If the proph¬ 

ecies of Christ were the pro¬ 

duction of the preachers of 

Christ, we might suspect their 

genuineness. But now the 

preacher expounds the text of 

the blasphemer. In this way 

were to preach Christ to the 

world should be thought to 

have forged the prophecies 

which speak of Christ as to be 

born, to work miracles, to suf¬ 

fer unjustly, to die, to rise 

again, to ascend to heaven, to 

publish the gospel of eternal 

life among all nations, the un¬ 

belief of the Jews has been made 

of signal benefit to us\ so that 

those who do not receive in 

their heart for their own good 

these truths, carry, in their 

hands for our benefit the writ¬ 

ings in which these truths are 

contained. And the unbelief of 

the Jews increases rather than 

lessens the authority of the 

books, for this blindness is itself 

foretold. They testify to the 

truth by their not understand¬ 

ing it. By not understanding 

the books which predict that 

they would not understand, they 

prove these books to be true {Re¬ 

ply to Faustus, Book 16, No. 

21, emphasis added). 

Augustine teaches that the only 
“special status” that unbelieving 
Jews have is the ignominious privilege 
of being allowed to exist for the 
advancement of Christianity. 

the Most High God orders the 

blindness of the ungodly for the 

profit of the saint, in His righ¬ 

teous government bringing 

good out of evil that those who 

by their own choice live wick¬ 

edly may be, in His just judg¬ 

ment, made the instruments of 

His will. So, lest those that 

Earlier in the same book he says: 

For among all their anointed 

ones the Jews looked for one 

who was to save them. But in 

the mysterious justice of God 

they were blinded; and think¬ 

ing only of the power of the 

Messiah, they did not under¬ 

stand His weakness, in which 

He died for us. In the book of 

Wisdom it is prophesied of 

the Jews: “Let us condemn 

him to an ignominious death; 

for he will be proved in his 

words. If he is truly the Son of 

God, He will aid him; and de¬ 

liver him from the hand of his 

enemies. Thus they thought, 

and erred; for their wicked¬ 

ness blinded them.” These 

words apply also to those 

who, in spite of all these evi¬ 

dences, in spite of such a series 

of prophecies, and of their ful¬ 

fillment, still deny that Christ 

is foretold in the Scriptures. 

As often as they repeat this de¬ 

nial, we can produce fresh 

proofs, with the help of Him 

who has made such provision 

against human perversity, that 

proofs already given need not 

be repeated. {Reply to Faustus, 

Book 12, No. 43, emphasis 

added). 

One of the main reasons August¬ 

ine raises these arguments is that 

Faustus, like Marcion, believed 

that the Old Testament should be 

rejected. Augustine writes of 

Faustus as follows: 

Faustus said: “Why do we not 

receive the Old Testament? 

Because when a vessel is full, 

what is poured on it is not re¬ 

ceived, but allowed to run 

over; and a full stomach re¬ 

jects what it cannot hold. So 

the Jews, satisfied with the 

Old Testament, reject the 

New; and we who have re¬ 

ceived the New Testament 

from Christ, reject the Old. 

You receive both because you 

are only half filled with each, 

and the one is not completed, 

but corrupted by the other” 

{Reply to Faustus, Book 15, 

No. 1). 
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Augustine also defends the use of 

the Old Testament via the Jews in 

his Treatise Against the Pelagians: 

Of that same kind were they 

who crucified the Lord, and 

continued in the same unbe¬ 

lief Thence there are still their 

children in the great multi¬ 

tude of the Jews, although 

now the New Testament as it 

was prophesied is made plain 

and confirmed by the blood of 

Christ; and the gospel is made 

known from the river where 

He was baptized and began 

His teachings, even to the 

ends of the earth. And these 

Jews, according to the prophecies 

which they read, are dispersed 

everywhere over all the earth, 

that even Jrom their writings 

may not he wanting a testimony 

to Christian truth. (Treatise 

Against the Two Letters of the 

Pelagians, Book 3, Ch. 9, em¬ 

phasis added). 

He argues the same way in his 

Sermons: 

Mark now the time of the 

New Testament, consider well 

the nation of the Jews, thou 

wilt find it as a dry fleece; 

whereas the whole world, like 

that floor, is full of grace, not 

hidden, but manifested. 

Wherefore we are forced ex¬ 

ceedingly to bewail our breth¬ 

ren, who strive not against 

hidden, but against open and 

manifested grace. There is al¬ 

lowance for the Jews. {Sermon 

81,9). 

Commenting on various other 

Psalms, Augustine makes the same 

argument: we bring forth the books 

of the Jews, The Jews forsooth are 

our enemies, from an enemys books 

convince we the adversary. . . .If any 

enemy clamor and say, “Ye for 

yourselves have forged prophecies” 

be the books of the Jews brought 

forth, because the elder shall serve 

the younger. Therein let them read 

those predictions, which now we 

see fulfilled; and let us all say, 

“Blessed be the Lord God of Israel, 

from everlasting to everlasting, and 

all the people shall say. So be it. So 

be it.” {Homilies on the Psalms 41, 

13, emphasis added). 

In another place, Augustine ar¬ 

gues that the continued existence 

of the Jews is similar to the reason 

that St. Paul gives for God allowing 

the existence of heretics and her¬ 

esies in the Church — to prove 

who is faithful in the Christian 

Church, not for the sake of the 

heretics: “although they differ 

among themselves, whether as Jews 

and heretics, or as heretics of one 

kind or other, are still all useful to 

the Church, as being all alike ser¬ 

vants, either in bearing witness to or 

in proving some truth'' {Reply to 

Faustus, Book 12, No. 24, empha¬ 

sis added). 

Similarly, in another place Au¬ 

gustine compares the Jews to Cain, 

the man who murdered his brother 

Abel but was spared with a mark to 

inhibit others from killing him: 

But what does God reply? 

“Not so,” He says; “but who¬ 

soever shall kill Cain, ven¬ 

geance shall be taken on him 

sevenfold.” That is, it is not as 

thou say; not by bodily death 

shall the ungodly race of car¬ 

nal Jews perish. For whoever 

destroys them in this way shall 

suffer sevenfold vengeance, 

that is, shall bring upon him¬ 

self the sevenfold penalty un¬ 

der which the Jews lie for the 

crucifixion of Christ. So to the 

end of the seven days of time, 

the continued preservation of 

the Jews will be a proof to be¬ 

lieving Christians of the subjec¬ 

tion merited by those who, in 

the pride of their kingdom, put 

the Lord to death. (Reply to 

Faustus, Book 12, No. 12, em¬ 

phasis added). 

Interestingly enough, Ms. 

Fredriksen argues late in her book 

that Cain, “Augustine’s premier 

biblical figure for the Jews, is sud¬ 

denly strangely absent. What hap¬ 

pened to Cain? Where did he go?” 

(p. 331); “Cain drops out when 

Augustine quotes Psalm 59:12 only 

in his two later, undated sermons” 

(p. 347). For Ms. Fredriksen the 

reason is: “. . .by the time that he 

found Psalm 59, he did not need 

it. . . .Only within the specific con¬ 

text of the latter half of the City of 

God did Augustine finally relin¬ 

quish Cain as a type of the Jews” 

(p. 349). Did he? Ms. Fredriksen 

offers us no direct statement from 

Augustine saying that he dropped 

Cain, nor a statement saying that 

he adopted Psalm 59 in lieu of 

Cain. How could he, since in both 

Psalm 59 and the Cain narrative 

the transgressor is spared immedi¬ 

ate death despite his wickedness? 

The only logic Ms. Fredriksen of¬ 

fers for her assertion is: “I think 

that this is so because Augustine 

delivered them [the two sermons] 

only after he had conceived and 

become committed to his vision in 

City of GocF (p. 347). How Ms. 

Fredriksen can arrive at such a firm 

conclusion when she doesn’t even 

know the date of these two ser¬ 

mons is surprising, especially when 

she later admits that although 

“Cain makes no appearance. . .all 

of Augustine’s earlier ideas that he 

had developed against Faustus are 
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there: the missing kingdom, the 

visible practices, the permanent 

blindness, the unwitting servi¬ 

tude. . (p. 347). To say the least, 

she gives us a very confusing and 

meandering understanding of just 

what Augustine believed regarding 

the Jews. 

Perhaps the reason Ms. 

Fredriksen feels justified in putting 

Psalm 59 on a higher level of di¬ 

vine commitment to the Jews than 

what the Cain analogy has to offer 

is that she has ignored the context 

of Psalm 59 (which, as we have 

seen above, eventually calls for the 

destruction of those who were pre¬ 

viously spared). Instead she focuses 

on one statement “Slay them not” 

as the fulcrum upon which every¬ 

thing else must rest; and she does 

so without even the slightest inves¬ 

tigation into the textual discrepan¬ 

cies that are rampant in these 

verses. I would have hoped that 

this kind of one-verse proof-texting 

would be confined to biblical fa¬ 

natics, not hopefully, among the 

professional ranks with whom Ms. 

Fredriksen normally associates. 

THE PROBLEM 

As noted previously, the problem 

is not so much with what August¬ 

ine does with Psalm 59 (however 

limited he was in his allegiance to 

the LXX) but what Ms. Fredriksen 

concludes from Augustine. Later 

she attempts to combine 

Augustine’s remarks on Psalm 59 

with Augustine’s recognition of the 

value of the flesh over against 

Faustus’ rejection of the same and 

concludes that these two concepts 

“provided him with a way to regard 

contemporary Jewish observance as 

God-given, as God-protected, and 

as good for the Church. By want¬ 

ing to value ‘flesh’ positively, Au¬ 

gustine came to value ‘Jew’ and ‘Ju¬ 

daism’ positively” (p. 339). The 

problem with these kinds of state¬ 

ments is that they seek to exploit 

the positive side of the double¬ 

entendre in phrases such as “God- 

given” and “God-protected” at the 

expense of the negative. Even 

Satan’s existence is “God-given” 

and “God-protected” and even 

“good for the Church,” since God 

uses Satan to accomplish his will, 

but in the larger scheme of things, 

Satan is the worst evil ever known 

to mankind. We are at a loss to see 

these crucial distinctions from Ms. 

Fredriksen. 

Regardless of those implications, 

Augustine’s supposed elimination 

of the Cain analogy in his two “un¬ 

dated sermons” is only the first ‘ar¬ 

gument from silence’ that Ms. 

Fredriksen commandeers in at¬ 

tempting to prove her point about 

the Jews’ ongoing divinely-ap¬ 

pointed status and privilege, await¬ 

ing a second argument later in her 

article and book in which 

Augustine’s silence will again be 

used to garner favor toward the 

Jews. As Ms. Fredriksen sees it: 

“Restated in biblical idiom, this 

idea defines the difference between 

Israel and the nations. . .And here, 

as he argued against Faustus, 

Christians and Jews formed one 

community over against pagans 

and heretics, because (true) Chris¬ 

tians, like Jews, worshiped the One 

God” (p. 351). This is hardly the 

case for Augustine. Never once 

does he speak of Jews having a 

place alongside Christianity, much 

less does he ever commit himself to 

saying that they “worship the One 

God.” Fiow could he? Augustine 

knows that the Judaism of his day 

rejected Jesus Christ outright, God 

in the flesh. Certainly the Jews of 

the Old Testament, such as 

Abraham and Moses, worshiped 

the “One God,” but not the Jews 

in Augustine’s day who rejected 

Jesus Christ. Jesus was clear in his 

teaching to the Jews that if the Jews 

rejected Jesus they also rejected the 

Father, the very Father they previ¬ 

ously thought of as “the One God” 

(Jn 8:1-59). But nowhere in her ar¬ 

ticle or book does Ms. Fredriksen 

make these crucial distinctions. In¬ 

stead, she makes Augustine a friend 

of Christ-rejecting Jews, and even 

against the consensus of his own 

Catholic Church. 

Looking at Augustine’s other 

comments, in his Treatise on the 

Priesthood, Augustine argues from a 

slightly different perspective, but a 

perspective that is highly valuable 

for us today since he seeks to give 

balance to the “Old Covenant is 

not revoked” controversy of which 

so many are confused today when 

he writes that : ''Jews so revere the 

Law, that although the time has 

come which annuls it, they still con¬ 

tend for the observance of all its con¬ 

tents, contrary to the purpose of God'' 

(Treatise on the Priesthood, Book 1, 

4, emphasis added). 

All in all, Augustine’s description 

of the Jews is not the least bit flat¬ 

tering. Except for the remnant that 

Augustine anticipates will convert 

to the Christian faith, the unbe¬ 

lieving Jews’ existence is tolerated 

even as wicked Gentiles or demons 

are tolerated until the end of time. 

It is certainly not anything close to 

the positive image that Ms. 

Fredriksen seeks to portray, in ad¬ 

dition to her attempt in recent ar- 
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tides and books to daim that the 

Jews had little if anything to do 

with the death of Christ, pladng 

the blame and guilt solely on the 

Romans. To that condusion, Au¬ 

gustine says the following, even in 

the City of God which she believes 

offers Augustine’s alternative view 

of the Jews: 

The Jews were possessed by 

devils, and devoured; for in 

the place of Calvary, crucify¬ 

ing Christ, and lifting on the 

Cross, they said as it were with 

childish sense, not under¬ 

standing what they said, “Go 

up, thou bald head.” For 

what is, “Go up”? “Crucify 

Him, Crucify Him” {Homilies 

on the Psalms 45, 1). 

Such was the founder of the 

earthly city. He was also a fig¬ 

ure of the Jews who slew 

Christ the Shepherd of the 

flock of men, prefigured by 

Abel the shepherd of sheep 

{City of God, Book 15, Ch. 7). 

Because the Jews did triumph, 

when they saw Christ cruci¬ 

fied; they thought that they 

had fulfilled their will to do 

Him hurt: the fruits of their 

cruelty they saw in effect, 

Christ hanging on the Cross 

{Homilies on the Psalms, 41, 

12). 

. . .was the case when the Lord 

was crucified through the cru¬ 

elty and impiety of the Jews 

{City of God, Book 3, Ch. 15). 

For we both honor the passion 

of Christ as accomplished for 

us, and we hate the crime of 

the Jews who crucified Him 

{City of God, Book 16, Ch 2). 

What the disciples who loved 

Him saw, saw also the Jews 

who crucified Him {Tractate 

on John, 14, 3, 12). 

There we find that on the 

fourth day of the week the 

Jews took counsel to put the 

Lord to death {Letters, 36, 13, 

30). 

Also, in another place: 

“Therefore the Jews sought 

the more to kill Him, because 

He had not only broken the 

Sabbath, but said also that 

God was His Father, making 

Himself equal with God” 

{Letters, 74, 4, 14). 

What is this but that He puts 

Himself for the Jews, of whose 

nation He was, who were 

troubled with great anger and 

crucified Christ, when He, 

mindful of mercy, said, “Fa¬ 

ther, forgive them, for they 

know not what they do? {City 

of God, Book 18, Ch. 32). 

But as we say to the Jews, You 

killed Christ, although it was 

their parents who did so, so 

these persons shall grieve that 

they in some sort did what 

their progenitors did {City of 

God, Book 20, Ch. 30). 

As for Judaism, or even the 

Judaized version of Christianity 

that some Jews were promoting 

(the favorite target of John 

Chrysostom in his book Against 

the Jews, from which many Jews 

and liberal Catholics today accuse 

him of “anti-semitism”), Augustine 

has this to say: 

“For ‘salvation is of the Jews’ 

[John 4:22] is nothing else 

than that Christ is of the Jews” 

{On Psalm 45, 10). 

As regards the worship of the 

Almighty God, you might call 

us a schism of the Jews, for all 

Jews are bold enough to pro¬ 

fess this worship, were it not 

for the difference in the form 

of our worship, though it may 

be questioned whether the 

Jews really worship the Al¬ 

mighty {Reply to Faustus, Book 

20, No 4). 

For there is surely no propor¬ 

tion between the culpability 

of him who exhibits the vari¬ 

ous opinions held by the fa¬ 

thers in a commentary on 

Scripture, and the guilt of him 

who reintroduces within the 

Church a most pestilential 

heresy. If, however, there is for 

us no alternative but to receive 

the Jews into the Church, 

along with the usages pre¬ 

scribed by their law; if, in 

short, it shall be declared law¬ 

ful for them to continue in 

the Churches of Christ what 

they have been accustomed to 

practice in the synagogues of 

Satan, I will tell you my opin¬ 

ion of the matter: they will 

not become Christians, but 

they will make us Jews {Letters 

74, Ch. 4, No 13). 

So the unbelieving people of 

the Jews is cursed from the 

earth, that is, from the 

Church, which in the confes¬ 

sion of sins has opened its 

mouth to receive the blood 

shed for the remission of sins 

by the hand of the people that 

would not be under grace, but 

under the law. And this mur¬ 

derer is cursed by the Church; 

that is, the Church admits and 
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avows the curse pronounced 

by the apostle: “Whoever are 

of the works of the law are un¬ 

der the curse of the law” (Re¬ 

ply to Faustus, Book 12, No. 

11). 

JEWISH RITUAL 

As for Jewish ritual, Augustine 

had the same balanced view as St. 

Paul. On the one hand, if some 

new Jewish Christians wanted to 

engage in some harmless Jewish 

ritual, Augustine conceded to it 

out of tolerance. On the other 

hand, he was adamant that no 

Christian could ever be required to 

take part in these rituals. This is in 

contrast to Ms. Fredriksens re¬ 

peated assertions in her book that 

Paul, Peter, James and the other 

apostles “continued to live as ob¬ 

servant Jews” (p. 291) or that these 

apostles were just like “Jesus [who] 

had lived his life as a pious and 

Law-observant Jew” (p. 301), when 

there is no such evidence in the 

New Testament, except for one or 

two instances, one of which Paul 

circumcises Timothy, but this cir¬ 

cumcision is not because there is 

any evidence that Paul is an “obser¬ 

vant Jew” but only for the purpose 

of placating the Jews he intends to 

evangelize who would feel more 

comfortable speaking to Paul if his 

companion Timothy were circum¬ 

cised. Only in this limited way 

only does the New Testament offer 

any instances in which Paul “be¬ 

came a Jew to the Jews” (cf. ICor 

9:20; Gal 2:10-16; 5:1-4). Further¬ 

more, Jesus was on the Old Testa¬ 

ment side of the cross when Jewish 

ritual was demanded of Jews, but 

Paul and Peter were in a time when 

the Old Covenant was revoked and 

the ritual became obsolete and 

meaningless (cf. Heb 7:18; 8:1-13; 

10:9; Col 2:15-16; Eph 2:15). Ms. 

Fredriksen provides none of these 

crucial distinctions. As for August¬ 

ine, he writes: 

This party, therefore, endeav¬ 

oring to raise odium and per¬ 

secution against him, charged 

him with being an enemy of 

the law and of the divine insti¬ 

tutions; and there was no 

more fitting way in which he 

could turn aside the odium 

caused by this false accusation, 

than by himself celebrating 

those rites which he was sup¬ 

posed to condemn as profane, 

and thus showing that, on the 

one hand, the Jews were not 

to be debarred from them as if 

they were unlawful, and on 

the other hand, that the Gen¬ 

tiles were not to be compelled 

to observe them as if they 

were necessary (Letter 81, 2, 

9). 

And I now, as speaking in the 

sight of God, beseech you by 

the law of charity to believe 

me when I say with my whole 

heart, that it never was my 

opinion that in our time, Jews 

who become Christians were 

either required or at liberty to 

observe in any manner, or 

from any motive whatever, the 

ceremonies of the ancient dis¬ 

pensation (Letters 81,2, 17). 

Lastly, Ms. Fredriksen tries to 

make a case that Augustine be¬ 

lieved the Jews were in a different 

theological category than heretics 

or schismatics, and it is this thesis 

that serves as the backbone of her 

view that Augustine was partial to 

the Jews. But Ms. Fredriksen real¬ 

izes this thesis is difficult to prove 

and thus she must avoid “what Au¬ 

gustine says about theological and 

rhetorical Jews” for it “cannot be 

read as direct evidence to help us 

settle this question,” rather, she 

must, by her own admission, resort 

to “something that he does not 

say.” As we noted with Augustine’s 

supposed dropping of the Cain 

analogy, Ms. Fredriksen must rely 

on an argument from silence, but 

to her it is at least a big silence. 

As she sees it, there were three 

distinct and important episodes 

Augustine experienced, which 

when compared and contrasted 

with each other, lean him toward 

viewing the Jews differently than 

heretics and schismatics. The tex¬ 

tual evidence militates against this 

interpretation. In Augustine’s writ¬ 

ings we find a lack of distinction 

between pagans, heretics and Jews 

by the frequent times he lumped 

them all together, as in this passage 

from his Sermons: 

Now ye may know. Dearly Be¬ 

loved, that these unite their 

murmurings with Heretics 

and with Jews. Heretics, Jews, 

and Heathens have made a 

unity against Unity. Because it 

has happened, that in some 

places the Jews have received 

chastisement because of their 

wickednesses; they charge and 

suspect us, or pretend, that we 

are always seeking the like 

treatment for them. Again, be¬ 

cause it has happened that the 

heretics in some places have 

suffered the penalty of the laws 

for the impiety and fury of 

their deeds of violence; they 

say immediately that we are 

seeking by every means some 

harm for their destruction. 
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(Sermons, 12, 18, emphasis 

added). 

It is plain then that the Holy 

Ghost is blasphemed both by 

Pagans, and by Jews, and by 

heretics. Are they then to be 

left, and accounted without 

all hope, since the sentence is 

fixed,” Whosoever speaketh a 

word against the Holy Ghost 

it shall not be forgiven him, 

neither in this world, neither 

in the world to come”? and are 

they only to be deemed free 

from the guilt of this most 

grievous sin who are Catholics 

from infancy? For all those 

who have believed the word of 

God, that they might become 

Catholics, came surely into 

the grace and peace of Christ, 

either from among the Pagans, 

or Jews, or heretics: and if there 

be no pardon for them for the 

word which they have spoken 

against the Holy Ghost, in 

vain do we promise and 

preach to men, to turn to 

God, and receive peace and 

remission of sins, whether in 

Baptism or in the Church. For 

it is not said, “It shall not be 

forgiven him except in bap¬ 

tism;” but, “it shall not be for¬ 

given, neither in this world, 

neither in the world to come” 

{Sermon 21, 6, emphasis 

added). 

Fde says much the same in his 

book On Patience, only here he 

separates converted Jews from car¬ 

nal Jews: 

So then, as we are not to deny 

that this is the gift of God, we are 

thus to understand that there be 

some gifts of God possessed by the 

sons of that Jerusalem which is 

above, and free, and mother of us 

all, (for these are in some sort the 

hereditary possessions in which we 

are “heirs of God and joint-heirs 

with Christ:”) but some other 

which may be received even by the 

sons of concubines to whom carnal 

Jews and schismatics or heretics are 

compared. (On Patience, 25, em¬ 

phasis added) 

JEWS, PAGANS, HERETICS 

In his book. On the Trinity, Au¬ 

gustine is even more direct: 

. . .works of mercy are of no 

profit, either to Pagans, or to 

Jews who do not believe in 

Christ, or to any heretics or 

schismatics whatsoever in 

whom faith and charity and 

sober holiness are not found. 

(On the Trinity, 12, 7, 11, 

emphasis added) 

Finally, Augustine made the 

same lumping together of Jews, pa¬ 

gans and heretics in his commen¬ 

tary on Psalm 110: 

And what wonder if He shall 

then rule, when the righteous 

reign with Him forever, and 

the ungodly burn with eternal 

punishments? What wonder, 

if He shall then? Now “in the 

midst of Thine enemies,” now 

in this transition of ages, in 

this propagation and succes¬ 

sion of human mortality, now 

while the torrent of time is 

gliding by, unto this is the rod 

of Thy power sent out of Sion, 

“that Thou mayest be Ruler in 

the midst of Thine enemies.” 

Rule Thou, rule among pa¬ 

gans, Jews, heretics, false breth¬ 

ren. Rule Thou, rule, O Son 

of David, Lord of David, rule 

in the midst of pagans, Jews, 

heretics, false brethren. “Be 

Thou Ruler in the midst of 

Thine enemies.” We under¬ 

stand not this verse aright, if 

we do not see that it is already 

going on {Homilies on the 

Psalms, 110, 6, emphasis 

added). 

In the end, Ms. Fredriksens the¬ 

sis fails on all counts. We can safely 

conclude that on the question of 

the Jews, Augustine was not “alone 

among his peers” nor did he “give 

the Fdebrews a privileged place in 

Christian society.” Fie did not see 

synagogues as taken from “pages of 

the Bible” nor did he view the Jews 

as “history’s Pole Star. . .shining in 

the darkness.” Rather, as is clear 

from the variety of his books we 

have shown above, Augustine 

viewed the Jews as darkness that 

needed to come to the light due to 

their many sins and heresies. Au¬ 

gustine was very clear that the Jews’ 

present existence was tolerated by 

God for the purpose of authenti¬ 

cating the Christian religion and 

serving as a sign of his continuing 

judgment against the Jews. Jews, 

like all unbelieving men in the 

world, are given a certain amount 

of time to repent of these sins and 

accept God’s graces through Jesus 

Christ. 

ROBERT SUNGENIS 

Notes Available Upon Request 

46 / CULTURE WARS 



SERIOUS, CONT’D FROM P. 23 

the divorce, but, as he puts it, “my 

wife went with my son to consult 

some orthodox Jews, whose advice 

she thought she could trust and 

they recommended her to press at 

once for a divorce, and on no ac¬ 

count to let my son remain with 
>5 

me. 

So much for rabbis supporting 

“the sanctity of the family.” When 

Maimon refused to go through 

with the divorce, “the presiding 

judge became furious, began to 

call me names, pronounced me a 

damnable heretic, and cursed me 

in the name of the Lord” (p. 142). 

Before this travesty continues 

any further, the pope should sit 

down with his advisers and analyze 

the possible outcomes of any fu¬ 

ture visits to synagogues and, 

along with that, the future of 

Catholic Jewish dialogue in gen¬ 

eral. As Woody Hayes used to say, 

three things can happen when you 

pass the ball, and two of them are 

bad. The odds involving the suc¬ 

cessful outcome of Catholic-Jewish 

dialogue are about the same. The 

pope has indicated his concern for 

the Jewish people. If that is the 

case, why does he insist on speak¬ 

ing exclusively to rabbis? In what 

sense do they represent the inter¬ 

ests of the Jewish people? If the tes¬ 

timony of Solomon Maimun, 

Nathanael Kapner, and the Coen 

brothers means anything, the rab¬ 

bis are the oppressors of the Jewish 

people, not representatives of their 

interests. By entering into dialogue 

with the rabbis, the pope is turning 

his back on Jews like Brother 

Nathanael Kaplan. If he doubts my 

word on this, the pope would do 

well to consult no less an authority 

than Abe Foxman, head of the 

ADL, who informed the American 

bishops, after their repudiation of 

the Keeler Statement, that dialogue 

and conversion were mutually ex¬ 

clusive alternatives. 

Its difficult to disagree with 

Foxman. But if that’s the case, 

which path is the pope going to 

choose? If he continues down the 

path of dialogue, he will willy nilly 

deny the Gospel by refusing to 

preach it to Jews like Larry Gopnik 

because giving up the conversion 

option is the conditio sine qua non 

of dialogue. If the pope chooses 

both dialogue with the rabbis and 

proselytism with the less important 

Jews, he runs the risk of being seen 

as a hypocrite. The church cannot 

deny the Gospel, and she cannot 

tolerate double standards. The only 

viable option for the pope is the 

option exercised by the first pope, 

St. Peter, who told the Jews in 

Jerusalem, “Jesus the Nazarene was 

a man commended to you by 

God. . . . You killed him, but God 

raised him to life.” “Cut to the 

heart” by what Peter said, the Jews 

asked Peter and the Apostles, “what 

must we do, brothers?” To which, 

Peter replied, “You must repent, 

and every one of you must be bap¬ 

tized.” 

Catholic/Jewish dialogue has be¬ 

come an empty ritual disconnected 

from both the reality which the 

Jewish people are forced to live un¬ 

der their despotic rabbis and the 

reality of the Catholic faith. It has 

become an idol, the worship of 

which is forbidden by the first 

commandment. Dialogue is an¬ 

other religion, one that under¬ 

mines the clear testimony of the 

Gospel and delivers the great ma¬ 

jority of the Jewish people into the 

hands of their oppressors. Adding 

insult to injury, the pope went on 

to claim that one of the fruits of 

Catholic-Jewish dialogue was “a re¬ 

newed respect for the Jewish inter¬ 

pretation of the Old Testament.” A 

Serious Man is a work of fiction, 

but fiction in order to be compel¬ 

ling has to tell the truth. And the 

truth it told about the rabbis is that 

the Jewish interpretation of the 

Old Testament is conspicuous by 

its absence when it comes to coun¬ 

seling the Larry Gopniks of this 

world. Larry could have profited 

by reading the book of Job, but 

none of the rabbis felt it was rel¬ 

evant to his situation. If they had, 

they would have mentioned it. 

In this regard, the Second 

Vatican Council’s decree on the 

means of social communication. 

Inter Mirifica^ might provide a 

helpful complement to Nostra 

Aetate, the Vatican II document on 

the Jews. The pope should take to 

heart the Council’s praise of “new 

avenues of easy communication of 

all kinds of news, of ideas, and ori¬ 

entations.” Inter Mirifica goes on 

to claim that the cinema, “if . . . 

properly used. . . can be of consid¬ 

erable benefit to mankind.” 

So, if next year this time, the 

pope feels tempted to submit him¬ 

self and the Church he represents 

to more abuse from the rabbis by 

visiting another synagogue, he 

should think twice. Rather than in¬ 

flict more damage on the Larry 

Gopniks of the world, he should 

give Walter Cardinal Kasper a call, 

and the two of them should watch 

A Serious Man instead. 

E. MICHAEL JONES 
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Bullets 
* The surprise isn’t so much that 

the Republican National Committee 

paid for donors’ visits to a lesbian 

bondage club; rather, the surprise is 

that the media or Democrats object. 

* Does the NY Times want the 

Church to exhume and then defrock 

Fr. Lawrence Murphy, the Milwaukee 

priest who sexually abused deaf chil¬ 

dren decades ago and who died in the 

1990s? Maybe his bones should be 

crushed and scattered? 

* “I’ve been wondering,” writes the 

NY Times Maureen Dowd, “given 

the vitriolic reaction of the New York 

archbishop to my column defending 

nuns and the dismissive reaction of 

the Vatican to my column denounc¬ 

ing the church’s response to the pedo¬ 

philia scandal, if they are able to take 

a woman’s voice seriously.” Maureen, 

the Church reveres Catherine of 

Siena, Teresa of Avila, and Therese of 

Lisieux as Doctors of the Church; it’s 

you she doesn’t take seriously. 

* The Countercultural Catholic. 

Actor Neal McDonough was replaced 

three days into filming ABC’s Scoun¬ 

drels because he refused to do sex 

scenes. A family man and a Catholic, 

he’d made it clear that he won’t do 

them, which ABC knew. 

* A Serious Woman’s Voice. 

When two dozen women bared 

their breasts and walked through 

Portland, Maine, to show the 

double standard by which women 

but not men are afraid to go topless, 

hundreds of gawkers showed up, of¬ 

ten with cameras. “I’m really upset 

by the men,” said organizer Ty 

MacDowell, “watching it like it’s a 

parade.” Perhaps she thought only 

lesbians would gawk. 

* Double Speak. Asked if he was 

willing to nominate a Supreme Court 

Justice who didn’t support abortion 

rights. President Obama said he 

didn’t have a “litmus test” but any 

nominee must respect “women’s 

rights” and “their privacy and their 

bodily integrity.” 

* Unplanned Barrenhood? “Doc¬ 

tors in southern China are working 

around the clock to fulfil a govern¬ 

ment goal to sterilise — by force if 

necessary — almost 10,000 men and 

women who have violated birth con¬ 

trol policies,” reports London’s Times. 

“Family planning authorities are so 

determined to stop couples from pro¬ 

ducing more children than the regula¬ 

tions allow that they are detaining the 

relatives of those who resist.” 

* Democracy in Action. State Rep. 

Babette Josephs of Philly accused her 

primary opponent of pandering to 

LGBT voters by pretending to be bi¬ 

sexual. “I outed him as a straight per¬ 

son,” Josephs said. 

* The Hidden Cost of War. Army 

Times reports that 18 veterans com¬ 

mit suicide' each day. Attempts by 

Iraq and Afghanistan vets are “a key 

area of concern.” In fiscal 2009, vets 

who served there attempted suicide 

1,868 times; 98 succeeded. 

* During hearings on Goldman 

Sachs’ role in the demise of the hous¬ 

ing market. Senators repeatedly ex¬ 

pressed shock that avarice exists on 

Wall Street. Duh. 

* Tolerance in Action. British bu¬ 

reaucrats organizing the Pope’s visit to 

JAMES G. BRUEN, JR. 

E-Mail: cwbullets@yahoo.com 

England mockingly suggested he 

launch a brand of condoms and open 

an abortion clinic. 

* The American Board of Anesthe¬ 

siologists will revoke the certification 

of a member who participates in an 

execution by lethal injection, because 

“we are healers, not executioners,” 

said board secretary Mark RockofF. 

And if they participate in an abor¬ 

tion? 

* “I would not presume to instruct 

you,” wrote gay Episcopal bishop 

Vickie Gene Robinson in a Washing¬ 

ton Post open letter to the pope. “That 

would be arrogant.” He then arro¬ 

gantly instructs the pope, “it is mis¬ 

guided and wrong for gay men to be 

scapegoated in this scandal.” Don’t 

lay “blame,” he says, “at the feet of 

gay priests,” because “psychologically 

healthy homosexual men” aren’t 

“drawn to little boys.” “Objectively 

disordered psychologically healthy 

men” is a contradiction, isn’t it, 

bishop? 

* During a pre-draft interview, the 

NEL Miami Dolphins GM Jeff Ire¬ 

land asked receiver Dez Bryant if his 

mother was a prostitute. Given media 

coverage of lifestyles of some NFL 

players, perhaps the team was looking 

for women to invite to parties? 

* The Catholic League’s Bill 

Donohue questions whether the Pope 

should visit England, citing “ominous 

signs:” “over 100,000 Brits have 

signed certificates of de-baptism’”; 

“hate-ridden atheists” are “paying 

anti-Catholic lawyers” to research “ar¬ 

resting the pope for crimes against 

humanity;”’ “Catholic bashing by the 

British media is flourishing;” and, 

“freedom of speech and freedom of 

religion are in a very tenuous state for 

Christians.” If the early Church had 

adopted Donohue’s approach, there’d 

have been no Age of Martyrs. St. 

Ignatius of Antioch, pray for us. 

* Visit Culture Wars online to order 

books, DVDs, and CDs. 
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Ballet Parking: Performing 
the Nutcracker as Counter- 
Revolutionary Act. 

By E. Michael Jones 

The Nutcracker began as a German fairy tale. It 

then became a Russian ballet, and now, in its latest 

incarnation, it has become an American ritual. Every 

year mothers from the suburbs surrounding South 

Bend, Indiana set out in their vans and SUVs to slay 

the rat king in a military campaign against the rats and 

everything they symbolize. Every year they volunteer 

their little boys and girls as soldiers in the culture wars 

so that they can defeat the rats of appetite and disorder 

and chaos by wielding the weapons of truth, beauty, and 

grace. The Nutcracker is the 2E' century version of the 

Children’s Crusade. 

The Ballet Parking DVD supplements this analysis with 

footage of Nutcracker rehearsals and performances at 

Southhold Dance Theater, as well as interviews, with the 

artistic directors and the people behind the scenes that 

make these yearly performances possible. The DVD also 

makes use of Soviet archival footage, which includes extraordinary shots of Lenin and train sequences 

that look like something out of Dr. Zhivago, as well as footage of riots during the American cultural 

revolution of the ’60s. It even contains footage of Napoleon invading Russia taken from Soviet era 

feature films, as well as a soundtrack that is an anthology of the best music in the ballet repertoire. This 

book/dvd makes an ideal Christmas present for the culturally astute. 
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Edition of the Book 
that Started it All 

nes 

On March 25, 2009, Notre Dame was embroiled in the biggest 

controversy to hit the campus since the performance of The Va¬ 

gina Monologues. A few days earlier, Notre Dame president John 

Jenkins, CSC had announced that the university planned to give 

President Barack Obama an honorary doctorate. Within hours of 

the announcement a storm of protest erupted which showed no 

sign of dying down any time soon. Citing the statement of the US 

Catholic Bishops in 2004, “The Catholic community and Catho¬ 

lic institutions should not honor those who act in defiance of our 

fundamental moral principles. They should not be given awards, 

honors or platforms which would suggest support for their actions” 

the ordinary of the Diocese of Fort Wayne-South Bend, John M. 

D’Arcy announced that, for the first time in 25 years, he would not be attending graduation ceremonies at Notre 

Dame, because “President Obama has recently affirmed, and has now placed in public policy, his long stated unwilling¬ 

ness to hold human life as sacred.” 
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By April 2009 over 250,000people had signed a petition condemning Notre Dames actions, and Bishop 

Thomas J. Olmstead of the Phoenix, Arizona diocese joined with his colleague Bishop DArcy in denouncing Jenkins deci¬ 

sion, calling the decision to honor President Obama a “public act of disobedience'' and a “grave mistake." 

Beginning in June 1984 and continuing for the next 25 years. Fidelity Magazine and then Culture Wars published a 

series of articles on Notre Dame that rocked the Catholic World. Beginning with a survay of the theolgy department. 

Those articles described a sordid web of intrigue which included blackmail and murder and which amounts to the best 

description of the trajectory that began when Father Fiesburgh stole Notre Dame from the Catholic Church in 1967. 

Written by one of the most acute observers of the contemporary Catholic scene and compiled over a quarter of a Cen¬ 

tury, these articles tell the compelling story of the demise of Catholic education in America. 
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LETTERS 
SPLENDID BENEFIT 

You always manage to explain 

something that has disturbed me 

for awhile. In your recent “Niggas 

in Denial” {CW, October 2010) ar¬ 

ticle you explain what happened to 

the rabble-rousing blacks of the 

1960s. I knew the government had 

silenced them, in several ways, but 

never knew the whole story. It is a 

special benefit to us that you do all 

the research that we would never 

have the time or wherewithal to 

uncover the big picture. Your work 

is a treasure and I am grateful you 

are able to share it with us. 

Marcia J. Pokus 

Red Bank, New Jersey 

ELOQUENT LETTER 

Thank you for your answer, in 

the October 2010 issue of Culture 

Wars, to Fr. Harrisons attack, in 

which answer you quote Harrison: 

“There is no more eloquent de¬ 

fense of the rights and 

duties. . .than the one offered by 

Martin Luther King, Jr., in his 

“Letter From Birmingham 

Jail. . . .” It reminded me of the 

time, a few years ago, when a fa¬ 

mous liberal-arts college in Michi¬ 

gan proposed a sort of memorial to 

Martin L. King and that same 

“Letter from Birmingham Jail.” 

The college quoted some of the let¬ 

ter, and I had to agree that it is elo¬ 

quent. But I had to reply to the 

college approximately as follows:” 

We know who wrote Kings doc¬ 

toral dissertation, because we know 

whose mistakes in spelling and 

grammar he copied. We know that 

Communist wrote his “I Have A 

Dream” speech. But did we ever 

find out who wrote his “Letter 

From Birmingham Jail”? Having 

heard no more about the King me¬ 

morial, I think it has been quietly 

interred. 

Jim Ware 

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 

NAME-CALLING 

I was disappointed to see in your 

letters to the editor in the October 

issue of CW 2010, in your reply you 

did not make a reasoned argument 

why they were in moral error who 

favored the war in Iraq, but instead 

saying that were either fools or pros¬ 

titutes (Matthew 5:22). 

I realize that in the Catholic Cat¬ 

echism it seems to imply that the 

just wars are only wars of defense. 

But what happened to the popes 

who supported and preached the 

Crusades? What happened to the 

Teutonic Knights and William the 

Conquer? What happened to the at¬ 

tempt to convert the warrior class to 

a “defense of the damsels in distress” 

and the defense of the poor in their 

fight against the tyrants, symbolized 

by St. George and the dragon? 

What happened to the promises 

to Abraham to inherit Palestine? 

What happened to Joshua, 

Deborah and Barak, Gideon, 

Samson, David and Solomon who 

conquered Palestine? What hap¬ 

pened to Elijah who slew the 

prophets of Baal? What happened 

to Jesus Christ who conquered 

Death by death that we might have 

eternal life, have the power to be 

made the sons of God in him, be 

partakers of the divine nature, and 

rule with him in glory? What hap¬ 

pened to the Christians who are to 

put on the whole armor of God 

that they might do battle with the 

demons? 

It seems that both Scripture and 

Tradition do not only justify wars 

of defense but also wars of con¬ 

quest. I am disappointed because 

you do not give a reason for either 

type of war, and do not provide an 

analysis for distinguishing what is a 

just war, but rely on name-calling. 

Charles Caldwell 

Naples, Florida 

AN APOLOGY 

If any fools or prostitutes were 

offended by me linking them with 

the Holy Trinity of Catholic 

Neconservative Warmongers — 

Weigel, Novak and Neuhaus/ 

George — then I apologize. Oth¬ 

erwise, I stand by what I said. 

To see the attack on Iraq in the 

light of Biblical precedent evokes 

Miltons tract on Divorce and all 

the worst aspects of the Puritan 

culture that got transplanted to 

New England. We are not a “City 

on a Hill” and have never been 

such anywhere but in the dank 

confines of the Puritan imagina¬ 

tion. Our actions ad helium have to 

be judged according to Just War 

Criteria, and according to these 

criteria the Bush war fails the test, 

no matter how many fools and 

prostitutes supported it. 

E. Michael Jones 

South Bend, Indiana 

THE REAL ^^DUCK-BILLED 
PLATYPUS” 

In letters column of the October 

2010 issue of Culture Wars, Father 
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Brian Harrison supports “The 

Manhattan Declaration,” calling 

for bishops, presumably he means 

to include the Bishop of Rome, to 

butt out of “detailed policies about 

progressive tax rates, higher mini¬ 

mum wages, and the expansion of 

health care. ” In mentioning these 

three issues in particular, and pro¬ 

posing that we should leave them 

to the laity, Princeton Professor 

Robert George, the author of that 

manifesto, just happens to present 

three of the hottest of the hot-but- 

ton issues where neoconservatives, 

who speak mainly for capitalist 

plutocrats, are most sensitive about 

clerical meddling. And “clerical 

meddling, ” considering the dissent 

following social encyclicals since 

the 1960s, ranges up to the level of 

the papal magisterium. Progressive 

tax rates imply taxation according 

to ability which at the practical 

level generally means income taxes. 

Higher minimum wages amount to 

just wages for all adult workers. 

Universal health care means provid¬ 

ing the same kind of care for all 

citizens — “cheap or even free of 

charge,” — (as John Paul II put it 

in his labor encyclical), the way 

Congressmen and Senators and se¬ 

nior citizens now get their health 

care in the U. S. 

Now as for the laity, their in¬ 

volvement in such matters is a 

given. Except for a few years dur¬ 

ing the Great Depression (I think 

of Father Charles Coughlin, Msgr. 

John Ryan, and Father, later 

Bishop, Francis J. Haas), such 

matters have always been largely 

the domain of laymen. And start¬ 

ing soon after World War II, the 

process of undoing social measures 

adopted during that era proceeded 

until we ended up in the present 

Great Recession. Fortunately, some 

remnants of programs adopted 

during the Depression — like un¬ 

employment insuranceand like the 

federal deposit insurance pro¬ 

gram — survived, which averted 

total disaster recently for our bank¬ 

ing system and its depositors. 

Aside from that brief episode, 

economics and the economy have 

been lay “apostolates” from the 

start. The Physiocrats in the 18'^ 

century proposed that correct eco¬ 

nomic actions stemmed from “laws 

of nature” installed by “god,” to be 

sure, but a strange “god” who 

thereafter showed no further inter¬ 

est in the governance of the world 

and economic life. The classical 

economists during the 19'^ century 

concurred, and elaborated by “dis¬ 

covering” the “laws” of economics 

and how they worked. These 

were, of course, supposed to be 

like physical natural laws, so that 

the importance of moral natural 

laws was soon deemed superfluous. 

After the impending shipwreck be¬ 

came apparent, and the Marxian 

revolution shook the resultant de¬ 

generate capitalist world to its 
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foundations, the old crew returned 

back on deck, determined to re¬ 

store things to where they had 

been. Governments were banished 

to night-watchman status, with 

self-interest (greed), hopefully re¬ 

deemed in old age by generous 

philanthropy, providing the driv¬ 

ing force. These revivalists were 

designated variously as neo-classi¬ 

cal economists, neo-liberals, and 

neoconservatives. They include 

prominently also the so-called Aus¬ 

trian School, featuring especially 

Ludwig von Mises and Friedrich 

Hayek. These were Jewish agnos¬ 

tics, and Hayek in particular had 

little use for specifically the con¬ 

cept social justice. He considered it 

a “a devious plot that will lead to 

fascism.” 

The “Austrians” made their mark 

in the United States after World 

War II where they opposed the so- 

called Keynesian revolution by ag¬ 

gressively promoting a return to 

free market individualism. Catho¬ 

lics were often seduced by the no¬ 

tion that Austrians are presumed to 

be Catholics. Mises and Hayek 

(formerly a socialist) had little use 

for anything related to Catholic so¬ 

cial teachings, and their champion¬ 

ing of individualism and free mar¬ 

kets clash head-on with Catholic 

social teachings. For Catholic Aus¬ 

trians one must turn to people like 

the Chancellor Engelbert Dollfuss. 

He had planned to introduce what 

he called the Quadragesimo Anno 

state,” but was assassinated by the 

Nazis in 1934. Also Msgr. 

Johannes Messner, the great social 

ethician who is being proposed for 

beatification, did monumental 

work in support of Catholic social 

teachings. These were authentic 

Austrians, imbued with spirit of 

papal teachings, as was my former 

professor Kurt Schuschnigg who 

succeeded Dollfuss, and who 

ended up spending seven years in a 

Nazi concentration camp. 

The Anglo economists, who 

played a major role in shaping lib¬ 

eral or free market economics dur¬ 

ing the 19^^ century were mostly of 

the laity insofar as serious affilia¬ 

tion with any religion or church 

was concerned. Marx, in Das 

Kapitaly which he wrote in Lon¬ 

don, then at the center of the capi¬ 

talist world, indicated mockingly 

in the Preface: “The English Estab¬ 

lished Church, e.g., will more 

readily pardon an attack on 38 of 

its 39 articles than on l/39th of its 

income.” He was less inclined to 

not take the Roman Catholic 

Church seriously, even though Karl 

did not live to experience the ap¬ 

pearance of Rerum Novarum. Thus 

he viewed with some alarm the ac¬ 

tivity of the German Bishop of 

Mainz, Wilhelm Emmanuel von 

Ketteler. In 1869, in a letter to 

Friedrich Engels, his companion, 

he wrote: The dogs (clergy) are 

toying with the labor problem as, 

for example, the priests {Pfajfen) 

of the Dusseldorf Congress and 

Bishop Ketteler in Mainz.” 

Ifs interesting, isn’t it, that now 

priests like Father Harrison, along 

with neoconservatives like Profes¬ 

sor George and his Manhattan 

manifesto join with Karl Marx in 

expressing alarm when clergy in¬ 

volve themselves in specific social 

issues. And there is good reason for 

such alarm. The purpose of the 

great social encyclicals dating to 

1891 is precisely to present teach¬ 

ings for the laity which inevitably 

finds itself in charge of the 

economy and the institutions 

which comprise the social order. 

The Church would be untrue to its 

magisterial mission if it did not of¬ 

fer guidance when people seem de¬ 

termined to destroy themselves and 

especially the poorer and weaker 

members of society by gross viola¬ 

tions specifically of justice and 

charity-the all-important cardinal 

and theological virtues. As Pope 

John Paul II pointed out, its social 

doctrine “ belongs to the field not 

of ideology, but of theology and 

particularly of moral theology.” 

{Sollicitudo Rei Socialis, 41). Now 

the early encyclicals were addressed 

to the bishops and clergy so that 

they could pass instructions on to 

their faithful who in those days 

were far less educated than more 

recent generations. It was Blessed 

John XXIII who in Mater et 

Magistra (1961) first addressed 

also, “all Clergy and Faithful of the 

Catholic World.” And it was that 

encyclical, the first to be addressed 

also directly to the laity that begot 

the famous explicit rejection of 

Church teaching with the re¬ 

sponse — ''Mater Si; Magistra 

No' — from the Catholic layman, 

William Buckley, who was editor 

of the National Review. His reac¬ 

tion and ideology played a major 

role in launching the 

neoconservative rebellion against 

Catholic social teachings generally 

by succeeding generations of laity 

and also some clergy! 

In his encyclical Pacem in Terris 

(1963), Blessed John XXIII ex¬ 

panded his invitation to the laity 

by addressing it “To All Men of 

Good Will.” And the great John 

Paul II made the matter gender- 

inclusive by addressing his encycli¬ 

cals “To All Men and Women of 

Good Will.” My point is, since 

their beginnings, the social encycli¬ 

cals were intended for all, specifi¬ 

cally the laity who would in any 
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case be faced with translating the 

teachings into action in the various 

specific contexts. But it was the 

Church in the first instance as “the 

expert in humanity” (JP II, 

Sollicitudo Rei Socialis 41) which 

through its Magisterium had to 

make known those moral prin¬ 

ciples. As John Paul II pointed out, 

its social doctrine “ belongs to the 

field, not of ideology but of theology 

and particularly of moral theol¬ 

ogy” ( 41, emphasis his). Blessed 

John XXIII had already affirmed 

its validity: “What the Catholic 

Church teaches and declares re¬ 

garding the social life and relation¬ 

ships of men is beyond question 

for all time valid” {Mater et 

Magistra 218). That sounds pretty 

magisterial to me. 

Now Catholics accept that the 

magisterium of the Catholic 

Church starts at the top- its pa- 

pacy-which enjoys special protec¬ 

tion from error in both dogmatic 

and moral teachings (such as neo¬ 

liberal think tanks do not); and 

moral teachings are mainly what its 

social doctrine involves. This can¬ 

not be preempted by the lower 

level of clergy, let alone the laity. 

Furthermore, when popes issue en¬ 

cyclicals addressed to the social or¬ 

der, they have available and consult 

with skilled experts in the respec¬ 

tive fields that are involved, e.g. 

economics, sociology, demography 

etc. Normal prudence would re¬ 

quire that. The same cannot always 

be said about certain laymen who 

routinely criticize papal social 

teachings, like the neoconservative 

ones mentioned by Michael Jones 

in his reply to Father Harrison. For 

example, the lay theologian, 

George Weigel, after what must 

have been a very hasty reading of 

the Pope Benedict social encyclical 

Caritas in Veritate, declared that 

great magisterial work to be a 

“Duck-billed Platypus.” Nothing I 

have ever read over a long lifetime 

of study of papal social teachings 

ranks at that abysmal level of com¬ 

mentary. Among other things there 

is evidence of a complete lack of 

any familiarity with economic real- 

ity-which the Pope Benedict en¬ 

cyclical addresses in extensive de¬ 

tail. (See CW, March and May 

2010). 
Now it is clear that every state¬ 

ment in a social encyclical does not 

rank at the top level of infallible 

moral teachings. That is one reason 

why the encyclicals call for careful 

reading, i.e. study, not speed-read¬ 

ing, to discern what is specific 

moral teaching. For example in 

Mater et Magistra^ there are recur¬ 

rent instances, like the statement: 

“As regards taxation, assessment ac¬ 

cording to ability to pay is funda¬ 

mental to a just and equitable tax 

system” (132). With regard to for¬ 

eign aid by richer nations to poor 

nations -a favorite bugbear for 

neoconservatives-we find this 

teaching: “Now justice and hu¬ 

manity require that these richer 

countries come to the aid of those 

in need (161). In discussing the al¬ 

leged overpopulation problem the 

same Blessed Pope wrote: “In this 

connection we strongly affirm that 

human life -is transmitted and 

propagated through the instru¬ 

mentality of the family which rests 

on marriage, one and indissoluble, 

and so far as Christians are con¬ 

cerned, elevated to the dignity of a 

sacrament” (193). 

Our country is now in more seri¬ 

ous economic trouble than at any 

time since the Great Depression. It 

is time at least for Catholics, laity 

and clergy alike, to study in earnest 

the remarkable body of the now 

more than century of social teach¬ 

ings by the Catholic Church. 

Thanks to the great John Paul II, 

who himself issued a remarkable 

trilogy of social encyclicals, we now 

have also the excellent Compen¬ 

dium of the Social Doctrine of the 

Church. It summarizes the teach¬ 

ings also by all previous popes. 

May the scandalous carping by 

Catholics, both lay and clerical, 

against their Church’s teaching in 

this important area, along with 

their preposterous clamor for the 

revival of what is the real “Duck¬ 

billed Platypus”-the free market 

ideology-which has now once 

again brought our economy and 

economies throughout the world 

to the brink of disaster, soon come 

to an end. 

Rupert J. Ederer 

Clarence, New York 

SKILLED MECHANICS 

After reading your recent article 

entitled “Traditionalism at the End 

of its Tether”, I thought that you 

were engaging in a bit of hyperbole 

or at the least making an attempt 

to rationalize your own doubts 

about where the modern post 

Vatican II Church is taking its 

shrinking flock. While I acknowl¬ 

edge that the SSPX is in trouble, 

you cannot possibly believe that 

those like myself, who fled the 

SSPX the minute Bishop Fellay be¬ 

gan making overtures to compro¬ 

mise with Rome, would abandon 

our belief in traditional Catholi¬ 

cism. As soon as talks began, most 

traditionalists knew the reconcilia- 
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tion process could only lead to the 

destruction of the SSPX or more 

likely another traditional splinter 

group. Rest assured, traditionalism 

is not at the end of its Tether. Most 

“trads” are what they are because 

they know their faith and refuse to 

be bamboozled by the political 

gamesmanship that has replaced 

real pastoral care with “dialogue”. 

After reading The Jewish Revolu- 

tionary Spirit^ I know that you, bet¬ 

ter than anyone, knows how the 

“Synagogue of Satan” operates and 

insinuates itself into the fabric of 

the institutions it wants to control 

in order to meet its goals. I have 

learned much from reading your 

books and magazine, but I often 

ponder how someone with so vast 

a knowledge of the numerous his¬ 

torical attacks on the Catholic 

Church can avoid the obvious. 

There is such an abundance of evi¬ 

dence that Vatican II and its after- 

math were the work of skilled me¬ 

chanics whose sole goal was the de¬ 

struction of the only obstacle to 

the “one world Marxist govern¬ 

ment” which is growing all around 

us. The occurrences leading up to 

Vatican II confirm the treachery 

and deceit that surrounded the 

preparations of the schemas for the 

Council and the political maneu¬ 

vers that occurred during the 

Council. Your own documented 

investigations of the work of the 

“Synagogue of Satan” throughout 

the ages proves a continuity of ac¬ 

tion which connects the unholy 

trinity of Zionism, Freemasonry, 

and Communism to the modern¬ 

ism and liberalism which has over 

taken Holy Mother Church and is 

manifested abundantly in the fruits 

of Vatican II. This past September 

is the one hundredth anniversary 

of the “Oath against modernism” 

promulgated by Pope Saint Pius 

the X that every one of the attend¬ 

ees of the council (including Jo¬ 

seph Ratzinger) swore to uphold 

upon their ordinations. They swore 

to battle against the very things 

that they implemented through 

Vatican II. Mr. Jones your books 

are full of details about the work of 

the “fifth column” within the 

Church and yet you do not see 

their fingerprints on Vatican II. 

How did a Church founded upon 

tradition suddenly find itself re¬ 

made into a carbon copy of the 

Reformation era Protestant revolu¬ 

tionary churches? How did a priest 

from an “iron curtain” country 

where most priests of integrity 

were in jail manage to become the 

first non-Italian pontiff in a very 

long time? This is a case of “ who 

are you going to believe, me or 

your own lying eyes.” 

We are eyewitnesses to the great¬ 

est threat to the Church in her his¬ 

tory and yet most cannot or do not 

want to see things that are too bla¬ 

tant to ignore. Doctrines are 

turned on their head. Corruption 

and vice reign while Pontiffs wor¬ 

ship in heretical ceremonies. Pope 

John Paul II openly kisses the Ko¬ 

ran for the world to see and if that 

isn’t enough he receives the bless¬ 

ing of the Hindu god Shiva (god¬ 

dess of death and destruction) and 

you question Bishop Williamson 

for his caution. Isn’t it peculiar? 

Traditionalists are the only ones 

the Church believes are outside sal¬ 

vation while every pagan religion is 

perfectly fine and will share in the 

heavenly reward. All but those 

damned Traditionalists? They’re 

not in communion with the Holy 

Father. They’re outside the 

Church. Meanwhile, clergy around 

the world can do as they wish and 

the Holy Father can do nothing 

because the hierarchical structure 

of the Church must yield to the 

new collegiality. Well at least it 

gives the Pope a measure of plau¬ 

sible deniability. 

No, Mr. Jones. Traditionalism is 

not at the end of its tether and yes 

the gates of Hell will not prevail 

against her. Although you conve¬ 

niently interpret that to mean that 

she will never be threatened by de¬ 

struction from evil or sinful men, 

or that we have never seen an anti¬ 

pope in Church history. The ques¬ 

tion you need to ask yourself is 

what our Lord asked in Luke 18:8 

“But yet the Son of man, when he 

cometh, shall he find, think you, 

faith on earth?” I for one will stay 

with the Church doctrines that 

have been handed down through 

Church tradition for two thousand 

years before I risk my soul on this 

modernist attempt to reconcile the 

Church to the world. This is espe¬ 

cially so for this world which has 

more in common with the descrip¬ 

tion of the world given in the book 

of Revelations than I care to con¬ 

template. As St. Augustine said “we 

will be judged not only for what 

we know to be evil, but for what 

we should have known.” If tradi¬ 

tion was right and it protected the 

One, True, Holy, Catholic and Ap¬ 

ostolic Church before Vatican II, I 

am quite confident that tradition 

will be true when my time of judg¬ 

ment comes. If it were true before, 

how can it be false now? Can you 

say the same about the modern 

church? 

St. Aquinas said, “Hold firmly 

that our faith is identical with that 

of the ancients. Deny this, and you 

dissolve the unity of the Church.” 

If there is any unity in the post 

Vatican II Church, it appears to be 
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that of the forces of those unified 

against her. This should be a clear 

sign that the enemy is within the 

gates and that is why tradition, like 

the catacombs, will prevent the 

“gates of hell “ from prevailing; and 

it will never be at the “End of its 

Tether”. 

Rich Angley 

Nokomis, Florida 

MONUMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE 

Congratulations for showing 

what I believe is the only right per¬ 

spective in your interview with 

Bishop Williamson, i.e., that the 

problem lies not with heretical 

Conciliar documents, but Con¬ 

ciliar documents which tend to be 

ambiguous in parts and abstruse in 

others. Christ promised infallibility 

to His Church, but gave no divine 

guarantee that its Conciliar prose 

would be characterized by crystal 

lucidity. The very ambiguity of 

critical passages opens them up, in 

some cases, to misinterpretation, 

further ambiguization or down¬ 

right manipulation by the enemies 

of the truth. Of course, they must 

be interpreted in the light of peren¬ 

nial Catholic teaching. The thing 

for Catholics is adherence to the 

substance of the one Faith as ex¬ 

pressed throughout the Churchs 

history. 

I also listened to your podcast 

with Dr. Sunic regarding Medju- 

gorje, inter alia. I was first intro¬ 

duced to the Medjugorje phenom¬ 

enon way back in 1984, when I at¬ 

tended a Charismatic Youth Con¬ 

gress presided over by Fr. Emiliano 

Tardiff in Navojoa, Sonora. Being 

an impressionable youth at the 

time, I was swept up into both 

Charismania and Medjugorje. Af¬ 

ter a few months, it was pretty ob¬ 

vious to me that Medjugorje was 

bogus. It took me longer to come 

to that conclusion about the Char¬ 

ismatic Renewal. About ten years 

ago, I finally wrote a couple of 

books about both movements, por¬ 

tions of which I published on Rick 

Salbatos website. The book on 

Charismatics was longer than the 

one about Medjugorje, but not 

particularly well written- to me, in 

retrospect, my writing sounded 

like the guy H. L. Mencken paro¬ 

died in his “Visit to the YMCA.” 

In any case your works have now 

taken on monumental significance 

in the battle for Catholic- and eter¬ 

nal- truth. Thanks again. 

Brian Hughes 

brianhughes 14@hotmail.com 

UNJUSTIFIED AHACK 

In his unjustified attack against 

this writer Mr. B. Chapinski writes 

(Culture Wars, May 2010, page 9): 

“When it was recognized by the 

end of 1943 and in 1944, by all 

sane men, that Hitler could not 

win the war, every building in the 

ancient city of Warsaw was de¬ 

stroyed. Was this type of behavior 

one of the reasons why infuriated Al¬ 

lies bombed. historical Dresden?” 

(Dresden Bombing: February 13/ 

14, 1945). 

The answer to his question is, of 

course: “No, the Warsaw destruc¬ 

tion has nothing to do with 

Dresden, for the simple reason that 

mass destruction by phosphor fire 

bombing of German cities was in 

full swing years before the Warsaw 

uprising, during it (August — Sep¬ 

tember 1944) and in the last 

months of the war until May 2/3, 

1945 (last attack on Kiel). 

Chapinski s Dresden reference tries 

only to justify an Allied crime with 

a German crime. It will be shown 

that this trick does not work. It was 

“recognized by all sane men” who 

knew Stalin, that the Warsaw Up¬ 

rising could not succeed. Without 

this ill-conceived and unnecessary 

uprising Warsaw would have sur¬ 

vived WWII just like Paris, Prague, 

Brussel, Copenhagen, Oslo, Mos¬ 

cow, Washington, DC, and Lon¬ 

don. Richard C. Lukas [1, p. 208] 

explained why it was “ill-con¬ 

ceived” in three short sentences: 

“Heavy weapons were nonexistent. 

An ammunition shortage existed 

from the outset. ... With only 

2,629 carbines, only 6 percent of 

the soldiers could be armed with 

rifles.” (!!!) Is it not irresponsible to 

start an uprising under these con¬ 

ditions and sacrifice thousands of 

young people who should live and 

not die for their country? 

Lets see what happened in Ger¬ 

many during that time of the “up¬ 

rising” (August -September 1944). 

Today’s Americans certainly do not 

know it. The mass media have re¬ 

ported many times gruesome de¬ 

tails about the Warsaw uprising, 

but they never described what 

Poland’s good friends did at the 

same time (August 1, — October 

5, 1944) in Germany. Most old 

Germans who experienced it have 

died. The young Germans are told 

very little true facts about what re¬ 

ally happened at that time. Here is 

a list of the bombing attacks on 

large, new and “ancient” cities at 

13 days only during the time of the 

uprising. The full list for the 66 

days is shown in the Appendix. [2] 

(continued on p. 47) 
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Subversion 
Last year the Washington Posh 

lead editorial on Christmas Day an 

editorial entitled simply “Christ¬ 

mas” in print, but “Christmas not 

what it used to be, but becoming 

better” on-line, opined that Irving 

Berlin’s song “White Christmas” is 

“the most essential contribution of 

all to the creation of the 20th-cen¬ 

tury American Christmas,” which 

is “a Christmas that was secular, 

sentimental, commercial and, to a 

large extent, more inclusive than 

the religious celebration that pre¬ 

ceded and now accompanies it.” 

Sadly, there’s much truth in the 

Posh statement. The American 

Christmas celebration is largely a 

secular, sentimental, and commer¬ 

cial orgy that has overwhelmed or 

displaced the Church’s celebration 

of Christmas. But there is also fal¬ 

sification. The American Christ¬ 

mas is not more inclusive; it has a 

narrow vision; recognizing only the 

natural, it tolerates the supernatu¬ 

ral only as a sentimental affectation 

or commercial prop. 

In contrast, the Catholic Church 

is universal, catholic, and inclusive: 

no one who professes what the 

Church professes is excluded; all 

are welcome. America builds bor¬ 

der walls to exclude Mexicans, but 

the Church welcomes all believers 

regardless of race, color, sex, age, 

physical infirmity, or national ori¬ 

gin. Christ came not for one na¬ 

tion or tribe, but for all men. The 

Church celebrates Christmas as the 

birth of Him who redeemed all 

mankind, not just Americans, not 

just Jews. What could be more in¬ 

clusive? 

How did White Christmas trans¬ 

form Christmas? Why is it “the 

most essential contribution of all 

to the creation of the 20th-century 

American Christmas?” 

“Like a number of other popular 

songs that came along during the 

war, [White Christmas] captured 

the sadness of separation, the long¬ 

ing for peace and normality and 

the nostalgia for a better time that 

really wasn’t that long ago. These 

shared emotions gave Christmas a 

new poignancy and significance 

during the war years, and made it 

something different from what it 

had been,” continued the Post. 

“Radio, with its nationwide audi¬ 

ence— just about everyone lis¬ 

tened to the same shows — not 

only amused and entertained, it 

comforted and reassured. In the 

dark war years, it created a new 

Christmas spirit. ... Christmas has 

continued to move toward becom- 

H 
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ing a truly national holiday, a time 

of good feeling and universally 

shared hopes, and an occasion in 

which all can share.” 

Is that really all there is to it? 

Christmas changed because of the 

Second World War, and now it has 

becoming a wishy-washy national 

holiday of good feelings and 

shared hopes? 

Writing in the New York Times 

last December, musician Michael 

Feinstein captioned his piece: 

“Whose Christmas Is It?” 

Feinstein also embraces the fatu¬ 

ous idea championed in the Post 

editorial that Christmas is becom¬ 

ing better because it is becoming 

secular and inclusive. But he 

probes a little deeper into the gen¬ 

esis of the popular songs that abet 

the transformation of Christmas 

into a national holiday instead of a 

Catholic holyday: 

The evolution of Christmas is 

reflected to a degree in its 

music. As the holiday has be¬ 

come more secular, so have its 

songs, with religious and 

spiritual compositions largely 

supplanted by the banalities 

of Rudolph, sleigh bells and 

Santa. Many Christians feel 

that the true essence of 

Christmas has been lost, and I 

respect that opinion. It must 

be difficult to see religious 

tradition eroded in the name 

of commerce and further dis¬ 

sipated by others’ embrace of 

a holiday without a sense of 

what it truly means to the 

faithful. 

Yet I also hope that those who 

feel this encroachment will on 

some level understand that 

the spirit of the holiday is 

universal. We live in a 

multicultural time and the 

mixing, and mixing up, of tra¬ 

ditions is an inevitable result. 

Hence we have the almost 

century-old custom of Ameri¬ 

can Jews creating a lot more 

Christmas music than Hanuk- 

kah music. 

If you look at a list of the most 

popular Christmas songs, 

you’ll find that the writers are 

disproportionately Jewish: Irv¬ 

ing Berlin’s “White Christ¬ 

mas,” “The Christmas Song” 

(yes, Mel Torme was Jewish), 

“Let It Snow! Let It Snow! Let 

It Snow!,” “I’ll Be Home for 

Christmas,” “Silver Bells,” 

“Santa Baby,” “Rudolph the 

Red-Nosed Reindeer” and 

“Winter Wonderland” — pe¬ 

rennial, beloved and, mostly, 

written for the sheet music 

publishers of Tin Pan Alley, 

not for a show or film. (Two 

notable exceptions: “White 

Christmas,” introduced in 

“Holiday Inn,” and “Silver 

Bells,” written for “The 

Lemon Drop Kid.”) 

Feinstein suggests that Jews 

wrote popular Christmas songs 

simply because thats what sold: 

“Tin Pan Alley songwriters ... 

churned out songs to order on ev¬ 

ery conceivable subject for their 

publishers.” Is that all there is to it? 

The change in Christmas resulted 

from a commercial transaction? 

In Operation Shylock: A Confes¬ 

sion, which won a 1994 PEN/ 

Faulkner Award, writer Philip Roth 

provided still deeper insight: 

The radio was playing ‘Easter 

Parade’ and I thought. But this 

is Jewish genius on a par with 

the Ten Commandments. God 

gave Moses the Ten Com¬ 

mandments and then He gave 

to Irving Berlin ‘Easter Parade’ 

and ‘White Christmas.’ The 

two holidays that celebrate the 

divinity of Christ — the di¬ 

vinity that’s the very heart of 

the Jewish rejection of Chris¬ 

tianity — and what does Irv¬ 

ing Berlin brilliantly do? He 

de-Christs them both! Easter 

he turns into a fashion show 

and Christmas into a holiday 

about snow. Gone is the gore 

and the murder of Christ — 

down with the crucifix and up 

with the bonnet! He turns their 

religion into schlock. But nicely! 

Nicely! So nicely the goyim 

don’t even know what hit ‘em. 

They love it. Everybody loves 

it. The Jews especially. Jews 

loathe Jesus. People always tell 

me Jesus is Jewish. I never be¬ 

lieve them. It’s like when 

people used to tell me Cary 

Grant was Jewish. Bulh/?/>. 

Jews don’t want to hear about 

Jesus. And can you blame 

them? So — Bing Crosby re¬ 

places Jesus as the beloved Son 

of God, and the Jews, the Jews, 

go around whistling about 

Easter! And is that so disgrace¬ 

ful a means of defusing the en- 

(continued on p. 47) 

^^What does Irving Berlin brilliantly do? 

He turns their religion into schlock/^ 
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The Ciompi Rebellion of 1378 

E. Michael Jones 

“Money is sterile.” 
—Aristotle 

“As for Aristotle’s argument that money is sterile, Calvin has only 
contempt for It.” 

—John T. Noonan, Jr., The Scholastic Analysis of Usury 

Between the years 1347 and 1349 a bacillus known 

as Yersinia pestis, which was transmitted from rats to 

humans via the fleas which fed on both species, cre¬ 

ated one of the greatest natural disasters ever to afflict 

the European subcontinent. Known as the Black 

Death or the Bubonic Plague because of the black 

bubae or lumps which the corpses of those who suc¬ 

cumbed to the disease exhibited, it eventually swept 

away 40 percent of the population of Europe. One of 

the main consequences of this catastrophe was a 

shortage of labor. Given the inexorable workings of 

the law of supply and demand, this shortage of labor 

should have led to an increase of wages. Unfortu¬ 

nately, the owners of the land from which most Euro¬ 

peans earned their wages had never heard of the law 

of supply and demand, and so, in the spirit of the Per¬ 

sian emperor who had the sea flogged with chains for 

sinking his ships, they decided to keep wages where 

they were when Europe had almost twice as many 

workers. Their decision and the means they used to 

carry it out led to worker rebellions across Europe. 

In 1358 the Jacquerie rose in the Oise valley north 

of Paris. Twenty-three years later, the situation re¬ 

mained pretty much what it had been. When a tax- 

collector arrived in the English village to demand pay¬ 

ment of the one shilling poll tax, he was run out of 

town. When 15-year-old King Richard II sent his sol- 

E. Michael Jones is the Editor of Culture Wars. This article is a chapter 
from his forthcoming history of capitalism. 

diets to restore order, the peasants rose in revolt and 

eventually coalesced under the leadership of a man 

named Wat Tyler. On June 2, 1381, the peasants, now 

60,000 strong set off for London to plead their case 

before the king. During their march on London, the 

peasants burned down every government building 

housing public records which they could find, an in¬ 

fallible sign of indebtedness. When the peasants re¬ 

belled against Jewish moneylenders two centuries ear¬ 

lier, records of indebtedness were the first casualty and 

Jewish moneylenders the second. The rebellion 

quickly lost its focus and got out of control as Tylers 

followers succumbed to drink and the lure of looting. 

When Tyler was negotiating with the king, the mayor 

of London, incensed at his lack of respect, drew his 

knife and stabbed Tyler in the neck. Eventually Tyler 

lost his head, and the rebellion fizzled. As a result, 

none of the economic issues which led to the revolt 

ever got recognized, much less resolved. 

Three years before Wat Tyler s rebellion in England, 

the same unresolved economic issues led to a workers’ 

rebellion in Florence, at that time one of the most ad¬ 

vanced financial and industrial centers in Europe. Flo¬ 

rence at this time “seethed with partisan and class an¬ 

tagonisms” for the same reasons that these antago¬ 

nism flourished in England and France. Wages were 

low, and prices were high: “People are living in misery 

since they earn little and prices have been so high for 

13 months and more. Just think about those who have 

three or four or five children, and who are assessed 

two or thee florins, and who have to live from the la¬ 

bor of their hands and those of their wives. How can 

they stay here and live?” 

10 / CULTURE WARS 



Breughel’s ''Black Death’ 

9 

1 

Wages were kept artificially low, while at the same 

time taxes were allowed to rise with impunity. In Flo¬ 

rence, the unrest among the working classes went back 

to the 1340s when they were subjected to “a combi¬ 

nation of low wages and increases in gabelle rates that 

made it their worst decade of the century.” The situa¬ 

tion improved after the plague when wages tripled for 

masons, builders and their assistants and doubled in 

other industries, but prices rose as well. “Prices also 

rose, but not as much as wages, and conditions were 

the single income of an unskilled apprentice 

or journeyman never earned enough to 

cover costs, either before or after the plague, 

despite the doubling of wages. 

In order to deal with their deteriorating 

economic condition, the unskilled workers 

who were hardest hit tried to reduce costs 

by moving in with relatives, but most were 

forced to go into debt, at the usurious rates 

(43 1/3 percent per annum) which were 

common at the time. As a result, “Work¬ 

ers’ indebtedness was widespread.” 

In 1427, 81 percent of 357 households of 

textile workers in Santo Spirito quarter re¬ 

ported debts in their Catasto declarations, 

on average equivalent to 55 percent of as¬ 

sets, and debts exceeded assets in 30 percent of the 

city’s households. . . . Wool guild records are filled 

with reports of confiscations for unpaid debts, re¬ 

quested by creditors and carried out by guild offi¬ 

cials who carted off furniture, beds, mattresses, tools 

and equipment, including he looms of poor weav¬ 

ers, making it impossible for them to work. Some 

spent months in debtors’ prison. 

The ability to borrow money at interest rates like 

this provided short-term relief but guaranteed even 

greater conflict in the 

future. By 1378, the 

situation had become 

intolerable for 

Florence’s unskilled 

workers. On June 20 

of that year mobs be¬ 

gan roaming the city, 

setting fire to the houses of the oligarch families who 

controlled both the economy and the government. 

There were rumors of meetings in working class dis¬ 

tricts the Oltrarno neighborhood on the other side of 

the Arno River, at which “workers exchanged ritual 

oaths and kisses sealing their intention,” according to 

one chronicler, “to stay together to the death and de¬ 

fend themselves against anyone wishing to harm 

them.” Then, on June 21, a group of 7,000 workers 

and guildsmen broke into the palace of the podesta in 

order “to destroy the records of investigations and con¬ 

victions of workers.” Having gotten out of debt the old- 

fashioned way, the same band of workers unfurled their 

flag, depicting a set of tongs which expressed their 

One of the main consequences of the 
Black Death was a shortage of labor. 

never better for 14^^ century workers than in the de¬ 

cades 1350-70.” That and the fact that wages were 

paid in a debased silver coinage undercut any real 

gains. The wage in Florence never really reached the 

point at which it was sufficient to raise a family, the 

sine qua non of real economic progress. As a result. 

Unmarried masons with no dependents who found 

steady work generally earned twice what they 

needed for basic living costs even before the plague, 

and three and four times their living costs over the 

the next 20 years. 

but 

Families with two adults and two children and only 
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willingness to use force to get their way, from the top 

of the Bargello s tower. 

On July 22, the Ciompi then elected Michele 

Lando, one of their number who had also been both a 

textile worker and a corporal in the Florentine army, 

as Standardbearer of Justice. Under the leadership of 

Michele Lando, the Ciompi demanded the right to or¬ 

ganize and relief from the fiscal policies that were 

grinding them into dust. The workers in Florence who 

did not belong to big guilds like the Arte della Lana 

bore the brunt of fiscal policies that were meant to 

keep them poor and keep the rich rich. The Ciompi, 

the unskilled textile workers who were the sorters, 

shearers and carders, wanted a guild of their own, and 

once they got one just about “every male of working 

age (in a population of 55,00) was a guildsman in the 

remarkable summer of 1378.” The Ciompi Rebellion 

made 1378 “the most memorable year in Florentine 

history.” John Najemy calls the Ciompi rebellion, 

“the continental divide between two different political 

universes.” It was also the last chance the Florentines 

had to solve the problem that would eventually lead 

to the decline and fall of the Florentine republic, 

namely, the labor issue. In September 1378, the guilds 

of skilled craftsmen turned on the Ciompi and estab¬ 

lished what amounted to a workers’ regime which de¬ 

liberately excluded the workers who were in the great¬ 

est need: 

After dismantling the guild of the Ciompi, the re¬ 

maining 23 guilds established the last and most 

radical of Florence s guild governments, which ruled 

from September 1378 to January 1382 until its 

overthrow by the elite and the beginning of a 

gradual realignment of class relations that trans¬ 

formed Florentine political culture. 

After 1382, the oligarchs regained power, and for¬ 

ever afterward would use the rising of the Ciompi as a 

way of intimidating the Florentines into supporting 

oligarch interests. It was in many ways a prefiguring of 

the anti-Communist crusade of the 1950s. The threat 

of worker rebellion was used to stifle any discussion 

of the legitimacy of their grievances and, more impor¬ 

tantly, any discussion of the role which a just wage 

played in creating economic prosperity. 

Samuel Kline Cohn lumps the Ciompi rebellion 

with the Fiussite rebellion of 1419, but a comparison 

of the two events shows that they were completely dif¬ 

ferent in their orientation. The Fiussite rebellion was 

essentially religious in its orientation. It was the first 

outbreak of the Jewish Revolutionary Spirit in Europe 

since the fall of the Roman Empire. It bespoke hatred 

of the social order established by the Church and an 

attempt to establish heaven on earth via Jewish Messi¬ 

anic politics. 

The Ciompi rebellion, on the other hand, was moti¬ 

vated by economic injustice. Brucker claims that it 

was driven by “proletarian dislike of the communes 

fiscal system.” Unlike the Taborite gatherings outside 

of Prague which preceded the defenestration which in¬ 

augurated the Fiussite rebellion in 1419, the petition 

which Lando presented to the Signoria in June 1378 

“did not seek to destroy the traditional framework of 

Florentine policies and society; its objective was a re¬ 

adjustment of that order to give the lower classes a 

greater voice in the regime.” 

Cohns analysis only confirms what Brucker had to 

say. All of the Ciompi demands were economic in 

their orientation: 

In its first acts of 21 July 1378, the new Ciompi 

government declared that no one was to be arrested 

for indebtedness for the next two years and changed 

the tax system of Florence toward greater equity. 

Second, within six months the old system of forced 

loans (prestanze) which favored citizens with the 

means to pay on time over the urban poor and those 

from the countryside, was to be abolished; now all 

would pay according to their wealth based on a 

property survey (estimo). Third, the new govern¬ 

ment in effect abolished the Monte or communal 

bank of Florentine state bonds, which had given fa¬ 

vorable rates of return to the wealthy from monies 

that derived from indirect taxes (gabelles) and the 

direct taxes taken largely from the countryside. 

Fourth, the new government stabilized the rate of 

exchange between the gold florin and the money of 

payment (in copper [rame] or piccioli) at 68 shil¬ 

lings a florin. The inflation of the florin had been a 

means by which the wool guild and other 

Florentine entrepreneurs had lowered wages by 

stealth, devaluing the money that workers and arti¬ 

sans used for their daily transactions. In the year 

preceding the Revolt of the Ciompi, the rate of ex¬ 

change had fluctuated between 70 and 75 shillings 

per florin, but since the first minting in 1215, it had 

risen almost fourfold. By stabilizing the exchange 

rate, the law in effect raised workers’ purchasing 

power and thereby their wages. Finally, many shops 

had remained closed since the Ciompi revolt, and 

those that opened did little work. As a conse- 

s 

12 / CULTURE WARS 



quence, many were starving. Thus in August, the 

government implemented elementary welfare mea¬ 

sures to assist the poor. 

The reforms were destined never to go into effect, 

because, on September 1, the guilds of skilled workers 

turned on their own revolution. The Ciompi were in 

effect expelled from the regime they had brought into 

existence when the Signoria approved the dissolution 

of their guild. What followed was a regime based on 

guild republicanism, whose “economic policies consti¬ 

tuted the most concerted effort in Florence s history to 

restructure the institutions and practices that had for 

so long resulted in transfers of wealth from the work¬ 

ing classes to the wealthy.” Those policies included 

the introduction of the estimo, a much more equitable 

tax based on calculations of house hold wealth, as well 

as a reduction of interest payments on the debt of 

2,360,000 florins which Florence had acquired in her 

war with the papal states. The reduction of interest 

payments to 5 percent saved the commune 60,000 

florins a year, but it antagonized the rentier class 

which had grown rich from funding wars. Speculators 

complained as well because many who had sold in¬ 

come producing property, like farms and businesses, 

in the hope of earning 10 to 15 percent on govern¬ 

ment bonds, now had their future earnings cut in 

half Policies like this, which were pushing the elites 

toward counter-revolution, received added impetus 

when the guild regime executed Piero degli Albizzi 

and four other members of the oligarchic elite in De¬ 

cember 1379. From this point on the elites portrayed 

the guild republicans as a front for revolutionary ele¬ 

ments, even though it was the guild republicans who 

had brought about the exile of the Ciompi. Gradu¬ 

ally, the oligarchic families were able to control the de¬ 

bate, and demonize anyone who was in favor of al¬ 

lowing workers to organize for higher wages. The hu¬ 

manists played a crucial role in this transformation of 

public opinion by becoming in effect propagandists 

for the oligarchs. In his history of the Florentine 

people, the humanist Leonardo Bruni played up these 

fears by portraying the Ciompi as dangerous revolu¬ 

tionaries, who were bent, not on economic reforms, 

but in overthrowing the entire social order. Thanks to 

Brunis history, “poof and criminals’ became two 

ways of referring to a single social category.” 

The Ciompi rebellion was instrumentalized into an 

upper-class crusade to suppress wages by demonizing 

anyone who talked about workers’ rights in this re¬ 

gard as a traitor to the new regime, which quickly coa¬ 

lesced around ruling class interests: 

the notion that workers and the poor constituted a 

permanent danger became commonplace in the 

generation after 1380s and sustained deep hostility 

toward the lower classes. In 1390 a new bishop 

was installed in Florence . . . [who] told those in 

power: “if you want to rule and keep control, keep 

the popolo hungry for bread.” 

Workers were associated with heresy and de¬ 

nounced as “Christ-killers.” 

Government intervention in the labor market insur¬ 

ing low wages was only part of the problem. As the pe¬ 

tition of Ciompi grievances indicated, the main way 

that the Florentine oligarchs drove down wages was by 

debasing the currency. According to Pesch, the “main 

evil from which Europe and especially the Italian state 

suffered at the time was currency depreciation.” Fie 

goes on to cite the maxim of Ganilh: 

“Italy was always famous for the worst 

money and the best works written 

about coinage.” 

When the Ciompi presented their 

demands to The Eight in 1378, Flo¬ 

rence had had a bi-metal currency for 

over 120 years. The point of the gold 

Florin, which was created in 1252 to replace the Byz¬ 

antine hyperperon and never debased, was to stabilize 

and facilitate foreign exchange. The point of the silver 

penny which was debased mercilessly was to keep 

wages low. The poor and the day laborer bore the 

brunt of this manipulation: 

The only money generally coined in Italian mints, 

down to the 14'*^ century, was the silver penny 

(denaro), which varied in alloy and weight from one 

mint to another and from one period to another 

with a constant and uniform tendency to debase¬ 

ment. Without going back to the original penny of 

Charlemagne, which was meant to contain 1.7 

December 2010 / 13 

The Ciompi rebellion was motivated 
by economic injustice. 

7^ 



A. 

grams of silver, it is enough to point out that as late 

as the second half of the 12^*^ century the penny of 

Lucca and Pisa, which was one of the most es¬ 

teemed, still preserved a silver content of 0.6 gram, 

whereas 50 years later this had dropped to 0.25 

gram. The frequent variation and continuous dete¬ 

rioration of the coinage were partly caused by the 

technical difficulty of meeting an increasing de¬ 

mand for money from an inelastic supply of silver. 

But the principal cause was the fiscal policy of the 

greater urban communes and princes, who regarded 

debasement of the coinage as a simple means of rais¬ 

ing revenue without imposing any apparent charge 

upon their subjects. They found support for this 

convenient system in the so-called Nominalist doc¬ 

trine, according to which the value of money was 

fixed by the will of the sovereign {valor impositus), as 

opposed to the Realist doctrine, according to which 

the value of money was limited by the value of the 

metal it contained {bonitas intrinsecd). It should be 

added that, in those towns which developed large 

industries, persistent debasement of the smaller 

fractional coinage may have been influenced by the 

economic purpose of keeping down wages (which 

were paid in petty coin), thereby lowering the costs 

of production in the interest of exports. 

Florence had inherited this policy from the Roman 

empire. The Roman emperors debased the currency 

for the same reason the Florentine oligarchs did, as a 

covert way of driving down wages. Under Septimus 

Severus the silver content of the denarius sank to less 

than two grams and under Caracalla to as low as 1.5 

percent of the whole, making it little less than “silver- 

washed bronze.” Instead of dealing directly with the 

debasement of the currency and the inflation it 

caused, the Roman emperors and their successors in 

Florence tried in vain to establish prices by imperial 

fiat and regulation. In 301 Rome issued price controls 

as a way of dealing with the inflation they had caused 

by debasing the denarius, but measures like this failed 

to help and ordinances of this sort proved impossible 

to enforce. Eventually even the government was forced 

to admit the debased value of its own coin when it re¬ 

fused to accept the denarius as payment for taxes, and 

people were forced to pay in kind. The net result was 

“A society where all production and exchange had 

been paralyzed by disorder and insecurity.” 

Florence stood at the crossroads of paganism and 

Christianity. What goes by the name of the Renais¬ 

sance is generally seen as a debate about whether to re- 
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turn to classical models in art, but that debate also in¬ 

volved an economic component as well, namely, 

whether the Florentine oligarchs should structure their 

economic system in congruity with Christian prin¬ 

ciple or whether they should instead return to the eco¬ 

nomic system of pagan antiquity, a system based on 

usury, latifundia (the factory farms of their day) and 

slave labor. Florence was quite conscious of its role as 

heir apparent of the Roman Empire. The Renais¬ 

sance which began in Florence around this time was 

an expression of that. But in reverting to pagan mod¬ 

els, the Florentines ran the danger of adopting all of 

the corrupt financial practices that had led to the fall 

of the ancient world. In both ancient Rome and medi¬ 

eval Florence, free market capitalism meant little more 

than the right of the rich to oppress the poor: “The 

pressure of big operations on the poor . . . thus pre¬ 

vailed already in Rome as it does today among us, by 

virtue of the free enterprise and the power of capital 

that was established in Roman law.” 

II 
In the realm of economics, the most enduring legacy 

of the pagan world, next to debasing the currency, was 

contempt for labor. Pagan antiquity looked with dis¬ 

dain on physical labor, largely because the only people 

who were involved in performing it were slaves. “The 

closed Roman domestic economy—the oikos—knew 

practically only slave labor.” In fact the identification 

of labor with slavery, and hence ownership by some¬ 

one else became so complete that “The slave, and with 

him labor, even came to constitute a part of capital.” 

Chrematistics (or the “science” of how to accumu¬ 

late gold) was naturally admired in a culture which 

viewed idleness and pleasure as supreme goods and 

work as something to be relegated to slaves. The neces¬ 

sary corollary of those views was contempt of labor. 

Since money was not to be—and in some instances 

could not be—earned by honest labor, the homo 

economicus of the ancient world sought to increase it 

by recourse to magic, speculation, or usury. Once 

“gold and silver became powerful gods’ in Hellas,” 

Avarice had a corrupting effect on the entire culture. 

In fact. 

Everything which had seemed great and beautiful 

and honorable for the fathers, was weathered by this 

corrosive air, and nothing remained but unbounded 

self-seeking and a craving for pleasure, along with 

all of the affected sophistry by which people sought 
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to make the empty shell palatable as the fare of life. 

The trajectory of free maker capitalism replicated it¬ 

self with uncanny regularity in every society which 

valued gold over human labor. In ancient Greece as in 

medieval Florence, unrestrained appetite led to slave 

rebellions like the Ciompi uprising in Florence, 

which, once they were crushed, led to “an aristocracy 

of money and of wealth, which prepared the way for 

the decline of the Greek states.” Plato described how: 

[T]he pursuit of gold (chrematistics) became the all- 

powerful incentive for action for at least a part of so¬ 

ciety. This change in the public spirit, according to 

Plato, gives rise, even in an aristocratic society, to a 

class of people whose gods are money, which they 

honor secretly with crude passion. . . . The money 

chest of the rich, filled with gold. . . soon begins to 

exert its fascination on the whole community. ... a 

substantial competition for material possessions is 

unleashed which constantly increases the avarice; 

whereas on the other hand, the ideal goods (the 

arete) sink in the public esteem .... For where one 

bows down before the riches of the rich, one must 

naturally look with disdain on the virtue of “the 

good.” .... The natural consequence of this do¬ 

By and large, the “economic principle” consists sim¬ 

ply in the application of a universal law of practical 

reason in the area of economics. Practical reason, in 

fact, requires always and everywhere that only such 

means are selected as are in proper harmony with 

the goals, purposes and desired results. A person 

who wishes to achieve a goal will also seek out the 

necessary means, and in fact, the best means if he is 

in earnest about achieving the goal. Squandering 

such means and wasteful expenditure goes counter 

to the dictates of prudence. 

Labor has a price, but it is not a commodity in the 

sense that wool or grain is a commodity. As a result the 

economic principle (maximal return for minimal cost) 

does not apply to labor in the same way it applies to 

wool. When it comes to “the essence of labor,” 

the principle of economy is no longer sufficient; if 

we try to perform work in the most economical 

way possible, then we will be reduced to the absurd 

level of doing nothing. The primitive man then be¬ 

comes the most economical of beings, because he 

harvests the lush fruits of his tropical habitat with 

the least possible investment of time. 

In the realm of economics, the most enduring 
iegacy of the pagan world, next to debasing 
the currency, was contempt for labor. 

minion of money and of speculation is that then 

even the state becomes dependent on the money 

magnates, and the expression of this dependence is 

the political dominion of capital, the plutocracy or 

the dominion of the few. ... A sum of money ' 

{plethos chrematon) constitutes the measure which 

determines the right of the individuals in the state. 

This to a degree degenerates into two states, that of 

the rich and that of the poor. 

True economic science never emerges in a society 

like this because it get strangled in its cradle by its evil 

twin Chrematistics. The economic principle (“mini¬ 

mum input with maximum output”) lies at the heart 

of economic exchange. 

There is nothing at all reason¬ 

able about the kind of ‘eco¬ 

nomic rationality’ which seeks, 

on the one hand, only to get 

the highest possible wage for 

the lowest possible effort, or 

on the other hand, to get the 

greatest possible effort for the 

lowest possible wage. In other 

words, there is not the least bit 

or rationality in the actions of 

those who do business routinely with a view to get¬ 

ting the most that is possible while given the least 

that it is possible to give in return. 

In the ancient world contempt for labor combined 

with chrematistics led to “the unhealthy accumulation 

of capital,” which led to widespread usury, which ulti¬ 

mately eventuated in economic collapse. The same 

thing happened in Florence in the aftermath of the 

Ciompi rebellion. The crucial link between Renais¬ 

sance Florence and Ancient Rome is contempt for la¬ 

bor. Depriving the worker of a living wage inevitably 

concentrates wealth in the hands of the few, who then 

inevitably get involved in banking and usury, which 

then leads inevitably to financial collapse. Plato de- 
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scribed this trajectory in a slightly different manner 

when he claimed that free market capitalism leads in¬ 

exorably to the oppression of the poor: 

the greatest of all evils is the absolute freedom to sell 

and to acquire goods, which goes along with the 

spirit of moneys dominion or which is at least tol¬ 

erated by it. It stems from the fact of the unhealthy 

accumulation of capital which makes some overly 

rich while others are sinking into a condition of 

desperate poverty. .... Plato presented it as a uni¬ 

versal experience that the plutocracy eventually sup¬ 

presses the great masses of those who are unable to 

push themselves up into the dominant class, to a 

proletarian subsistence. Thus, he is completely clear 

about this, that unbridled capitalism contains in it¬ 

self the tendency to constantly increase the distance 

of the little people from the aristocracy of those 

with means, and that therefore by it large incomes 

and wealth grow much faster than the general 

wealth, and at the same time that class of popula¬ 

tion lives from hand to mouth without property 

thus becomes ever larger absolutely as well as rela¬ 

tively. . .. Along with this society of drones . . . 

emerges before us a typical phenomenon of the plu¬ 

tocratic society of speculators: they are the people 

who Plato says raise avarice and greed for money 

to the dominant place in their souls, and who estab¬ 

lish it as their great king in their souls decked out 

with headbands, golden chains, and decorative 

swords of honor.such persons are able to ap¬ 

pear as honorable men in business transactions.. . . 

Furthermore, the principle of dominion by capital 

itself falls prey to this kind of speculation. The insa- 

Diocletian 

tiable greed of capitalistic society . . . therefore cor¬ 

responds to that unbounded economic freedom 

which allows everyone to use his property as he 

pleases, and to sell it, so that capital indeed becomes 

the opportunity to enrich oneself by lending trans¬ 

actions and finally by the appropriation of mort¬ 

gaged goods. This liberty brings ruin, above all to 

the kinds of persons who, giving in to the tendency 

in the capitalistic era to uneconomic consumption, 

and to luxury, fall into the hands of the moneyed 

people. Now the impoverished, Plato continues . . . 

cower in the state equipped with spears and other 

weapons: some overburdened with debt, others left 

without honor, and yet others affected by both, but 

all being full of hatred, and brooding with protests 

against those who deprived them of what was 

theirs, and in fact against the whole world, eyeing 

up anxiously the opportunity for a general upheaval. 

The moneyed people, however, who slink around 

depressed like their wicked consciences personi¬ 

fied, and who appear not even to notice their vic¬ 

tims “sling the arrow of money devastatingly at him 

who surrenders himself to them, in that they bring 

to themselves by interest payments a rich inherit¬ 

ance of that kind of father (i.e., of money) while 

creating a multitude of the drones and beggars in 

the state.” 

They look on passively the way the younger genera¬ 

tion in particular give in to revelry. The decline of 

all spiritual and moral energy, as the enjoyment of 

unearned rents brings with it of psychological neces¬ 

sity, could scarcely be reflected more glaringly than 

in the picture which Plato ^painted of the “demo¬ 

cratic” i.e., the son of the “oligarchic” money-mak¬ 

ing father, who loves personal lack of restraint above 

all else. “So the man lives from day to day, yielding 

each time to whatever appetite happens to tempt 

him; now he drinks and enjoys women flute players, 

and then again he drinks at the fountain and needs a 

weight loss cure; now he engages in all kinds of 

bodily exercises, and at other times he lies idle and 

worries about nothing; and then again he pretends 

to devote himself to studies. Quite commonly he 

gets involved in politics, mounts the rostrum, and 

says and does what happens to occur to him; or else 

his glance rests on people who are in the military 

system or in the banking system and soon he throws 

himself into that with zeal. Thus there is no order in 

his life, no urgency, but he calls that kind of life 

sweet and free, and he lives it until he dies. . . . this 

is how pauperism grows out of capitalism, and out 

of the free play of purely individualistic efforts we fi- 
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nally get the rule of force, tyranny.” 

Rome learned nothing from Plato’s warnings. In 

fact: 

The deleterious impact of the free economy: social 

disintegration, despoiling the good fortune of the 

majority, economic and political ruin, appear in Ro¬ 

man history no less clearly than in the ancient Hel¬ 

lenic world. Here we see how a society that is thor¬ 

oughly undermined by a moneyed oligarchy, by 

pauperism, and by slavery also cannot be spared in¬ 

definitely by Caesarism from its decline. 

During the period of Roman before the Punic Wars 

it was still possible to find “many independent peas¬ 

ants who produced on their own lands everything re¬ 

quired for their own sustenance.” The Roman republic 

was characterized by “the self-sufficient oikos, of free 

peasants and free crafts.” But even then, according to 

Livy, the Patrician class sought to satisfy their avarice 

by recourse to the rapacious “usury that was occa¬ 

sioned by the poverty of many plebians, limited by no 

law, [and] supported by a harsh law of debt that was 

protected by the patrician courts.” 

Confronted with a world which refused to pay a liv¬ 

ing wage, the ordinary worker tried to borrow his way 

out of financial difficulty. 

In their desperation ... the hard-pressed plebians 

turned time and again to the rich patricians with 

pleas for loans to maintain their households and to 

fulfill their public obligations. However, the help 

which they found was their ruination, since they 

were not in a position to pay the oppressive interest. 

The rich filled their houses and properties ever more 

with servants who were bound and treated most 

harshly. 

These destructive economic trends only increased in 

the period following the Punic Wars, when 

enormous riches plundered from the conquered na¬ 

tions flowed to Rome, destroyed the old simplicity 

in morals, and gave rise to boundless luxury and 

waste. The goods which were rapidly being dissi¬ 

pated in this process still always had to be compen¬ 

sated for , so that an insatiable greed combined itself 

with the morally-corrupting luxury. 

Usury became more and more common, until fi¬ 

nally the populus romanus ended up totally impover¬ 

ished. 

Persons who did not fall victim to usury directly of¬ 

fered their land for sale voluntarily in order to be 

able to pay debts which service in war, taxes, etc. 

had caused. Nothing protected such a person from 

ruin. As a property owner he indeed had the right 

to sell freely, the right to evict himself from house 

and farm. . . . Cato the elder says, “He who pilfers 

private property sits in prison in chains; and the 

public thieves go about in purple and gold.” 

The most miserable proletariat in vast number stood 

side by side the enormous wealth of the few. As a re¬ 

sult of usury, the structure of Roman society was de¬ 

stroyed and the populus romanus was “reduced to be¬ 

ing an insecure rootless mob.” Julius Caesar instituted 

the Lex lulia agrariUy which distributed state lands to 

the people, but every attempt at reform 

ran aground on the rock of slavery. Free 

farmers simply could not compete 

against latifundia, the factory farms of 

their day, run by slaves. In addition to 

that, political thinkers like Cato began to 

fear that Caesar was using land reform as 

a stepping stone to dictatorial power. 

Whoever could no longer survive on 

the land streamed into the city, especially 

to Rome, [where] “the great masses of the people lived 

in virtual idleness, and they were supported by the 

state. Craftsmen found themselves in the same pre¬ 

dicament as independent farmers; neither group could 

compete against slave labor, and so gradually they 

joined the mob which lived off of the grain handout, 

which, as Seneca pointed out, “was received by the 

thief as well as by the perjurer and the adulterer; with¬ 

out regard to morals, everyone is a citizen.” In order to 

ingratiate himself further with the mob, Caesar even 

proposed giving them free wine. The ''congiarium'' 

the share in the loot brought in from conquered lands. 

“The greatest of all evils is the absolute 
freedom to sell and to acquire goods/’ 
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Bread and Circuses 

became “the premium which the fear of the rich pays 

to idleness.” 

As the free enterprise system led inexorably to sla¬ 

very, Rome began to assume “the aspect of a socialist 

society.” The middle class expired and Roman society 

became “a mass of atoms.” The Roman Leviathan state 

was content to deal with individuals “because in the 

long run absolutism can only come to terms with indi¬ 

viduals.” As in any society where free enterprise pre¬ 

vails “a battle between contending interests results; 

and in such a battle the stronger inevitably prevail. 

Averting the economic struggle, or at least diminish¬ 

ing it and protecting the weak in their economic sur¬ 

vival against the superior force of the wealthy, that is 

something which Roman law did not regard as its pur¬ 

pose.” Business contracts in this environment “be¬ 

came in fact quite often simply a dictation of peace 

(yactumy ” yasciscf) on the part of the stronger parties 

against the weaker ones. This applied in particular to 

the traffic in loans.” Similarly, “price determination 

was left to free agreement,” and that meant that “Tak¬ 

ing advantage of a contracting party by another was 

permissible as far as the law was concerned.” 

In ancient Rome, free market capitalism led to the 

concentration of wealth into fewer and fewer hands, 

and that led to usury, which in turn led to financial 

distress and the disruption of economic exchange, 

which led in turn to dictatorship or Caesarism. The 

Roman response to the reckless fiscal policies which 

Romes commitment to imperial expansion required 

was state socialism. “By the Edict of 301. . . 

Diocletian sought to check inflation and make goods 

cheap by fixing salaries and prices by decree. But, since 

he failed to stop the deterioration of money, prices and 

salaries continued to rise in defiance of the law.” 

Diocletian’s recourse to tyranny preserved the empire 

for over a century “by adopting the methods and prin¬ 

ciples of eastern despotism and assuming outright 

control not only of the government, army, and admin¬ 

istration but also of economic life throughout the em¬ 

pire,” but this tyranny did nothing to check the spread 

of economic ruin because it did not attack the eco¬ 

nomic heart of the matter. Diocletian’s tyranny and 

the persecutions that went along with it may have 

postponed the fall of the empire, but it did so “only 

... at the cost of making complete and irreparable the 

divorce of the state from its subjects, which deprived the 

Empire of the strength it needed when confronted, not 

long after, by the last mortal threat from outside.” The 

final effect of Diocletian’s “reforms” was to change the 

nature of the whole economy and supersede all free en¬ 

terprise by strict state controls. Diocletian’s legacy was to 

bequeath the worst of both worlds: totalitarian regula¬ 

tion superimposed over a debased currency that 

mocked his efforts at control. No laws, no matter how 

draconian, could compensate for an economic system 

that was based on usurious principles which concen¬ 

trated wealth into fewer and fewer hands: 

The inequality in the distribution of goods was the 

inescapable result of free commerce; and by virtue 

of the power of attraction which greater wealth has 

on smaller amounts of wealth there was time and 

again the situation where wealth flowed to those ar¬ 

eas in which it had already accumulated to the 

greatest degree. 

It was this hopeless economic situation which 

caused Pliny to cry out in despair: “Latifundia 

perdidere Romam.” 

The history of economic development in Florence 

was a microcosm of the history of economic develop¬ 

ment in the ancient world. In both instances, con¬ 

tempt for labor and the failure to pay a living wage 

combined with the lure of chrematistics led to the 

concentration of wealth in fewer and fewer hands, 

which led to banking as a way of putting that concen¬ 

tration of wealth to use. Banking then led to usury 

and usury then led to financial collapse, but not before 

the oligarchs had recourse to Caesarism and tyranny as 

stopgap measures. Lorenzo de’Medici was to Florence 

what Diocletian had been to Rome. In both ancient 

Rome and medieval Florence, the oligarchs sought to 

disguise the tyranny with spectacles to divert the 
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masses from their economic misery. In ancient Rome, 

this technique was known as bread and circuses. In 

Florence, it came to be known as the Renaissance. As 

Pesch put it. 

Free enterprise and slavery and the moneyed oligar¬ 

chy and pauperism which stemmed from that, had 

shaken ancient society to its foundation. The at¬ 

tempt was made to stem the threatening collapse by 

cheap food and amusement for the exploited 

masses of the people. And what more was there to 

do? For the moral force that was indispensable for 

moral reform was lacking in the pagan world. 

Given the Greek and Roman attitude toward labor, 

as something that only slaves engaged in, there was 

something inevitable about this trajectory of economic 

development in the ancient world, but it needn’t have 

happened in Florence. That’s because the arrival of 

Christianity changed presuppositions which were the 

foundation for the economic system: 

the Edict of Constantine introduced a new element 

into economic life: the Christian concept of the 

worth of the individual and by extension the worth 

of an individual’s labor. This coupled with the 

Church’s condemnation of usury inaugurated an 

new economic era. 

Once the Church became the organizing principle 

for Roman society, slaves took on a new dignity. One 

manifestation of that new dignity was that they were 

no longer treated as the property of their owners: 

Now the slave families could no longer be separated, 

and the colonists were not to be sold across the lim¬ 

its of the province, and eventually not even off the 

property itself Colonists and tenants, virtually the 

entire farm population, were thus tied to the land, 

no longer as a commodity which is traded off arbi¬ 

trarily from area to area. The largest number of the 

slaves now have a homeland, and the bond of the 

family is secured. 

From this point on, all economic development took 

place under the aegis of Christian principle, largely be¬ 

cause “This new religion declared all—the powerful 

lords along with the lowly serfs—to be children of 

God.” This elevation of status elevated the status of la¬ 

bor as well. With the advent of Christianity, society 

acquired a new “soul,” which is to say, a new principle 

of unity: 

The unity of society is not physical, but moral; i.e., 

there is a unity in the order of knowing and voli¬ 

tion, a unity of intelligences and wills, of free ac¬ 

tions and of moral obligations. If we call authority 

the “soul” of society, that too applies only in the 

moral sense. 

If the new principle of unity for society was the 

moral order, all of human action became significant in 

a way unknown in the ancient world, and that meant 

that human labor gained in significance as well. The 

worker went from being an object or a tool to being, 

potentially at least, “the subject and 

goal of the economy and of eco¬ 

nomic activity—in continuous sub¬ 

ordination to the law of Flim who 

rules the world which He created not 

by some derivative right, but by an 

original, full sovereign right.” 

This was, indeed, good news and 

bound to have an effect on eco¬ 

nomic exchange: 

How the oppressed and the impover¬ 

ished of the time must have greeted 

such a message as their gospel! Humanity was to be 

reconstructed morally. The oppressive worldly appe¬ 

tite was to be exchanged for the uplifting of the 

moral will in freedom; self-seeking and the quest for 

dominion, for love and reciprocal willingness to 

serve; horrible exploitation for mercy and benevo¬ 

lence; slavery and the degradation of man for an es¬ 

teem of the human person; the unrestrained sexual 

appetite for chastity and continence; the contempt 

for work for a high regard for it. From now on prop¬ 

erty ownership was rated as a gift provided by God, 

with man, established not as an absolute master, but 

merely as an administrator; and in fact not only for 

his own enjoyment but also for assisting others in 

It was this hopeless economic situation 
which caused Pliny to cry out in despair: 
“Latifundia perdidere Romam/’ 
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their need 

and for put¬ 

ting the love 

of man into 

action. 

Once the Ro¬ 

man Empire 

had been freed 

of its bondage 

to the prin¬ 

ciples of free 

market capital¬ 

ism, the 

Church could 

restructure so¬ 

cial institutions 

in accord with 

their true na¬ 

ture in the cre¬ 

ated order, as 

opposed to the 

debased quality 

they had taken 

on under an 

unjust eco¬ 

nomic system. 

Both the family 

and the individual regained the dignity with which 

their creator had originally endowed them. Christian¬ 

ity brought about the overthrow of the Leviathan 

state-fostered individualism of the pagan world. Soci¬ 

ety was no longer an anthill of enslaved individuals. It 

was now a moral organism, an idea which 

represents the correct middle way between nominal¬ 

istic-individualistic doctrine, according to which so¬ 

ciety is viewed in reality as merely the sum of its in¬ 

dividual members, and the realistically extreme con-, 

ception of biologism and socialism which sacrifices 

the individual to society and see him solely as a 

member or a comrade. As we have said, the associa¬ 

tion is the sum of the individuals who have their 

own purpose and are autonomous. ... It embraces 

especially in political society those components of 

the social life of the politically united national com¬ 

munity which we call “national economy.” ... It 

does this without at the same time abolishing their 

individual existence and freedom. 

Instead of egotism leading to the war of all against 

all and the triumph of the strong over the weak, the 

Christian successor to the Roman Empire could now 

integrate two natural forms of community, the family 

and the state, into an organic unity, where mutual col¬ 

laboration or solidarity became the social norm. The 

ancient world was based on force applied from the top 

down. The Christian world which succeeded it was 

based upon the natural order, which found expression 

in natural institutions like the family, liberated from 

an exploitative economic system. Under the system of 

free market capitalism promoted by the Roman oli¬ 

garchs, the slave family could be broken down and 

looted for parts. After that system collapsed, the 

Church gradually established a social order based on 

the family as the first cell of society. The new Ger- 

manic-Christian society which succeeded the Roman 

Empire was “rooted in nature itself,” because it was 

based on the family, which bound 

people together on the basis of reciprocal rights and 

obligations. As such, it turns out to be the basis of 

the physical, intellectual, and the moral existence of 

the human race, and the basic cell of all natural so¬ 

cial life. It was the historical starting point for all 

socio-organic structures in the natural order, up to 

and including the state, and it will always continue 

to be that, as well as the stable foundation for hap¬ 

piness and well-being. 

Basing society on the cooperation intrinsic to family 

life rather than the manipulation of conflict between 

individuals led to social stability of a sort unknown in 

the ancient world, and that stability led to increased 

productivity: 

The need to provide food, clothing and shelter for a 

number of persons in a common economy naturally 

inclines the family to settle down in a stable situa¬ 

tion; and it leads to the establishment of a home 

which, in turn, binds it solidly to the homeland, the 

fatherland. . . . “Wherever a nation, like the nomads 

of former times or the Indians of America did not 

have the ambition to take root in native soil and 

build houses for their families, it was insignificant in 

the pages of history. With the establishment of a 

home, you get the beginning of culture, and with 

domesticity, civilization begins.” 

The Christian view of society as a moral-organic 

unit based on the family as its primary cell offered 
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protection against both absolutism and individualism 

because 1) it saw the state, as such, as a necessary form 

of society based on the natural law and not on the ar¬ 

bitrary actions of individuals, because 2) it linked the 

purpose of the state with the idea of moral obligation, 

and because 3) it saw the state as stemming from the 

family, and also because of its insistence on the soli¬ 

darity principle which stands opposed to every kind of 

mechanical-individualistic concept of society. 

Ill 
The Ciompi rebellion may not have brought about 

lasting economic reform, but the fact that it did not 

end in a mass of brutal crucifixions, as the Spartacus 

revolt had in ancient Rome, was largely the result of 

the ameliorating effect of Christianity. Christianity 

had had an ameliorating effect on the revolutionaries 

as well. 

The economic realism at the heart of the Ciompi 

rebellion was largely the work of Michele Lando. 

When revolution returned to Florence in the 19'^ cen¬ 

tury, Landos supporters had a statue erected in his 

honor, ignoring the fact that their view of revolution 

was fundamentally different than his. Lando, unlike 

the true revolutionaries who came after him, 

had great restraining influence over his own party, 

and by the exercise of his personal ascendancy, and 

also, it must be added by the use of his physical 

strength, he succeeded in moderating the demands 

of his followers and preventing any wanton destruc- . 

tion or even much disorder at all. 

As with every revolution, excess on the part of some 

undermined the fundamentally reasonable nature of 

the Ciompi demands and led to reaction. After the 

Ciompi were granted some initial concessions, power 

reverted to the Florentine oligarchs who continued the 

same policies which led to revolution in the first place. 

According to Cohn, 

The great reversal in workers’ rights came not with 

the defeat of the Eight of Santa Maria Novella at the 

beginning of September 1378 but on 19 January 

1382, when the soldiers of the wool guild and the 

patricians toppled the Government of the Minor 

Guilds. The new government immediately out¬ 

lawed the two remaining revolutionary guilds of dy¬ 

ers and doublet makers and their affiliates and re-es¬ 

tablished the status quo that the wool guild and pa¬ 

tricians had enjoyed before the constitutional re¬ 

forms of Salvestro de’Medici in June 1378. In the 

words of the anonymous diarist of the Machiavelli 

family: “The deal was done; from now on all those 

artisans who previously had been underlings 

(sottoposti) would again be underlings, subject to 

the councils of their guilds and to the guildsmen’s 

will.” 

Stefani, the Ciompi chronicler, claims that the rebel¬ 

lion failed 

when the artisans of the lesser guilds, a little more 

mature politically and grounded in a different sort 

of economics, broke with the rebels. In the end the 

economically important guilds were again estab¬ 

lished with their upper stra¬ 

tum of capitalistic, commer¬ 

cial and financial families. 

When Francesco 

Guicciardini wrote his History 

of Florence, he dismissed the 

notion that the lower classes 

were in any real sense in 

charge of their own rebellion. 

The cause of the rebellion was not legitimate eco¬ 

nomic grievance but rather the machinations of The 

Eight of War, who “cultivated the favor of the lower 

classes and brought about this uprising not so that the 

Ciompi might become masters of the city, but rather 

to use them as tools to destroy their powerful enemies, 

so that they, the Eight, might remain at the helm of 

government.” 

Guicciardini s verdict has more to do with his elitist 

Weltanschauung (or dare we say prejudices) than the 

economic facts of life in Florence in the late 14^^ cen¬ 

tury. The Ciompi Rebellion was one of many proletar¬ 

ian revolutions which swept over Europe during the 

latter part of the 14'*^ century in reaction to economic 

changes brought about by the rise of the wool industry 

and nascent capitalism. The Rev. Bede Jarrett, O.P., 

The economic realism at the heart of the Ciompi 
rebellion was largely the work of Michele Lando. 
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claims that during this period “the spirit ... of law¬ 

lessness and revolt was abroad all over the West.” Like 

the Ciompi rebellion in Florence, the peasant revolt 

led by Wat Tyler in England “was rather symptomatic 

of a European movement.” It was preceded by the 

Jacquerie rebellion of the 1350s in France and fol¬ 

lowed by another rebellion when the Mallotins rose 

there again in 1382. 

In 1508-9, when he wrote his History of Florence^ 

Guicciardini saw Florence descending into chaos once 

again after a golden age of law and order at the hands 

of “the wise and the well-to-do.” Fie was referring, of 

course, to the era of Medici rule in Florence. 

Francesco Guicciardini was born on March 6, 1483. 

He was nine years old when Lorenzo de’Medici died. 

He was 11 when Lorenzo s unfortunate son Piero fled 

in disgrace and Medici rule in Florence came to an 

end. He was 15 years old when Savonarola’s body was 

burned in the Piazza della Signoria and his ashes scat¬ 

tered over the Arno. The splendor of Florence in the 

1480s (both remembered and experienced first hand) 

blinded Guicciardini to the economic causes of that 

city’s decline, a decline which was already in progress 

when Michele Lando led the Ciompi in their rebellion 

a century before. 

Those less blinded by splendor of Florentine culture 

in the late 15^^ century saw an economic common de¬ 

nominator that linked what was happening there to 

what was happening elsewhere in Europe at the time. 

Like Bede Jarrett, Odd Langholm sees an economic 

common denominator underlying all of the rebellions: 

The latter years of the 14'^ century saw all over Eu¬ 

rope violent movements of the non-privileged 

masses, all asserting the equality of men and de¬ 

manding higher wages and better working condi¬ 

tions. The most famous and the most violent were 

the Peasants’ Revolt led by Wat Tyler in England 

and the Jacquerie, led by Etienne Marcel in France. 

In the fourteenth century popular revolts, by peas¬ 

ants or artisans or both, were common in parts of Eu¬ 

rope, including England, France, Burgundy, Italy and 

Germany. The unrest was aggravated by famine and 

plague, particularly the Black Death (1348-9) which 

ravaged all of Europe, but the cause was ultimately 

economic: “At the root of this trouble, as at the root of 

the English revolt, was certainly an economic griev¬ 

ance, the scarcity of wages, the dearness of provisions, 

and the immemorial bondage which custom imposed 

upon the worker.” 

In 1401 the Signoria solicited designs for the second 

gates of the Florentine Baptistry. The response to this 

competition marked the beginning of the Renaissance, 

whose sculpture, created by artists like Bruneleschi, 

Donatello and Ghiberti was based on ancient models. 

The fundamental conflict in Florence in 1400, which 

is to say, at the beginning of the Renaissance, was 

whether the Florentines should turn to other ancient 

models as well. Was economic life, for example, to 

be based on Ghristian or pagan models? Would Flo¬ 

rence return to the pagan era and all that entailed eco¬ 

nomically or would she perdure in the Christian reli¬ 

gion and work out a new science of economic life 

based on Christian principles? As in sculpture, so in 

economics, the Renaissance meant a return to pagan¬ 

ism, but the Church was not going to allow this with¬ 

out contestation. 

As Guicciardini’s History indicates, after the failure 

of the Ciompi rebellion, economic truth in Florence 

became, in the words of Thrasymachus, the opinion of 

the powerful. What was good for the Florentine 

equivalent of General Motors, which is to say, the big 

guilds and the bankers involved in the wool industry, 

was perceived as good for Florence. In Guicciardini’s 

eyes “the wise and the well-to-do” were one and the 

same group of people, a group which was well-to-do 

because they were wise and wise because they were 

well-to-do. Guicciardini and the Florentine oligarchs 

failed to understand that the Ciompi rebellion offered 

them an opportunity to learn some basic truths about 

the as-of- then-yet-to-be-invented science of econom¬ 

ics. The political reaction which followed the rebel¬ 

lion was some indication that certain lessons would 

never be learned. 
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In 14'^ century Italy, industry meant turning wool 

into cloth. Florentine cloth manufacture reached its 

zenith about 1350. Clothing was the first European 

industry, and it gave rise to the money economy as 

well as advances in keeping track of money and the 

organization of labor. The wool industry facilitated 

commerce as well, because the areas best suited for the 

production of wool were not necessarily the areas best 

suited for the manufacture of cloth. The best wool, the 

so-called Garbo wool, came from the Castilian table¬ 

land, where for centuries there was no cloth manufac¬ 

turing. On the other hand: 

the major centers of the medieval woolen indus¬ 

try—Flanders, Brabant, and northern France, cer¬ 

tain towns of southern France, Lombardy, Venetia 

and Tuscany—did not derive their superiority from 

local flocks or pastures so much as from their trade, 

which enable them to import choice wools easily, 

even from a distance. 

The wool industry, which was in place by the end of 

the 12'^ century, facilitated the division of labor, which 

increased productivity. According to Schulte, 

No medieval industry dissolved into such a number 

of successive tasks , performed by different persons, 

as the preparation of woolen goods. . . . Gaul pro¬ 

vided the greatest variety of colored cloths; and the 

people who were looking for novelty took a fancy to 

the many colors. Flanders, where everyone made his 

The medieval cloth industiy was the 
source of modern economic develop¬ 
ment. 

material according to his own taste and sense of 

color sent to Germany its green and dark blue cloths 

for clothing the nobility, which did not know how 

to make such colors. Flowever, even here we were 

not completely at a loss. The Rhine area produced 

lightweight black cloths for monks and nuns, the 

Swabians produced red cloth where the color was 

not dyed in the wool; and along the Danube materi¬ 

als with natural colors that were weather repellant 

(loden) were produced , than which there is no bet¬ 

ter cloth in all of Germany. . . . 

Division of labor naturally fostered commerce. The 

medieval cloth industry was the source of modern eco¬ 

nomic development. The manufacture of wool cloth 

enabled a gradual transition from the natural economy 

to the city economy because it did not require a large 

capital outlay. The same process that was necessary to 

produce cloth for home consumption could simply be 

extended, and the surplus could be offered for sale on 

the international market, which fostered the circula¬ 

tion of money. The fact that different regions of Eu¬ 

rope produced different kinds of wool and, therefore, 

woolen cloth that served different needs led to in¬ 

creased commerce. The cloth produced in one region 

was desirable in other regions because each type of 

wool had unique qualities. The wool industry also 

fostered commerce because: 

A cloth merchant, in order to satisfy all of his cus¬ 

tomers, had to provide commodities coming from a 

vast variety of sources. And just as he himself got his 

woven goods from far away, his producers had to 

provide for sales at great distances. 

Commerce as of the 1T^ century meant traveling to 

fairs like the famous fair of Champagne with bags of 

money and/or bolts of cloth. 

In the large-scale export of northern cloth to the 

south and southeast, either from the centres of pro¬ 

duction or through the fairs of Champagne, Italian 

merchants were the most active and enterprising 

agents; and it was mainly due to them that 

northern draperies . . . were able to reach the 

principal markets of the Mediterranean. 

From the IT^ century onwards, a growing 

number of “Lombard” merchants fre¬ 

quented the markets of France and the Low 

Countries, and this they did for the primary 

purpose of buying cloth. Indeed, the whole 

class of greater merchants in Italy built up 

their business and economic power on the local sale 

and re-export of foreign textiles. 

The fairs allowed the small merchant to transcend 

the limitations of local markets, but they brought 

with them other difficulties, most of which had to do 

with the dangers associated with travel: 

The journey from Florence to Naples. . . bristled with 

difficulties and dangers. . . . The shortest route from 

Rome to Naples, the road through Terracina, had 

such an evil reputation that only troops and public of- 

December 2010 / 23 

_\ 
-7 



ficials dared to use it while all trade went round by sea. 

Couriers could travel by post horses from Venice to 

Bruges in seven or eight days, but “It took four 

months, on an average, to transport a bale of cloth 

from Flanders to Florence.” This system was eventu¬ 

ally superceded when the merchants began to work 

with agents and correspondents and eventually devel¬ 

oped the letter of credit, a Florentine invention. 

Manufacturing on this scale required unprecedented 

sophistication in the organization of both labor and fi¬ 

nance. Increased commerce led to the need for in¬ 

creasingly sophisticated forms of payment and book¬ 

keeping. The new methods of trade developed by the 

Italian city states, “especially the growing tendency to 

do business by correspondence,” revolutionized com¬ 

merce during the latter part of the 13'^^ century. The 

bill of exchange made it possible to transfer purchas¬ 

ing power from place to place without the shipping of 

actual coins. As a result. 

It became unnecessary for the merchants to convey 

their goods themselves and to travel in armed cara¬ 

vans. Goods could safely be entrusted to specialized 

common carriers on land as well as on sea. The de¬ 

velopment of maritime insurance made it possible 

to shift the sea risk to underwriters instead of divid¬ 

ing that risk by chartering space on several different 

ships. 

The cloth industry, in particular, “the finishing op¬ 

erations, applied to the woven cloth—cleansing full¬ 

ing, tentering, rinsing, shearing, dressing and dyeing,” 

demanded “a complex organization and a substantial 

advance of capital.” In small operations, one man 

could perform all of the above-mentioned tasks and 

could ask for payment in advance: 

But in big towns, where production was largely for 

export and a fairly long period was bound to elapse . 

between the purchase of the raw materials and the 

sale of the finished goods, the whole organization 

was inevitably dependent on capitalist entrepre¬ 

neurs, who could pay all or most of the cost in ad¬ 

vance, and also market the cloth. 

Advances in commercial technology, however, were 

not matched by an equally sophisticated understand¬ 

ing of the role which labor played in the economy. 

Workers in Florence were hostages to the wool indus¬ 

try, an industry whose techniques were considered 

state secrets. Wages were kept low as a way of keep¬ 

ing prices down and making Florentine fabrics rela¬ 

tively cheap in an increasingly competitive market, 

but at the same time workers were denied permission 

to work anywhere else. The Florentine economy had 

at its heart a number of double standards: gold Flor¬ 

ins, which were never debased, were used by the oli¬ 

garchs in foreign trade, but silver pennies, which were 

constantly debased, served as wages for the working 

poor. Merchants and bankers enjoyed unprecedented 

commercial opportunities, but the Florentine worker 

was little more than a servant indentured to the wool 

industry of the town where he lived. Like their Ro¬ 

man predecessors, the Florentine oligarchs chose 

pressive taxation as the preferred way of paying for for¬ 

eign wars and excessive regulation as their way of deal¬ 

ing with an essentially crooked currency and economy. 

ECONOMIC PROTECTION 

The more skilled workers and managers were 

members of guilds like the Arte della Lana, and the 

guilds afforded them a measure of economic protec¬ 

tion. But neither they nor the day-laboring proletariat 

were allowed to sell their skills for a higher price in 

other cities nor were they allowed to organize into 

unions as a way of getting better pay, something which 

spawned numerous abuses. Unscrupulous employers 

could pay their workers in truck, which is to say, with 

the materials which they themselves had produced but 

which their employers were not able to sell on the 

open market. Far from being organizations which’ 

represented the rights of the working man, guilds like 

the Arte della lana worked hand in glove with capital¬ 

ist interests. The Marchionne di Coppa di Stefani, 

chronicler of the Ciompi uprising, claims “that the 

preponderance of big capital in the Arte della lana 

was forcing the smaller businesses ‘to sell on credit’ 

since otherwise they could find no customers even by 

lowering their prices.” These same employers could 

also lower the wages of the proletariat with impunity: 

The Communes labor policy was based on the as¬ 

sumption that enough labor was always available, 

and that wages should be kept low to prevent any 

rise in prices. Occasionally, workmen were forbid¬ 

den to take up posts abroad in case the “secret” 

should leak out; and again the State sometimes tried 

to attract workmen from abroad. . . . The commune 

would not countenance any formation of cartels 

which might threaten home prices. 
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Low wages were the norm not only for the urban 

proletariat laboring in the wool trade, but also for the 

peasants who supplied the city of Florence with its 

food. “The prices of agricultural produces were pur¬ 

posely kept low by various means.” Low wages in the 

countryside not only kept the price of food down, 

they also served to promote immigration to the cities, 

which led to an oversupply of labor there, which also 

helped to further depress wages and keep the prices of 

the finished textile products low. The idea of low 

prices appealed to the cloth manufacturers, because it 

appeals to every manufacturer in a capitalist culture, 

but the interests of the oligarch capitalists were, as 

they were to learn the hard way, only a part of the 

economic picture, and economics as a science must of 

necessity deal with the whole picture, because if it 

does not then it is not economic science. 

Low wages led to other problems. The migration of 

workers to the city kept industrial wages low by keep¬ 

ing the supply of labor high, but it inadvertently led to 

low labor supply in agriculture, which, ceteris paribus, 

should have led to an increase of wages in the agricul¬ 

tural sector. But other things were not equal, and the 

state, guided by the interests of capital, stepped in at 

this point and insured that “The cultivation of the 

land had to be enforced by law.” The Florentine 

economy, as a result, began to resemble the worst of 

both worlds: the brave new world of Capitalism for 

the rich, based on unpecendented commercial oppor¬ 

tunities plus advances in financial technology leading 

to unheard of profits, and the slave economy of the 

Roman Empire for the poor. 

The Church was not slow in condemning what it 

saw as the avarice of the capitalists. Indeed, the entire 

15'*" century can been seen as one long jeremiad 

against greed preached by Dominicans and 

Franciscans, but no one was looking at the issues from 

the point of view of an integrated economic science, 

because such a science did not exist at this time. The 

Church, as a result, was quick to condemn usury, but 

slow to understand the role that wages play in the 

economy. The mendicant preachers who condemned 

usury and its effect on the urban proletariat failed to 

see that recourse to usury was symptomatic of deeper 

problems. It was a function of low wages, excessive 

taxation, and a debased currency. If they had a science 

of economics that explained the value and role of la¬ 

bor in the economy, the Mendicants would have seen 

that “From the point of view of the national economy 

low wages which harm the economy are most uneco¬ 

nomic,” even if “private economic units are seldom 

elated over the higher costs which higher wages im¬ 

ply.” 

In order to remain competitive with other Italian 

city states in a situation like this, Florence began to 

adopt ad hoc protectionist measures, but nothing 

seemed to stem the downward spiral of economic de¬ 

cline, because nothing they did addressed the funda¬ 

mental problem, namely, the contempt for labor 

which Florence had inherited from the ancient world, 

a contempt which took on new life with the arrival of 

the Renaissance in the city of flowers. In order to cut 

costs, the guilds eventually began to cut back on the 

quality of their goods. High import duties then got 

added to protect local industry, which was now turn¬ 

ing out inferior products, against foreign competi¬ 

tion. The Florentine oligarchs attempted to deal with 

increased competition in the garment industry by es¬ 

tablishing regulations which favored the interests of 

the silk industry. But the regulations were not in the 

interests of the workers in that industry, and therefore 

not in the interest of the economy as a whole, because 

skilled artisans were “forbidden to manufacture . . . 

brocades and silk . . .and looms anywhere but in Flo¬ 

rence, or to form a society for that purpose on pain of 

death and the seizure of property.” 

At the heart of the Florentine economy lay a large 

double standard. The oligarchs could manipulate the 

labor market in their interest, but the worker was for¬ 

bidden by state regulation to improve his wages by en¬ 

tering the labor market which valued his skills. Rather 

than remedy the injustice at the heart of the 

Florentine labor market, the oligarchs who defeated 

the Ciompi sought to keep them underpaid through 

prohibitive regulations,” which “became much more 

frequent about 1450”: 

In 1458 the import of every sort of product from 

Italian cloth firms was forbidden. It was a question of 

helping production at home and stopping the flow of 

money in cash from Florence. Even in those times it 

was stressed in argument that the production of cloth 

was dying out and the people were suffering want and 

privation. 

As a result. 

Widespread smuggling became common. As early 

as 1460, at least the cheaper kinds of foreign clothes 
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were allowed to be introduced into the neighbor¬ 

hood of Pisa and Leghorn. In 1466 the import of 

lesser woolen materials which the population 

needed, was again permitted, since a great scarcity 

had been felt in stuffs necessary for clothing pur¬ 

poses, especially those which were not produced in 

Florence at all. 

The Signoria then tried to save the textile industry 

via import duties: “In 1441 Flemish and English 

goods which did not arrive on Florentine ships were 

subjected to a special tax of 8 percent besides the usual 

duty.” But protective tariffs combined with low wages 

only accelerated the decline of the industry which the 

oligarchs were attempting to save. When decline pro¬ 

ceeded apace, the Signoria experimented with abolish¬ 

ing export duties: 

In 1478 the Signoria ruled: “since the silk trade is 

practiced so little and the cloth trade not much 

more, with the result that a part of the population 

who depended on these trades for their livelihood, is 

reduced to great want, to begging and the asking of 

alms, the export duties on Florentine wool and silk 

products will be abolished as an experimental mea¬ 

sure.” Sanguine hopes of recovery through isolation 

had not then been fulfilled. But by 1480, this mea¬ 

sure—for fiscal reasons—had again been put aside. 

Fiddling with tariffs produced no beneficial results 

because the heart of the issue was wages. The oligarchs 

were handicapped in dealing with the situation be¬ 

cause they didn’t understand that low wages invari¬ 

ably lead to economic decline by crippling demand, 

something that cannot be remedied by selling in for¬ 

eign markets. Blinded by their own self-interest, the 

oligarchs were unable to address the real issue. Low 

wages crippled demand, which ultimately led inexora¬ 

bly to economic decline, and no amount of protective 

legislation could halt that decline. 

The economic fact which the Florentine oligarchs 

never learned is that “Wages . . . cannot be regarded 

as costs from the point of view of the national 

economy.” Since the science of economics is the sci¬ 

ence of exchange, something which invariably involves 

two parties, defining it solely in the interest of only 

one of those parties, as the Florentine oligarchs did in 

the wake of the Ciompi rebellion, gave an inaccurate 

idea of what needed to be done, which over the long 

run led inexorably to economic decline. Capitalism in 

its nascent form blinded the Florentine oligarchs to 

the fact that “workers are a part of the nation.” Fience, 

“from the standpoint of the national economy, the 

wage counts as part of the national income and not 

part of economic costs.” 

Furthermore, the accumulation of gold at the ex¬ 

pense of the worker blinded the Florentine oligarchs 

to the fact that labor is the only thing that can turn 

money into wealth. Money, as the scholastics had 

learned from Aristotle, was sterile. By constantly driv¬ 

ing down wages, the Florentine oligarchs were inad¬ 

vertently destroying their ability to create wealth by 

making it impossible for the worker to reproduce, 

which is to say, to form the families which are the pri¬ 

mary cell of the economy. Low wages were the che¬ 

motherapy which stopped the replication of cells in 

the Florentine body politic and body economic. 

As a result, the system kept failing, and no one 

could explain why. At the same time, the same oli¬ 

garchs were blinded by the lure of chrematistics and 

usury (via the nascent banking industry) and there¬ 

fore moved to contradict Aristotle and the scholastics 

when they claimed that money was not sterile after all. 

Proof of that was the return on usury, which they also 

failed to understand as totally illusory over the long 

haul no matter how lucrative it seemed in the short 

term. 

The economic policies of the Florentine oligarchs 

were based on keeping prices low because that allowed 

them to undercut their competitors. What they failed 

to see is that their self-interest contradicted the com¬ 

mon good, and as a result it undercut the develop¬ 

ment of the local economy. Economists born after the 

publication of Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations have 

been blinded by his glorification of self-interest as the 

mainspring of the economy. The Florentine oligarchs 

weren’t blinded by this ideology; they were simply 

blind. Theirs was not a willful choice of ideology over 

reality. They simply did not understand that when re¬ 

duction of private economic costs entails the reduc¬ 

tion of wages, “private economic interest in no way 

corresponds to the national economic interest.” They 

did not know that price is an ancilliary good, nor did 

they understand that the lowest price is not the best 

price because even: 

Assuming that the reduction of production costs is ac¬ 

tually reflected in lower prices, what good are the 

lower prices if the purchasing power, the ability of the 

great masses of people to pay, has been decreased? 
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More importantly, they did not know that: 

To strive for an increase in the national income ... 

simply by increasing entrepreneurial profit . . . will 

not work. Wherever such increase takes place by un¬ 

duly cutting workers’ income, it represents misfor¬ 

tune for the national economy. A populace which 

lives in poverty and misery finds even cheap goods 

too expensive. 

By holding down wages as a way of keeping prices 

low, the Florentine oligarchs thwarted the develop¬ 

ment of the economy. If the Florentine oligarchs 

wanted to turn the economy around, they should have 

applied all their energies to reducing economic costs, 

while paying good wages to their workers.” Instead of 

forbidding all cartels, the Signoria should have al¬ 

lowed the workers to organize in order to keep wages 

high. By allowing the workers involved in the Ciompi 

rebellion to organize, the Signoria would have been 

doing nothing more than conforming the economic 

system in Florence with important economic realities, 

e.g., the fact that “It is hard for the worker, when en¬ 

gaging in a conflict with his employer to gain the up¬ 

per hand” because, then as now, “Coalitions of mas¬ 

ters, whose numbers are smaller, . . . find it easier to 

organize. The law does not forbid these, but it often 

does forbid the workers to organize. ‘We have no acts 

of parliament against combining to lower the price of 

work; but many against combining to raise it.’” 

But the most important point of all is the moral of 

the tale of King Midas, a piece of ancient culture 

which made no impact on the mind of the Florentine 

oligarchs. If they had taken the time to ponder this 

bit of ancient wisdom, they would have understood 

that gold and value are not synonymous. Labor is the 

only philosophers stone” which can turn money into 

wealth. If the oligarchs depress wages enough, they 

will thereby wreck the economy’s ability to turn 

money into wealth because without workers there is 

no work. This truth, unfortunately, only becomes ap¬ 

parent (if it become apparent at all) over the long haul 

when, because of lack of sustenance, the worker fails 

to reproduce. “There is . . . a definite rate below 

which the wage for even the least skilled labor cannot 

fall over the long run.” When the wage is not “suffi¬ 

cient to at least provide subsistence on a continuing 

basis for the worker and his family” the economy 

breaks down and can no longer produce wealth no 

matter how much gold the wealthy have accumulated. 

When the oligarchs failed to allow for the payment of 

a decent wage after co-opting the Ciompi rebellion, 

they set in motion the forces that eventuated in irre¬ 

versible economic decline. 

Pesch claims that “It is not in the richest countries 

that the wage will be the highest, but in nations which 

are in the process of rapid development toward be¬ 

coming rich.” But the converse is also true. Nations 

where the wages are highest are also nations which are 

in the process of becoming rich. 

Once the Florentine oligarchs appropriated all sur¬ 

plus value from the worker by paying him a subsis¬ 

tence wage, money began to accumulate in their 

hands, and once money began to accumulate, they be¬ 

gan lending it out at usury, and once they lent it out at 

usury, the money was gone, ulti¬ 

mately never to return, which they 

learned to their chagrin when the 

princes who were the Medici’s 

principal debtors all defaulted on 

their loans. Piero the Gouty, 

Cosimo’s son, discovered that 

truth the hard way when he tried 

to call in loans after his father’s 

death. Once it became apparent that that money was 

gone forever, Piero’s son, Lorenzo the Magnificent, 

kept the Medici enterprise (and the Florentine 

economy) going for a while by a combination of theft 

(from his relatives and the Florentine treasury) and 

Caesarism, with a liberal dose of bread and circuses 

thrown in to keep the masses in the dark about what 

was really happening. 

Ultimately, the Florentine oligarchs were stymied by 

the fact that they could not distinguish between eco¬ 

nomics and chrematistics, which is to say, the pursuit 

of gold. Those who fail to understand the difference 

are also going to be blind to the fact that “The inter¬ 

ests of the individual economic unit. . . come into 

“Wages... cannot be regarded as 

costs from the point of view of the 
nationai economy.” 
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confrontation with the interest of the national 

economy.” 

Economics is a practical science. It is part of what 

Immanuel Kant called practical reason, which means 

that its purpose is to achieve the good, rather than the 

truth, which is the goal of pure reason. Practical rea¬ 

son begins with ethics, which is the science of how the 

individual achieves the good. It culminates in politics, 

which is the science of how the state achieves the 

good. The science of how the household (or city state 

or national economy) achieves the good is known as 

economics, a term which derives from nomos, meaning 

“law” and oikos, the Greek word for household. The 

ultimate goal of economics is the good of the whole 

nation. Each person should benefit from the economy 

according to his own participation in it, but that re¬ 

muneration finds its lower limit in the living wage or 

the just wage or the family wage, one which allows a 

worker to raise a family. 

THE ECONOMIC PRINCIPLE 

By and large, the “economic principle” (minimum 

input with maximum output) consists simply in the 

application of a universal law of practical reason to the 

exchange of goods and services. Since it is part of prac¬ 

tical reason, economics cannot contradict ethics. This 

means that actions which are immoral are ultimately 

self-defeating from an economic point of view, be¬ 

cause it means cheating a fellow member of the na¬ 

tional economy, the exploiter may enrich himself but 

he only does so at the expense of the economy as a 

whole. The other corollary of the principle that eco¬ 

nomics must be conformant to practical reason is that 

it cannot be an instinct, “self-interest,” or a passion be¬ 

cause if it were it would not be reasonable. Further¬ 

more, there is always 

a danger that these spontaneous natural drives 

[pace, Adam Smith] can become dominant in hu¬ 

man endeavor and lead to unrestrained covetous¬ 

ness. It is the continuing task of human reason and 

of the moral law which regulates all human ambi¬ 

tion and action, to guard the instincts and instinc¬ 

tive life against straying from man’s natural purpose 

and from going beyond the limits of moderation as 

called for by reason and morality. . . . Human rea¬ 

son and conscience. . . are more important than all 

of the impulses of our natural instincts. 

Economics is a science but it is not a science like 

physics: “The future here cannot be predicted here 

with anything like the certitude with which the as¬ 

tronomers can tell us about future eclipses of the sun 

and moon.” Rather, ethics is to economics what math¬ 

ematics is to physics: 

The physicist takes over propositions from math¬ 

ematics without ceasing to be a physicist. The very 

nature of the formal object of his science forces the 

economist to take into account truths of juridical, 

technical and natural sciences. Why should ethics 

be an exception to this rule? . . . economics . . is an 

ethical science in the sense that we regard all of the 

sciences that deal with free human actions as ethical 

sciences. Therefore, it must have due regard for the 

moral law governing free human actions. But that 

does not make it a branch of ethics as such. It has its 

own formal object: the proper economic arrange¬ 

ment and direction of human actions and institu¬ 

tions.. . . their purposeful direction with reference 

to the material general welfare of the nation. 

Because it is part of practical reason, economics can t 

dispense with the “ought.” Economics deals with what 

is economically good and proper: 

economics deals with the performance of the person 

acting as a rational, free, moral being as influenced 

by various needs which call for satisfaction, albeit in 

the face of a limitation of the material goods and la¬ 

bor capacities available for satisfying those wants, 

and in competition with persons who have similar 

needs for the means to satisfy those wants. 

Because economics is a branch of practical reason 

and because it exists to achieve the good, the conclu¬ 

sions of a sound economics “must remain in harmony 

with the moral law.” Nowhere else does the golden 

rule (“Do unto others as you would have them do 

unto you.”) apply more than in the field of economics, 

and this is so because the golden rule involves a trans¬ 

action. Similarly, “man does not economize in isola¬ 

tion [like Robinson Crusoe] but in the framework of 

society.. . . The material object of economics. . . the 

economic life of a politically unified nation.” To ab¬ 

stract the interests of one party from that transaction 

and make them the norm of economic activity, as the 

Florentine oligarchs did, is a recipe for economic de¬ 

cline: 

Economics is not entitled to present what is morally 

impossible as scientifically established truth, any 
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more than it can propose what is physically impos¬ 

sible. Gladstones saying that what is morally false 

cannot be politically correct applies equally in the 

area of economics. . . . Economics is not: “the sci¬ 

ence of how to increase wealth in whatever way pos¬ 

sible. If that were the case , it would have to include 

among its methods also deception, theft, and the 

plunder of conquered people. But where can you 

find an economist who has the gall to propose 

that?” 

At the University of Chicago, perhaps? Milton 

Friedman made a career out of advising government 

elites how to loot their own economies and impover¬ 

ish their own citizens. This caused untold woe in 

places like Chile and Bolivia but the greatest woe of all 

was done to the science of economics, by turning it 

into something between chrematistics and a manual 

on how to succeed at looting. There is no question 

that the techniques promoted by the Chicago Boys 

can fill the pockets of their benefactors with money, 

but they can only accomplish this at the expense of a 

sound economy because “The economy” refers to the 

sum total of the kinds of human transactions, relation¬ 

ships, institutions which serve the purpose, in an on¬ 

going and systematic, orderly manner, of providing a 

person or a group of persons on a continuing basis or 

at least for a particular period of time, e.g., a fiscal pe¬ 

riod with the material things which are needed to sat¬ 

isfy their wants and which are directly related in this 

manner to realizing the material side of human wel¬ 

fare. 

Throughout history the prime danger for any state 

has always been to reduce the science of economics to 

the interests of the rich and powerful. This decision 

invariably leads to the oppression of the worker, which 

leads to concentration of wealth, which leads to usury, 

which leads to collapse. The economy must be in har¬ 

mony with reason, and that means in harmony with 

the moral imperative, and that entails recognition of 

the fact that human work is the only thing that can 

turn money into wealth, and, therefore, that it lies at 

the foundation of the economy. Money exists for the 

sake of work, not vice versa. Money, as the scholastics 

knew, is sterile. It can only be made fertile by human 

effort, which is another word for work. That means 

that without decent remuneration for work, any 

economy is doomed to fail. 

Economic policy according to which one class ben¬ 

efits at the expense of another, as was the case in Flo¬ 

rence after the failure of the Ciompi uprising to bring 

lasting reform, is a form of looting, not economic de¬ 

velopment. Cheating the worker out of a living wage 

is self-defeating behavior for any polity, but once the 

oligarchs of Florence regained power in the wake of j 

Ciompi rebellion, they made driving down wages, 

which was in their interest but not in the interest of 

Florence, the cornerstone of domestic economic [ 

policy. Both the cause and the effect of the rebellions ^ 

of the 14'^ century were usury, but it was usury un- / 

derstood in the widest sense of the term, something 

which included interest on loans but was not limited 

to that practice. Usury involved the extortion of gain ; 

in both wages and prices as well. The fundamental 

unit of all economic life is the transaction. In any [ 

transaction, the stronger party will invariably be [ 

tempted to take advantage of the weaker. If he does [ 

so, this is usury. So violation of the requirement to pay i 

a just wage is an example of usury, as is forcing some¬ 

one to pay or accept an unjust price, as is taking inter¬ 

est on a loan, which places the burden of risk on the 

weaker party, which is almost invariably the borrower. 

Usury in the broadest sense of the term, i.e., depriving | 

the worker of a living wage, i.e. twice that of a subsis- f 

tence wage, led over the course of the centuries to 

usury in the narrow sense of the term, i.e., exorbitant i 

interest on loans because when the appropriation of [ 

surplus value led to the concentration of wealth in the ! 

hands of the commercial elite, the only thing that elite i, 

could think of to do with its money was lend it out at L 

usurious rates of interest. I 
The Ciompi rebellion was symptomatic of eco- f 

nomic disorder in an age which had no science of i 

economics and, therefore, no way of distinguishing 

between policies which were good, bad or indifferent. 

There was no distinction between Chrematistics, the 

accumulation of gold, and the science of economics. 

Once the Florentine oligarchs regained their power, 

their interests, not the common good, became the eco- I 

nomic norm for Florence. As a result the unhindered 

pursuit of self-interest led to the decline and fall of 

Florence as the pre-eminent economic powerhouse of 

1century Europe. 
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Caritas In Veritate 

the Just Wage and Economic Democ¬ 
racy 

By Rupert ]. Ederer 

In case there were lingering doubts about whether 

the Just wage doctrine as first presented for the context 

of modern capitalistic society by Pope Leo XIII in 

1891 is still considered relevant by the Catholic 

Church, Pope Benedict XVI, following a pattern of 

thought established by his immediate predecessor 

Venerable John Paul II, laid that concern to rest in his 

first social encyclical. It was widely expected that 

Caritas in Veritate would pummel the banks along 

with usury as it is institutional¬ 

ized in modern financial prac¬ 

tice; and it did that. After that 

was said and done, however, the 

Pope returned in his wide-rang¬ 

ing encyclical (63), to what one 

may without hesitation regard as 

a central issue in Rerum 

Novarum, the very first social en¬ 

cyclical addressed to the eco¬ 

nomic order. To be sure. Pope 

Leo XIII had opened his own labor encyclical with a 

significant warning about how the condition con¬ 

fronting the workers was aggravated by what he called 

“rapacious usury” (^^2). This suggests that they are 

all cut from the same cloth, these social encyclicals — 

a vast cloth involving the Seventh Commandment as 

presented in the magisterial Catechism of the Catholic 

Church. It is also important to recognize that what the 

German pope, like his predecessors, has to say about 

such matters transcends the boundaries of conserva- 

Rupert Ederer is professor of economics emeritus and translator of 

Heinrich Pesch 

tism, liberalism, socialism, and all the other ideologi¬ 

cal humbugs of our time. In the United States, these 

would include the standard flatulent pretensions stem¬ 

ming from run-of-the-mill Democratic and Republi¬ 

can party politics. 

That the original message by Leo XIII in 1891 fell 

largely on deaf ears should surprise no one; it was de¬ 

livered to the world during the heyday of liberal capi¬ 

talism. For that pope to state that the worker’s wages 

must be “...sufficient to enable him to maintain him¬ 

self his wife, and his children in reasonable and frugal 

comfort,” and that they should make it possible for 

him also “to put by a little property” (/2V 36), seemed 

fair enough to many. Nevertheless it clashed with plu¬ 

tocratic capitalism which was the prevailing economic 

system then as now. By and large the economic frame¬ 

work was such that even the most benevolent capitalist 

entrepreneur who read his Bible and wished to be fair 

to his workers could not rely on his competitors to be¬ 

have accordingly. In other words, he was immersed in 

the rough-and-tumble free market, where the prevail¬ 

ing free competition among rival marketeers — hence 

By 1931, Pope Pius XI felt compelled to 
present principles for the reconstruction 
of the social order in its darkest hours. 
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Pope Pius XI 

the expression, liberal capitalism, — made such de¬ 

cent behavior improvident, unlikely, and eventually 

self-destructive. The outlook for the rank and file 

workers was bleak since, by and large, they had noth¬ 

ing to sell but their labor. The socialists, sensing the 

injustice, exploited the resultant plight of the workers 

urging them to hate and eventually eradicate the own¬ 

ing class — the capitalists — in the process of expro¬ 

priating their capital. The Catholic Church, which 

could condone neither class hatred nor the abolition 

of private ownership of productive property, some¬ 

what belatedly proposed what were some basic norms 

for humanizing the economic system. Eventually that 

would involve substantial reform of the existing sys¬ 

tem on the basis of the principle of solidarity (cf 

Sollicitudo Rei Socialis 38-40; Centesimus Annus 10), 

along with the just wage for workers who comprise the 

preponderant majority of producers {Laborem Exercens 

88), instead of class antagonism or destructive compe¬ 

tition among the various producers. 

By 1931, Pope Pius XI felt compelled to present 

principles for the reconstruction of the social order in 

its darkest hours. In 1929 the stock markets had col¬ 

lapsed worldwide followed by banking systems which 

were until then still based tenuously on mans long en¬ 

chantment by precious metals — what the British 

economist, John Maynard Keynes, termed the Auri 

Sacra Fames. Unemployment spread worldwide, and 

in the United States it soon reached its all-time record 

level near 25%. Dictatorships emerged in certain Eu¬ 

ropean countries; and the United States too undertook 

definitive steps away from the free market into what 

came to be called the New Deal Although President 

Franklin D. Roosevelt was a Protestant in a predomi¬ 

nantly Protestant country, certain teachings presented 

by Pope Pius XI in Quadragesimo Anno (1931) had 

significant influence on his thinking and on legislation 

passed during his tenure as president. 

Although it has been scarcely recognized even now, 

the National Industrial Recovery Act passed in 1933 

was an early attempt to establish something remotely 

akin to the ""ordines” Pius XI had proposed in 

Quadragesimo Anno, variously translated as “func¬ 

tional” or “vocational groups” (Q.A. 81-87). The 

NIRA provided for the establishment of a system of 

self-governing codes drawn up by and for the various 

industries. These were intended to control certain 

competitive practices that had, among other things, 

made decent treatment of workers difficult. They 

would therefore protect the workers in their right to 

organize, and guarantee a minimum level of wages 

while establishing 40 hours as the standard workweek. 

After the U.S. Supreme Court declared this measure 

unconstitutional in 1935, other laws were passed 

which salvaged those aspects of the NIRA: respec¬ 

tively, the National Labor Relations Act (1935), and the 

Fair Labor Standards Act (1938). Unnoticed by most, 

such social legislation incorporated substantial ele¬ 

ments of what Pope Leo XIII and Pius XI proposed in 

Rerum Novarum and Quadragesimo Anno respectively. 

Indeed it has also passed largely unnoticed that during 

the most recent economic collapse (2008) in the 

United States, people benefited much from certain 

safeguards installed during the Great Depression, like 

unemployment insurance and the federal program to 

insure bank deposits. 

Few would claim that the Fair Labor Standards Act, 

known also as the Wages and Hours Law and colloqui¬ 

ally as the minimum wage law, as it exists today mea¬ 

sures up to what Pope Leo XIII and Pius XI meant by 

a just wage in their encyclicals. Placed in the context of 

the time when it was first passed, however, one could 

make a case for a similar intention. Leo XIII wrote 
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originally in 1891 in paragraphs 33 or 35 (depending 

on which translation one uses): there is a dictate 

of nature more imperious and more ancient than any 

bargain between man and man, that the remuneration 

must be enough to support the wage-earner in reason¬ 

able and frugal comfort.” That is qualified further in 

the following paragraph: “If the workingman’s wage be 

sufficient to enable him comfortably to support him¬ 

self, his wife, and his children he will find it easy, if he 

be a sensible man, to practice thrift, and he will not 

fail by cutting down expenses, to put by some little 

savings and thus secure a modest source of income.” 

(An earlier translation terms this latter feature as: “to 

put by a little property”). The essence therefore in¬ 

volves adequate support for the worker, his wife, and 

his children, i.e. it is a family wage-, and it also makes 

possible modest ownership, i.e., it must be a saving 

wage. Those were the “nuts and bolts,” of the just wage 

doctrine as first presented in Rerum Novarum. When 

he commemorated its fortieth anniversary in 1931, 

Pius XI reaffirmed the two requirements put in place 

there, but he also elaborated significantly on the doc¬ 

trine as first presented by Leo XIII. 

In Quadragesima Anno we have the provision: “that 

the propertyless wage earner be placed in such circum¬ 

stances that by skill and thrift he can acquire a certain 

moderate ownership ...” (63). That was followed by 

the same requirements as contained in Rerum 

Novarum worded here as, “ a sufficient wage adequate 

to meet ordinary domestic needs;” also, “...the wage 

paid to the workingman should be sufficient for the 

support of himself and his family” (71). Pius XI added 

an appropriate “word of praise for various systems de¬ 

vised and attempted in practice, by which an increased 

wage is paid in view of increased family burdens” (71). 

Such systems, designated now as family allowances, are 

and have long been in effect in many of the advanced 

economies of the world. They are administered by 

governments, thus averting certain complexities that 

manifest themselves where well-meaning individual 

employers attempt (as some have) to provide such 

family allowances on their own. For example, during 

hard times discrimination in hiring against workers 

with larger families would be likely to present a prob¬ 

lem. 

Another significant category of considerations in ar¬ 

riving at the wage contract was presented beyond the 

matter-of-fact statement of the principle in Rerum 

Novarum. Pius XI made it clear that important ele¬ 

ments like the “state of the business” (72) and the “re¬ 

quirements of the common good” (78) needed to be 

considered in arriving at the just wage. Nevertheless 

bad management of the business was deemed not ac¬ 

ceptable as an excuse to deny workers such a wage; so 

in the final analysis an enterprise may not continue to 

operate simply by virtue of denying them a just wage. 

At the same time, all are warned that, “a scale of wages 

too low as well as a scale excessively high causes unem- 

ployment”(74). Ultimately the common good is a deci¬ 

sive consideration here, and also in bringing about the 

social conditions in which the just wage can be paid to 

all adult workers. That was made clear in the signifi¬ 

cant statement that is indeed magisterial in tone: “If 

in the present state of society this is not always fea¬ 

sible, social justice demands that reforms be introduced 

without delay which will guarantee every adult working¬ 

man just such a wage” (71, italics added). 

There has been much "‘'delay” since that was written 

in 1931, not to mention some retrogression, so that it 

is still a long way from universal fulfillment! To cite 

just a few examples: our vast retail shopping com¬ 

plexes, as well as our entire nationwide fast food ser¬ 

vice industry, along with the countless people in 

health care who perform the essential work at the sub¬ 

professional level, all operate largely on the basis of in¬ 

justice toward an underclass of low-wage workers. Add 

the vast army of chronically underpaid agricultural 

workers left to compete with immigrants who, because 

they are here illegally, cannot protest against their en¬ 

forced poverty. Nor are even highly skilled and profes¬ 

sional workers exempt from exploitation in the form 

of substandard pay. A recent deadly commercial air¬ 

plane crash killing all 50 persons on-board was traced 

to the inexperience and probable fatigue of an under¬ 

trained and underpaid crew. Also, it is widespread 

practice in academia to hire at low pay undue num¬ 

bers of aspiring college faculty as so-called “adjunct 

professors,” in order to avoid the higher salaries paid 

to so-called “tenure-track” and tenured faculty. 

Much of that has, of course, been made more pos¬ 

sible since married women were “emancipated” from 

home and motherhood — an eventuality stemming in 

part from the prowess of “Rosie the Riveter” during 

World War II. Another push in that direction came 

from the line of thinking presented in a little noticed 

work — On the Emancipation of Women — by Lenin’s 

wife, N.K. Krupskaya, in 1934, (first translated into 

English in 1965). Since then, management of the 

i. 
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household, the original meaning of the word, econorri' 

ics, seems no longer to be regarded as a legitimate oc¬ 

cupation. In that respect the capitalist and erstwhile 

Soviet societies grew to be more and more alike. 

Meanwhile, it is also undeniable that significant sec¬ 

tors of the work force in the United States, (e.g. in the 

construction, transportation, auto, and steel indus¬ 

tries), and perhaps even more so in the economically 

advanced nations of Europe, nevertheless reached a 

wage status approximating what Leo XIII and his suc¬ 

cessors were advocating since 1891! This was accom¬ 

plished largely through the activities of labor 

unions — also supported in papal encyclicals. Other 

features like government-provided family allowances 

along with universal health care, which is by now 

taken for granted in many countries, scarcely existed 

prior to Rerum Novarum, 

Pius XI went on to suggest certain other initiatives 

that ventured beyond the basic and quintessential just 

wage requirement. 

In the present state of society, however, We deem it 

advisable that the wage contract should, when pos¬ 

sible, be modified by a contract of partnership as is 

already being tried in various ways with significant 

advantage to both wage earners and employers. For 

thus the workers and executives become sharers in 

the ownership or management, or else participate in 

some way in the profits. (Q.A. 65. Italics are added 

here to indicate that such measures amount to pru¬ 

dential suggestions, and they are not requirements 

in justice like the basic wage itself ). 

These represent arrangements which, although far 

from commonplace, nevertheless have become fre¬ 

quent enough so that students who take courses in in¬ 

dustrial relations or personnel administration typically 

learn about profit-sharing plans, management-sharing 

plans, and employee stock-ownership plans (known by 

the acronym ESOP). 

Although such initiatives are widely regarded as pro¬ 

gressive endeavors if and where they are appropriate, 

they are by no means presented in papal teachings as 

replacements for the basic just wage. Indeed, over the 

course of time on the American labor relations scene 

one or the other of such plans was introduced for the 

thinly disguised purpose of discouraging labor union ac¬ 

tivity and the higher wages which that typically implies. 

Also, Pius XI had admonished in the prior paragraph 

(64) as “certainly in error ...those who hold that the 

wage contract is essentially unjust and that in its place 

must be introduced the contract of partnership...” And 

that is, among other things as he indicated, because his 

predecessor Leo XJII “...not only admits this contract, 

but devotes much space to its determination according 

to the principles of justice” (Q.A. 64). 

Venerable Pope Pius XII who directly succeeded 

Pius XI found himself in the position where he had to 

warn certain enthusiastic forces in Austria, who were 

proposing that the workers had some kind of natural 

right of co-ownership in the 

enterprises which employed 

them. Ostensibly such no¬ 

tions stemmed from passage 

of a law under the Adenauer- 

Erhard social market 

economy following World 

War II in West Germany. The 

Mitbestimmungsrecht (Co-de¬ 

termination Law) which was 

passed in 1951 provided that 

all corporations beyond a cer¬ 

tain size must include a cer¬ 

tain number of worker representatives on their boards 

of directors with a right to vote on important matters. 

Some drew the unwarranted conclusion that this 

meant workers have a right to co-ownership and there¬ 

fore the right to share in managing the business enter¬ 

prises where they were employed. Pius XII warned 

about such a notion, indicating that it could infringe 

on the private property right of the owners of the busi¬ 

ness. 

Although he wrote no social encyclicals addressed 

specifically to the economic order, that Pontiff did 

write, speak, and teach profusely and profoundly 

about such matters during his pontificate (1939- 

1958). His many Radio Addresses, Christmas Messages, 

A recent deadly commercial airplane crash 
killing all 50 persons on-board was traced 
to the inexperience and probable fatigue of 
an under-trained and underpaid crew. 
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etc. included innumerable significant references to the 

economic order. For example, an early specific appeal 

for the just wage appeared twice in the brief interval 

between December 1942 and June 1943 while World 

War II was raging in Europe. In his masterful Christ¬ 

mas Message of 1942 we find: 

Those who are familiar with the great Encyclicals of 

Our predecessors and Our own previous messages 

know well that the Church does not hesitate to 

draw the practical conclusions which are derived 

from the moral nobility of work, and to give them 

all the support of her authority. These exigencies in¬ 

clude, besides a just wage which covers the needs of 

the worker and his family, the conservation and per¬ 

fection of a social order which will make possible an 

assured, even if modest, private property for all 

classes of society, which will promote higher educa¬ 

tion for the children of the working class who are es¬ 

pecially endowed with intelligence and good will, 

which will promote the care and practice of the so¬ 

cial spirit in ones immediate neighborhood, in the 

district, the province, the people and the nation, a 

spirit which, by smoothing over friction arising 

from privileges or class interests removes from work¬ 

ers the sense of isolation through the assuring expe¬ 

rience of a genuinely human, and fraternally Chris¬ 

tian solidarity. 

Soon afterwards, on June 

13, 1943 Pius XII told an 

assembly of workers gath¬ 

ered in Rome: “Our prede¬ 

cessors and We Ourselves 

have not lost any opportu¬ 

nity of making all men un¬ 

derstand by Our repeated 

instructions your personal 

and family needs, proclaim¬ 

ing as fundamental prereq¬ 

uisites of social concord those claims which you have 

so much at heart: a salary which will cover the living 

expense of a family and such as to make it possible for 

the parents to fulfill their natural duty to rear healthily 

nourished and clothed children; a dwelling worthy of 

human persons; the possibility of securing for the chil¬ 

dren sufficient instruction and a becoming education; of 

foreseeing and forestalling times of stress, sickness and 

old age.” 

Clearly these were affirmations of the just wage 

principle as proposed earlier by Leo XIII and Pius XI. 

And so was the restatement of it by Blessed John 

XXIII in Mater et Magistra (1961). That great Pope 

also lamented the fact that had presented itself in the 

period following World War II, when a “notable per¬ 

centage of income is absorbed in building up an ill- 

conceived national prestige, and vast sums spent on 

armaments” (60). He perceived as another disorder in 

“economically developed countries” the fact that: 

“...relatively unimportant services, and services of 

doubtful value, frequently carry a disproportionately 

high rate of remuneration, while the diligent and prof¬ 

itable work of whole classes of honest, hard-working 

men gets scant reward” (70). 

Pope Paul VI, under whose jurisdiction the Second 

Vatican Council was carried to its conclusion, pre¬ 

sented just one social encyclical, Populorum Progressio 

(1967). In it his first priority was to extend the appli¬ 

cation of the principle of solidarity, i.e., the virtue of so¬ 

cial charity, to the worldwide economy as it emerged 

after World War II. In addition, he authored the sig¬ 

nificant Apostolic Letter Octogesima Adveniens in 

1971 addressed to the social order and marking the 

eightieth anniversary of Rerum Novarum. In 

Populorum Progressio he cited the just wage while mak¬ 

ing two important observations derived from what 

Leo XIII had taught, and extending their application 

also to the “Freedom of trade.” First: “. . .if the posi¬ 

tions of the two contracting parties are too unequal, 

the consent of the parties does not suffice to guarantee 

the justice of their contract;” and second: “...an 

economy of exchange can no longer be based solely on 

the law of free competition, a law which in its turn too 

often creates an economic dictatorship”(59). This re¬ 

striction pulled the rug from under the legitimacy of 

what he termed in Octogesima Adveniens — the “re- 

“a salary which will cover the living expense of 
a family and such as to make it possible for 
the parents to fulfill their natural duty to rear 
healthily nourished and clothed children.. 

dr. 

•I 
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newal of the liberal ideology” — what was later desig¬ 

nated as “neoliberalism” by his successor Venerable 

John Paul II. 

It was left to the great Polish Pope — a once aspir¬ 

ing actor — to present the just wage doctrine in its 

most dramatic terms. The full importance of his mas¬ 

terful trilogy of social encyclicals was not, and has 

even now not yet been fully appreciated. And that is, 

in this writer s opinion, at least partly due to the ongo¬ 

ing attempt to revamp the discredited liberalism of 

the British economists (Adam Smith, John Stuart 

Mill, and eventually Alfred Marshall) into the afore¬ 

mentioned “neoliberalism” by the so-called Austrian 

School of economists Ludwig von Mises and Friedrich 

von Hayek and their enthusiastic followers. Their en¬ 

deavor was partly in reaction against socialism and the 

short-lived success that the thinking of John Maynard 

Keynes succeeded in getting significant government 

oversight back into economic life during and directly 

after the Great Depression. Amid the widespread fear 

of socialism stemming in part from Soviet expansion¬ 

ism after World War II, Keynesian economic thinking 

too was regarded by many as thinly disguised social¬ 

ism. That — even though Keynes was to a degree re¬ 

sponsible for saving capitalism from itself not long af¬ 

ter he had made the following statement: “For my 

part, I think that Capitalism, wisely managed can 

probably be made more efficient for attaining eco¬ 

nomic ends than any alternative system yet in sight...” 

That was clearly not true of the laissez faire approach 

to capitalism, as the economic crash in 1929 and the 

Great Depression of the 1930 s proved soon after¬ 

wards — and as the Great Recession of 2008 has dem¬ 

onstrated once again at the present time! Largely over¬ 

looked was Keynes suggested alternative approach to 

laissez faire, which amounts also to an implicit 

acknowledgement of the principle of subsidiarity, 

I believe that in many cases the ideal size for the 

unit of control and organization lies somewhere be¬ 

tween the individual and the modern state. I sug¬ 

gest, therefore, that progress lies in the growth and 

recognition of semi-autonomous bodies within the 

State — bodies whose criterion of action within 

their own field is solely the public good as they un¬ 

derstand it and from whose deliberations motives of 

private advantage are excluded. . . I propose a re¬ 

turn, it may be said, towards mediaeval (sic) con¬ 

ceptions of separate autonomies. 

Keynes was not a Roman Catholic, and probably 

not a religious person at all. What is more, the prin¬ 

ciple of autonomous intermediate bodies as proposed 

by Pius XI in Quadragesimo Anno, (82-87) — similar 

to the concept the British economist was proposing 

there—was unknown to him. That encyclical did not 

appear until several years (1931) after he wrote those 

words in 1926! To be sure the notion was promoted in 

the works of Heinrich Pesch (1854-1926) early in the 

century; but Keynes did not know German, nor is it 

likely that he — a consummate secularist- would have 

been interested in the works of an obscure Jesuit 

economist. It appears that what we have here instead is 

a natural concept — a common sense notion acces¬ 

sible to one and all — which is precisely what Pius XI 

indicated in Quadragesimo Anno (83). 

For as nature induces those who dwell in close prox¬ 

imity to unite into municipalities, so those who 

practice the same trade or profession, economic or 

otherwise, constitute as it were fellowships or bod¬ 

ies. These groupings, autonomous in character, are 

considered by many to be, if not essential to civil so¬ 

ciety, at least a accompaniment thereof (83). 

(Italics added). 

It should be noted that what the Pope, and Pesch 

whose central concepts he was using here, appeared to 

some to be suggesting was a return to medieval organi¬ 

zations- specifically merchant and craft guilds; and 

those were akin to what Keynes referred to as “mediae¬ 

val {sic) conceptions of separate autonomies.” 

Heinrich Pesch, as a matter of fact, opposed a return 
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to the guild structure which he considered unsuited for 

modern industrial society. He did urge the restoration 

of the underlying organizational principle which he 

saw as providing a form of solidarity at the occupa¬ 

tional level. While this term for a control mechanism 

for economic life as such has largely dropped out of 

the discussion in recent papal social encyclicals, its es¬ 

sence remains under the designation “intermediate 

bodies.” That allows for greater adaptability to differ¬ 

ent cultures in the framework of modern economic 

life. 

just wage principley however, most decidedly did 

not disappear from among the terms of discussion in 

the social teachings of the Catholic Church. When 

Laborem Exercens finally gets the attention it deserves 

as the successor “labor encyclical” to Rerum Novarumy 

the just wage doctrine may then also get some re¬ 

newed careful study and emphasis with reference to 

contemporary conditions. In it. Pope John Paul II pre¬ 

sented a decisive statement of its central importance in 

economic life, which, it appears, the powers-that-be in 

our flagging capitalist society have succeeded in bury¬ 

ing completely! Seldom do we find so definitive a 

statement throughout the entire body of the Church’s 

teachings on the economic order as the man, now 

widely hailed as Pope John Paul II the Great, pre¬ 

sented on this important matter. As if to make sure 

that no one mistook this as a lapse in his thinking, he 

repeated it in substance within the same section. In 

the 89th paragraph of Chapter 19 in Laborem 

ExercenSy the one-time manual laborer in Polish quar¬ 

ries wrote: “It should also be noted that the justice of 

the socio-economic system and, in each case, its just 

functioning deserve in the final analysis to be evalu¬ 

ated by the way in which mans work is properly re¬ 

munerated in the system.” What is more: “In every 

system regardless of the fundamental relationships 

within it between capital and labor, wages, that is to 

say remuneration for work, are still a practical means 

whereby the vast majority of people can have access 

to those goods which are intended for common use, 

both the goods of nature and manufactured goods.” 

That is followed by virtually a recapitulation of the 

first statement: “Hence, in every case, a just wage is 

the concrete means of verifying the justice of the 

whole socioeconomic system and, in any case, of 

checking that it is functioning justly”(89). 

To understand the reference to “every system,” it 

must be noted that in 1981 when Pope John Paul 

presented Laborem Exercens he was still forced to defer 

to the historical fact that millions of workers in East¬ 

ern Europe and beyond were employed in socialist en¬ 

terprises. The embarrassment for the Communist soci¬ 

ety lay in the fact that, in administering actual wage- 

payment systems, they had to sidestep the erroneous 

Marxian labor theory of value. According to that theory 

the workers should have been paid the whole price of 

the products they produced, since all exchange value 

according to Karl Marx was due to labor, with capital 

excluded, because he considered it as “dead past la¬ 

bor.” The new managers too — state capitalists in a 

sense — perceived the need to make allowance for the 

depreciation on existing capital, as well as for the kind 

of increase in capital investment that a growing 

economy requires. 

To be sure, free market capitalism is equally short¬ 

sighted with its theories. Among other things, it leads 

the capitalist in his “free market” for labor to deny the 

workers the just wage which would enable them to 

purchase what they produce, therefore bringing on re¬ 

peated breakdowns — referred to as business cycles — 

in the capitalist economy. It relies instead on such 

flawed notions as proposed by an early French econo¬ 

mist aptly named Jean Baptiste Say (1767-1832). Say 

“baptized” a consoling theory proposing that whatever 

is produced gives rise automatically to its own equiva¬ 

lent income and therefore demand. Thus he concluded 

basically, and simplistically, that supply creates its own 

demand. Since economists were preoccupied in those 

days with discovering the “laws” of their infant sci- 
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ence, that came to be known as Say’s law of markets. 

Implicit in the “law” is a notion of the kind oigeneral 

equilibrium which became an overriding hallmark ex¬ 

tending from classical into neoclassical economics un¬ 

til the present time. Historically, however, over the 

centuries countless businessmen have time and again 

been unable to sell all of what they produced, so that 

many did not survive the “short run” into the prom¬ 

ised “long run.” One problem was that too much of 

the income that resulted from creating the supply 

went to too few of its producers. Thus the workers 

were not paid enough to empower the kind of effec¬ 

tive demand required to keep the process going. That 

is why Heinrich Pesch entitled his chapter on the just 

wage: The Just Wage as the Economieally Correct Wage. 

All workers, who happen to make up the predominant 

majority of any economy, are entitled to a just wage 

for their work if the economy is to perform as it is in¬ 

tended. It is intended to provide the requisite goods 

and services for all — not an overabundance for a 

privileged few who happen to be in control of the 

economy by virtue of their ownership and control over 

capital. Thus what John Paul II had to say about the 

just wage from the standpoint of ethics and moral the- 

ology, had been affirmed by the same economist, 

Heinrich Pesch, who established the principle of soli¬ 

darity as the appropriate governing principle for eco¬ 

nomic life. 

Later, a Jesuit understudy of Pesch, who had played 

a leading role assisting Pope Pius XI in drafting the en¬ 

cyclical Quadragesima Anno, said the same thing in 

language to which contemporary economists would 

perhaps be more receptive. Writing twenty years after 

Quadragesima Anno appeared, Oswald von Nell- 

Breuning proposed that once the “vocational otder” 

was in place “. . .the determination of all economic 

parameters and the making of all other economically 

relevant decisions will aim at a wage and price system 

in which the wages are the cornerstone, the indepen¬ 

dent variable, in the system of wages and prices.” That 

is quite anothet story than the free market economy 

where wages end up typically as the residual share after 

all other presumably more scarce and therefore more 

valuable (or more powerful!) factors of production de¬ 

rived their share. Given the ever-present assumption 

of free competition among workers for jobs, their 

wages would also end up being at the subsistence level 

for the simple reason that it could not go much lower 

in the long run\ This kind of theorizing provided the 

point of entry for Keynes’ blistering observation that 

“in the long run we are all dead,” as it had previously 

for Marx whose hateful proposal would indeed come 

to cause the death of millions literally! In the real 

world where supply does not automatically create its 

own effective demand, the main factors in producing 

it — workers — need the means to purchase it, in 

other words, the just wage. This calls fot a collective 

act of the will on the part of employers, since eco¬ 

nomic “laws” will not accomplish that automatically, 

as history has proven time and again. 

As for the “laws” which economists have sought to 

discover and formulate from the beginnings of their 

science under the French Physiocrats, they frequently 

represent a chimera, along with the kind of equilib¬ 

rium that economists have long talked about. It was 

precisely in his Apostolic Letter Octogesima Adveniens, 

his commemoration of Rerum Novarum, that Pope 

Paul VI presented an important discourse on 

what he termed here the “human sciences” (38- 

41). These are referred to typically as social sci¬ 

ences, and they include economics which is the 

one specifically under discussion in this papal 

Letter. The prominent issue here is the Pope’s 

warning against “a renewal of the liberal ideol¬ 

ogy” which has at its root “an erroneous affir¬ 

mation of the autonomy of the individual in his activ¬ 

ity, his motivation, and the exercise of his liberty”(35). 

It was at this point that Pope Paul VI began referring 

to economics as a human science, indicating the kinds 

of laws economic activity is subject to for the most 

part. Human actions are indeed subject to the moral 

natural laws; but these are anything but automatic and 

predictable like the natural laws governing the move¬ 

ment of the planets through space and the makeup 

and rhythms of chemical and biological bodies. Hu¬ 

man sciences like economics may therefore imply also 

the cultivation of virtues like justice and charity, and 

the avoidance of capital sins like avarice. That, once 

accomplished, can lead to a kind of harmony unlike 

the mechanistic general equilibrium which economists 

The Just Wage is the Economically 
Correct Wage. 
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Adam Smith 

envisioned. It is not something that will come about 

automatically; and it cannot be depicted by or pro¬ 

grammed according to mathematical formulae! 

And now the German Pope — heir to social teach¬ 

ing by Germanic pioneers like Bishop Wilhelm 

Emmanuel von Ketteler, the Jesuit economist 

Heinrich Pesch, and other priests like Adolph 

Kolping, George Ratzinger, Franz Hitze, and 

Johannes Messner — did not miss the opportunity to 

once again reaffirm the just wage doctrine first pre¬ 

sented by Pope Leo XIII. In his social encyclical 

Caritas in Veritate, Pope Benedict XVI refers to “the 

right to a just wage and to the personal security of the 

worker and his or her family”(63). He links his treat¬ 

ment of the matter to an initiative by his immediate 

predecessor on May I in the year 2000. On a day 

which the Catholic Church expropriated from the 

Communists, Pope John Paul II had appealed for “a 

global coalition in favor of ‘decent work’” in support 

of “the strategy of the International Labour Organiza^ 

tion^ Pope Benedict picked up on the word “decent” 

as used by the ILO in its program, in order to spell out 

once again what the just wage entails. In answer to the 

question, “What is meant by the word ‘decency’ in re¬ 

gard to work,” he writes: 

It means work that expresses the essential dignity of 

every man and woman in the context of their par¬ 

ticular society; work that is freely chosen, effectively 

associating workers, both men and women, with the 

development of their community; work that enables 

the worker to be respected and free from any form 

of discrimination, work that makes it possible for 

families to meet their needs and provide schooling 

for their children without the children themselves 

being forced into labour, work that permits the 

workers to organize themselves freely, and to make 

their voices heard; work that leaves enough room 

for rediscovering one’s roots at a personal familial 

and spiritual level; work that guarantees those who 

have retired a decent standard of living (63). 

That description of decent regard for the worker and 

for work provides an appropriate 2T^ century update 

for the entire century-long discussion of the just wage 

for labor that began with Pope Leo XIII in 1891. It is 

significant that Pope Benedict, like his predecessor 

Pope John Paul II, cited the standard-bearing secular 

international authority on such matters, the Interna¬ 

tional Labor Organization. This indicates that the mat¬ 

ter being discussed transcends capitalism or socialism 

and even Catholicism for which he is the leading 

spokesman. It has to do with the natural law: not the 

kind of “natural laws” that some of the founding fa¬ 

thers of the economic science concocted in support of 

often dubious principles of their science, but the natu¬ 

ral moral law. Pope Paul VI, in whose honor the 

Benedict XVI social encyclical was presented, had per¬ 

ceptively included economics among what he termed 

“human sciences,” thus implying that human actions 

are its object; and these are subject to the moral law. 

That naturalness also offers a hint as to why two of the 

most influential thinkers in the history of the eco¬ 

nomic science so divergent in their ideologies as Adam 

Smith and Karl Marx, along with the Jesuit economist 

Heinrich Pesch, whose influence is confined thus far 

to the social teachings of the Catholic Church since 

1931, are nevertheless in basic agreement about the 

key importance of labor, i.e., human work, in the 

overall economic scheme. 

Adam Smith opened his classic Wealth of Nations 

with the statement that: “The annual labour of every 

nation is the fund which originally supplies it with all 

of the necessaries and conveniences of life which it an¬ 

nually consumes, and which consist always either in 

the immediate produce of that labour, or in what is 

purchased with that produce from other nations.” He 

then singled out what he called the division of labor in 

his first chapter as the major primordial boon to in¬ 

creasing the productivity of labor. By it he meant di- 
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viding tasks into their simplest operations with sepa¬ 

rate workers performing each of these. Thus each spe¬ 

cialized producer became especially adept or skilled in 

the one particular simple task so that together the 

workers could turn out more efficiently and in greater 

quantities whatever they were engaged in producing. 

Smith employed the unpretentious example of a pin¬ 

making factory to illustrate his point. In doing so he 

actually indicated the basis for mass-production in 

modern industry characterizing in particular what 

came to be referred to later as the Industrial Revolu¬ 

tion. 

As is often the case, we find that what appears to be 

an original discovery on one’s own part, the ancient 

Greek philosophers long ago presented very capably! 

For example, for Plato while searching for the origins 

of organized human society, i.e. the “State,” the no¬ 

tion of specialized production in the form of separate 

crafts was already indicated. It came in response to his 

rhetorical question: And will you have a work better 

done when the workman has many occupations or 

when he has only one?” In the elicited answer, “When 

he has only one, lay the sensible reply to why people 

eventually fell into the practice of specializing in pro¬ 

duction. They began to specialize in their work be¬ 

cause it proved to be a more efficient way of satisfying 

their many wants. Adam Smith ventured the simplis¬ 

tic opinion that people fell onto the idea of specializ¬ 

ing in production (division of labor), as a consequence 

of a certain propensity in human nature, i.e. — “the 

propensity to truck and barter and exchange one thing 

for another..” The brilliant Scot may be forgiven that 

error — a frivolous one compared with his cynical 

demolition of the very notion of the common good 

later in his classic work. 

Karl Marx stated his case for the primacy of labor in 

a far more flamboyant manner. For the bearded revo¬ 

lutionary all value stems from labor; and since the 

wages paid to labor — subsistence — amount to only 

a fraction of the value it produces — we get his 

scarcely dispassionate or scientific appraisal of how 

capital operates: Capital is dead labour, that vampire¬ 

like only lives by sucking living labour, and lives the 

more, the more labour it sucks. Marx, like Smith, was 

guilty of his share of inconsistencies which may be at¬ 

tributed to the flawed premises that appear through¬ 

out his ponderous Kapital. For example, while all 

value is attributed to labor, it is difficult to reconcile 

this with his statement later in the same first volume: 

Lastly nothing can have value, without being at the 

same time an object of utility.” As the renowned Aus¬ 

trian economist Eugen von Bohm-Bawerk pointed out 

in refuting Marx: 

pearls do not have 

value because pearl 

divers dive for them; 

they dive for them 

because there is 

something of great 

value at the other 

end! Yet it is hard to 

incite revolution 

with such common¬ 

place economics. 

The third less well- 

known but far wiser 

economist, from 

whose philosophical 

perspective Adam 

Smith and Karl 

Marx are even more 

distant, also ranks labor — human work — in first 

place among the factors of production. After install¬ 

ing Man as Lord of the World According to God’s 

Ordinance” in the very opening chapter of his 

Lehrbuch, he follows that immediately with three suc¬ 

cessive parts of that chapter: Work as the Means to Ex- 

Adam Smith opened his classic Wealth of Nations with 
the statement that: “The annual labour of every nation 
is the fund which originally supplies it with all of the 
necessaries and conveniences of life which it annually 
consumes, and which consist always either in the im¬ 
mediate produce of that labour, or in what is pur¬ 
chased with that produce from other nations.” 
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ercise Dominion Over the World; The Service Pro¬ 

vided by Our Natural Environment; and Man as Lord 

of the World Within the Framework of Society. The 

second volume presents a comparison of his proposed 

Solidaristic System Of Human Work, with other eco¬ 

nomic systems. These include what he cites as Adam 

Smith's Individualistic System of Industry, as well as 

Marxian Socialism and Plans for a Collectivist Society. 

Once again, for the context of the solidarist system we 

find: The Working Human Person as the Principal Cause 

of the National Welfare. Heinrich Pesch put human 

work in a class by itself because it alone among the fac¬ 

tors of production is more than merely a factor of pro¬ 

duction: it is also the purpose for which all production 

takes place. That ultimately is why Pesch then identi¬ 

fied the just wage for workers as the “economically 

correct wage.” He recognized the work of human be¬ 

ings as at the top level of all productive activity and as 

the primary source of the wealth-creating process. Al¬ 

though he expressed due reverence for nature and its 

resources long before the word ecology became com¬ 

monplace, he ranked human labor ahead of it, while 

treating capital as already a derivative of the other two 

factors. That represents the identical thinking ex¬ 

pressed by Pope John Paul II in Laborem Exercens 

which provides a masterful theology of work. The Je¬ 

suit economist cited “the primacy of man in the pro¬ 

duction process” ai ''the primacy of man over 

things'^)!), which brings us to the crux of our discus¬ 

sion of Pope Benedict XVI and his first social encycli¬ 

cal. 

The economic collapse in 2008 revealed once again 

the serious underlying flaws that remain in the kind of 

plutocratic capitalism which has persisted into the 2T^ 

century in leading economies of the world, including 

the United States. It should at last bring to bear the 

important lesson that political democracy, i.e. the level¬ 

ing of the at times absolute political power of royalty, 

which captured and preoccupied the attention of 

much of the world from the 18'^ century onward, was 

not the only aspect of democracy that is important for 

the genuine progress of the human race. At this point 

the German Pope reiterated the call of his Polish pre¬ 

decessor for "economic democracy'{fSG). In an address 

to business and labor union leaders assembled in 

Rome on May 2, 2000, Pope John Paul II had indi¬ 

cated that “. . .democracy, including economic de¬ 

mocracy, must be safeguarded as must a correct con¬ 

ception of the person and of society.” 

The political leveling that radiated from critical 

events, like the blood-drenched French Revolution 

and from the American Revolution, offered only a 

partial solution for the overall democratization of soci¬ 

ety which includes also an economic leveling process. 

The need for the latter has already provided the pre¬ 

text for the deadliest of all revolutions — like ones in 

modern Russia and China — which ironically led 

back to the most despotic of all monarchies in human 

history! On the other hand, the Catholic Church 

which Blessed John XXIII designated as the “Mother 

and Teacher of nations” {Mater et Magistra I) has been 

at work over the past century indicating how the eco¬ 

nomic leveling process can be accomplished moder¬ 

ately and equitably by payment of the just wage to all 

workers. 

SIGNIFICANT AFFIRMATION 

Now Pope Benedict XVI has once again included a 

significant affirmation of that doctrine in an encyclical 

motivated by the most recent economic crisis. Like the 

one addressed by Pope Pius XI in 1931, this one too 

was triggered by pervasive irresponsible social behav¬ 

ior along with certain perversions endemic to the fi¬ 

nancial sector of the economy. The severity and extent 

of both calamities laid bare the more deep-seated de¬ 

fects and imbalances in the economic system that have 

not yet been addressed definitively. These underlie 

what may well turn out to be the second and possibly 

final episode in the decline of plutocratic capitalism, 

which began in 1929! 

The most recent economic collapse demonstrates, 

among other things, that the world cannot revert to 

the dismal stingy form of economy which allows a 

bare subsistence level of living for the great majority of 

people, who happen to be working human persons, 

alongside the amassing of immense fortunes by a 

privileged few on the basis of what they happen to 

own or control. The modern era has become the ben¬ 

eficiary of unprecedented potential wealth, first by an 

age of discovery and exploration which opened up the 

vast land areas with all of their resources that lay be¬ 

yond the horizons of the known world since time im¬ 

memorial. Afterwards, again providentially, came the 

era which historians refer to, perhaps too narrowly, as 

the Industrial Revolution. It could be designated more 
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appropriately as the Technological Revolution that is on- 

going, since it has moved far beyond what was under¬ 

stood narrowly by the term, industry. The spread of in¬ 

novative technical genius came to revolutionize also 

the ever-important agricultural sector, as well as trans¬ 

portation, and unfortunately also warfare! The more 

recent cybernetic revolution involving the use and 

transmission of knowledge and information contin¬ 

ues, bringing about radical changes in the lives of hu¬ 

man beings beyond what our forefathers could have 

imagined as possible! The great wealth which our 

world with its modern revolutionary technology is ca¬ 

pable of producing is ordained, however, to be shared 

in modest proportions by all people, not cornered 

swinishly by a few. Unless the fruit of the hyper-pro¬ 

ductivity which all of that makes possible is spread 

widely to include also what were traditionally the 

poorest sectors of society, we are chronically suscep¬ 

tible to economic implosions like the one which began 

in 1929 and the recent collapse in 2008, along with 

the kinds of social upheaval to which such episodes 

may lead! 

It is likely that the economic democracy to which 

Pope John Paul II and Pope Benedict XVI refer in this 

new millennium will emerge eventually. It can come 

following a brutal siege of the '^economic dictatorship” 

as Pope Paul warned in Populorum Progressio (59) in 

1967. Or it can come peacefully by the widespread ac¬ 

ceptance and application of principles which the 

Catholic Church has been presenting in its social 

teachings since 1891. These involve first and foremost 

the widespread acknowledgement and application of 

the twin virtues having the common good as their ob¬ 

ject — social justice and social charity — that Pope Pius 

XI presented in 1931 as the guiding principles for eco¬ 

nomic life. Social charity was identified clearly by 

Pope John Paul II sixty years later in Centesimus Annus 

(10) as the principle of solidarity, which he had ex¬ 

plained in detail some four years previously in 

Sollicitudo Rei Socialis (38-45). Basically it involves a 

general recognition of the interdependence that exists at 

all levels of society, from the domestic family to the family 

of nations, along with a willingness to act in accordance 

with and for the furtherance of the greater good which 

can stem from that interdependence. 
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Ted Schluenderfritz 

Introduce young children 
to the wit and wisdom of 

Chesterton with these 
adaptations of four 

Father Brown mysteries 

www.hillsideeducation.com 
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REVIEWS 
Probing History 

GODFREY KURTH, THE CHURCH AT THE TURNING POINTS OF 
HISTORY WORFOIK, VA: GATES OF VIENNA BOOKS, 2007) 
$14.95, 126 PR, PAPER. 

DIANE MOCZAR, TEN DATES EVERY CATHOLIC SHOULD KNOW: 
THE DIVINE SURPRISES AND CHASTISEMENTS THAT SHAPED THE 
CHURCH AND CHANGED THE WORLD (MANCHESTER, NH: SOPHIA 
INSTITUTE PRESS, 2005) $13.95, 177 PR, PAPER. 

“In the history of mankind con¬ 

sidered as a whole there are two 

grand divisions,” writes Godfrey 

Kurth to introduce The Church at 

the Turning Points of History. “On 

the one hand, there is the ancient 

world seated in the darkness of 

death; on the other hand, the mod¬ 

ern world which advances in the 

light of the Gospel. This is, beyond 

compare, the greatest fact of his¬ 

tory.” 

Kurth writes not from the 

crimped secular perspective so 

typical of modern historians, but 

instead looks for the eternal and 

the transcendent. In this, of course, 

he is not alone. In Christs tomb, 

Chesterton observed in The Ever¬ 

lasting Man, “the whole of that 

great and glorious humanity which 

we call antiquity was gathered up 

and covered over; and in that place 

it was buried. It was the end of a 

very great thing called human his¬ 

tory; the history that was merely 

human.” 

The “Christian era,” Kurth ex¬ 

plains, “opens the annals of a new 

creation and a new humanity.” 

Christian civilization and ancient 

society are based on “essentially op¬ 

posed” principles. “The two societ¬ 

ies differ in their respective concep¬ 

tion of life and the solution they 

of people who will furnish him 

amusement.” Christianity offers 

happiness that is eternal union 

with God. “The happiness of the 

pagan is not possible without the 

corresponding misery of the major¬ 

ity of the human race. The Chris¬ 

tian cannot be truly happy unless 

he makes as many as possible of his 

fellow men participate in his hap¬ 

piness. ... In principle, a Christian 

society is a society of brothers, just 

as in principle, a pagan society is a 

society of slaves.” Indeed, the con¬ 

trast between paganism and Ca¬ 

tholicism is so stark that 

Chesterton called paganism “the 

one real rival to the Church of 

Christ.” 

The Incarnation, Passion, Death, 

and Resurrection of Christ is the 

pivot point of history. We measure 

time as the temporal distance from 

Christ, despite modern obscurant 

efforts to adopt the term Common 

Era and the abbreviations C.E. and 

“They saw in the Church a synagogue of 
superior order... into which no one 
could enter without being a member 
either by birth or by adoption by the 
people of Israel.” 

give to the problem of existence.” 

Antiquity offered transient plea¬ 

sure “summed up in two words: 

idleness and voluptuousness,” 

which “could be the lot of but a 

small minority. If a man lives with¬ 

out work, he forces others to work 

for him. If he lives for pleasure, it is 

necessary for him to have an army 

B.C.E, which themselves neverthe¬ 

less still use Christ as the pivot 

point. 

The Church, Kurth notes, “has 

received charge to teach all nations 

... and with regard to this duty, ev¬ 

ery man has the right to call her to 

account.” So, Kurth defines his 

task: “How has the Church ful- 
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Roman triumph after the destruction of the Temple in Jerusalem 

filled her mission? ... Has she 

been, has she truly remained, that 

universal and indefectible society 

that contains within itself all civili¬ 

zation, or would she be merely one 

of those fleeting forms, in which, 

at a given moment, the human 

race embodied its ever changing as¬ 

pirations?” 

The first test came swiftly, and 

Kurths retelling of it is direct and 

vivid. 

The great obstacles, or rather, 

the chief danger that the 

Church encountered in her 

first years lay in her ignorance 

of the attitude to be assumed 

concerning the Ancient Law 

and Israel. The lapse of time 

has solved this problem clearly 

and with precision, and now it 

is within the grasp of a child. 

There is nothing now in com¬ 

mon between Israel rejected, 

shut up within her synagogue, 

and the people of God gath¬ 

ered about the Church. But it 

was quite different when the 

Church came into being. Far 

from considering Israel as the 

people of reprobation, the 

Christians, one and all — the 

apostles at their head — con¬ 

tinued to regard the Jews as 

the people of God. Being Jews 

themselves and holding fast to 

the Law of Moses, they saw in 

Christianity the complement 

of the Law and in the Church 

the consummate flower that 

came forth to crown the fertile 

root of Jesse. 

And how could they have be¬ 

lieved otherwise? 

Godfrey Kurth, a Belgian Catho¬ 

lic historian who authored more 

than 20 books and contributed 

more than a dozen articles to the 

Catholic Encyclopedia^ was a profes¬ 

sor at the State University of Liege 

and Secretary of the Belgian His¬ 

torical Society in Rome. Based on a 

series of lectures he delivered at the 

end of the nineteenth century. The 

Church at the Turning Points of His¬ 

tory, does not suffer from recent 

confusions that so thoroughly ob¬ 

scure things which formerly were 

within the grasp of a child that 

now even some members of the 

Church’s hierarchy seem incapable 

of comprehension. 

“This does not mean that this 

Christian Church of Jewish na¬ 

tionality wished to close her doors 

to Gentiles,” Kurth continues. 

“On the contrary, she dreamed of 

gathering within her embrace all 

the people of the earth, in order to 

comply with the demand of 

Christ.” The Jews saw themselves 

as “the circle of the elite; ... the 

race marked forever with a sign of 

predilection, the priestly tribe 

which stood as the intermediary 

between God and man.” The first 

Christians carried this “Jewish 

viewpoint ... with them into 

Christianity. They saw in the 

Church a synagogue of superior or¬ 

der to which God had revealed the 

obscure meaning of the prophecies, 

but a synagogue nevertheless into 

which no one could enter without 

being a member either by birth or 

by adoption by the people of Is¬ 

rael.” 

“Now then, I ask,” Kurth asks 

rhetorically, “was this really the 

way to bring nations to embrace 

the Gospel — to oblige them to 

give up their nationality as well as 

their religion?” Were first century 

Greeks and Romans eager to be¬ 

come Jews? Would Pope Benedict 

XVI’s Anglican prelature stand any 

chance of succeeding if Australian 

or American or English Episcopa¬ 

lians were told that they first had 

to become Italians or Germans in 

order to become Catholics? “Here 

we see how Israel by her preten¬ 

sions to leadership in the kingdom 

of God hindered the propagation of 

the Gospel. So long as Israel stood 

between the Savior and the human 

race, the human race was bound to 

keep away from the Savior.” 
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The Destruction of the Temple in 
Jerusalem 

Peters vision, recounted in Acts 

10:9-20, “is the divine solution of 

the irritating problem;” it “an¬ 

nounces that the ancient law is no 

longer binding on the Christians, 

and that consequently one can be a 

Christian without being a Jew.” 

And thus, “In vain then does Israel 

promise herself the first place in 

the kingdom of God. Israel can 

disappear without causing a va¬ 

cancy; her mission is ended and 

her place henceforth will be taken 

by a spiritual Israel made up of all 

the faithful.” 

Peters vision and his baptism of 

Cornelius and his family, however, 

did not by itself immediately pre¬ 

cipitate a dramatic change. “Those 

Christians who put their Jewish 

patriotism above their Christian 

faith did not give up their favorite 

idea concerning the privilege of Is¬ 

rael. This doctrine was part, so to 

speak, of their flesh and blood; it 

was one of the constituent ele¬ 

ments of their faith; it was identi¬ 

fied in their thoughts with the 

Christian doctrine. They seemed to 

have let the baptism at Caesarea 

pass as a miraculous exception, not 

as a rule.” 

Then, from Antioch, came the 

news that Gentile converts were re¬ 

ceiving baptism without any other 

initiation or the imposition of Jew¬ 

ish practices. “And to make it clear 

that they meant to inaugurate a 

new tradition and break with the 

past, they were taking a name 

never before in use among the 

faithful, a name that had been re¬ 

cently coined at Antioch: they were 

calling themselves Christians!” 

Now, “the scandal was great. ... 

they were abolishing the privilege 

of Israel. ... Were these innovators 

to triumph it would be a seeming 

abandonment of the Christians of 

the first hour who formed the 

nucleus of the faithful and among 

whom were the most devoted dis¬ 

ciples of Christ; to say the least it 

would be for them a very bitter hu¬ 

miliation.” The Church’s first 

Council, the Council of Jerusalem, 

resolved the dispute: “It hath 

seemed good to the Holy Ghost 

and to us, to lay no further burden 

upon you than the necessary 

things.” As Pope Benedict XVI 

noted in Jesus of Nazareth, “A literal 

application of Israel’s social order 

to the people of all nations would 

have been tantamount to a denial 

of the universality of the growing 

community of God.” 

“The Council of Jerusalem had 

saved Christianity,” Kurth says, 

“but it had sacrificed Judaism. In 

deciding that the Church would be 

Catholic, that is international, it 

had killed the national pretensions 

of the Jewish clique.” Some of the 

Jewish Christians resisted, but “the 

catastrophe in which Jerusalem 

perished some years later drowned 

their opposition in a deluge of 

blood and was, to the Christian 

Jews, a decisive revelation which 

came to confirm that of Joppe 

[where Peter had his vision]. After 

this it was plain that Israel was no 

longer the chosen people of God 

but a rejected nation.” 

So complete was this rejection of 

Israel, thought Kurth, that “it is no 

longer worth while to fix upon it 

the attention of history.” This is a 

bit of overstatement, or at least 

somewhat ambiguous. While Israel 

is no longer at the center of salva¬ 

tion history, and indeed, has been 

supplanted by the New Israel that 

is The Church, E. Michael Jones 

demonstrates in The Jewish Revolu¬ 

tionary Spirit and Its Impact on 

World History that continuing Jew¬ 

ish antipathy to Christ and His 

Church throughout history cannot 

be ignored without peril. 

Kurth thus labels the Council of 

Jerusalem “first turning point in 

the history of the modern world.” 

At it, the Church “separated her 

cause from the precarious destiny 

of a nation [and] refused to es¬ 

pouse the cause of the petty con- 
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tingencies of history so as not to 

fail in her universal mission.” 

Frank Sheed and Masie Ward in¬ 

sisted that Kurths treatment of the 

Council was a source that “must be 

used” by Catholic Evidence Guild 

lecturers on the Church and Juda¬ 

ism. 

In Ten Dates Every Catholic 

Should Know, Diane Moczar 

“tried” to “present ten significant 

dates ... around which the reader 

can group the main themes of the 

history of Christendom.” The 

dates “represent extremely handy 

pegs’ on which to hang the major 

developments of Catholic history.” 

Moczar begins after the apostolic 

era with a dramatic retelling of the 

story of Constantine and the 

events leading to the Edict of 

Milan, “the great charter of libera¬ 

tion of the Catholic Church,” in 

313 A.D., and its aftermath. “So, 

was the period following the Edict 

of Milan a utopia for the Church? 

Far from it.” Christianity would 

become the official religion of the 

Roman Empire, “but the empire 

was doomed.” So, in 452, Pope St. 

Leo staves off the Huns, refuting 

the claim that the barbarians were 

an admonition for substituting 

Christ for the Roman gods and 

also establishing that “the destiny 

of Europe was not to be a province 

of Asia.” Soon thereafter, with the 

baptism of Clovis in 496, France 

was born: “The conversion of the 

Franks proved to be of enormous 

importance for the future of 

Catholic Europe. Catholicism was 

no longer the weak and inferior re¬ 

ligion of the conquered. It was 

plain to pagans and Arians alike 

that the God of the Catholics was 

far stronger than theirs, since he 

gave his followers such spectacular 

victories. On this barbaric habit of 

thought the Church was able to 

build.” From there, its on to 800 

A.D. and the Crowning of 

Charlemagne, “protector of Rome, 

unifier of Europe, and Father of 

Western Christendom. It is hard to 

think how Catholic Europe would 

have emerged from the Dark Ages 

without him.” 

Kurth also addresses 

Constantines conversion, the fall 

of Rome, and the baptism of 

Clovis, all in a single chapter that 

stresses the universality of Catholi¬ 

cism. Kurth emphasizes the attrac¬ 

tion of the “sweet yoke of Christ,” 

rather than the attraction of a 

“stronger” God who delivered 

“spectacular victories.” 

“Rome, in the language of its pa¬ 

gan worshipers, was called the 

Eternal City, and Christianity in 

borrowing this appellation from 

the civil language, did not wish, at 

least in the beginning, to modify 

its traditional sense,” Kurth writes. 

Indeed, he notes, early Christian 

apologists pointed to their belief in 

the eternity of the Roman Empire 

as proof of their patriotism. “Just 

as the Christian Jews were firmly 

convinced that the future of Chris¬ 

tianity was indissolubly united 

with the future of their own 

people, so the Christian Romans 

imagined that their future was one 

with the future of the Empire.” 

But the Church “understood her 

role better ... if she had not risen 

above the resentments of blind pa¬ 

triotism, Christianity would not 

have survived, but would have 

sunk into the abyss along with the 

Roman Empire.” Citing August¬ 

ine, St. Gregory the Great, and 

others, Kurth writes, “the Catholic 

Church unlocked the gates of her 

sanctuaries and opened the road of 

salvation to the new nations. Thus 

is explained her prodigious success 

during the sixth century with the 

Barbarians, whether Arian or pa¬ 

gan. When these became con¬ 

vinced that they could carry the 

sweet yoke of Christ without sub¬ 

mitting to the heavy yoke of 

Rome, their prejudices against the 

Catholic Faith fell to the ground, 

and its natural superiority over her¬ 

esy, as well as over paganism, found 

no longer any obstacle.” 

Others, including Moczar, com¬ 

pare the baptism of Clovis to that 

of Constantine, but Kurth main¬ 

tains that, “it matches in a remark¬ 

able way, the baptism of the centu¬ 

rion Cornelius:” 

literal application of Israel’s social 
order to the people of all nations would 
have been tantamount to a denial of the 
universality of the growing community of 
God.” 
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Then, the Church, separating 

her cause from that of the 

people of Israel, had gone to 

the nations and received them 

into the Christian community 

without imposing upon them 

the obligations of the Judaic 

Law. This time, detaching her 

destinies from those of the 

Empire, she went to the Bar¬ 

barians and put into their 

hands the scepter of the world 

without requiring them to 

wear the dress of the Roman 

civilization. On both occa¬ 

sions it was a stroke of strategy 

of the same superior order. 

On both occasions, Christian¬ 

ity, the common patrimony of 

all humanity, had escaped ut¬ 

ter destruction. Instead of 

weeping on the graves of ex¬ 

tinct civilizations, Christianity 

had busied herself with win¬ 

ning to the faith of Christ the 

nascent communities. She had 

thus indicated in a precise and 

explicit manner, and for all 

centuries to come, that, as she 

is created to spread the king¬ 

dom of God on earth, she 

cannot identify herself with 

any of those ephemeral things 

which are called dynasty, na¬ 

tion, social class, civilization. 

As Chesterton observed, Chris¬ 

tianity has “died many times and 

risen again; for it had a God who 

knew the way out of the grave.” 

Or, to bastardize Bellocs famous 

aphorism, Europe is not the Faith, 

and the Faith is not Europe. The 

Faith will not perish but, quoting 

Belloc, “Europe will return to the 

Faith, or she will perish.” The 

Catholic churches in Europe may all 

become museums, but the Catholic 

Church itself will never become a 

museum or a museum piece. 

Professor Kurths turning points 

of history also include the Church’s 

escape from lay investiture in the 

feudal period, neo-Caesarism’s dis¬ 

solution of Christian republics and 

the consequent end of the Cru¬ 

sades, the Church and the Renais¬ 

sance, and the Church and the 

French Revolution. “The evil of 

the Revolution is its pretension to 

treat political society as if it were 

the creation of pure reason, inde¬ 

pendent of the action of the divine 

laws which rule the life of the 

world and of humanity.” Moczar 

includes Cluny, the Protestant “ca¬ 

tastrophe,” Lepanto, and Fatima 

among the surprises and chastise¬ 

ments that shaped the Church and 

shaped the world. Moczar’s book is 

a more popular treatment; Kurth’s 

is a deeper probe. 

JAMES G. BRUEN, JR. 

LEHERS, CONFD FROM P. 7 

The numbers are those of the 

bombers engaged. An asterick (*) 

means: US Airforce. No asterick: 

RAF. (British). The following 

bombing attacts occurred during 

that time of the “uprising”: July 

31*, 1944: Miinchen (567 bomb¬ 

ers);, Ludwigshafen (447 bomb¬ 

ers); August 4*, 1944, Hamburg, 

Bremen (256);, Peenemiinde, 

Anklam, (425); Kiel, Wismar, 

Rostock, Schwerin (446 Bombers); 

August 6*, 1944 Brandenburg 

(269);, Berlin (154);, Hamburg 

(445);, August 12/13, 1944, 

Braunschweig (379);, Riisselheim 

(250);, August 16./17. 1944 

Stettin (461 Bombers, 1150 

deaths); August 18./19. 1944 

Bremen ( -288 Bombers, 1058 

deaths); August 26./27. 1944 

Konigsberg (372 + 189 Bombers); 

August 29./30. 1944 Konigsberg, 

(189 Bombers and 4200 deaths); 

August 29./30. 1944 Stettin, (402 

Bombers, 3,606 deaths); Septem¬ 

ber 8*, 1944 Ludwigshafen (348);, 

Kassel (386);, Karlsruhe (247); 

September 11./12. 1944 

Darmstadt (226 Bombers, 8433 

deaths); (9/11/1944!); September 

27*. 1944, Koln (421);, 

Ludwigshafen (214 Bombers);, 

Kassel (248); October 5, 1944 

Wilhelmshaven (227);, Koln 

(248*);, Lippstadt (175*);, 

Munster (235);. 

The list of all the German cities 

suffering saturation bombings 

from 70 to 635 heavy bombers 

each time between July 31 and Oc¬ 

tober 5, 1944 follows: Anklam, 

Bielefeld, Braunschweig, 

Brandenburg, Berlin, Bremen, 

Bremerhaven, Darmstadt, 

Delitsch, Dessau, Dortmund, 

Diisseldorf, Emden, Eisennach, 

Frankfurt/M, Fulda, Fiirth, 

Gaggenau, Gelsenkirchen, Halle/S, 

Hamburg, Hamm, Hannover, 

Heilbronn, Kaiserslautern, 

Karlsruhe, Kassel, Kiel, Koblenz, 

Koln, Konigsberg, Kothen, 

Limburg, Ludwigshafen, 

Magdeburg, Mannheim, Mainz, 

Merseburg, Monchengladbach, 

Miinchen, Munster, Neuss, 

N urnberg, Osnabriick, 

Penemiinde, Pirmasens, Politz, 

Rechlin, Rheydt, Rostock, Rositz, 

Riisselsheim, Saarbriicken, 

Sckkeuditz, Schwabisch Hall, 

s 

a 

*1 
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Schwerin, Sindelfingen, Stettin, 

Stuttgart, Ulm, Unna, Weimar, 

Wiesbaden, Wilhelmshaven, 

Wismar, Zuffenhausen. 

Conclusion: These are the 66 cit¬ 

ies and towns suffering saturation 

bombings, and mostly phosphorus 

bombings, in a two months time 

period only. These lists could be 

expanded from May 12, 1940 to 

May 2, 1945. Only the Germans 

and the Japanese know what 

“phosphorus bombings” means. 

During the two months time of 

the Warsaw Uprising Poland’s 

Anglo-American friends, their Al¬ 

lies in the annihilation of Ger¬ 

many, sent 31,652 large bombers 

for the destruction of these 66 Ger¬ 

man new and “ancient” cities. Ger¬ 

many did not even have the type of 

bombers which could do some¬ 

thing as the destruction of so many 

towns. Therefore, there is really no 

reason for Poles to complain about 

the fate of Warsaw. It is not known 

that any Polish politician or Polish 

Cardinal or Polish Bishop ever ask 

their allied friendly governments to 

stop the unrelenting bombing of 

German cities, in most cases the 

heavy-populated inner cities. 

References: 1) Richard C. Lukas: 

Forgotten Holocaust— The Poles 

under German Occupation 1939 — 

1944. University Press of Ken¬ 

tucky, 1986. Page 68, 93. 2) Junge 

Freiheip. Nr. 8/03, 14. Februar 

2003, Berlin: Sonderbeilage: “Der 

Tod fiel vom Himmel— 1940- 

1945, Schicksale im 

Bombenkrieg.” 3) Victor Suvorov: 

The Chief Culprit — Stalins Grand 

Design to Start World War IL Naval 

Institute Press, 2008. Page 108. 

Otward Mueller 

LTEMueller@aool.com 

POLAND AS VICTIM 

I find the continuing discussion 

on Polish-German history in Cul¬ 

ture Wars to be of great interest. I 

was nurtured on the “the Poland as 

Victim theme” so it is enligthening 

to hear the German side. My 

grandmother often told me that 

she was forced to speak German in 

school and was smacked if she said 

anything in Polish. She told me, 

that since she was quite sickly as a 

teen, [her nickname was 

Zdechlona, the dead one—she lived 

to 89!] the German taskmaster 

would have her sing as the rest of 

the workers hoed sugar beets in 

harmony with her singing. Re¬ 

minded me of the gandy dancers 

on rail laying crews. My paternal 

grandparents were from 

Inowroclaw area in Pomerania. 

I once attended nightly Polish 

history classes given by a Prof 

Whooley from Ripon College. He 

touched on the struggle between 

the German settler farmers and the 

Polish farmers who gloated as the 

German farmers didn’t understand 

the local soil conditions and had a 

hard time growing good crops. 

This was during the Bismarckian 

era as best as I can remember. 

However, I don’t think prior ethnic 

cleansing justifies later ethnic 

cleansing. I am always saddened by 

fact of the reservationing of the 

American Indian peoples and the 

forcible separation of their children 

into white run schools. 

I recalled reading that the Polish 

Ambassador to the US, Count 

Potocki, warned the Polish govern¬ 

ment that President Roosevelt was 

trying to foment a European war 

in the late ‘30s and that Pope Pius 

XI tried to arrange a European 

peace conference but the US urged 

Poland to boycott or undermine 

the efforts. To their credit. Hitler 

and Mussolini agreed almost im¬ 

mediately. 

Florian Zalewski 

fjzalews@charter.net 

WHITE CHRISTMAS SUBVER¬ 
SION , CONT’D FROM P. 9 

mity of centuries? Is anyone 

really dishonored by this? If 

schlockified Christianity is 

Christianity cleansed of Jew 

hatred, then three cheers for 

schlock. If supplanting Jesus 

Christ with snow can enable 

my people to cozy up to 

Christmas, then let it snow, let 

it snow, let it snow! 

The Church has often baptized 

pagan holidays, transfusing them 

with Christian meaning and trans¬ 

forming them into Catholic 

holydays. Today’s crusade to drain 

holydays of Christian meaning and 

transform them into feel-good 

commercial events renounces that 

baptism. And that crusade marches 

to the music of Jewish genius, 

which has made the most essential 

contribution of all to the creation 

of America’s schlockified Chris¬ 

tianity. 

May you have a happy and holy 

Christmas. 

JAMES G. BRUEN, JR. 
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Bullets 
* Mohammed is now the favorite 

name for newborn boys in England 

and Wales. 

* Rejecting Truth. Supreme 

Court Justice Ruth Bader 

Ginsburg refuses to attend the an¬ 

nual Red Mass marking the start of 

the Courts term. “I went one year, 

and I will never go again, because 

this sermon was outrageously anti¬ 

abortion,” she says in Stars of 

David: Prominent Jews Talk About 

Being Jewish. 

* Honoring the Immoral. British 

embryologist Robert Edwards re¬ 

ceived the 2010 Nobel Prize in 

Medicine for developing clinical in 

vitro fertilization by which about 

four million test tube babies are 

now living, while countless others 

were discarded, i.e., killed. Next 

they’ll give the Peace Prize to a man 

waging two wars. Oh, wait; they 

did that last year. 

* Asked to write for Fidelity, Joe 

Sobran insisted on advocating le¬ 

galized homosexuality, so his piece 

never ran. Perhaps the wrecked ca¬ 

reer he later suffered over his re¬ 

fusal to genuflect to Israel ben¬ 

efited him spiritually. He received 

the Church’s last rites, and his 

Tridentine Requiem Mass was 

beautiful. Requiescat in pace. 

* Mini-Review: Roads to Rome by 

John Beaumont (St. Augustine’s 

Press, $55). Brief bios of hundreds 

of post-Reformation British and 

Irish converts, explaining why each 

embraced the faith. Very timely 

given the Pope’s visit to Britain and 

the beatification of England’s most 

famous convert. 

* In a Tzomet Institute study. Il¬ 

licit Sex for the Sake of National 

Security, Israeli Rabbi Ari Schvat 

blesses honey-pots — female 

Mossad agents having sex to fur¬ 

ther the spy agency’s mission. 

Queen Esther, a Jew, slept with a 

Persian king to save her people, he 

notes. “If it is necessary to use a 

married woman, it would be best 

[for] her husband to divorce her,” 

he says. “After the [sex] act, he 

would be entitled to bring her 

back.” We hope this isn’t what’s 

meant by the ambiguous phrase 

“Judeo-Christian heritage.” 

* When Dems accused GOP 

congressional candidate Jesse Kelly 

of “Nazi ties” due to an anti-immi¬ 

gration group’s endorsement, cam¬ 

paign manager Adam Kwasman 

was furious: “As a practicing Jew, I 

am absolutely disgusted,” adding 

there’s a “special place in hell” for 

those who allege anti-Semitism. 

* “In 2007, I gladly defended Fa¬ 

ther [Robert] Sirico against an at¬ 

tack ... in Culture WarsJ says the 

Catholic League’s Bill Donohue 

while blasting a National Catholic 

Reporter blogger for being “highly 

critical” of Er. Sirico, the president 

of the Acton Institute. For Bill, the 

issue is “Sirico’s gay activist years 

before he became a priest.” He’s 

unconcerned that Fr. Sirico’s still 

JAMES G. BRUEN, JR. 

E-Mail: cwbullets@yahoo.com 

subverting Church teaching by 

hawking libertarian economics. 

Sodomy and withholding laborers’ 

wages are both sins that cry to 

heaven for vengeance. 

* Unusual Clarity. At a press 

conference ending the Synod of 

Bishops for the Middle East, 

Melkite Greek Catholic Arch¬ 

bishop Cyrille Salim Bustros said: 

“The Holy Scriptures cannot be 

used to justify the return of Jews to 

Israel and the displacement of the 

Palestinians, to justify the occupa¬ 

tion by Israel of Palestinian lands,” 

adding, “We Christians cannot 

speak of the promised land’ as an 
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ish people. This promise was nulli¬ 
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women of all countries have be¬ 
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ration Nostra Aetate. That declara¬ 

tion affirms the eternal covenant 
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* Have a happy and holy Christ¬ 

mas. 
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Sexual Liberation as Political
Control
Ask for this great Deliverer now, and find him Eyeless in Gaza at the Mill
with slaves,

Himself in bonds under Philistian yoke;

John Milton, Samson Agonistes



London 1996
Since Internet knows no place, it doesn’t really matter where it happened,
but just for the record I was in England when I started getting e-mail
messages from Lisa and Heather. At least, I think that’s what their names
were. They wanted me to check out their hot web sites. Just as there is no
place on the Internet, the names don’t mean much either. The important
thing was that I was getting unsolicited solicitations for pornography.
Spam is, I think, the generic term for this unsolicited material. The
pornographic variations are known as blue spam. I was planning to protest
to CompuServe and ask them not to make my name available to these
agencies when I got some blue spam from CompuServe itself, offering its
own pornographic services. Quis custo-diet ipsos custodes? What sells
itself as an e-mail service turns out to be a pimp. The situation I have since
learned is even worse with AOL, according to one subscriber to that on-line
service, who spends each day clearing his electronic mailbox of hundreds
of such solicitations. In the recent court case challenging the
constitutionality of the Communications Decency Act, CompuServe signed
an amicus curiae brief supporting the pomographers. Predictably, given our
judicial system, the three-judge panel in Philadelphia handling the case
found the CDA unconstitutional. One of the judges opined that “just as the
strength of the Internet is chaos, so the strength of our liberty depends upon
the chaos and cacophony of unfettered speech.”

The world “liberty” coming from one of the regime’s mandarins is a dead
giveaway that what we’re really talking about here is bondage. What
I would like to propose here is a paradigm shift of simple but nonetheless
revolutionary (or better still counter-revolutionary proportions) by saying
what should be obvious to anyone who has visited these web pages and who
has had Heather or Lisa ask for his credit card number, namely, that
pornography is now and has always been a form of control, financial
control. Pornography is a way of getting people to give you money which,
because of the compul-

sive nature of the transaction, is not unlike trafficking in drugs. Unlike
prostitution, which is also a transaction benefiting from compulsion,



pornography is closely bound up with technology, specifically the
reproduction and transmission of images. Just as the history of
pornography is one of progress (technological, not moral progress, of
course), so the exploitation of compulsion has been explored in more and
more explicit form during the past two hundred years of this revolutionary
age. What began as the bondage of sin eventually became financial control
and what became accepted as a financial transaction has been forged into a
form of political control. Sexual revolution is contemporaneous with
political revolution of the sort that began in France in 1789. This means we
are not talking about sexual vice when we use the term sexual revolution,
as much as the rationalization of sexual vice, followed by the financial
exploitation of sexual vice, followed by the political mobilization of the
same thing as a form of control. Since sexual “liberation” has social chaos
as one of its inevitable sequelae, sexual liberation begets almost from the
moment of its inception the need for social control. That dynamic is the
subject of this book.

It is no secret now that lust is also a form of addiction. My point here is
that the current regime knows this and exploits this situation to its own
advantage. In other words, sexual “freedom” is really a form of social
control. What we are really talking about is a Gnostic system of two truths.
The exoteric truth, the one propagated by the regime through advertising,
sex education, Hollywood films, and the university system - the truth, in
other words for general consumption - is that sexual liberation is freedom.
The esoteric truth, the one that informs the operations manual of the
regime - in other words the people who benefit from “liberty” - is the exact
opposite, namely, that sexual liberation is a form of control, a way of
maintaining the regime in power by exploiting the passions of the naive,
who identify with their passions as if they were their own and identify with
the regime which ostensibly enables them to gratify these passions. People
who succumb to their disordered passions are then given rationalizations of
the sort that clog web pages on the Internet and are thereby molded into a
powerful political force by those who are most expert in manipulating the
flow of imagery and rationalization.

Like laissez-faire economics, the first tentative ideas of how to exploit sex
as a form of social control arose during the Enlightenment as well. If



the universe was a machine whose prime force was gravity, society was a
machine as well whose prime force was self-interest, and man, likewise, no
longer sacred, was a machine whose engine ran on passion. From there it
was not much of a stretch to understand that the man who controlled
passion controlled man.

John Heidenry’s history of the sexual revolution, What Wild Ecstasy, is
one more example of whiggish history - this time, whiggish sexual history.

In fact, all histories of sexual liberation are whiggish. The moral of each
piece of this genre is either “People everywhere just wanna be free” or,
to give the feminist variant, “Girls just wanna have fun.” That Linda
Boreman Marchiano, AKA, Linda Lovelace found getting beaten and raped
during the filming of Deep Throat not much fun is beside the point. The
dogma that needs to be promoted here is that sexual license is liberating,
and that the quest for liberation is its own justification, so even if a few
people get hurt (or killed) in the process, it was generally worth it after all.

Heidenry lays his metaphysical cards on the table at various points during
the book. At the very beginning he tells us, for example, that “this ... is the
way we were from about 1965 on, when the particles of revolt and
enlightenment coalesced into a sexual Big Bang.” We have here, in
other words, the classic Enlightenment explanation of everything. Just as
the entire physical universe in all its grandeur, beauty and order is really
nothing more than the random motion of discrete particles bumping into
each other, so every social movement from economics to sexual liberation
is essentially the same thing. The same explanation that George Will
applies to the economic order, John Heidenry applies to the moral and
sexual realm. Instead of atoms, we have atomistic individuals; instead of
gravity, we have passion as the great motivating force, and instead of an
orderly universe explainable by the laws of physics, we have society
reconfigured by social movements like sexual liberation. This is how it is;
in other words, the big picture. People everywhere just wanna be free and
what gesture could encapsulate this freedom more than, say, masturbating
to the dirty pictures in Hustlerl

As the last example makes clear, we are not talking about freedom here but
a form of addiction or moral bondage - certainly for the individual but also



for the culture as well. Which brings us back to the dishonesty
of Heidenry’shook. The sexual revolution was not a grassroots uprising; it
was not the coalescing of “particles of revolt and enlightenment”; it was
rather a decision on the part of the ruling class in France, Russia, Germany
and the United States at various points during the last 200 years to tolerate
sexual bell avior outside of marriage as a form insurrection and then as a
form of political control. Heidenry’s book is part of the general
mystification on this subject and so not something that will explain things
to the unwary: however, it is worthwhile as a classic expression of how
sexual liberation has worked as a form of political control in this country
over the past thirty-two years. Bernard Berelson, who worked for the
Rockefellers, was a student of the Enlightenment and put those ideas to
work in manipulating public opinion for them during the ’60s, most
specifically in their battle with the Catholic Church over the
decriminalization of contraception. Edward Bemays was the nephew of
Sigmund Freud and the father of modern advertising. Both were part of the
Illuminist tradition of controlling people through their passions, without
the knowledge of person being controlled. And of all the passions - the
illuminists make clear - the sexual passions are the most effective when it
comes to controlling man.

What Heidenry’s book shows is how this control takes place not in theory
but in practice. Given the wounded state of human nature after the Fall,
flooding a country with pornography means getting a certain number of
people hooked on it, just as flooding a country with drugs will result in a
certain percentage of addiction. Once people are hooked, the culture’s
mandarins can use the details of their addictions against anyone who goes
against the regime. The subtext of Heidenry’s book is that everyone who
opposes sexual liberation will be punished. “Several of pornography ’ s
most outspoken enemies,” he actually says at one point in the book, “had
come to an unhappy end.”2 What he fails to tell us is that the unhappy end
he describes is just veiled way of talking about how sexual license is used
as a form of political control.

So to give the best known examples cited in Heidenry’s book, Preachers
Jimmy Swaggart and Jim Bakker were brought down by sexual
scandals. Heidenry even admits that Bakker’s interlude with Jessica Hahn



was a set up but refuses to understand the implications of the facts he
brings forth. Nor does he mention the fact of Hahn’s seduction of Bakker
was portrayed as Bakker’s seduction of Hahn in a way calculated to destroy
his ministry and the ministries of other televangelists at the time. If
Heidenry were a consistent proponent of sexual liberation, he would
applaud both Jimmy Swaggart’s interlude with a prostitute, a visit clearly
motivated by his exposure to pornography, and Bakker’s extramarital sex
with Jessica Hahn. But that is precisely what he does not do, and the only
explanation that makes any sense out of this double standard is that an act
of “sexual liberation” is in reality a potential form of political control and
only has meaning in light of the politics of the person who commits it. Just
why is what Jimmy Swaggart did bad, when Larry Flynt does the same
thing and is applauded as a hero when he does it? The answer to that
conundrum is political. Jimmy Swaggart was on the wrong side of the
political equation, and so could be marginalized by being exposed in
Penthouse as a hypocrite.

Heidenry’s motivation in this is clear enough. He was raised a Catholic, the
scion of the family that bought out B. Herder, the American branch of
the German Catholic publisher, some time after the outbreak of World War
I. Heidenry, after a conservative Catholic upbringing, ended up working
for Penthouse, and a book like this can be seen as a rationalization of the
moral and religious decisions he has made along the way. But the story
doesn’t stop there. People with Kinsey-like compulsions are put to use by
people who can benefit politically from a world in which morals are
devalued and money takes the place of morals as the arbiter of social
interaction. Those who succumb to sexual addiction but refuse to go along
will be outed. Those who refuse to go along but do not have sexual
skeletons in their closets will be patronized and ignored. Those who go
along with the ideology of sexual liberation, however, can do what they
damn well please sexually because in going along they are under the sexual
control of the controllers anyway.

The whole system Heidenry praises so dishonestly is based on a double
standard which Heidenry exploits but will not acknowledge. Heidenry
cites the Jimmy Swaggart expose in Penthouse in all of its lurid detail.
Conspicuous by its absence from Heidenry’s book was the equally lurid



Penthouse expose of Bill Clinton’s affair with Gennifer Flowers. If
Penthouse is a credible source worth mentioning for the first story, why
isn’t it mentioned in the second? The answer is obvious. It serves no
political purpose to attack President Clinton because he supports sexual
liberation, which is to say the vehicle the dominant culture uses to exercise
hegemony over its citizens. The regime first promotes sexual addiction in
the name of liberation, then exploits it as a form of control. It then uses it
to destroy anyone of sufficient prominence who refuses to go along.

As a variation on the same theme, let me propose the following thought
experiment. Try to imagine the reaction of the press if Kenneth Starr or
Senator Jesse Helms were caught soliciting an undercover agent in a public
men’s room. Now try to imagine the reaction of the press if Barney Frank
were to do the same thing. Why the huge reaction in the first instance, and
the non-reaction (when Frank's roommate was actually caught running a
homosexual prostitution ring out of his home) in the second? Why is the
same act both heinous and liberatory at one and the same time, depending
on the politics of who does it? The answer is simple: Sexual liberation is a
form of political control. Frank and Clinton are immune because they go
along; Swaggart is destroyed for doing the same thing that makes Larry
Flynt a cultural hero. The only thing that saves Starr or Helms from fate
similar to that of Swaggart and Bakker is the life each leads.

What follows is the history of an idea. The idea that sexual liberation could
be used as a form of control is not a new idea. It lies at the heart of
the story of Samson and Delilah. The idea that sin was a form of slavery
was central to the writings of St. Paul. St. Augustine in his magnum opus in
defense o f Christianity against the accusations of the pagans that it
contributed to the fall of Rome, divided the world into two cities, the City
of God, which loves God to the extinction of self, and the City of Man,
which loves self to the extinction of God. Augustine describes the City of
Man as “lusting to dominate the world" but at the same time “itself
dominated by its passion for dominion.”3 Libido Dominandi, passion for
dominion, then, is a paradoxical project, practiced invariably by people
who are themselves in thrall to the same passions they incite in others to
dominate them.

The dichotomy Augustine describes is eternal. It will exist at least as long



as man exists. The revolutionaries of the Enlightenment created no
new world, nor did they create a new man to populate their brave new
world.

What they did was adopt the worldview of Augustine and then reverse its
values. “The state of the moral man is one of tranquillity and peace, the
state of an immoral man is one of perpetual unrest.”4 The author of that
statement was not St. Augustine (although he would have wholeheartedly
agreed with it); it was the Marquis de Sade. I mention this to show that
both Augustine and the Marquis de Sade shared the same anthropology and
the same rational psychology, if you will. Where they differed was the
values they attributed to the truths of those sciences. For Augustine,
motion was bad; for de Sade, the revolutionary, the perpetual motion
caused by unruly passions was good because it perpetuates “the necessary
insurrection in which the republican must always keep the government of
which he is a member.”5

The same could be said of freedom. What the one called freedom the other
called bondage. But the dichotomy of the two cities - one abasing the self
because of its love of God, the other abasing God because of its love of the
self and its desires - is something that both could agree upon.

What follows is the history of a project bom out of the Enlightenment’s
inversion of Christian truths. “Even those who set themselves up
against you,” Augustine writes, addressing the Almighty in the
Confessions, “do but copy you in a perverse way.” The same could be said
of the Enlightenment, which began as a movement to liberate man and
almost overnight turned into a project to control him. This book is the story
of that transformation. It can be construed as a history of the sexual
revolution or a history of modem psychology or a history of psychological
warfare. What all of these histories have in common is a transgenerational
project that would come by way of trial and error and with an intention
perverted by passion to the same conclusions that Augustine reached at the
end of the Roman Empire. A man has as many masters as he has vices. By
promoting vice, the regime promotes slavery, which can be fashioned into
a form of political control. The only question which remained was whether
that slavery can be harnessed for financial and political gain and, if it
could, how to do it. The best way to control man is to do so without his



awareness that he is being controlled, and the best way to do that is through
the systematic manipulation of the passions, because man tends to identify
his passions as his own. In defending them he defends his “freedom,”
which he usually sees as the unfettered ability to fulfill his desires,
without, for the most part, understanding how easy it is to manipulate those
passions from without. It took the evil genius of this age to perfect
a system of financial and political exploitation based on the insight that
St. Paul and St. Augustine had into what they termed the “slavery of sin.”
This book describes the systematic construction of a worldview based on
that insight. It explains how sexual liberation became a form of political
control.

E. Michael Jones South Bend, Indiana February 20, 1999

Part I, Chapter 1 Ingolstadt, 1776

On August 7, 1773, Pope Clement XIV, after four years of stalling, finally
acceded to the pressure exerted by the House of Bourbon and its
Masonic ministers and suppressed the religious order known as the Society
of Jesus throughout the entire world. The Jesuits had already been
suppressed civilly in Portugal and France; their suppression by the Church
they sought to serve was a move that would have unsuspected
consequences for Europe. Scarcely a generation later, not one of the
thrones which had collaborated in the suppression of the Jesuits, including
the papacy, would be untouched by revolution. The Bourbon king in France
would be gone, beheaded by a mob which would soon turn on itself in an
orgy of bloodlust that would last well into the nineteenth century and end
only with the defeat of Napoleon at the hands of an alliance that would
restore monarchy and stability to Europe for 100 years. In spite of that
defeat, a new concept had been bom, the idea of revolution, and it would
haunt the political realm for 200 years thereafter and the cultural realm for
even longer than that.

None of this was immediately apparent when the pope acted, of course, and
the immediate consequences of the suppression of the Jesuits were
more banal. The Masons may have discerned in the suppression their
political advantage, but the professors saw advancement of their careers.



One of the people who saw his own personal silver lining in the Jesuit
cloud was a Bavarian professor by the name of Adam Weishaupt.
Weishaupt had been bom in Ingolstadt on February 6, 1748, and educated
by the Jesuits at the Ingolstadt Gymnasium from the time he was seven
until his fifteenth year. Under their tutelage Weishaupt developed a love-
hate relationship with the Jesuits that would last him for the rest of his life.
It would eventuate in a system of “Seelenanalyse” based on Jesuit
spirituality, which would have far reaching consequences.

In 1773, Weishaupt was twenty-five years old and already a professor in
the law faculty at the University of Ingolstadt. Eleven years later the
Bavarian writer Johannes Pezzl would give one of the few character
sketches extant of a man who made a career of analyzing the characters of
others. Pezzl described Weishaupt as a “pale, seeming hard and stoic man
who was so wrapped up in himself that the only people who ever became
close to him were a few fellow academics.”' With the suppression of the
Jesuits, Weishaupt was able enhance his stature at the university by taking
over the

Chair of Canon Law and Practical Philosophy, a chair which had been in
the hands of the Jesuits at Ingolstadt for over ninety years, and he was able
to do this despite the fact that he was not a theologian.

Weishaupt’s rapid advance seems to have emboldened him to make plans
for a career that would go beyond the usual mundane plotting for university
advancement. As a first step in insuring that the Jesuits would not return to
power at the University at Ingolstadt, Weishaupt began looking into the
prospect of joining either the Masons or the other secret societies
that flourished at the end of what has been called the century of secret
societies. After a few initial inquiries into lodges in both Munich and
Nueremberg, Weishaupt was turned off by the exotic mumbo jumbo of
their rituals. The same reaction ensued after he made contact with the
Rosicrucians of neighboring Burghausen after being introduced to them by
some of his students.

Because of his dissatisfaction with the existing secret societies, Weishaupt
decided instead to create a secret society of his own to ensure that the
Jesuits would not return to Ingolstadt. Perhaps because of the times or



because of his own genius in both personnel management and
psychological manipulation, Weishaupt’s idea took on a life of its own, one
that quickly seemed to demand more room than the confines of the
university had to offer. Not that the university was irrelevant to the plan.
As a professor, Weishaupt had access to malleable young men into whom
he could breathe his anticlerical ideas, and many of his students,
intoxicated by the possibilities of the age, were swept into Weishaupt’s
secret society. On May 1,1776, Weishaupt created an organization he
called the Club of the Perfectible, whose name was later changed to the
Order of the Bees, until it was changed again to the name by which it is
remembered today, namely, the Order of the Illuminati.

The significance of the Illuminati lay not in its political effectiveness. It
existed a little more than eight years, but rather in its method of internal
organization. In borrowing freely from both the Jesuits and the
Freemasons, Weishaupt created an extremely subtle system of control
based on manipulation of the passions. Borrowing the idea of examination
of conscience from the Jesuits and sacramental confession from the
Catholic Church to which the Jesuits belonged, Weishaupt created a system
of “Seelenspionage” that would allow him to control his adepts without
their knowing that they were being controlled.

The Illuminati might have remained the equivalent of a Bavarian fraternity
house were it not for the times and Weishaupt’s fortuitous meeting with a
northern German aristocrat with extraordinary organizational
capabilities. Freemasonry had arrived in the German-speaking world in
1737 when the first German lodge, “Absalom,” was opened at the pub
known as the “Englischen Taveme” in Hamburg. Then in the same year the
lodge “Aux trois aigles blancs,” was opened in Berlin, followed by “Aux
trois globes” in 1740 and “Aux trois canons” in Vienna in 1742.
Weishaupt, who had been fascinated by Freemasonry for some time, finally
joined the newly created lodge of the strict observance “Zur Behutsamkeit”
in Munich in 1777. In 1780, while attending meetings at the Frankfurt
lodge “Zur Einigkeit,” Weishaupt met Adolph Freiherr von Knigge, a man
four years younger than himself, who immediately fell under Weishaupt’s
spell. Von Knigge had joined a Masonic lodge of the “strict observance” in
Kassel in 1773, but he, like many of his brother Masons, was dissatisfied



with the status quo, which involved elaborate rituals and constant bickering
and one group splitting off from the other. In Weishaupt’s Illuminati, von
Knigge saw an instrument to bring order out of chaos, one that would
reform the increasingly fractious Masonic groups.

Since the conclusion of the Thirty Years War, Germany had been divided
up according to the religion of its princes. Knigge, who became a member
of the Illuminati on July 5, 1778, gave Weishaupt’s essentially Catholic
and Bavarian organization access to the Protestant principalities
in northern Germany, and as a result of that and von Knigge’s zeal and
organizing abilities, membership in the Illuminati took off. Shortly after
von Knigge’s entry into the Illuminati, the membership jumped to 500
men throughout Germany. But the numbers tell only half the story. Perhaps
be-cau se he was an aristocrat himself, von Knigge added to Weishaupt’s
following of university students by attracting aristocrats and influential
bureaucrats and thinkers from across Germany by clever exploitation of
existing Masonic lodges as a pool of recruits.

A crucial event in this regard was the Wilhelmsbad Konvent, a Masonic
convention held near Hanau from July 16 to September 1, 1782, which
was to have far-reaching consequences not only for lodges of the strict
observance but for all of Europe as well. Upon returning from the
Wilhelmsbad Congress, Henry de Virieu told a friend who asked him about
secret information he might have brought back: “The whole business is
more serious than you think. The plot has so carefully been hatched that
it’s practically impossible for the Church and the Monarchy to escape.”2

Wilhelmsbad may or may not have been the place where plans for the
French Revolution were hatched, but it was certainly a windfall for the
Order of the Illuminati, which began to siphon off significant numbers of
Masons into its own organization. As a result of his efforts at
Wilhelmsbad, von Knigge was able to persuade a number of prominent
Masons to become Illuminati. That number included Duke Ferdinand of
Brunswick and his deputy Prince Karl von Hessen-Kassel, a man who also
had connections in Schleswig and Holstein. Someone else who joined the
Illuminati after meeting von Knigge in Wilhelmsbad was the publisher
Johann Joachim Christoph Bode, who brought Illuminism to Weimar
where he founded a lodge which would include Goethe, Karl August, the



prince of Weimar, and just about all of the leading lights associated with
the German Enlightenment. All in all, it had been an impressive few weeks
in Hanau, and now the goal of undermining the lodges of the strict
observance and “illuminizing” them, i.e., taking them under secret
control, seemed like a plausible idea.

The idea would fail, however, because of strife within the organization.
Ironically, it was the Illuminist system of control which led to the break.
Von Knigge’s success in recruiting new members led Weishaupt to feel
that he was being superseded by his subordinate, which led him in turn to
increase the control, which led to more strife with von Knigge, who felt
that he was being treated badly. Von Knigge would later claim that he
hadn’t joined to take a subordinate role in which he was “expected to take
blind orders from some Jesuit General.” According to von Knigge’s
account, Spartacus, which was Weishaupt’s Illuminist code name, abused
and tyrannized his subordinates and intended “to subjugate mankind to a
more malicious yoke than that conceived by the Jesuits.”3 Eventually the
rift became too wide to bridge, and when the Illuminati reached its
maximal number of adherents in 1783, it began to unravel.

On July 1,1784, the Illuminati issued an official expulsion order against
von Knigge, which praised, nonetheless, his service in increasing the size
of the organization. The expulsion of von Knigge, whose organizational
and recruiting abilities had brought the Illuminati to a membership of
around 2,000, came at an especially bad time. One week before his official
expulsion, on June 22, the Bavaria government issued its first edict
forbidding membership in secret societies. Other edicts were to follow on
March 2, 1785, and on August 16. On January 2, 1785 the Prince Bishop of
Eichstaett demanded that the Prince of Bavaria purge all Illuminati from
the University of Ingolstadt. In spite of the secrecy of the Illuminati,
Weishaupt was a prime suspect because of the radical Enlightenment books
he had ordered for the University library. Weishaupt was removed from his
chair of canon law at the University of Ingolstadt on February 11, 1784.
Over the next year, the hue and cry against secret societies increased
dramatically. Rather than wait for his dismissal to develop into something
worse, i.e., criminal prosecution or a hefty fine, Weishaupt fled from
Ingolstadt to the neighboring Protestant free city of Regensburg on



February 2, 1985. On March 2, when the Prince of Bavaria, Karl Theodore,
issued his second edict, the Minerval lodge in Ingolstadt, now without
Weishaupt as its head, was dissolved. When the Bavarian government
demanded his extradition, and even went so far as to put a reward out for
his capture, Weishaupt decided that he had to move again, and in 1787 he
fled to the Protestant duchy of Gotha, where he and his family found
protection under fellow Illuminatus, Duke Ernst II, who offered him
a position on his court council.

If the Bavarian authorities had left it at that, the Illuminati would most
probably have been forgotten forever or at best remained a minor footnote
in a very small book. But the Bavarian government, after discovering the
secret documents associated with the lodge in Munich, made a fateful
decision; they decided to publish what they found and in so doing assured
Weishaupt and his conspirators an influence they never could have
achieved on their own. In June 1785 certain important papers belonging to
Jakob Lanz, a secular priest and llluminatus close to Weishaupt who had
been struck dead by a lightning bolt, were found in the course of going
through his effects. These papers testified to the Illuminati’s intention to
subvert the Masonic lodges. Then in October 1786 and May 1787 more
papers were discovered when the house of the llluminatus Franz Xaver
Zwack was searched after he had been demoted from his position at the
court council and sent to Landshut. These papers, which constituted an
internal history of the organization, proved the conspiratorial nature of the
secret society beyond a doubt. The first batch of documents was published
almost immediately on October 12, 1786, causing a furor that would last
for years.

Ever since Voltaire became enamored of Newtonian physics during his
visit to England during third decade of the eighteenth century, the thinkers
of the Enlightenment had aspired to create a replacement for the Christian
social order based on “scientific” principles. “Mankind,” wrote
Baron d’Holbach in his influential treatise, The System of Nature, “are
unhappy, in proportion as they are deluded by imaginary systems of
theology.”4 It was out of statements like this that the revolutionary
program of the eighteenth century was bom, for if man is unhappy because
of religion, his happiness would ensue automatically if religion were



abolished. But in order to do that, the thrones which protected religion had
to be abolished too.

As the initial Illuminist documents began to be published, Weishaupt’s
revolutionary intent became clear. In his 1782 speech, “Anrede an die neu-
aufzunehmenden Illuminatos dirigentes, ” Weishaupt provided his
enemies with clear evidence that this secret society was intent on toppling
both throne and altar throughout Europe. Rossberg called the “Anrede”
“the heart of Illuminism.” Professor Leopold Alois Hoffman, one of the
leading lights in the counterrevolutionary movement, felt that he could
trace the “entire French revolution and its most salient events” back to the
maxims of the “Anrede.”5

But much as the Illuminist papers called for the toppling of throne and
altar, the significance of Illuminism did not lie in exhortation. Rather,
and this is what the conservative readership found most disturbing,
Illuminism seemed to propose an especially effective system which would
bring about these ends. Weishaupt had not just issued a manifesto calling
for revolution, he had created a system of control that would create
disciplined cells which would do the bidding of their revolutionary masters
often, it seemed, without the slightest inkling that they were being ordered
to do so. Weishaupt’s intentions were clearly revolutionary, but the
shocking thing about the

Illuminati was the mechanism whereby he put those intentions into effect
by controlling the secret society’s members’ minds. Weishaupt had created
an instrument of psychic control which was effective precisely because it
did not derive from the mechanistic philosophy of the Enlightenment.
“Man,” wrote d’Holbach,

is the work of Nature: he exists in Nature: he is submitted to her laws: he
cannot deliver himself from them; nor can he step beyond them even
in thought. . . . Man is a being purely physical: the moral man is
nothing more than this physical being considered under a certain point of
view, that is to say, with relation to some of his modes of action, arising
out of his particular organization.... His visible actions, as well as the
invisible motion interiorly excited by his will or his thoughts, are equally
the natural effects, the necessary consequences, of his peculiar mechanism,



and the impulse he receives from those beings by whom he is surrounded....

His ideas, his will, his actions, are the necessary effects of those qualities
infused into him by Nature, and of those circumstances in which she
has placed him.0

D’Holbach is proposing a crude materialism here which is at least
implicitly an instrument of control. The controlling factor is “Nature,”
man’s behavior being a simple expression of Nature’s laws:

The universe, that vast assemblage of every thing that exists, presents only
matter and motion: the whole offers to our contemplation nothing but
an immense, an uninterrupted succession of causes and effects; some of
these causes are known to us, because they strike immediately on our
senses;...

The moral man, is he who acts by physical causes, with which our
prejudices preclude us from becoming acquainted.

This train of thought would eventually lead to behaviorism and the
development of “brain-washing” and psychotropic drugs, none of which
would prove effective, but more importantly, none of these instruments
were even remotely available to the revolutionaries who populated secret
societies during the eighteenth century. The Enlightenment, as a result, was
handicapped in terms of political action by crudity of its own materialistic
psychology.

Weishaupt was smart enough to see through this materialism, even if he
espoused the same political revolution the materialists desired. His
system was a repudiation of the crude materialism of the most well known
Enlightenment thinkers. In his treatise “Pythagoras or the consideration of
a secret art of ruling both world and government,” Weishaupt proposed his
system as the only possible way to implement the imperatives of the
Enlightenment. “Is there any greater art,” he wrote,

than uniting independently thinking men from the four comers of the earth,
from various classes, and religions with no impediment to their freedom of
thought, and in spite of their various opinions and passions into one
permanently united band of men, to infuse them with ardor and to make
them so receptive that the greatest distances mean nothing so that they are



equal in their subordination, so that the many will act as one and from their
own initiative, from their own conviction, something that no external
compulsion could force them to do?8

When his secret society became notoriously public, Weishaupt would
describe himself as simply an educator and try to play down his system
of control as little more than what any father would try to do in raising his
children, but the published documents belied his protestations of
innocence. What Weishaupt proposed not only violated the concept of
“brotherhood” on which the Masonic lodges were based, his system was
based on the organization that was considered the antithesis of
Enlightenment. It was based on the Jesuits, or, as Barruel would put it, the
Illuminati were a cross between the Jesuits and the Freemasons, in which
all of the controls placed on spiritual direction by the Church were lifted
and the goal was not to get souls into heaven but to create a paradise on
earth. The thing Enlightened thinkers saw in the at-this-point-defunct
Jesuits was a machine for control that was superior to any of the mumbo-
jumbo that the Masonic lodges had to offer. Illuminism was a machine
which stripped the esprit de corps of the Jesuit order of all its superstitious
accretions and allowed that mechanism to be used to achieve
Enlightenment ends. This is precisely what the conservative reaction saw
in the Illuminati, and it was precisely this that scared them.

“Anyone who remembers the artificial machine of the former Jesuits,”
wrote an indignant writer in the conservative-reactionary journal Eudae-
monia in 1796, “will not find it difficult to rediscover this same machine
under another name and with another motive in the Illuminati. The former
Jesuits were driven by superstition, and the Illuminati of the present are
driven by their unbelief, but the goal of both is the same, the order’s
universal domination of all of mankind.”9

It wasn’t the goal of world domination, which, in the popular mind at the
time the Illuminati shared with the Jesuits that the public found as
upsetting; it was the means whereby the Illuminati were going to achieve
those goals. Weishaupt took the idea of examination of conscience and
sacramental confession from the Jesuits and, after purging them of their
religious elements, turned them into a system of intelligence gathering,
spying, and informing, in which members were trained to spy on each other



and inform their superiors. Weishaupt introduced what he called the
Quibus Licet notebooks, in which the adept was encouraged to bare his soul
for the inspection of his superiors. Weishaupt said of the Quibus Licet
books that they were “identical to what the Jesuits call confession,” and he
told Zwack that he “borrowed the idea from the Jesuit sodalities, where
each month you went over your bona opera in private.”10 When
Utzschneider broke with the Illuminati, he revealed much the same thing:

The adept sends these monthly reports to the provincial under the title of
Quibus Licet, to the provincial under the title Soli and to the general of
the entire order under the title Primo. Only the superiors and the general
know the details which are discussed there because all of these letters are
transmitted to and fro among the minor superiors. In this way the superiors
get to know everything that they want to know.

We can see in the Quibus Licet system the vague outline of the system of
spying which would become part and parcel of Communist system of
control, both of the underground cells, before they took over a country, and
as part of the police state based on spying that was erected after they had
taken power. But the Illuminist system of control which Weishaupt created
went deeper than that. In addition to creating a system where members
spied on each other, Weishaupt created a technique of what came to be
called “Seelenspionage,” or spying on the soul, whereby the superiors in
the Illuminati could get access to the adept’s soul by close analysis of the
seemingly random gestures, expressions, or words that betrayed the adept’s
true feelings. Von Knigge, who was privy to the system, referred to it as
a “Semiotik der Seele."

“From the comparisons of all these characteristics,” von Knigge wrote,
“even those which seem the smallest and least significant, one can draw
conclusions which have enormous significance for knowledge of human
beings, and gradually draw out of that a reliable semiotics of the soul.”12

As part of the systemization of this semiotics, Weishaupt, not unlike
Alfred Kinsey 150 years later, developed a chart and a code to document
the psychic histories of the various members of the Illuminist cells. In his
book on the Illuminati, van Duelman reprints the case history of Franz
Xaver Zwack of Regensburg. In it we see a combination of the Kinsey



sexual history, the Stasi file, and credit rating all rolled up into one
document whose purpose is control. In neat columns, the superiors in the
Illuminati can learn where the adept was bom, his physical characteristics,
his aptitudes, his friends, and his reading material, as well as when he was
inducted into the order and his code name. Under the heading “Morals,
character, religion, conscientiousness,” we learn that Zwack had a “soft
heart” and that he was “difficult to deal with on days when he was
melancholy.” Under “Principle Passions,” we read that Zwack suffered
from “pride, and a craving for honors” but that he was also “honest but
choleric with a tendency to be secretive as well as speaking of his own
perfection.” For those who want to know how to control Zwack,
Massenhausen (code name Ajax) says that he got best results by couching
all of his communications with Zwack in a mysterious tone.

Once the Illuminist manuscripts were published, the educated public was
both appalled and fascinated by what they discovered. They were appalled
by the sinister intervention of revolutionaries like Weishaupt into the most
intimate recesses of the soul, but they were also fascinated by the horizons
of control these discoveries opened before them. Wieland saw in the

Illuminati the basis for pedagogical and political reform. Which was of
course, the way Weishaupt saw things too. His goal was the creation of a
social order consistent with both Enlightenment science and the notion of a
citizen as emancipated from the control of princes who acted in loco
parentis. “The truly enlightened man,” Weishaupt wrote, “has no need of a
master.” Man will be well governed only when “he is no longer in need of
government.” In this respect Weishaupt’s system had remarkable
similarities with nascent American republic, whose Declaration of
Independence was proclaimed a little over two months after Weishaupt
founded the Illuminati. The American system was the Enlightenment as
implemented by English Protestants; the Illuminati, the same philosophy,
as implemented by Bavarian Catholics. Both felt the man had reached a
stage of maturity wherein princes were obsolete. Man, having achieved
Enlightenment, could now govern himself.

The fatal flaw of this and other Enlightenment schemes is that it claimed to
do away with the morals associated with religion. In America, the
principles of the Enlightenment were ameliorated by the refusal to



establish a state religion, an idea which eventually came to be known,
based on a quote from a letter from Thomas Jefferson, as the separation of
Church and state. In the absence of state religion and a centralized
Enlightenment government of the sort that would be implemented in
France in the not-too-distant future, the various churches were free to form
the citizenry according to their various lights, and, as a result, the vacuum
at the heart of Enlightenment morals did not lead to social chaos, as it
would in France.

But the principle was clear for anyone with eyes to see and a sense of
history formed by Plato’s judgment in The Republic that democracy
invariably led to tyranny. The Enlightenment appeal to liberty invariably
led to the suppression of religion, which led to the suppression of morals,
which led to social chaos. This meant that those who espoused the
Enlightenment with any circumspection would also have to be interested in
mechanisms of social control, since the erosion of morality which
invariably accompanied the proclamation of “freedom” necessitated it.
Freedom followed by Draconian control became the dialectic of all
revolutions, and, in this regard, the sexual revolution was no exception. In
fact, revolution and sexual revolution were, if not synonymous, then
certainly contemporaneous, and in fact, the latter was inseparable from the
former. Once the passions were liberated from obedience to the traditional
moral law as explicated by the Christian religion, they had to be subjected
to another more stringent, perhaps “scientific” form of control in order to
keep society from falling apart. Social control was a necessary
consequence of liberation, something which the French Revolution would
make obvious. It was the chaos stemming from the French revolution, in
fact, which would inspire Auguste Comte to come up with the “science” of
sociology, which was in its way an ersatz religion but most importantly a
way of bringing order out of chaos in a world which no longer found the
religious foundation of morals plausible.

It was Weishaupt’s genius to come up with a system of control that proved
effective in the absence of religious sanction. In this regard, Weishaupt’s
system would become the model of every secular control mechanism of
both the lef t and the right f or the next two hundred years. Weishaupt was
smart enough to see that “reason” of the sort proposed by the



Masonic lodges of the strict observance would never bring about social
order. Morals, cut off from their ontological source, became associated as a
result with the will of the man who understood the mechanism of control.
Since, as the chaos in the lodges of the Strict Observance showed, reason
led more often than not to conflicting ideas of which program to take, the
Illuminist system had to take the law into its own hands and program
behavior as its leaders saw fit. In this Illuminism followed the typical
trajectory of every other form of Enlightenment social science which
would come into being over the next two hundred years. As in the case of
Comte’s sociology, the old church was replaced with a new church. The old
order, which was based on nature and tradition and revelation, was replaced
by a new totalitarian order which was based on the will of those in power.
The break-up of the Illuminati and the defection of von Knigge, who found
the new order more intolerable than the one he was trying to destroy,
showed that this new order was not without its own problems, but faith in
ever-more-effective technologies of control, based on newer technologies
of communication, would push this disillusionment further and further into
the future.

Nosce te ipsum, nosce alios (“know thyself, know others”) was the motto
which Weishaupt lifted from the oracle at Delphi. The Illuminati were also
a concrete manifestation of Bacon’s dictum that knowledge was power. In
this instance, knowledge of the inner life of the adept was translated
into power over him. Extrapolated to the state that functioned according
to Illuminist principles, that knowledge translated into political power.
What Weishaupt proposed was a technique of noncorporal compulsion, as
formerly practiced by the Jesuits, but now in the service of a secular
utopia which knew none of the restraints the Church placed on the Society
of Jesus. In these controlling these “Maschinenmenschen, ” both
Weishaupt and von Knigge caught first sight of a machine state which
created order though its invisible control over its citizens.

Even if Weishaupt and von Knigge failed to implement that vision, the
publication of their papers by the Bavarian authorities insured that
others would at least have the ultimate fulfillment of that project to
entertain. Once released into the intellectual ether, the vision of machine
people in a machine state controlled by Jesuit-like scientist controllers



would capture the imagination of generations to come, either as utopia in
the thinking of people like Auguste Comte or dystopia in the minds of
people like Aldous Huxley and

Fritz Lang, whose film Metropolis seemed to be Weishaupt’s vision come
to life. Like Gramsci, Weishaupt proposed a cultural revolution more than
a political revolution. Weishaupt wanted to “surround the mighty of this
earth” with a legion of men who would run his schools, churches,
cathedrals, academies, book stores and governments, in short a cadre of
revolutionaries who would influence every instance of political and social
power, and so over the long run educate the society to Enlightenment ideas.
Van Duelman notices the connection between the cultural revolution which
Weishaupt proposed via the Illuminati and the “march through the
institutions” which the ’68ers brought about less than two hundred years
later. The rise of Communism obscured the fact that for the first hundred
years or so following the French Revolution, Illuminism was synonymous
with revolution both in theory and practice. It was in practice, however,
that Illuminsm made its major contribution. In this one small organization
we see virtually all of the psychological control mechanisms of both the
left and the right in nuce. In Illuminism we find in seminal form the
system of police state spying on its citizens, the essence of psychoanalysis,
the rationale for psychological testing, the therapy of journal keeping, the
idea of Kinsey’s sex histories, the spontaneous confessions at Communist
show trials, Gramsci’s march through the institutions, the manipulation of
the sexual passion as a form of control that was the basis for advertising,
and, via Comte, the rise of the “science” of behaviorism, which attempts,
in the words of John B. Watson, to “predict and control behavior.” As the
last instance makes clear, the one thing which all of these technologies
have in common is their desire for control. Weishaupt’s system w a s a
system of control, and it was both the dream of the Enlightenment and its
only consistent project to expand and refine the technology of social
control which Weishaupt envisaged in rudimentary form 200 years ago.

Like so many who would come after him, Weishaupt sought to create a
technology of control to take the place of self-control, which he
himself lacked. At least part of the outrage which surrounded the
publication of the Illuminist manuscripts had to do with the disparity



between the morality which Weishaupt preached and the depravity of his
actions. Weishaupt became involved in an affair with his sister-in-law, and
when she became pregnant, he tried to cover up his involvement by
procuring an abortion. It was this behavior which led Prince Karl Theodore
of Bavaria to denounce Weishaupt at a “villain, perpetrator of incest, child
murderer, seducer of the people, and leader of a conspiracy which
endangered both religion and the state.” The terminology is extreme, but
no more extreme than his actions deserved, and no more extreme than the
ideology Weishaupt sought to put into effect. The prince was right in
seeing Weishaupt as representing the antithesis of the Christian state, and
the essence of this antithesis was the idea of control, the desire to dominate
rather than serve which Augustine termed libido dominandi. If the
Christian faith held as it ideal - no matter how far it strayed from that ideal
in praxis - the idea of loving service, then the revolutionary antithesis of
that ideal could only be domination. Just what the most effective means to
achieve that domination were could and would be worked out in detail over
the next two hundred years. Weishaupt, however, made a significant first
step in this regard by defining the terms, terms which would be definitive.
The battle for liberation would be both a semantic battle and a battle for
control of the soul, and control would remain the essence of revolutionary
praxis, no matter how much the term freedom was used to justif y
its opposite.

In 1787, the same year that Weishaupt fled to Gotha, Bode, who had now
become de facto leader of the Illuminati in exile, traveled to Paris where
he met with members of the Paris lodge “Les Amis Reunis,” and held long
discussions, during which, according his own account in his travel diary,
he tried to interest them in the techniques and doctrines of Illuminism.
Whether he succeeded or not is a matter of debate. The fact that the French
Revolution broke out two years after his arrival led many to believe that he
had succeeded in successfully transplanting Bavarian Illuminism to French
soil and that the French was the first of many revolutions that would follow
until neither a throne nor an altar would be left standing in once-Christian
Europe. “The French,” wrote Professor Leopold Alois Hoffmann of Vienna,
one of the main counter-revolutionaries of his day, “didn’t invent the
project of world revolution. This honor belongs to the Germans. To the
French belongs only the honor of making a beginning.. . . The Comites



politiques came into existence following on the heels Illuminism, which
came into being in Germany and became that much more dangerous
because it was never extinguished there but merely went underground and
then gave birth to the Jacobin clubs.”13

Bode died in 1793,andby 1795 it seems that all activity associated with the
Illuminati as a coherent organization ceased, even though Weishaupt would
continue to collect his pension in Gotha and write books until 1830. Bode’s
trip to Paris, no matter what its immediate effect, gave birth to what has
come to be known as the conspiracy theory, according to which one
organization promoted revolution from the time of the Illuminati all the
way up to the Bolshevik revolution of 1917. Wilson calls that idea
“ridiculous.” But the transmission of the idea of a science of control, based
on the subsequent meditation on ideas proposed in their original form by
the Illuminists and transmitted by the very forces which opposed them, is
not ridiculous. Far from being that, it is in many ways the intellectual
history of the next 200 years.



Part 1, Chapter 2

Paris, 1787

On June 23, 1787, while the Weimar Illuminatus Bode was talking with his
Masonic brothers at the Parisian lodge known as “Les Amis Reunis,”
a French aristocrat by the name of Donatien Alphones Francois de Sade
began the first draft of what would become one of the most influential
novels of the nineteenth century. Sade would eventually call the little book
of some 138 pages Justine ou les Malheur de la vertu, and, as if
recognizing all the grief it would cause, both to himself and others, he
disowned it from the moment of its birth. “They are now printing a novel
of mine,” Sade wrote to Reinaud, his long-suffering lawyer, when the
book’s publication was imminent, “but one too immoral to send to a man
as pious and as decent as you.... Bum it and do not read it if by chance it
falls into your hands. I renounce it.”

By the time he began writing Justine, the Marquis de Sade, as he would be
known to posterity, had been in prison for ten years. No charges had
ever been filed against him. He never went on trial much less had he been
convicted of a crime. He was incarcerated under what was known at the
time as a lettre decachet, a sort of warrant for his arrest, which could be,
and in Sade’s case was, extended indefinitely if the prisoner was
considered a threat to decent society. And Sade was certainly considered
that, most certainly by his mother-in-law, known, perhaps because of the
power she held over him for virtually his entire adult life, as La Presidente.
Madame Montreuil considered Sade a monster, and in this judgment she
was probably not far off the mark. Raised in an especially decadent
aristocratic family, during an especially decadentage in the history of
France, Sade embodied all of the vices of his class and then tookthem all a
stepfurther. While in Marseilles on a business trip, Sade gave two
prostitutes a candy which was supposed to induce flatulence. Instead it
gave the young ladies the impression that they had just been poisoned,
which caused them to go to the police and bring charges of sodomy against
Sade and his valet, which if proven entailed the death penalty for the
perpetrator.

Rather than face the charges, Sade escaped to Italy, where he traveled



around with his valet, who played Leporello to Sade’s Don Giovanni.
Sade would eventually write a book about his travels in Italy, in which he
excoriated the Neapolitans for their loose morals. It was a classic instance
of the pot calling the kettle black, but by the time the book came out,
people had more important things to think about.

Had the Marquis de Sade not been incarcerated at the behest of his mother-
in-law, he would probably have followed his sexual fantasies to
their logical conclusions and become a latter-day version of Gilles des
Rais, one of France’s most notorious mass murderers. We know this with
some certainty because Sade sketched out the trajectory of sexual vice in
exhaustive detail in his never-to-be-finished magnum opus of pom, The
120 Days of Sodom. In this book, which describes the permutations of
perversion in graphic detail, simple passions give way to complex
passions, which in turn give way to criminal passions, which in their turn
give way to the terminus of the sexual drive when it is diverted from its
service to life, namely, the murderous passions or death.

Thanks to the efforts of his mother-in-law, the Marquis de Sade was
diverted from a life of increasingly violent, increasingly criminal sexual
behavior, and as a result some young French women probably lived longer
than they would have otherwise. The downside of La Presidente’s efforts is
that the Marquis de Sade, as a result of his thirteen-year incarceration at
the very end of the ancien regime, became a man of letters instead, and by
sublimating his murderous sexual passions, turned them into a more potent
paradigm for the corruption of future generations. For, if anyone can make
the claim that he fired the first shot in the sexual revolution, it is the
Marquis de Sade. This is so for a number of reasons. First of all, because
sexual revolution is, if not synonymous with revolution in the modem
sense of the word, then certainly it is contemporaneous, and to the Marquis
de Sade goes the additionally dubious distinction of starting the French
Revolution. Sexual revolution is not synonymous, on the other hand, with
sexual sin, which has been with us for as long as sexual organs have existed
in men whose reason, and not instinct, determined how they were to be
governed. Sexual revolution is something slightly different from sexual
vice, although it is certainly based on that. Sexual revolution is the
political mobilization of sexual vice. In this respect, it differs as well from



seduction, which is the manipulation of sexual vice for less than global
political ends; it also differs from prostitution, which is the manipulation
of sexual vice for financial gain. Sexual revolution makes use of both of
these things, but it is more global in scale.

It could be argued that the story of Samson and Delilah is an early example
of sex being put to political purposes, but again it is not sexual revolution
because it was used on a limited basis aimed at what the Philistines
perceived as the Achilles heel of a particularly powerful enemy. It could be
argued that the “fertility” regimes of antiquity in the Middle East, based on
the cults of Baal and Ashtoreth, were examples of sexual liberation as a
form of political control. The Hebrew writers certainly considered them as
such, and warned the Hebrew people against their dangers repeatedly,
warnings which more often than not went unheeded. But whether those
regimes were established a s the result of a “sexual revolution” is a
question whose answer is lost in the mists of time.

The case of the Marquis de Sade, and by extension the sexual revolution he
helped bring into being, is different. Its origins are not lost in some
mythic past but have been documented with a clarity which is more
apparent because they take place against a background of historical ground
that is, if nothing, well trod. The matrix of his writing was the same matrix
which brought about the cataclysm which ushered in the modem age, the
French Revolution. The same ingredients led to both explosions, and if the
two revolutions remain distinct, the one would have been unthinkable
without the other. There is no “liberation” without a revolution. Similarly,
the concept of “liberation” makes all revolutions possible. Revolution is
“liberation” put into praxis. The sexual revolution is no exception in this
regard. It happened in France when it did because sexual morals were
notoriously low and at a certain point, misery loving company, the masses
for whom moral restraint seems an alien imposition, try to clear the air by
conforming their morals to their behavior, having failed for so long to
achieve the opposite.

The Marquis de Sade, in this regard, was simply someone who acted
according to the loose morals of the time and articulated as well the
psychological and political consequences of that train of actions. The event
which allowed that articulation to happen was prison. “It was in prison,”



Lever wrote, “(which served as both protection and limitation of his
freedom) that Sade liberated his tongue and forged his own style. It was in
the depths of solitude , which horrified him (both in itself and for the
sanction it represented), that horror, transformed into an object of desire,
originate: here, the irresistible need to write, along with a terrifying
indomitable power of language, was born. Everything had to be told. The
first freedom is the freedom to tell all.”2

On February 29, 1784, Sade was transferred from Vincennes to the Bastille,
to room number three in a tower ironically known as La Liberte. Four years
later, he would be transferred to number six, a cell which was closer to the
battlements on which he was allowed to walk occasionally as well
as lighter and airier. It was in the Bastille that Sade did his important
writing. The austerity of prison life during the latter days of the ancien
regime depended on the financial means of the prisoner, who was lodged in
a fortified building at his own expense and was allowed to order whatever
he wanted to eat or whatever he wanted to read. By the end of the ancien
regime, the philosophies controlled the culture to such an extent that even
prisoners could get the most subversive reading material. “Under Louis
XVI,” Lever tells us, “it no longer occurred to anyone to deny prisoners the
right to read Voltaire.”' The Marquis de Sade could, and did, order just
about any book he had a desire to read, no matter how subversive. The only
exception was Rousseau’s

Confessions, a prohibition which caused him to rage at his wife, the person
who arranged for the delivery of his food and his books.

Sade, however, did get to read all of Voltaire’s novellas, which he grew to
know by heart, as well as contemporary novels like Laclos's Les
Liaisons dangereuese and philosophy texts like Baron d'Holbach’s System
de la nature, which was all but ubiquitous in the libraries of revolutionaries
of the first sexual revolution from Weishaupt to Shelley. In addition to the
usual Enlightenment texts, the Marquis de Sade also read the travel
narratives of the time: Abbe' de la Porte’s Le Voyageur frangais, Cook’s
Voyages, and Diderot’s Voyages de Bougainville. The latter book was part
of the tradition of cultural relativism which Margaret Mead would make
famous in the twentieth century with the 1927 publication of Coming of
Age in Samoa. Common to these travel books was the not-so-veiled



attempt to relativize morals geographically. Eventually the cultural
relativism that was either the intention of the travel narratives or their
effect in the minds of those already depraved and looking for a
rationalization would find their way into works like Justine. “Virtue,”
Rodin tells one of his young victims in a moment of detumescence, “is not
some kind of mode whose value is incontestable, it is simply a scheme of
conduct, a way of getting along, which varies according to accidents of
geography and climate and which, consequently, has no reality, the
which alone exhibits its futility. . . . there is not upon the entire globe, two
races which are virtuous in the same manner; hence, virtue is not in any
sense real, nor in any wise intrinsically good and in no sort deserves our
reverence.”

Sade’s appropriation of the travel narratives for sexual purposes in Justine
illuminates both the topography of sexual liberation and all of
Sade’s ouevre as its first instantiation. It also allows us to give a tentative
definition of sexual liberation, based on the historical circumstances of its
progenitor -its inventor, so to speak. Sexual liberation is a conflation of
Enlightenment thought, which is to say, rationalization based on “science,”
and masturbation. Masturbation was the logical outcome of Sade’s
incarceration. A man whose sexual activity was out of control when
suddenly cut off from the objects of sexual pleasure will resort to the
solitary vice. But there is more to Sade’s attachment to masturbation than
that, just as there is a more than coincidental connection between sexual
liberation and masturbation. Sade’s sexual activity had been essentially
masturbatory from its inception. “All creatures are born isolated and with
no need of one another,” he wrote in Juliette. In a sexual world like this,
where each sexual partner is simply an aid to orgasm, a sexual device, and
an instrument for pleasure, masturbation is the theoretical essence of all
sexual activity. That theory became practice when the Marquis de Sade was
incarcerated in 1777. In the absence of the whores he would hire to
stimulate his sexual fantasies, he was forced to create imaginary figures
who would serve the same end as masturbation became his actual rather
than just theoretical sexual outlet.

That combination of Enlightenment thought and masturbation would not
only become the dialectic of Sade’s life in prison, where he would read



and masturbate and then read and masturbate some more. It would also
become the structure of his fiction, and as a result of that it would also
become the defining dialectic of sexual liberation. Sexual liberation would
become Enlightenment rationalization in the service of masturbation and
implemented into later cultural expressions of sexual liberation like
Playboy magazine, where the photos served as masturbatory aids and
Playboy philosophy served as rationalization of that behavior. When the
texts which enabled this behavior became widespread enough, pornography
would become an instrument of political domination as well as an
instrument for financial gain.

Sade’s characters spout Enlightenment cliches on morals and physiology as
the rationalization of the sexual crimes they have just committed and are
about to commit as soon as they can talk themselves back into an
erection again. Sade’s writing, like most pornography, is an aid to
masturbation, both his own and that of the reader. In creating texts like
Justine, Sade set the pattern for all subsequent versions of sexual liberation
and sexual revolution. Science, which is to say the world understood
according the philosophies' reading of Newton, makes morals and religion
unnecessary. Taken in the context of Sade’s writings, which is the correct
context, Newtonian science becomes a justification for sexual pleasure, in
fact, its only real attraction. “When the study of anatomy reaches
perfection,” Clermont tells Therese after debauching her in Justine,

they will without any trouble be able to demonstrate the relationship of the
human constitution to the taste which it affects. Ah, you pedants, hangmen,
turnkeys, lawmakers, you shavepate rabble, what do you do when we have
arrived there? What is to become of your laws, your ethics, your religion,
your gallows, your Gods and your Heavens and your Hell when it shall be
proven that such a flow of liquids, this variety of fibers, that degree of
pungency in the blood or in the animal spirits are sufficient to make a man
the object of your givings and your takings away.

Morality, in other words, is really nothing more than fluid dynamics. Sade
felt this would undoubtedly be proven true by some future breakthrough
in materialist physiology. In the meantime, his readers can act as if the
discovery were a foregone conclusion. Such was the hope of the Marquis
de Sade, and it continued to be the hope of those who espouse the



Enlightenment’s project in the present. Taken in its context, however, the
passage betrays the attraction Newtonian physics held for the devotee of
the Enlightenment. Newtonian physics made morals unnecessary because it
reduced the complexity of life, and all of its moral considerations, to some
calculus of matter in motion. What used to be behavior that led to heaven
or hell had been reduced by the Enlightenment into a few simple
calculations involving fluid dynamics. In the context of both his fiction and
the life he led while writing it, the Enlightenment became for the Marquis
de Sade an aid to masturbation, and to a great extent as a result of his texts,
that is what it would remain for generations of sexual liberationists to
come. By the time the Internet arrived as the primary delivery vehicle for
pornography two hundred years later, masturbation was still the key to
understanding sexual liberation because, as with Sade, the libertine
invariably sees his sex partners as instruments, something which makes
even sexual activity with other people essentially mastur-batory. Perhaps
this is why Sallie Tisdale in her book Talk Dirty to Me is so insistent on
making masturbation synonymous with sex. For her, in fact, all sex is
essentially masturbatory. “In this sense,” she writes, “all sex is
masturbation - the other person’s body is an object by which we have
intense but wholly internal pleasure, and our orgasm is a self-created and
unshared universe. ... This may be the best explanation for why the
orgasms of masturbation can be more powerful and feel more physically
whole than those shared. They are simply safer.”6

The ipsation of liberated sex is intensified by its abhorrence of procreation.
“A pretty girl,” Madame Sainte-Ange tells Eugenie in Philosophy in the
Bedroom, “ought simply to concern herself with fucking, and never
with engendering. No need to touch at greater length on what pertains to
the dull business of population, from now on we shall address ourselves
principally, nay, uniquely to those libertine lecheries whose spirit is in no
wise reproductive.”7 Here as elsewhere, Sade takes the lead by essentially
staking out all of the available ground. His contempt for female genitalia is
legendary, something which also explains his choice of sodomy as his
preferred form of sexual activity. But sexual preference indicates other
truths as well. Sade’s misogyny may well be a disguised hatred of the
mother whom he felt had abandoned him as a child, or it may have resulted
from his undisguised hatred of the mother-in-law who had him imprisoned



for thirteen years of his life, but it also bespoke hatred of nature, female
nature especially because it was the vehicle for new life, which was, in its
way, testimony to the author of life. When he wasn’t confined to his cell
and limited to masturbation as his only form of sexual expression, Sade
invariably tended to engage in both sodomy and sexual blasphemy,
typically involving the desecration of communion hosts. In both acts we
see defiance of nature, which is to say, defiance of the connection between
love and life as ordained by the Creator. Sade’s frequent use of the term
“Nature” in his pornography is equivocal, and use of the term amounts to
what Nietzsche, an avid reader of Sade, would call the transvaluation of
values. Nature in its traditional sense meaning purpose is replaced by
Nature in its Enlightenment sense which means whatever is, which is to say
the absence of purpose. Nature in the latter sense commands all activity,
and since this is so, there is no such thing as free will, and as a result terms
like good and evil are chimeras of a bygone age.

As a result, sexual liberation, becomes by its very nature a form of
domination whereby the strong get to do what they want with the weak.
Since strong is synonymous with male and weak with female in Sade’s
anthropology, “liberation” means the male domination of women. Sexual
liberation is, therefore, always a form of control, according to which the
idea of nature as rational purpose, implying good and evil as expressions of
practical reason, is replaced by the idea of nature as brute force. This also
means that any pancultural implementation of sexual liberation will call
forth a feminist reaction, as women who are imbued with left-wing
fantasies first succumb to unwitting domination and then react with
inchoate rage when the outlines of their bondage to “liberation” begins to
become clear to them.

Sexual liberation, as the foregoing 200-year trajectory indicates, always
tends to masturbation by way of rationalization, and in this respect the
Enlightenment was the crucial enabling device for sexual revolution, every
bit as much as it was the enabling device for the political revolution in
France. Sade played a crucial role in both events. Aldous Huxley, who was
no stranger to explaining how sexual freedom could be exploited for
political ends, traces the tendency back to the Marquis de Sade and his use
of Enlightenment “philosophy.” In Justine, the explication of the true



physical nature of morals, as d’Holbach predicted, makes them
nonfunctional, hence allowing “liberation” from moral constraint. In
reality though, the attraction of Enlightenment physiology lay not so much
in its truth as in its satisfaction of desire. Sade’s fiction makes clear that
materialism of the sort promoted by Baron d’Holbach and de la Mettrie is
just another aid to masturbation.

“The real reason why the Marquis could see no meaning or value in the
world,” Huxley writes in Ends and Means, “is to be found in those
descriptions of fornications, sodomies and tortures which alternate with
the philosophizings of Justine and Juliette. . . . His philosophical
disquisitions, which, like the pornographic day-dreams, were mostly
written in prisons and asylums, were the theoretical justification of his
erotic practices.”8

Unlike Huxley, Francine du Plessix Gray accepts Sade’s masturbatory
fantasies at face value by claiming that science, as expounded in de
la Mettrie’s tract Man a Machine, undermined morals coincidentally by
revealing the truth about man. For Gray, who accepts the Enlightenment at
face value as well, reason dictates behavior, which is to say that Sade first
apprehended the truth of what de la Mettrie had to say and then put it into
practice after he realized, like d’Holbach, the true nature of morals as
physically derived:

Sade had also seized on the work of the philosopher La Mettrie, author of
L’Homme Machine, published in 1748. La Mettrie’s views were, in
essence, simple and exercised considerable influence on the characters
of Sade’s fiction, if not directly on their creator. Man, according to
La Mettrie, must be defined exclusively by scientific observation and
experiment. The conclusion of this method can only be that a human
creature is a machine, as dependent on motion as the machinery and
instruments of the new scientific age of the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries had proved to be.9

After def ending both his masturbatory fantasies and the appropriation of
the Enlightenment as masturbatory aid which they entailed, Gray is
then forced to defend Sade’s treatment of women, turning him into a
twentieth-century liberal by claiming that he would not allow this



materialist philosophy to be used as an excuse to mistreat people. “In
short,” she writes, “the materialist, convinced, in spite of the protests of his
vanity, that he is but a machine or an animal, will not maltreat his kind, for
he will know too well the nature of those actions, whose humanity is
always in proportion to the degree of the analogy proved above.”10 One
wonders just what edition of Sade Gray had been reading. In Justine Sade
takes de la Mettrie’s idea of man as a machine to its logical sexual
conclusion when he writes that “women, who are nothing but machines
designed for voluptuousness, who ought to be nothing but the targets of
lust, are untrustworthy authorities whenever one has got to construct an
authentic doctrine upon this kind of pleasure.”11

This and other passages indicate that sexual liberation is a system in which
behavior dictates reason, and once reason is no longer the light according
to which man acts, force takes its place, and force - pace Ms. Gray and
other feminists - means the sexual exploitation of women. As Sade makes
perfectly clear, the inner logic of sexual liberation is always might makes
right. The truth is the opinion of the powerful. The good is the desires of
the powerful. Sexual liberation is, therefore, of its essence a form of
control. In its nascent and crudest form, it is male control of women.
Since women according to this view are essentially appliances who get
neutered to prevent unwanted offspring from diminishing sexual pleasure,
sexual liberation is also essentially masturbatory. In this regard,
subsequent generations of sexual liberationists are like moths returning to
the same flame, namely, the seminal texts of the Marquis de Sade. They
are irrationally attracted to these texts, but they dare not get too close to
them lest their attraction be destroyed by the burning logic of domination
which lies at their heart.

“The philosopher,” Sade writes using the contemporary term for the
Enlightenment thinker, “sates his appetites without inquiring to know what
his enjoyments may cost others, and without remorse.”12 In that one
phrase, Sade gives us the essential definition of sexual liberation. It is the
sating of passion without remorse according to the materialist philosophy
which the philosophesderived fromNewtonian physics. By transforming
men into machines, de la Mettrie and Sade immediately transform all sex
into masturbation, and once that transformation occurs, it is only a matter



of time before some social engineer begins to figure out a way to put that
newly “liberated” sexual energy to some extrinsic financial and political
use. The minute after man gets liberated, he gets controlled.

Gray attempts to domesticate Sade - implicit in the title of her book At
Home with the Marquis de Sade - but fails to do justice to the word
“sadism” which derives from Sade’s willingness to inflict pain and cruelty
on his victims. Gray also fails to understand the essentially masturbatory
nature of Sade’s writings. Materialism is not attractive because it is true, it
is true because it is attractive. Its appeal is essentially erotic. Huxley, in
this regard, is a more sensitive critic than Gray because he is willing to
admit just how readily reason succumbs to desire and the role that
Enlightenment thought played in this reversal:

The philosopher who finds no meaning in the world is not concerned
exclusively with a problem in pure metaphysics. He is also concerned to
prove that there is no valid reason why he personally should not do as
he wants to do, or why his friends should not seize political power and
govern in the way that they find most advantageous to themselves. The
voluntary, as opposed to the intellectual, reasons for holding the doctrines
of materialism, for example, may be predominantly erotic, as they were
in the case of Lamettrie (see his lyrical account of the pleasures of the bed
in La Volupte and at the end of L’Homme Machine), or predominantly
political as they were in the case of Karl Marx.

Taken on the literal level, texts like Justine celebrate characters like
Dolmance and Rodin, who have liberated themselves from religion and
morals and, as a result, engage in any and all sexual activity free from
guilt. The libertine is the truly moral man, for, as Baron d’Holbach said,
“The moral man, is he who acts by physical causes, with which our
prejudices preclude us from becoming acquainted.”14 Taken in context,
however, the point of these effusions is masturbation. This brings us then
to the duality at the heart of the sexual liberationist project, a duality which
revolves around the issue of freedom and slavery. The exoteric text of the
Enlightenment and sexual liberation is liberation; its esoteric text,however,
is control. What appears on the surface to be brave Prometheans liberating
themselves from the chains of superstition turns out on closer examination
to be a masturbatory fantasy, which sooner or later was going to be



exploited as a form of control. The Marquis de Sade pioneered both
possibilities; he was simultaneously thrall and manipulator; he proposed
sexual liberation as a way of exerting hegemony over the female sex in the
interest of sexual pleasure. In this sense, the sexual liberator was also the
controller. But he proposed this revolution by writing masturbatory
fantasies, and in this sense the sexual liberator was being opened to
external control himself, by the exploitation of his own passions to be sure,
but also by anyone who knew how to manipulate those passions. By
proposing sexual liberation as the overthrow of the moral law, then, the
Marquis de Sade simultaneously opened up new vistas for domination for
anyone who could manipulate passion. It was a discovery which would
have far-reaching consequences. Those who attempted to follow in his
footsteps, people like the revolutionaries in France or Shelley and his wife
Mary Godwin, soon found that horror, more than pleasure, was the reward
for those who sought to become masters of life and the life-force.
Sade would learn too. He was both a masturbator and a pomographer who
would become aware during the course of the French Revolution of the
political implications of his work.

On the morning of July 2, 1789, Donatien Alphonse Francois de Sade flew
into a rage when he was told that he would not be permitted to take
his accustomed walk on the battlements of the Bastille that day. Sade
had learned from his wife that the disorders in Paris had increased
dramatically of lateand getting confined to his cell was independent
confirmation of what she had told him. Commandante de Launay, who
considered Sade an incorrigible criminal and a political revolutionary,
could not afford having someone of Sade’s temperament coming in contact
with the dangerously volatile crowds. In addition to that consideration, de
Launay needed the battlements for their original purpose, namely,
armament. The battlements were now occupied by canons and barrels of
black powder. The Bastille, which had been built as a fortress and then
converted into a prison, was in the process of reverting to its original
purpose, now to defend not the city but the few remaining inmates -
criminals, the insane, and the criminally insane - from the mob which
threatened to liberate them.

Sade was in no mood to postpone his walk and so, confined to his cell, he



did what he considered the next best thing. He took a white metal funnel
normally used to convey the contents of his chamber pot into the Bastille
moat and placing it to his lips began to harangue the crowd outside at the
top of his lungs, claiming that the prisoner’s throats were being cut by the
murderous warden and jailers and demanding the crowd’s help.

Twelve days later the mob responded to his call, but the Marquis was not
there to welcome them. At one in the morning in the night after his
funnel outburst, Sade had been dragged out of bed by six armed guards and
taken to the insane asylum at Charenton, where he would later achieve
fame of sorts as a director of plays. What the mob found instead on the
afternoon of July 14 when it burst into Liberty number six, his cell, was a
comfortably furnished apartment with a library of 600 books, as well as
prints and obscene tapestries, as well as the entire Sadean oeuvre to date,
all of which got pillaged, which is to say either destroyed or stolen by the
mob which he had hoped would liberate him. The fate of Commandant de
Launay was less fortunate still. He along with Major de Losme-Salbray and
his assistant Miray were dragged out of the Bastille onto the Place de
Greve and murdered. A kitchen boy by the name of Desnot then cut off de
Launay’s head with a pocket knif e and, sticking it on the head of a pike, a
carried it through the streets of Paris as the totem of the city’s newfound
liberty. It was in that respect an omen of some significance. The head
severed from the body, symbolizing the disjunction between reason and the
passions, would become the symbol of the revolution. Either that or the
instrument of that disjunction, the guillotine.

For the next eight months, Sade would spend his time in the company of
“madmen, imbeciles, debauchees and spendthrifts” in “a dark building,
buried in dirt up to its roof.” If this were liberty it was much more austere
than the imprisonment he had endured in his by comparison luxurious
apartment at the Bastille. “You will find,” he wrote describing his cell in
Charenton, “four bare, damp walls covered with insects, with a bed nailed
to one wall, a ha ven for fleas and spiders that have laid undisturbed for a
hundred years.”13

Sade’s stay at the madhouse in Charenton was a prelude to being released
into a world that was about to go mad or it was an interlude between the
private madness of the masturbatory fantasies of his writings and



the public madness those writings would at least in part inspire in the
public realm. “Without the mad extravagance represented by the name, the
life and the truth of Sade,” wrote Maurice Blanchot, “the Revolution would
have been deprived of a part of its Reason.”16 Or unreason. Whatever the
case, Sade walked out of Charenton on Good Friday, which fell in the year
1790 on April 2. His wife, who had served him faithfully during his stay in
prison, now refused to take him in. There were no half-way houses in Paris
at the time, and so Sade was free to wander the streets with three
mattresses, a black coat and one gold louis in his pocket.

Although he still owned the Sade family’s ancestral lands in the south of
France and the aristocratic title that went with them, Sade saw his newly
acquired freedom as the chance to embark upon a new career, one more
in keeping with the revolutionary age, namely, man of letters. Sade
managed to salvage a few manuscripts from the sacking of the Bastille, and
a little over one year after his release from Charenton in June 1791 the
most marketable-because it was the most pornographic - was about to be
published. That manuscript was Justine . The publisher, Sade wrote to
Reinaud, asked for something “quite spicy,” and Sade obligingly responded
by returning a book “capable of corrupting the devil.”17 Freedom in 1791
meant “La Foutro-manie,” which could be translated freely as the freedom
to fuck. Given the fact that passions drove the revolution, it was not
surprising that the first expression of freedom the revolutionaries chose to
exercise was freedom from sexual restraint. Nor was it surprising that the
sexual passion freed from all restraint would quickly degenerate into
passion of another bloodier sort. Sade, after all, had sketched out the
trajectory in his now missing manuscript The 120 Days of Sodom.

But that was a lesson the French nation would have to learn the hard way in
the expensive school of experience, as their idol Ben Franklin had
once said. In the meantime, they devoted themselves to gratifying their
newly liberated passions, and Sade looked forward to a best seller and the
emolument which would accrue therefrom. It seemed like a sure thing
because of the Zeitgeist. Pornography, as Lever noted, was a la mode:

A veritable wave of licentious fiction had swept across France, mingling
titillating visions with the imprecations of revolutionary orators and the Ca
ira! of patriots. The erotic vein, though apparently so contrary to



civic virtue, met with unheard of favor. Sex never sold so well. People
went wild for lascivious scenes and lubricious bodies. It was impossible to
find debauches outrageous enough, lovemaking furious enough, or
perversions new enough to slake the public’s lusty appetite. The erotic and
the political had never meshed so tightly.

Perhaps no novel since has contributed to the politicization of sex and the
sexualization of politics. Justine became in effect the hieratic text for
sexual liberationists throughout the nineteenth century. Byron owned a
copy, as did Swinburne. In the 1920s he became the “Divine Marquis” to
the French surrealists, who saw him as the vehicle to revolution. Perhaps
because many found the book as appalling as appealing, some felt that
interest in it would die out. They were wrong. In 1800 the editor of the
Tribunal d'Appollon urged the police to seize and destroy the book. “You
think that the work is not selling. You are in error.”19

On June 20, 1791, at around the same time that Justine was arriving in the
bookstalls, King Louis XVI fled from Paris, where he had been interred
a year before after a mob of 30,000 women marched him and his family
from Versailles with the heads of his guards on pikes. The king hoped to
reach German-speaking lands with his family, where with the help of his
brother-in-law, the emperor of Austria, he would return at the head of an
avenging army. He got as far as the town of Varennes, where a government
official fell on his knees after recognizing the king, betraying him to his
revolutionary enemies in this unwitting act of homage. Four days later the
royal family was brought back to Paris under armed escort. When the
entourage reached the Place de la Revolution, a man burst from the crowd,
leaped onto the king’s carriage and tossed a letter onto his lap. The man
who both wrote and delivered the letter was the Marquis de Sade, and the
letter which was soon published under the title “Address of a Citizen of
Paris to the King of the French,” marked Sade’s entry into the field of
politics and political propaganda.

“If you wish to reign,” Sade informed the doubtlessly grateful Louis XVI,
“let it be over a free nation. It is the nation that installs you, that names you
its leader. It is the nation that places you on its throne, and not the God
of the universe, as people used to have the weakness to believe.”20



It was one more rant about atheism, a predilection that would eventually
get him in trouble when Robespierre decided that the French needed a
Supreme Being to keep them in line, one compatible, of course, with his
revolutionary program. But all that was in the future. For the moment, Sade
eagerly traded in his first love, pornography, and devoted himself to
writing political tracts. In his private correspondence, Sade would range
from calling Louis XVI his beloved king to proclaiming the most
republican of sentiments depending on how the political winds were
blowing at the time. Often letters were written to be read by censors, who
freely opened the mail of citizens suspected of disloyalty or were left lying
around the house for the police when they came to search his lodgings for
evidence of antirevolutionary sentiment. Sade was hardly adverse to the
idea of revolution. “After dishonoring himself in so many crimes,” wrote
Michaud, “Sade could hardly fail to support a revolution that in some sense
consecrated the principles of those crimes.”-1 To say though that Sade had
a consistent political point of view during the days of the Revolution would
be an exaggeration. It would also be an exaggeration to say that he
renounced his sympathy toward his own class, even if he did drop the
particle and adopt the ostentatiously republican name of Citizen Louis
Sade. When on June 19, 1792, Condorcet ordered that all genealogical
documents held in public archives were to be burned, Sade was appalled.
Yet not appalled enough to cease calling himself Citizen Sade or
to abandon what one would have to call his political opportunism. “As a
man of letters,” he wrote, “I find myself obliged to work one day for one
party, one day for another, and this establishes certain mobility of opinion
that is now without influence on my private thoughts.”“

Sade took up his residence in the Section de la Place Vendome and quickly
became active in the section meetings, which functioned as revolutionary
committees whose decisions had the force of law not only in Paris
but throughout France. Gradually, over the summer of 1792 the sans
culottes and other enrage operatives took over the meetings at what had
once been the Church of the Capuchins and began agitating for more and
more radical measures against the monarchy and the now captive king.
Before long that agitation would have its effect in what would become
known as the September massacres of 1792. Forthe next six weeks,
“Citizen Sade” would write to Ripert, his deputy, ordering him to spirit off



his estate books to a saf e place so that he could safely prove his
aristocratic lineage and his claims on this estates.

In the meantime, while Sade was simultaneously pandering to the mob in
Paris and making sure his aristocratic titles were safe, the events of
the Revolution had taken on a life of their own. On August 10, 1792, at
three in the morning, the insurrectional Commune met at the city hall and
then marched to the place du Carousel directly in front of the Tuileries,
where the king was being held but guarded by a force of 4,000 men, mainly
Swiss guards. The mob which had linked up at six in the morning with
delegates from the Left Bank sections was intimidated by the force
guarding the king and so decided to wait for reinforcements as word spread
throughout Paris and the revolutionary forces began to converge on the
palace. Eventually the mob swelled to 10,000, emboldened by the defection
of many gendarmes, who now marched with the mob with their hats on
their bayonets. Eventually the mob burst through the gates of the palace
and swarmed to the grand staircase where a confrontation ensued. When a
shot was fired from a second story window, the Swiss took it as their signal
and opened fire on the mob leaving 300 dead. At first the mob retreated,
then the Swiss retreated; then, in order to avoid further carnage, the King
ordered the Swiss to lay down their arms. What followed was even worse
carnage as the enraged mob stripped, then castrated, then decapitated the
helpless Swiss, then carried their heads through Paris on pikes.

Outrage seemed to fuel outrage in the aftermath of the August 10 assault
on the Tuileries, when mobs roamed the street for the next month as
rumor provoked reprisal on a massive scale. On August 26 the French
forces were defeated at Longwy; on September 2 Verdun fell and the way
to Paris was open to English and counter-revolutionary forces, an event
which prompted Danton to give his famous speech calling for “I’audace,
encore Vaudace, et toujour I’audace” to rally the revolutionary forces. The
immediate effect of the speech was audacious enough. On Sunday
September 2, wagons carrying 1 15 defenseless priests bound for
deportation were diverted by an enraged mob to the Abbaye and a
Carmelite convent where their throats were slit. One day later on
September 3 at the same Abbaye where the priests had been murdered, the
mob seized the Princess de Lamballe, stabbed her in the stomach, and then,



after cutting off her breasts and decapitating her, they then carried her head
through the streets to the Temple where Marie Antoinette was being held.
There they displayed the princess’s head, whose locks a hairdresser curled
after it had been removed from her body, for the queen’s inspection, all the
while chanting obscene slogans.

Sade recounted the events of September 3 the next day in a letter to
Gaufridy, but he gives no indication that the sexual sadism of the
outburst might have some connection to his writings. “All of the refractory
priests,” he wrote, “had their throats cut in the churches where they were
being held, among them the archbishop of Arles, the most virtuous and
respectable of men.”"3 If Sade was moved to pity by the massacre, the
movement was short-lived. “There is nothing equal to the horror of the
massacres,” he wrote on a fold of the same letter, “but they were just.”24

The last line may have been written for the benefit of the censors, who
could and did inspect Sade’s correspondence in search of counter-
revolutionary ideas, but the striking fact remains. Sade had sketched out
the trajectory which the revolution was taking as it progressed from sexual
“liberation” to sexual sadism to murder. Sexual passion was the fuel which
fed the revolutionary blaze and now that blaze would set the revolutionary
house itself on fire in an orgy of bloodshed that demanded a totalitarian
imposition of order from without in order to save the country from its own
destructive passions.



Part I, Chapter 3

London, 1790

On November 4, 1789, the Rev. Richard Price, the noted dissenting divine,
gave a sermon on the revolution in France at the meeting house in Old
Jewry to the Society for Commemorating the Revolution [of 1688] in Great
Britain. “We are met,” Price said in a sermon that was republished as a
tract in early 1790, “to thank God for that event in this country to which the
name of The Revolution has been given; and for which, for more than a
century, it has been usual for the friends of freedom, and more especially
Protestant Dissenters, to celebrate with expressions of joy and exultation.”

The reaction to the sermon was, as one might expect, various. Edmund
Burke read the transcription of the talk in early 1790 and wrote his book
Reflections on the Revolution in France in response, a document which
appeared on November 1, 1790, and was to become, according to Russell
Kirk, the founding document of conservative political thought. Burke
argued that Unitarianism was less a religion than it was a subversive
political party and felt that it should be suppressed. As events in France
proved Burke’s predictions right, the idea of suppression eventually found
fruition in the sedition trials of 1792, when Tom Paine fled England to be
with his fellow revolutionaries in France.

Unlike Edmund Burke, William Godwin heard Dr. Price’s sermon in
person. Godwin came from one of the many dissenting families in
East Anglia, where he was ordained a minister in 1778. Shortly after that,
one of Godwin’s colleagues, the Rev. Joseph Fawcett gave him a strange
and disconcerting book entitled Le Systemedela Nature, published in
Holland to escape the censors but written by a Frenchman by the name of
Baron d’Holbach. As it would with so many eighteenth century thinkers,
The System of Nature precipitated a crisis in Godwin’s Calvinist faith
which would be aggravated by reading Rousseau and Helvetius and would
only reach a resolution of sorts when he left the ministry in 1783 and then
left the Christian faith behind completely in 1787. Godwin also read
Priestley, but unlike Priestley did not settle for the half-way house to
atheism known as Unitarianism. Godwin embraced total skepticism and,
after another equally unsuccessful stint as a teacher, embarked on a literary



career which would last for another fifty years.

In 1790 in the aftermath of Rev. Price’s sermon, the world of Grub Street
political journalism was alive with fantasies surrounding the revolution in

France, particularly among the tribe of dissenters from East Anglia, many
of whom, like Godwin, were drifting out of the ministry and into secular
occupations like writer and teacher. Later in life Wordsworth would give
expression to the euphoria of the times in his famous couplet from the
Preface to the Excursion: “Bliss was it that dawn to be alive./But to be
young was very heaven! /Oh, Times . . . when reason seemed to most to
assert her rights.” The events in France focused Godwin’s attention in a
way that would never happen again. He re-immersed himself in the
Enlightenment books which had caused him to lose his faith and began
attending meetings of radical societies. Eventually all this intellectual
ferment began to bear fruit.

On May 1791, shortly after reading Tom Paine’s recently published book
The Rights of Man, he confided to his diary that he had just conceived of a
massive book, which he would “philosophically place the principles
of politics on an immovable basis, which would overbear and annihilate
all oppositions.”1 In July of 1791 Godwin sold the idea to the radical
publisher Joseph Johnson, and in September of 1791 he set to work on his
revolutionary magnum opus, a task which would occupy him for the next
sixteen months. In Godwin’s book we find little more than the English
language version of the same project that had motivated the philosophes
across the channel, namely an application of Newton to the social order.
This prime requirement for the project was a particularly vivid imagination
as the thinker tried to imagine all of human interaction as the outcome of
the random bumping together of insensate atoms. The discovery of
“underlying principles” that lay at the center of this project meant the
devaluation of everything that man had previously held sacred. In
particular family ties and religion were to be eschewed in favor of an
objectivity which Godwin at one point compared to an angel looking at the
earth from a great height. The erosion of morals followed so naturally from
this presupposition that it is difficult not to see it, as Aldous Huxley did in
his book Ends and Means a century and a half later, as part of the
motivation for adopting the Enlightenment worldview from the beginning.



This, in many ways is precisely how both the Left and the Right saw
Godwin’s book. The conservatives criticized it because it eroded morals,
and radicals like Percy Shelley, the romantic revolutionary, praised it for
the same reason. Except for the values which Shelley attached to sexual
liberation, his views are identical with the those of the Anti-Jacobin
Review. “The promiscuous intercourse of the sexes,” was, according to the
antirevolutionary faction in 1797, when Godwin’s star had waned
considerably from its zenith two years earlier, “one of the highest
improvements to result from Political Justice."2

Two months into the writing of that book, on November 13, 1791, Godwin
went to a dinner party given by his publisher at which he intended
to discuss political issues with Tom Paine, the man whose book had
inspired Godwin to begin writing seven months before. Also attending the
dinner party was a woman by the name of Mary Wollstonecraft, who had
recently become famous in London literary circles by writing a response to
Burke's Reflections called the Vindication of the Rights of Men. Godwin
considered Vindication too polemical and felt that Wollstonecraft, flushed
with newfound celebrity, monopolized the conversation. Wollstonecraft,
for her part, had reason to be garrulous. Having been raised in the same
dissenting culture was Godwin, she was now tasting the fame that he would
savor a year later when the publication of Political Justice would make him
famous - for a while, at least.

Wollstonecraft, like the rest of the dissenting literati, had been moved by
the recent events in France. Like Godwin, she was in the process of
working out what she felt were the implications of the dissenting faith and
found that that meant jettisoning ever more theological baggage as the seas
of thought got stormier. And that new-found fame was having an
intoxicating effect on Mary Wollstonecraft as well. Theological radicalism
was finding its expression in what one would have to term moral
radicalism as the dissenting circle around Wollstonecraft’s publisher,
Joseph Johnson, began applying the solvent of “reason” to accepted beliefs.
Reason in this instance found its highest expression in Newtonian physics,
and as a result custom and morals as passed on from one generation to
another became suspect.

The suspicion becomes apparent in Wollstonecraft’s response to Burke



who appeals to tradition as an antidote to what was happening in France
at the time. Since Burke’s def ense of the Glorious Revolution amounts to a
justification of a usurpation of the English throne from its rightful
hereditary heir, Wollstonecraft is less than impressed with the traditions he
purports to defend. If Burke, in other words, were really a supporter of
tradition, how could he justify the Reformation? And if he didn’t support
the Reformation, did he want to return England to the time when, as
Wollstonecraft put it, “men worshipped bread as God?” If Burke is not
defending tradition or “in-bred sentiments” in any straightforward sense,
what then is he defending? Wollstonecraft’s answer is “security of
property,” the true “definition of English liberty,” upon which “selfish
principle every nobler one is sacrificed.”

The debate over property and economics would intensify during the
nineteenth century. The political debate took on the coloration of the
revolutions in France and America, but underpinning it was a psychology
that was based on traditional morals. Mary Wollstonecraft may have been a
political and theological radical, but her morals and the psychology based
on them were as traditional as Burke’s. In fact, it was the fact that they
shared the same psychology that allowed her to make her moral points in
the debate. Instead of custom and “inbred sentiments” as our guide,
Wollstonecraft proposes reason, which is the sign that we “are superior to
brute creation” and a “guide of passion” as well. “Cultivation of reason,”
she writes, is “an arduous task, and men of lively fancy, finding it easier to
follow the impulse of passion, endeavour to persuade themselves and
others that it is most natural.” When the passions gain the upper hand over
reason that “chaotic state of mind” is known as madness, “when reason
gone, we know not where, the wild elements of passion clash, and all is
horror and confusion.”'1

As an encore to her success in attacking Burke, Wollstonecraft wrote the
even more polemical Vindication of the Rights of Women, a feminist
tract, the first of many to come, which earned her the ire of Horace
Walpole, who christened her a “hyena in petticoats” for her efforts. The
Rights of Women also earned Wollstonecraft the reputation as a dangerous
radical, a reputation which was in many ways unearned, at least in terms of
morals and psychology-



As some indication of her frame of mind at the time, there is the evidence
in Maty, A Fiction, a novel she submitted to Johnson at around this time
in which the heroine leaves a romantic attraction unconsummated as the
object of her affection eventually dies. She consoles herself instead with
the thought that there is to come “that world where there is neither
marrying nor giving in marriage,” and by commending to the reader the
thought of William Paley, specifically, his Principles of Moral and
Political Philosophy whose definition of virtue - “the doing good to
mankind in obedience to with the will of God, and for the sake of
everlasting happiness.” - is congruent with the one found in the Baltimore
Catechism. In a letter to her sister Everina, Wollstonecraft, much like the
heroine of her eponymous fiction Maty, decided that it was better to
remain unmarried if one were planning on a life of intellectual work: “I
could not now,” she wrote, “resign intellectual pursuits for domestic
comforts.”4

This is traditional psychology with a vengeance, but Mary Wollstonecraft
was not hanging around with traditional people at the time, and over the
course of her years as a polemicist for the French Revolution in England
we can seethe company she keeps taking a gradual toll on her morals. The
fish, according to the French proverb, rots first at the head, and
Wollstonecraft seems to perceive the danger that her passions might
“pursue objects that the imagination enlarges, till they become only a
sublime idea that shrinks from the enquiry of sense, and mocks the
experimental philosophers who would confine this spiritual phlogiston in
their material crucibles.”5 But perceiving the danger and avoiding it are
two different things. Wollstonecraft was neither a moral nor a
psychological radical. She proposed a traditional psychology in which
reason held sway over unruly passion in the well-governed soul. It was the
patrimony of the classical Christian moral tradition, but it was being
eroded from within by books from France and from without by
the company she chose to keep.

The circle which met in Joseph Johnson’s shop and listened to Reverend
Price’s sermons looked upon the revolution in France as their triumph
because at this point, in 1790, it seemed like the bloodless triumph of their
principles, and in many respects it was. It was Voltaire who in many



ways launched the Enlightenment in the third decade of that century by
bringing English ideas back to France. Revolutionary France was the proof
that the radical theories of the dissenters could be put into practice.
Dissenters, it should be remembered, accepted the Calvinist notion of
innate and complete depravity, according to which human nature had been
completely eclipsed by the fall. Man on his own could accomplish nothing
good. There was no such thing as a post-lapsarian human nature, other than
the bondage to sin. The difference between the Calvinist dissenter and the
Enlightenment philo-sophe was similar to what Perry Miller had to say
about the difference between Jonathan Edwards and Ralph Waldo Emerson.
The only thing that separated them was the idea of original sin. Since
original sin had known no boundary to its sway over human nature
according to Calvinist/dissenting theology, the abandonment of that idea
would have the opposite effect on human nature, allowing it to soar from
depravity to apotheosis in one quick motion. The one thing that both
philosophe and dissenter shared was the disdain for the idea of a perduring
human nature. Once the dissenters got rid of the Calvinist interpretation of
original sin, they immediately became Utopians. Heaven on earth was now
possible. This is clearly the message of Price’s sermon:

What an eventful period is this! I am thankful that I have lived to it; and 1
could almost say, Lord, now lettest thy servant depart in peace for
mine eyes have seen thy salvation. I have lived to see a diffusion of
knowledge, which has undermined superstition and error. I have lived to
see the rights of men better understood than ever; and nations panting for
liberty, which seemed to have lost the idea of it. I have lived to see Thirty
Millions of people, indignant and resolute, spuming at slavery and
demanding liberty with an irresistible voice; their kind led in triumph, and
an arbitrary monarch surrendering himself to his subjects. After sharing in
the benefits of one Revolution, I have been spared to be a witness to two
other revolutions, both glorious. And now, methinks, 1 see the ardor of
liberty catching and spreading; a general amendment beginning in human
affairs; the dominion of kings changed f or the dominion of la ws and
dominion of priests giving way to the dominion of reason and conscience 6

Mary Wollstonecraft gradually adopted the euphoric tone of the day. Talk
of renunciation and of reward in heaven where there was neither marrying



nor giving in marriage was replaced by the slowly growing conviction that
any number of previously inconceivable arrangements might now
be possible. If France could depose its king, did a man have to remain
married to the same woman if he tired of her? The idea was broached by
Thomas Holcroft, another member of the Johnson circle, in a novel called
Anna St. Ives, which Wollstonecraft review when it appeared. The story
described a radical heiress who spends a good deal of her time
rationalizing her sexual appetites in conversations with her lover, who
assures her that in the future marriage will cease to exist.

Since sexual revolution is inextricably bound up with political revolution,
it is not surprising that the revolution in France should stimulate the
revolutionary minded in England to thinking about rearranging their
personal lives. Wordsworth got swept away by the same tide taking a lover
in France during the early days of the revolution, then fathering a child,
then abandoning both mother and child when the revolution turned in
another, more-violent direction.

It is hard to imagine, then, that the same currents would not affect someone
as impressionable as Mary Wollstonecraft. And her letters to Joseph
Johnson at the time indicate that no matter how much she believed that
reason should still maintain its control over passion in theory, in practice
she was having difficulty living up to what she believed. In many ways,
Wollstonecraft was proving Burke right, justas the subsequent courseof
events in France would prove him right as well. Reason, unaided by
tradition and social customs, was proving a slim reed upon which lay the
burden of human desires, and Wollstonecraft made this clear in her letters
as one by one the spiritual practices of her youth fell by the wayside to be
replaced by Utopian hopes and schemes which were largely pinned on what
was happening in France. Wollstonecraft stopped going to church, and she
stopped talking about heaven, and yet in spite of that still longed for some
assurance of an afterlife. Yet forced to “live on conjectures,”
Wollstonecraft found that reason was increasingly incapable to resist the
imperious demands of passion.

It was at this point in her life that Wollstonecraft met the Swiss-bom
painter Henry Fuseli. Fuseli had been bom Heinrich Fuessli in Zurich
in 1741 and was eighteen years her senior, and already married when she



met him as part of the circle of freethinkers that were connected to
Joseph Johnson’s publishing firm. Fuseli’s father had been a court painter,
but he had been trained as a Zwinglian minister, and, like Godwin, who had
been trained for another branch of the Protestant ministry, he gave up both
the faith and the ministry when exposed to the ideas of the Enlightenment.
Fuseli was an ardent admirer of things English, and when given the chance
by a benefactor whom he met in Berlin, emigrated to England, where he
gave up the field of literature - but not before translating Winckelmann -
and dedicated himself to painting under the tutorship of Joshua Reynolds.
Success came in 1782 with the exhibition of his most famous painting,
“The Nightmare,” an enigmatic portrait of a sleeping woman with a demon
squatting on her chest and a dark horse peering at both through a parted
curtain. The painting would provide grist forthemillsof political cartoonists
in London forthe next fifty years, allowing them to satirize political figures
like C. J. Fox, the politician with Jacobin sympathies in theelection of
1799, as well as William

Pitt, Napoleon, and Lord Nelson, who is portrayed lifting up the woman’s
dress under the caption “The Source of the Nile.”

In his memoir of Mary Wollstonecraft, Godwin claims that she met Fuseli
in June or July of 1788, a month or two after Fuseli married
Sophia Rawlins. John Knowles, Fuseli’s biographer, claims that Mary was
swept away by Fuseli’s talent for conversation, falling under the spell of
his “great power and fluency of words, a poetical imagination and ready
wit.” Godwin goes out of his way to assure his readers that the relationship
was purely platonic. However, the only source we have documenting their
relationship is the quotations from her letters to Fuseli which are quoted in
the Knowles biography. Mary Shelley, Wollstonecraft’s daughter bought
the letters when they went on sale, and either she or her son destroyed them
as a way of sanitizing her the public memory of her mother in much the
same way as she had collaborated in suppressing the truth about her
husband’s life.

Whether the relationship eventuated in sexual contact or not, it was
certainly full of passion, much of which emanated from Miss
Wollstonecraft, the passionate defender of revolutionary views who had
just turned thirty. Wollstonecraft wrote that “I always catch something f



rom the rich torrent of his conversation, worth storing up in my memory, to
exercise my understanding.” While conceding that Mrs. Fuseli had the
rights to his physical person, Wollstonecraft set about laying claim to his
mind. The congeniality of their mutual sentiments, Wollstonecraft
claimed, allowed her to hold a place of pre-eminence in Fuseli’s heart,
allowing her to “unite herself with his mind.” Eventually this passion
became so imperious, that Wollstonecraft could do little but act as its
agent. Eventually she went to Mrs. Fuseli and proposed becoming a
member of their household. Wollstonecraft must have known that the
proposal was a bit out of the ordinary, even for those revolutionary times
and for those frequenting the revolutionary circle surrounding Johnson, but
she made it anyway, informing Mrs. Fuseli that “as I am above deceit, it is
right to say that this proposal arises from the sincere affection that I have
for your husband, fori feel that I cannot live without the satisfaction
of seeing and conversing with him daily.”7

Mrs. Fuseli was undoubtedly convinced of the sincerity of Miss
Wollstonecraft’s affection toward her husband, but probably not as
convinced that that aff ection would remain on the purely platonic level,
and so Mrs. Fuseli not only rejected the offer but immediately banned
Wollstonecraft from any further access to the Fuseli household, amove to
which Fuseli quietly acquiesced. It’s difficult to say at this point what
Wollstonecraft found more humiliating, the Fuselis’ rejection of her
proposal, or the fact that her passions had so gained the upper hand in her
life that she was foolish enough to propose the arrangement in the first
place. Either way, she felt humiliated. She had been blinded by her own
desires, so blinded that she had proposed a menage a trois to the wife of the
object of her desires. “I am a mere animal,” she wrote to Joseph Johnson
after the bubble of passion burst upon contact with reality, “and instinctive
emotions too often silence the suggestions of reason."8 Reason was proving
to be less resistant to passion than she had supposed.

Rather than step back and take stock of just where the Zeitgeist was leading
her, Wollstonecraft, perhaps out of wounded pride, decided to give full rein
to the horses of passion and follow the spirit of the age back to its
source. She decided to go to Paris to witness the revolution there first-
hand. Actually she had planned to travel there earlier with both the Fuselis



and Joseph Johnson, but now that traveling with the Fuselis was out of the
question, she decided to go alone. Godwin says that “the single purpose she
had in view being that of an endeavour to heal her distempered mind.”9 If
so, the cure would turn out to be worse than the disease, but as with the
imprudent proposal to the Fuselis, she couldn’t see this at the time.
Wollstonecraft did not terminate the lease on her lodgings in London, and
gave every indication that the stay in Paris would be for about six weeks.
She would write a book about the Revolution, and being an educator
herself, she would advise the French on how to change their system of
education and bring it more in line with the practice of the Enlightened
English.

What she failed to notice is that over the course of its first three years the
revolution in France had become something very different from the way
it had started. What began in liberation - and liberated sex in particular -
was finding its culmination in violence and death. The English
revolutionaries never quite grasped what was happening in France,
certainly not as perceptively as conservatives like Burke. They were
forever trying to interpret the events there through the lens of English
morals, which had not decayed as drastically as they had in France during
the course of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Forever out of sync,
the English radicals celebrated religious liberty when the French were
celebrating sexual liberation, and then when the English radicals turned to
sexual liberation, the French were involved in an orgy of sexually induced
mayhem, symbolized by the sexual mutilation of the Princess de Lamballe.
Citizens of the nascent republic took to expressing their idea of liberty by
wrapping the still-warm intestines of decapitated enemies of the state
around their heads like a turban. Passions were indeed clouding reason in
France, and Mary Wollstonecraft, who still admitted the theoretical
possibility of such a thing happening, particularly in her own lif e, was
incapable of seeing it happen to her political heroes. Still acting as if it
were the euphoric summer of 1790, Wollstonecraft planned her journey to
France in the fall of 1792 whenevents bespoke another spot on the
trajectory the passions inevitably followed from liberated sex to death.
When William Roscoe, fellow radical and fellow member of the Johnson
circle, brought up the September massacres to Mary, she dismissed them as
a momentary aberration in the progress of Progress, comparing the



revolutionaries to children who might cut themselves on sharp instruments
because they weren’t yet adept at handling them effectively:

let me beg you not to mix with the shallow herd who throw an odium on
immutable principles, because some of the mere instrument of the
revolution were too sharp. Children of any growth will do mischief when
they meddle with edged tools. It is to be lamented that as yet the billows of
public opinion are onl^j to be moved forward by the strong wind, the
squally gusts of passions.

Passion, in other words, was politically necessary to move the inert masses
to revolution. Missing from her letter to Roscoe is any sense that these
passions, once aroused, might get beyond the ability of reason to call them
back. Equally absent was any sense that those out-of-control passions
might cause harm. Rather than take her humiliating rejection at the hands
of the Fuselis as a warning, Wollstonecraft decided to loosen the reins on
her own passions and gallop full tilt into a situation which she was
misreading in the light of the English mores of her youth. Wollstonecraft
was commissioned by Johnson to write a history of the French Revolution.
It would prove to be one of her least satisfactory books. She made the
unfortunate choice of beginning at the beginning, and so missed writing
about the events which were unfolding before her eyes. But there were
other reasons why she would be incapable of reading this text. She never
adopted the revolutionary psychology of the Marquis de Sade, and so she
couldn’t simply become a cheerleader, something that was always easier to
do at a distance anyway. She would soon know too much to say that the
Revolution, which was now entering its bloody stage, conformed to Rev.
Price’s expectations and those of his followers. But at the same time she
couldn’t repudiate her revolutionary ideals either and agree with Burke.
The result is an incoherent book that misses the point of what was
happening.

There were other more personal reasons for the failure as well. The
classical moral tradition had always claimed that lust darkened the mind.
In this regard, Wollstonecraft’s motivation in going to France was hardly
disinterested. Wollstonecraft’s book deal with Johnson was done on the
rebound from her embarrassing involvement with the Fuselis, but it was
also a thinly veiled pretext for sexual tourism. “At Paris, indeed,” she



wrote, “I might take a husband for the time being, and get divorced when
my truant heart longed again to nestle with old friends.” It’s difficult to
imagine a more glaring misreading of the situation in France. At the very
moment in which sexual passion was turning into bloody mayhem,
Wollstonecraft indicates that she can turn on sexual passion like a light
switch, have her fling and then come back unscathed. Experience would
prove to be an expensive teacher, but Wollstonecraft seemed at the outset
of her trip incapable of learning this lesson any way other than the hard
way. Like the Marxists who went on pilgrimage to Moscow during the
early 1920s, Wollstonecraft saw the revolution in France as a way to
indulge her passions safely concealed from the gaze of English public
opinion in the enabling company of other idealists who were there for
precisely the same reason.



Part I, Chapter 4

Paris, 1792

On October 28,1792, at around the same time that Mary Wollstonecraft’s
infatuation with Henry Fuseli was reaching its climax and rapid
denouement, the Marquis de Sade wrote a tract on the hospitals of Paris
which so impressed his revolutionary colleagues on the Commune of the
Section des Piques that they had it reprinted and sent it to the other forty-
seven sections in Paris. Sade followed up on this success by writing
another pamphlet “Idea on the Law’s Mode of Sanction” a few days later
on November 2. In it he argued for a monocameral legislature to replace
the now imprisoned king. This position differed from the position he held a
year earlier in which he advocated a bicameral legislature much like the
one in place in England. France was now at the beginning of its
estrangement from things English.

The pamphlet on hospitals signaled the beginning of Sade’s rise as a
politician. In this he was - at least initially - more successf ul than in his
career as playwright. Seven months earlier on March 5, the sans-culottes
had shut down his play Le Suborneur. Thrust onto the stage of life by
political events, Sade soon learned that his abilities as a dramatist, and
even more so, his talent as an actor, would serve him in good stead in the
ongoing psychodrama that was the French Revolution.

Mary Wollstonecraft arrived in Paris in December of 1792, under a gray
and threatening sky, just in time to see the King of France, now known as
Citizen Capet, trundled back and forth to his trial for treason in a vehicle
which the Frenchcalled a fiacre and the English a hackney coach. Since
Miss Wollstonecraft had arrived in France to write her book on the French
Revolution without having first learned the rudiments of the French
language, her most striking impressions were visual. At nine o’clock on the
morning of December 26, Wollstonecraft watched the King of France pass
by her window. She was struck by his dignity, by the silence, made all the
more apparent by the occasional strokes on the drum, by the emptiness of
the streets, and by the realization that all of Paris was watching the king
pass to his trial and eventual death from behind their closed windows as
she was. Still the revolutionary, Wollstonecraft was even more impressed



with the dignity of the French people, whose language was at this point still
incomprehensible - she was “unable to utter a word” and so “stunned by the
flying sounds” that she went to bed “each night with a headache.”1 “I
bowed to the majesty of the people,” she wrote to Johnson, “and respected
the propriety of behaviour so perfectly in unison with rny own feelings.”
Then, inexplicably, given her republican sympathies, she bursts into tears
at the prospect of the king, “sitting with more dignity than I expected from
his character, in a hackney coach going to meet death.”

The spiritual daughter of the Puritans who beheaded King Charles was, it
turns out, more affected by the prospect of regicide than she
expected. Wollstonecraft says that lifting her eye from the letter she was
writing, she saw eyes glaring at her “through a glassdoor opposite my
chair” and what is more prophetic, “bloody hands shook atme.” Since it
couldn’t have been the servants, whose apartments were in a remote part of
the house, Wollstonecraft concludes that it must been phantoms of her
troubled imagination - or, perhaps, a vision of things to come. She
concluded by wishing that she had her cat or some other living creature by
her as an antidote to the pervasive feeling of death all around her. “Death
in so many frightful shapes has taken hold of my fancy. I am going to bed,
and for the first time in my life, I cannot put out the candle.”2

Revolutionary passion, she would soon discover, had taken on a life of its
own.

On January 21, 1793, a little less than a month after Wollstonecraft arrived
in Paris, King Louis XVI was decapitated in front of a decapitated statue of
his father at the Place de la Revolution which is now known as the Place de
la Concorde. Wollstonecraft evidently did not attend the execution, which
would have been in keeping with her coverage of the Revolution, because
she mentions it in a letter to Ruth Barlow only in passing while discussing
her continuing inability to understand the French language. Wollstonecraft
had moved out of her original lodgings and was now living with the
Christies and circulating largely in the radical anglophone
community there, composed of both Americans and Englishmen of equally
republican sensibilities.

While in Paris, she renewed her acquaintance with Tom Paine, who had
fled to France to avoid a sedition trial in England. While in Paris she



also made the acquaintance of Helen Maria Williams, a poetess with
revolutionary sympathies, whose writings had inspired the young William
Wordsworth. Wordsworth, in fact, set off to Orleans in December of 1791
to be with Miss Williams, but found after he arrived that she had gone to
Paris to get a better view of the Revolution. Wordsworth met instead a
Captain Beaupuy, who introduced him to the republican cause. While in
Orleans, Wordsworth also met a young woman by the name of Annette
Vallon, who began their relationship by giving French lessons and ended
up getting pregnant by him.

By the late fall of 1792, the baby, christened Caroline, had been bom.
Wordsworth, who still hadn’t got around to marrying the mother of
their child, had by now run out of money, and on top of that the political
situation had changed drastically as well. The Englishmen who had been
feted two summers ago as harbingers of liberty were now considered
enemies of the state. Shortly thereafter England declared war on France
and would remain at war for the next twenty-two years, until the defeat of
Napoleon, preventing Wordsworth from carrying out his plan of bringing
Annette and their child to live with him in England. When he returned to
England, Wordsworth was supposed to take a position in the ministry, his
only prospect for employment at the time. Just how he was to square this
with a Roman Catholic wife and a daughter bom out of wedlock must have
given him pause. Perhaps this is why he didn’t go straight back to England
after leaving Annette. Perhaps he was just curious about the events in Paris.
Whatever the reason he stayed there for months, and as the political
situation darkened, his resolve to marry Annette seems to have faded away
as well. Wordsworth finally returned to England in late December of 1792.
The date corresponds so closely to Woll-stonecraft’sjoumey to Paris that
we can almost imagine the two English radicals sailing by each other in
opposite directions across the channel. The journeys would have been
symbolic as well. By the turn of the century, Wordsworth had abandoned
his youthful radicalism completely and would g o on to become the
epitome of cultural and political conservatism. The story of Wordsworth’s
youthful indiscretion, which would fester like an unhealed wound at the
heart of his art, would not come out until the 1920s. The trauma which the
first sexual revolution caused was so severe that, in the case
of Wordsworth and Shelley in particular, it was blotted completely from



the public record. As of 1793, however, Wordsworth was farfrom over his
infatuation with radical politics. In fact, in the early part of that year, his
radicalism would reach new heights, propelled there by the publishing
event of the year.

On February 13, 1793, Godwin’s book, entitled An Enquiry Concerning the
Principles of Political Justice, went on sale in London. It was,
depending on your point of view, the exactly right moment or the exactly
wrong moment for a book extolling the Enlightenment. The illusions of the
English Jacobins were like an increasingly large balloon that was
expanding to ever-closer and ever-more-perilous contact with the actual
revolution in France, which had taken a decidedly bloody turn in the late
summer and early fall of 1792. On December 19,1792, a month before
Louis X Vi’s execution, the attorney general in London brought a seditious
libel charge against Thomas Paine, who fled to France to join the
increasingly bloody revolution still in progress there.

As the Marquis de Sade had noticed in France, so Godwin had noticed in
England. Newtonian physics, which was the ultimate basis of
Enlightenment thought, had sexual implications. If man is just a machine
made up of matter in motion, running on electricity, then marriage as a
sacred bond between man and wife made no more sense in England than it
did in France. “The institution of marriage,” Godwin wrote in a way that
scandalized the traditionalists even more than it energized the
revolutionaries,

is a system of fraud; and men who carefully mislead their judgements in
the daily affair of their life, must always have a crippled judgment in
every other concern. . . . Add to this, that marriage is an affair of property,
and the worst of all properties. So long as two human beings are forbidden
by positive institutions to follow the dictates of their own mind, prejudice
is alive and vigorous. So long as I seek to engross one woman to myself,
and to prohibit my neighbor from proving his superior desert and reaping
the fruits of it, I am guilty of the most odious of all monopolies.3

Godwin was unmarried when he wrote these lines. It is to his credit as a
human being that he modified his thought when his state of life changed,
but it is not to his credit as a philosopher that he did so. It was statements



like this that prompted Leslie Stephen to say that his philosophy was a
bubble which burst when it made contact with reality. The views Godwin
expressed on the relations between the sexes had their roots in the
revolution in France and so it should come as no surprise that they rose and
fell in relation to that event, as perceived by the English.

The immediate result of the book was that Godwin became f amous
overnight. In his diary Godwin noted that “I was nowhere a stranger,” after
the publication of his book on political justice. “He blazed as a sun in the
firmament,” wrote William Hazlitt, and like moths drawn to a light, the
English Jacobins flew to his door and, more often than, not were singed by
the contact with his ideas. “Throw aside your books of chemistry,” wrote
Wordsworth advising another young student, “and read Godwin on
necessity.”4 Two years after the book’s publication, the young Jacobins in
England were still under its spell. “It was in the spring of this year,” wrote
radical playwright Crabb Robinson in 1795, “that I read a book which gave
a turn to my mind and in effect directed the whole course of my life - a
book which often producing a powerful effect on the youth of that
generation, has now sunk into unmerited oblivion. ... I entered fully into its
spirit, it left all others behind in my admiration, and I was willing even to
become a martyr for it.”5

Robinson’s quote indicates that Godwin’s star was waning on the literary
horizon as fast as it rose. Soon it would set altogether as Wordsworth,
Southey, and Coleridge changed their minds about both Godwin and
their youthful indiscretions and the revolution which enabled both, but this
story was far from over at this point. In fact, the younger generation of
Romantic writers, especially Shelley, was in many ways to fulfill
Robinson’s prediction and become a martyr to the cause of unfettered
passion.

In the meantime, as if to prove Burke right and Godwin wrong, the
revolution in France proceeded headlong into bloody excess. After urging
the Parisian mob to sack the city’s prisons and murder their inmates,
Robespierre consolidated his hold on power throughout the winter of 1792-
93. In a political climate in which the rise to power and the subsequent loss
of one’s head could be measured in a matter of weeks, the Marquis de Sade
found that politics took a singularly bizarre turn when the Bastille’s most



famous prisoner suddenly was made a judge. On April 8, 1793, Sade, along
with nineteen other citizens, was appointed to a jury to investigate a case of
counterfeit assignats. “You’ll never guess ...” he wrote to Gaufridy, “I am a
judge, yes a judge!.. . Member of an investigating jury! Who would have
predicted that? ... As you see, my mind is maturing, and I am beginning to
acquire wisdom. . . . But congratulate me, and above all do not fail to send
money to monsieur le juge or I’ll be damned if I don’t sentence you to
death.”6

The Marquis de Sade may have been joking about sentencing Gaufridy to
death, but during the month of March with the establishment of the
Committees of Surveillance and the Revolutionary Tribunal, one didn’t
need to be a judge to put someone’s life in jeopardy. After the years of his
married life spent lording his aristocratic heritage over his in-laws, the
Montreuils, Citizen Sade was now in a position to exact revenge on them
for their unjust treatment of him. Sensing the family’s danger, and moved
by a sense of desperation that must have been extreme, Sade’s aged father-
in-law showed up at his apartment in the Section des Piques.

It was also during March of 1793 that the first organized resistance to the
Revolution broke out in France. In August of 1792 all priests who refused
to take an oath of submission were deported. It was one such group that
was massacred in Paris. Those who refused to submit and were not killed
went into hiding, and when they did the agitation against the revolution
smoldered and then finally broke out into flame in the west of France when
the government tried to conscript 300,000 troops to fight foreign invaders.
When the draft was announced in the first days of March, rioting followed
and the men of draft age fled the towns and regrouped in the forests. Then
on March 11, 12, and 13 they counterattacked, taking St. Florent,
Chanzeaux, Machecoul, and Challans and ultimately every major town in
the region. The republican forces were stunned not only by the ferocity of
the attack, but by the vehemence of the antirevolutionary fervor. For the
first time since it began, the revolution was in danger, not from foreign
troops in the pay of dispossessed aristocrats, but by the very peasants and
artisans who were presumed to be revolution’s main beneficiaries. The fact
that they seem inspired by the Catholic faith from which they had been so
recently liberated only made the uprising more perplexing from the



republican point of view.

During the Spring of 1793, at around the same time the Vendee uprisings
began and roughly four months after her arrival in Paris, while Godwin’s
sun was rising in the literary firmament in England and the Marquis de
Sade was beginning his judiciary career, Mary Wollstonecraft, in Godwin’s
words, “entered into that species of connection, for which her heart
secretly panted.”7 The man’s name was Gilbert Imlay. He was an American
adventurer “with no matrimonial ties,” an agent of the Scioto Land
Development company who had written a well-received book on Kentucky
and who would soon follow it up by a novel called The Emigrants, which
was, in spite of its title, a tract on the advantages of free love and divorce.

The romance may have happened suddenly but it was not a case of love at
first sight; in fact, in many respects, it was a case of the exact
opposite. Wollstonecraft, who met Imlay at the Barlows (Godwin says it
was at the Christies), found him arrogant and self-absorbed but gradually
the magic potion of passion turned Bottom’s ass’s head into something
which Wollstonecraft found not only attractive but irresistibly so. On April
12, after the British came to the aid of the counterrevolutionaries at
Toulon, all foreigners were prohibited from leaving France, an act which
put the English, whose country was now at war with France, in the position
of being denounced and arrested. Americans, allies in their revolutionary
struggle with France against England, were not liable to arrest, and so to
insure Wollstonecraft’s safety, Imlay registered her as his wife at the
American embassy, although the two never married. This marriage of
convenience seemed to fulfill Woll-stonecraft’s prediction that she would
take a husband for a time, although by the time she was fully involved in
the relationship brevity was the last thing on hermind. In fact,
Wollstonecraft was caught off guard by the passions she so lightheartedly
described in her letter proposing to take a husband for a time.
Wollstonecraft, who was still a virgin at the time, was talking about sexual
passion based mostly on what she had read; she didn ’ t reckon with the ties
that sexual intercourse created willy-nilly. No matter what
revolutionary dispensation she professed, Wollstonecraft was binding
herself to a man she had originally found physically attractive but morally
repugnant. By late June, when her first extant letter to Imlay appears,



Wollstonecraft had already moved into their secluded bower in Neuilly sur
Seine, where they would spend an idyllic summer together mutually
gratifying their respective sexual passions, as the French continued
unobserved in Paris gratifying passions of a bloodier sort. One year before,
during the summer of 1792, Lady Palmerston had noticed an abrupt change
in the general mood of the Parisian public from an optimism which verged
on euphoria at times to a mood which plummeted just before the
September massacres to an “an air of ferocity and self-created consequence
in the common people,” which made her “very uncomfortable.”8

In 1793 the mood was back again, but Mary was too busy enjoying, if not
connubial bliss, then its counterfeit, while working on what she termed
“a great book,” An Historical and Moral View of the Origin and Progress
of the French Revolution . In the end the book would prove to be as great as
the relationship. During the summer of 1793, Mary would take evening
walks in the woods near Neuilly in spite of the warnings from the gardener,
who seems to have developed an attachment to Mary and a desire to serve
her by making her bed and bringing her grapes.

The affair ended with the season. In September Mary announced that she
was pregnant and shortly after the announcement, Imlay announced that
he had to go to Le Havre, then known as Havre Marat, on business. It
seems clear with the benefit of hindsight that the pregnancy precipitated
the break. Imlay was a libertine and a sexual adventurer whose head was
full of the same republican attitudes toward marriage that Godwin was
popularizing in England at the time. He had, therefore, no intention of
binding himself to a women, even if that woman was pregnant with his
child. He also had no desire to state his intentions openly, thereby
precipitating an unpleasant scene or foreclosing future options. So, under
the pretext of business, he simply disappeared, and Mary was left to while
away the months and weeks of her pregnancy wondering what was taking
him so long. She soon began to give vent to her irritation in letters that take
on a tone which has endeared them to subsequent generations of feminists.
“Amongst the feathered race,” she wrote, “whilst the hen keeps the young
warm, her mate stays by to cheerher; but it is sufficient for man to
condescend to get a child, in order to claim it. A

9



man is a tyrant!”

During the fall of 1793 Wollstonecraft remained in Paris waiting for
Imlay’s return as Robespierre tightened his grasp on the reins of power
and blood began to flow ever more freely in the streets. It’s hard to
imagine a more ideal position from which to write a history of the French
Revolution, but by now. perhaps because of her personal anguish at being
abandoned after abandoning herself to her own passions, the revolution was
a text which Wollstonecraft simply could not read. If she sensed a
connection between sexual passion and its bloody political sequelae, she
seems to have kept this thought to herself, even if the evidence was all
around her.

On October 16, 1793, ten months after the death of her husband, Marie
Antoinette was dragged to the scaffold and decapitated as well. In the
same month, Mary Wollstonecraft walked from Neuilly to Paris and while
crossing the Place de la Revolution slipped and nearly fell. Looking down,
she discovered that the entire plaza was slippery with the blood of the
recently slain. Unable to contain herself any longer, “the emotions of her
soul burst forth in indignant exclamations,”10 which were imprudent for
anyone to utter at the time, but were especially imprudent coming from the
mouth of an expatriate Englishwomen. If she hadn’t been led away from
the scene by a concerned companion, it is entirely possible that her blood
might have been mixed in with all the rest. The terror was reaching its full
fury, and as it did, Mary Wollstonecraft was no longer able to comprehend
what was going on. This was most assuredly not what the Rev. Price had in
mind when he compared what was happening in France with their bloodless
Glorious Revolution. Wollstonecraft had come to France with a mind
formed by the categories established in Price’s sermon. Had she not
become involved with Imlay, it’s possible that some of the thoughts which
she had expressed on passion in her attack on Burke might have reasserted
themselves and allowed for a more realistic apprehension of what was
going on. But as it was, her mind never really gained any purchase on the
meaning of the events unfolding around her.

On July 23, 1793, the Marquis de Sade’s metamorphosis from aristocrat to
republican became complete when he was named president of the
Section des Piques. Less than a month later, he was gone, forced out of



office because he refused to put what he termed “a horrible, inhumane
measure” to a vote. Lever speculates that it might have been the
destruction of the Vendde or the transfer of Marie-Antoinette to the
Conciergerie, which meant placing her one step closer to a trial before the
Revolutionary Tribunal and her death. It turns out that the author of the 120
Days of Sodom wasn’t bloodthirsty enough for his revolutionary
colleagues. As a parting gesture he also spared the lives of the Montreuils
by putting them on the “purification list.” Lacking resolve as an
executioner, Sade returned to the realm of the mind, where he could give
his ferocity full rein. On October 9, 1793, he delivered his “Discourse to
the Shades of Marat and Le Peletier,” at a quasireligious
ceremony complete with incense and busts of the slain heroes. Emboldened
by his success, Sade launched an all-out attack on religion on November
15, when six sections, including Sade’s Section des Piques, renounced all
religion except the religion of liberty. Sade may have paled before
bloodshed, but he could always warm to atheism, which was in many ways,
the core of his belief, or lack thereof: “Reason is replacing Mary in our
temples,” Sade told the Convention,

and the incense that used to bum at the knees of an adulterous woman will
from now on be kindled only at the feet of the goddess who broke
our chains.... The philosopher has long laughed in secret at the apish
antics of Catholicism, but if he dared to raise his voice, it was in the
dungeons of the Bastille, where ministerial despotism soon learned how to
compel its silence. How could tyranny fail to bolster superstition? Both
were nurtured in the same cradle, both were daughters of fanaticism, both
were served by those useless creatures known as the priest of the temple
and the monarch of the throne; having a common foundation, they could
not but protect each other.1

Sade was using his new-found prominence as a political orator to articulate
a philosophy of the revolutionary state, which was, by its nature,
antithetical to both religion and morals, and, therefore, dedicated to the
promotion of passion as a civic virtue. Sade would go on to articulate that
idea more fully two years later. For the moment, though, he was too
involved in politics to realize that he had committed a serious blunder.
Sade’s speech announcing that “man is finally enlightened” was an



unabashed expression of his atheism, but unfortunately it came less than a
week before Robespierre decided to call an end to the anti-Christian
campaign on November 21. Sade was persona non grata once again, and
once again on the 18th of Frimaire in the year II (which is to say on
December 8, 1793) he was arrested. This time he was taken to a former
convent of the Filles des Madeleine, and interred, since all the cells were
full, in the prison’s latrine, where Sade would spend the next six
weeks. Sade was to learn that revolutionary justice was much more
draconian than the sort he endured at the Bastille at the hands of the ancien
regime. Thrown in with the cream of aristocratic society, Sade discussed
literature and politics while awaiting his execution. On January 8, he
learned that his publisher Girouard had been guillotined.

A week later, Mary Wollstonecraft, now in the second trimester of her
pregnancy and tired of waiting for Imlay to return to Paris, decided to go
visit him instead in Le Havre where he was staying while doing business.
Mary had spent the fall analyzing their relationship in letters and the
verdict was not hopeful. “Of late we are always separating,” she wrote in
September, “Crack! - crack! - and away you go. This joke wears the sallow
cast of thought; for, though I began to write cheerfully, some melancholy
tears have found their way into my eyes that linger there whilst a glow of
tenderness at my heart whispers that you are one of the best creatures in the
world.”12 Wollstonecraft’s heart, no matter how tender, was contending
with her mind, whose verdict about Imlay, even at this early stage of the
game was uniformly negative. “I have found that I have more mind than
you in one respect,” she wrote in the same letter, “because I can, without
any violent effort of reason, find food for love in the same object, much
longer than you can. -The way to my senses is through my heart; but,
forgive me! I think there is sometimes a shorter cut to yours.”1

On March 27, 1794, Sade was transferred yet again to another prison, this
time Picpus, which again had an aristocratic clientele, including the wife of
the Due d’Orleans, one of the aristocrats who fomented the revolution
and who was known as Philippe Egalite until he succumbed to the
revolution’s excesses as well. On July 26, 1794, Fouquier-Tinville, the
notorious executioner during the Terror, issued an indictment against Sade
charging him with maintaining “intelligence and correspondence with the



enemies of the republic” and being a “vile satellite” of Citizen Capet’s
conspiracy to overthrow the revolution. The punishment was death, and on
the next day the accused were trundled off to the scaffold. By the time they
arrived, however, Sade was not with them. The bailiff couldn’t find him
when he came to his cell to take him to the scaffold. The remaining twenty-
seven prisoners were almost saved by the public revulsion at the Terror
that would bring it to an end the next day when Robespierre himself lost
his head - almost, but not quite. Sade was finally released on October 15,
and by then the revulsion at Robespierre known as the Thermidorean
reaction was in full swing. Sade was a free man once again, although
because he had to pay for the 312 days he spent in prison he was once again
deep in debt.

In June 1794, at the height of the Great Terror, Godwin responded to a
correspondent who expected him to be critical of the French Revolution
now that it had shown its true (and bloody) face, by defending Robespierre
as “an eminent benefactor of mankind.”14 In August of 1794 with
Robespierre in his grave and the reaction gaining ground, Imlay rushed
back to Paris from London to see what was going on. While there he met
with Mary who had given birth to their child - alone - on May 14. Mary
named the child Frances after a childhood friend, or Fanny for short, and
told Ruth Barlow that in spite of her early writings to the contrary, she
found “great pleasure in being a mother.” She was also grateful for “the
constant tenderness of my most affectionate companion,” regarding the
“fresh tie” as a blessing. Imlay, however, was of another mind when it
came to matrimonial ties, fresh or otherwise, and shortly after he arrived in
Paris he was on his way back to London again, with the assurance that he
would send for Mary and the baby in a few months.

What followed was the bleakest period of Mary’s life, a time which
corresponded with one of the most brutally cold winters of modern times.
Abandoned in Paris in penury and bitter cold, Mary took consolation in
analyzing her relationship with Imlay in her letters. They are not letters
which we can imagine Imlay rejoiced to receive. At the heart of her letters
was the growing realization that Imlay was indifferent to both Mary and
her daughter. She had given her heart to him, and he had simply used her as
a convenience for the moment. The relationship had lasted during the



summer of 1793 and had ended when Mary announced that she was
pregnant, which was when it began in earnest for her. Mary’s previous
claim that no one should be forced to remain in a relationship where
mutual affection had ceased now rang hollow and unrealistic in light of the
child that had been the fruit of that relationship. Now that Imlay was gone,
she was left to carry that burden by herself. Godwin in the meantime was
preparing a second edition of Political Justice, this time with an expanded
section on marriage. Infidelity, he wrote, was loathsome only when it was
concealed. It was the sort of thing Imlay would like to hear, but it was no
longer plausible to Mary Wollstonecraft, who spent her time writing letters
she hoped would awaken Imlay’s slumbering conscience.

“Should your sensibility ever awake,” she wrote to Imlay, “remorse will
find its way to your heart; and, in the midst of business and sensual
pleasure, I shall appear to you, the victim of your deviation from
rectitude.”1 One biographer claims that Mary playing Banquo’s ghost here
“sets up a faint irritation in the reader.”16 That irritation probably depends
on the reader, but a more apropos literary reference in this regard would be
the monster in Frankenstein, who announces to his creator, “I will be with
you on your wedding night,” when he refuses to create for him a mate.
Conscience, in other words, is bound to ruin sexual pleasure. The reference
is especially apropos because Frankenstein was written by Mary
Wollstonecraft’s second daughter, the daughter she would never see, who
had been re-reading the letters her mother had written to Imlay when she
wrote the book.

The monster, in this context, always represents and articulates the insights
which the author finds difficult to admit to herself, and at this phase in her
life, Mary Wollstonecraft was beginning to understand that the
revolutionary philosophy was failing when it came in contact with life. Not
only did it not explain anything, it rendered those who espoused it
incapable of understanding what was going on around them. It rendered
them blind because it was a species of lust, and lust darkened the mind.
The new philosophy, Mary Wollstonecraft was learning in the expensive
school of experience, was simply a form of rationalization. “I have no
criterion for morality,” she wrote to Imlay, “and have thought in vain, if
the sensation which led you to follow an ancle [sic] or step, be the sacred



foundation of principle or affection. Mine has been of a very different
nature, or it would not have stood the brunt of your sarcasm. The sentiment
in me is still sacred. If there be any part of me that will survive the sense of
my misf ortunes, it is the purity of my affections. The impetuosity of your
senses, may have led you to term mere animal desire, the source of
principle.”

Morality for Imlay was simply rationalized desire. Those who accepted
that belief and acted on it were, as the Enlightenment would say,
machines, which is what the Marquis de Sade and de la Mettrie had been
saying all along. It is only after she had given birth, that Mary could see
sexuality in terms other than the mechanical and expedient. Again she
writes to Imlay and tries to articulate a philosophy that is the antithesis of
what she claimed to believe as an English sexual revolutionary:

The impulse of the senses, passions, if you will, and the conclusions of
reason, draw men together; but the imagination is the true fire, stolen
from heaven, to animate this cold creature of clay, producing all those fine
sympathies that lead to rapture, rendering men social by expanding
their hearts, instead of leaving them leisure to calculate how many
comforts society affords.18

Once again we have an image that will reappear in Frankenstein, whose
subtitle, “The Modem Prometheus,” adverts to electricity as the fire
stolen from heaven. Unlike Benjamin Franklin and the philosophes, who
admired his experiments, Wollstonecraft is forever attempting to infuse the
images of Enlightenment with the moral patrimony of the West which they
were created to replace. Instead of using Newtonian terms like force to
rationalize immorality - the Enlightenment project in a nutshell -
Wollstonecraf t is f orever trying to re-humanize desire by connecting it to
the heart. Her carping about men in general and Imlay in particular gives
her writing the ring of contemporary feminism, yet the thrust of her
argument is the opposite. “ You know my opinion of men in general,” she
writes in that vein, “you know that I think them systematic tyrants, and that
it is the rarest thing in the world, to meet with a man with sufficient
delicacy of feeling to govern desire.”19 Men are tyrants, in other words,
because they cannot govern desire. Their desires govern them. The
psychology Wollstonecraft applies in her diatribe against men, like her



diatribe against Burke, is based on both traditional morality
and psychology. Reason is meant to subdue passion, and in subduing it
render it useful for human enterprise, in the way that a man would break a
horse or tame a dog or confine fire to the hearth. Those who fail to do this
are but a galvanized simulacrum of human beings. They are also, as her
daughter will bring out in Frankenstein, monsters. “Am 1 always to be
tossed about thus?” she asks Imlay, “ - shall I never find an asylum to rest
contented in? How can you love to fly about continually - dropping down,
as it were, in a new world - cold and strange! - every other day? Why do
you not attach those tender emotions round the idea of home, which even
now dim my eyes? - This alone is affection - every thing else is only
humanity, electrified by sympathy.”20

Again the image of electricity recurs, now half way between its original
appearance at the hands of Ben Franklin, the scientist revolutionary, and
its final expression as the Monster created by Doctor Frankenstein. The
longer she meditates on Imlay and his behavior, the more she sees him as
both a typical man and a human failure, a man whose unrestricted passions
have coarsened him to a caricature of what he might have been:

1 shall always consider it as one of the most serious misf ortunes of my lif
e, that I did not meet you, before satiety had rendered your senses so
fastidious, as almost to close up every tender avenue of sentiment and
affection that leads to your sympathetic heart. You have a heart, my friend,
yet, hurried away by the impetuosity of inferior feelings, you have sought
in vulgar excesses, for that gratification which only the heart can bestow.'

If there is an alchemy at work here, it is one based on the traditional
psychology of the West. Appetite must be tamed by reason before it can be
transformed into love:

The common run of men, I know, with strong healthy and gross appetites,
must have variety to banish ennui, because the imagination never lends
its magic wand, to convert appetite into love, cemented by according
reason.

Ah! my friend, you know not the ineffable delight, the exquisite pleasure,
which arises from a unison of affection and desire, when the whole
soul and senses are abandoned to a lively imagination, that renders every



emotion delicate and rapturous. Yes; these are emotions over which satiety
has no power, and the recollection of which, even disappointment cannot
disenchant: but they do not exist without self-denial. These emotions,
more or less strong, appear to me to be the distinctive characteristic of
genius, the foundation of taste, and of that exquisite relish for the beauties
of nature, of which the common herd of eaters and drinkers and child-
begetters, certainly have no idea."

Although she didn’t know it at the time - she would still do one more book
- Wollstonecraft was at the end of her writing career. This is so because her
life would be cut short, but it was so for subtler reasons as well.
Wollstonecraft, as the result of being treated so shabbily by Imlay, now
came to believe a psychology that was the antithesis of the one that was
needed to produce revolution. The French Revolution had provided the
scenario for every progressive psychology which would follow. Those
psychologies would become, in effect, parables of revolution, according to
which the passions (the peasants) would overthrow the king (reason) on
their way to establishing heaven on earth. According to this psychology,
the only evil is repression, and any measure which combats repression is
legitimate. The same applied to measures taken against the agents of
repression, who could be expected to suffer the same fate the Catholic
priests suffered at the hands of the revolutionary mob. Wollstonecraft in
her letters proposed a psychology that contradicted her politics. Passion
was destructive when left untamed by reason. Left unchecked, it destroyed
not only the person but thepolis as well in a maelstrom of conflicting
desires, as she watched it do to Paris. But more importantly it destroyed the
mind which adopted the gratification of passion as its highest good:

But it is not possible that passion clouds your reason, as much as it does
mine? - and ought you not to doubt, whether those principles are so
“exalted,” as you term them, which only lead to your own gratification?
In other words, whether it be just to have no principle of action, but that
of following your inclination, trampling on the affection you have
fostered, and the expectations you have excited?2

The real danger is that reason will extinguish itself in its attempt to
rationalize its pleasures. The mind will extinguish reason in its attempt to
drown out the guilt which follows inexorably from acting on those desires.



“Beware of the deceptions of passion!” she tells Imlay. “It will not always
banish from your mind, that you have acted ignobly - and condescended to
subterfuge to gloss over the conduct you could not excuse - Do truth and
principle require such sacrifices?”24 Given the conclusions she had to come
to as a result of her dealings with Imlay, it is not clear that she could have
gone on writing without offending the very people who were her most avid
readers. She couldn’t tell the story of the revolution favorably without
violating her own integrity and what she had learned from Imlay’s
treatment of her, but she couldn’t tell the story unfavorably either without
alienating her publisher and the revolutionary readers which supported
him. So she began to throw about for more drastic ways to deal with the
pain.

In April of 1795 Wollstonecraft returned to London with her daughter.

Imlay not only asked her to return, he sent his servant to accompany her on
the journey. If Wollstonecraft had any illusions that her return to
London meant a return to Imlay’s affection and hearth, those hopes were
shattered almost immediately when she discovered that Imlay had moved
in with a “young actress,” as Godwin put it, “from a strolling company of
players.” Perhaps remembering her attempted menage a trois with Mr. and
Mrs. Fuseli, Wollstonecraft even proposed that both the actress and she
would share Imlay, because that at least would give her daughter a father,
but when even that daring proposal was rejected by Imlay, she decided that
death was the only solution to her suffering.

In October of 1795, unable to accept the suffering which Imlay’s
selfishness and neglect had inflicted on her any longer, Mary
Wollstonecraft resolved to drown herself in the Thames. Feeling that she
might be rescued by the crowds near the water in London, she rented a boat
and rowed to Putney, where after walking around in the rain until her
clothes were thoroughly soaked, she threw herself into the river and, in an
agony compounded half of suffocation and half of uncertainty, bobbed
around like a cork, buoyed up by the stays and corsets she had criticized in
the Vindication of the Rights of Women. Finally, a pair of workmen
dragged her out of the water and took her to a nearby inn where she revived
and decided to recommit herself to living all over again.



At around the same time Mary Wollstonecraft tried to kill herself by
drowning in the Thames, insurrection flared up in France once again,
this time to be quelled by a young Corsican soldier by the name of
Napoleon Bonaparte. The Marquis de Sade knew nothing of the troubles of
Mary Wollstonecraft, and probably wouldn’t have cared much even if he
had, but he was aware that in the Vendee, the revolution beheld its most
significant domestic opponent. With this in mind, Sade turned to polemic
once again and wrote the classic rationale of all revolutionary
governments, a speech entitled “Yet Another Effort, Frenchmen, If You
Would Become Republicans,” which eventually got inserted, and rightly
so, into his pornographic tract. Philosophy in the Bedroom. Sade, unlike
Wollstonecraft, was learning no lessons in the expensive school of sexual
experience. He had fathered children, but the father’s experience of birth is
abstract compared to that of the mother. The main difference between
Wollstonecraft and Sade - and this mirrored the difference between
England and France at the time - lay in the realm of morals. Wollstonecraft
still had enough of the moral patrimony of West as part of her lived
experience so that traditional psychology still made sense to her. Sade’s
decadence, on the other hand, propelled him to a political view consonant
with his decadent morals.

Neither however could go beyond the psychology which the West had
bequeathed them. The best Sade could do was turn the traditional view on
its head, which is the essence of all revolution both political and sexual.
“The state of a moral man,” Sade wrote, “is one of tranquillity and peace;
the state of an immoral man is one of perpetual unrest.” Thus far the quote
could have been taken from St. Augustine’s City of God, instead of its
actual source which is Sade’s Philosophy of the Bedroom. Sade’s point is
not to revoke what Augustine had to say, but to stand it on its head, and the
gist of the rest of the quote is that perpetual unrest “pushes” the
revolutionary “to, and identifies him with, the necessary insurrection in
which the republican must always keep the government of which he is a
member.”

Writing at the time of the collapse of the Roman Empire, St. Augustine
both revolutionized and brought to a close antiquity’s idea of freedom
by connecting it with morals. “Thus,” he writes in the City of God, a good



man, though a slave, is free; but a wicked man, though a king, is a slave.
For he serves, not one man alone, but, what is worse, as many masters as he
has vices.” Augustine revolutionized the concept of freedom by connecting
it to morals: man was not a slave by nature or by law, as Aristotle claimed.
His freedom was a function of his moral state. A man had as many masters
as he had vices. This insight would provide the basis for the most
sophisticated f orm of social control known to man, and the Marquis de
Sade was the first to formulate its basic principles. Like St. Augustine, the
Marquis de Sade would agree that freedom was a function of morals.
Freedom for the Marquis de Sade, however, meant willingness to reject the
moral law. The project of liberating man from the moral law would have
far-reaching consequences, all of which were consonant with the use of sex
as a form of social and political control which Sade was proposing in “Yet
Another Effort, Frenchmen.”

The logic is clear enough: Those who wished to liberate man from the
moral order needed to impose social controls as soon as they succeeded
because liberated libido led inevitably to anarchy, as recent events in
France had shown. A revolutionary state must foster immorality among its
citizens if it wants to foster the perpetual unrest necessary to foment
revolution. Morals meant the advent of tranquillity, and tranquillity meant
the end of revolutionary fervor. Therefore, the state must promote
immorality. Given man’s natural and inordinate inclination to pleasure, the
immorality most congenial to manipulation is sexual immorality. Hence
the revolutionary state must promote sexual license if it is to remain truly
revolutionary and retain its hold on power.

Over the course of two hundred years, those techniques became more and
more refined, eventuating in a world where people were controlled, not by
military force, but by the skillful management of their passions. It
was Aldous Huxley who wrote in his preface to the 1946 edition of Brave
New World that “As political and economic freedom diminishes, sexual
freedom tends compensatingly to increase.” Sade’s claim is related to
Huxley’s: The best way to make men unaware of their lack of political
freedom is to indulge their sexual passions. Both Augustine and Sade
would agree that moral behavior has certain political consequences; both
would agree that immoral behavior has certain political consequences as



well. What they disagreed on was their vision of the ideal state. Augustine
establishes the fundamental options here as well. There is the City of God
on the one hand, which espouses the love of God even to the extinction of
self, and the City of Man, which espouses the love of self even to the
extinction of God. Sade, the apostle of atheism, was clearly a proponent of
the latter city. Since the City of God was based on Christianity’s exaltation
of love and service, as its highest ideal, the City of Man, as its opposite,
could only be based on domination, a point which Augustine makes clear at
the very beginning of the City of God. “The earthly city,” Augustine tells
us, “lusts to dominate the world and.... though nations bend to its yoke, it
itself is dominated by its passion for dominion.”

Libido Dominandi, to give the Latin original, is the essence of the
revolutionary state. When Lever calls “Yet Another Effort, Frenchmen,”
“nothing less than a reductio ad absurdum of the theory of revolution and a
radical mockery of Jacobin philosophy,”25 he is being far too clever, more
clever than the text itself, which evidently embarrasses him because of its
frankness. In “Yet Another Effort, Frenchmen,” the Marquis de Sade gives
the rationale for the revolutionary state, which is indistinguishable from
Augustine’s City of Man, which is based on the gratification of passion in
general and the gratification of libido dominandi as its highest expression:
“Insurrection,” Sade writes, “thought these sage legislators, is not at all a
moral condition; however, it has got to be a republic’s permanent
condition.”

The potential for both control and insurrection, however, undergoes a
quantum change when sexuality is deregulated and allowed to act as an
stimulant for “perpetual unrest.” In fact since the revolutionary regime is
based on the subversion of morals it can only exist by exploiting sexuality
in this fashion. What it proposes to the unruly mob as freedom, however, is
really only a form of political control. The Marquis de Sade makes this
perfectly clear: “Lycurgus and Solon, fully convinced that immodesty’s
results are to keep the citizen in the immoral [again, his emphasis] state
indispensable to the mechanics of republican government, obliged girls to
exhibit themselves naked at the theater.”27

Sade’s politics, like Weishaupt’s, is the classical tradition turned upside
down. The key insight of both the Marquis de Sade and the Christian West



is that the moral man is in a state of peace; because he is not in motion, he
is, therefore, impossible to direct and control from the outside. The
revolutionary’s very restlessness, his very rebellion against the moral
order, which is the source of his restlessness, holds within it the seeds of
control because once in motion the state need only manipulate the
revolutionary’s desires by controlling his passions, and it succeeds in
manipulating and thereby controlling him. Sade is not slow in drawing this
very conclusion.

Lust, in other words, is the force which keeps the citizenry of the repub-

lie from succumbing to the inertia of tranquillity which is the fruit of
adherence to the moral order. At this point we enter into something like a
circular argument. Both political systems are self-contained. Morals lead
to order; passions lead to revolution. From the revolutionary point of view,
lust is good because it fosters the restlessness of republicanism, but
republicanism is also good because it fosters lust. Either way what we have
here is the rationalization of desire as an instrument of simultaneous
“liberation” and control; what was hitherto deemed pathological is now to
be seen as the social norm:

We are persuaded that lust, being a product of those penchants, is not to be
stifled or legislated against, but that it is, rather, a matter of arranging
for the means whereby passion may be satisfied in peace. We must hence
undertake to introduce order into this sphere of affairs, and to establish
all the security necessaiy so that, when need sends the citizen near the
objects of lust, he can give himself over to doing with them all that his
passions demand, without ever being hampered by anything, for there is no
moment in the life of man when liberty in its whole amplitude is so
important to him.28

We have here in a nutshell the rationale for the pornographic entertainment
consumerist culture which would become the dominant culture in the world
by the end of the second millennium. The project at its heart
concerns arrangements whereby passion may be satisfied in peace but with
someone making a profit from its gratification. “Liberty,” according to this
line of thought, is not the ability to act according to reason, but rather the
ability to gratify illicit passion, which means that in the very act of



attaining his “liberty” man becomes the thrall of the passion he gratifies.
Before long, it becomes clear that Sade’s politics is in many ways just the
physics he says it is. Man at the beck of passion is in many ways like a
particle with no will of its own, since reason, especially morals, is the sole
source of man’s ability to govern himself. Once gratification of passion
becomes the definition of “liberty,” then “liberty” becomes synonymous
with bondage because he who controls the passion controls the man.
Liberty, as defined by Sade, becomes a prelude to the most insidious form
of control known by man precisely because it is based on the stealthy
manipulation of his passions. This was the genius of Enlightenment
politics, which is in reality nothing more than a physics of vice: Incite the
passion; control the man. This is the esoteric doctrine of the
Enlightenment, one that has been refined for over 200 years through a
trajectory that involves everything from psychoanalysis to advertising to
pornography and the role it plays in Kulturkampf. Sade clearly understands
that sexual liberation leads to social control and sees this liberation and
subsequent control of passion as the basis of the permanent revolution that
life in France would become once Frenchmen “Would Become
Republicans.”

“No passion has a greater need of the widest horizon of liberty than sexual
license,” Sade writes:

here it is that man likes to command, to be obeyed, to surround himself
with slaves to satisfy him; well, whenever you withhold from man the
secret means whereby he exhales the dose of despotism Nature instilled
in the depths of his heart, he will seek other outlets for it, it will be
vented upon nearby objects; it will trouble the government. If you would
avoid that danger, permit a free flight and rein to those tyrannical desires
which, despite himself, torment man ceaselessly: content with having been
able to exercise his small dominion in the middle of the harem of sultanas
and youths whose submission your good offices and his money procure
for him, he will go away appeased and with nothing but fond feelings for
a government which so obligingly affords him every means of satisfying
his concupiscence.

We see in Sade’s articulation of principles the system by which the regime
can placate sexual interest groups and thereby maintain its hold on power.



There are a number of ironies here - some obvious, some not. One irony is
obvious: Once man is freed from the moral order, he is
immediately subjected to the despotism of those who know how to
manipulate his desires. This is the essence of the Enlightenment regime;
not to prohibit, but to enable, to encourage motion or restlessness, and
direct the flow of that activity by manipulating desire. This is the political
genius behind a regime that is based on advertising and pornography and
opinion polls and the other instruments which control “liberated” man.

“People cry out against th ephilosophes” wrote Bernard Berelson, who ran
John D. Rockefeller Ill’s Population Council, citing Voltaire; “they
are justified in doing so, for if opinion is the Queen of the World, the
philosophes govern this queen.”30 Berelson was no stranger to the
manipulation of sexual desire or public opinion; he ran the opinion polls on
contraception during the early ’60s that eventually led to the
decriminalization of contraception in Griswold v. Connecticut. But
throughout his career he never forgot his debt to the Enlightenment as his
intellectual forebear in the manipulation of opinion and desire. “Opinion,
Queen of the World,” he writes citing Rousseau, “is not subject to the
power of kings; they are themselves its first slaves.”31

The only problem with this system is that it doesn’t really work. Passion
seems forever determined to break the system which aspires to nothing
more than its orderly gratification. So high school students raised on a diet
of sexual laissez faire gun down their fellow students and none of the
pundits can fathom why they aren’t content to live a life as sexual
consumers. Horror, whether in art or in life, is a sign that the
Enlightenment isn’t working out according to plan. The monster invariably
signals the widespread implementation of Enlightenment ideals. Each
Enlightenment revolution has its own monster.32

Sexual liberation leads to anarchy, chaos, and horror, and chaos invariably
leads to forms of social control. The regime which promotes attempts to
tame the sexual passion in much the same way it controlled steam,
electricity, and the atom can never be sure that the passions they “liberate”
won’t return to destroy them. Instead of peace based on the tranquillity of
order, the revolutionary regime offers “liberation” from the moral order
followed by chaos and totalitarian control. We find, then, in Sade a



perverse corroboration of the trajectory of horror adumbrated in the epistle
of James. Passion leads to sin, and sin, when it reaches its fullness, gives
birth to death. The trajectory of horror remains the same in both the
classical and Enlightenment traditions. Sade’s only dispute with St. James
is the values he places on the milestones of the same trajectory. Both admit
that sexual passion released from the moral order leads to murder, terror,
and death; Sade, however, remains firm in viewing these phenomena
through the lens of sexual desire, which is so imperious and all-
encompassing that it fails to see them as evil. Vice, it turns out, and not
self-interest, is the gravitational force which both moves men and allows
the revolutionaries to manipulate them to their own ends. This is the great
discovery of the Enlightenment. Those in the grip of sexual passion, as
Sade testifies, know how powerful it is. It was the genius of the
Enlightenment to make that passion an instrument of political control, and
that discovery was so ingenious because vice as a form of control is
virtually invisible. Those who are the thrall of their passions see only what
they desire and the not the bondage those desires inflict on them. Sexual
liberation is, as a result, the ideal form of control because it is virtually
invisible. The genius here was not Sade’s but rather that of Adam
Weishaupt, founder of the Illuminati, and prototype for Victor
Frankenstein. Weishaupt’s genius consists in his use of vice as a vehicle of
both subversion and social control. Sade’s genius was to bring out the
political implications and applications of the personal controls Weishaupt
forged.

Three months after her almost fatal immersion in the Thames, on January
8, 1796, Mary Wollstonecraft, now reconciled to life in general and life
without Imlay in particular, attended a tea party given by her new
friend Mary Hays. Also in attendance was William Godwin, now at the
height of his fame as the author of Political Justice and a suspense novel
titled Things as They are: or, the Adventures of Caleb Williams. Both
Wollstonecraft and Godwin had attended a dinner party together almost
five years earlier, but then the circumstances had been reversed. Then
Wollstonecraft was famous and Godwin was obscure. Chastened by five
years of pain, Wollstonecraft did not attempt to monopolize the
conversation this time. Perhaps her adversity had enhanced her stature in
Godwin’s eyes; perhaps his newfound fame did something similar to her.



Whatever the reason, they began to see more of each other. Wollstonecraft
then moved into Somers Town to be near Godwin. Then, on April 14, 1796,
she showed up unannounced at Godwin’s lodgings on Chalton Street.
Thereafter they saw each other daily, and by mid-August their intercourse
was as sexual as it was intellectual. Godwin relied at the time on what he
called the “chance medley” system of birth control, which was about as
effective as his schemes for social betterment, which meant that
Wollstonecraft was soon pregnant. As a result, the couple was faced with a
dilemma. Should they adhere to their philosophy of sexual Enlightenment
and reject the matrimonial bond which Godwin characterized as “the most
odious of all monopolies”? Or should they bend the knee to social
convention?

In the end, social convention won out and the couple were wed on March
29, 1797, at St. Pancras Church safely before the pregnancy came to
term, but not without admitting to friends that they had failed to practice
what they preached. It was an admission that would have far-reaching
consequences for the next generation. For herself, Mary Wollstonecraft
was behaving now less like the angry feminist and more like the docile
wife. “I am never so well pleased with myself,” she told him, “as when I
please you.”33

On August 25, 1797, Wollstonecraft went into labor, delivering a baby girl,
which they named Mary, on August 30. The Godwins brought in a midwife
to assist at the birth partly because of Mary’s modesty and partly because
they felt that nature would run its course without much interference. When
the Mary’s uterus, however, refused to discharge the placenta, Godwin
called in an obstetrician, who removed it piece by piece. Or so he claimed.
Mary, however, began running a fever, indicating that either the placenta
had not been removed completely or that she had contracted postpeural
fever during the doctor’s ministrations. Godwin, thinking that everything
was progressing as it should, went about the normal round of his business,
but Mary took a tum for the worse and died on September 10.

Godwin was so distraught that he couldn’t attend the funeral on September
15. However, after a few weeks he was hard at work again, this time
writing a memoir about his late wife. Mary Wollstonecraft’s reputation
might have survived the change in intellectual climate that occurred when



England turned against the French Revolution and the spirit of ’93 that had
made Political Justice a best seller at the time, but Godwin’s memoir
insured that this would not happen. Godwin’s memoir described the
gynecological details of the birth and her subsequent death with a
specificity which the age found shocking. In addition to that, Godwin
described her affair with Imlay and her subsequent affair with Godwin in
terms that were guaranteed to alienate a reading public that was already
disposed to blame Godwin and Wollstonecraft for the corruption of English
morals. Godwin’s statement in the Memoirs that “not one word of a
religious cast f ell from her lips” as she lay dying seems calculated to
outrage the sensibilities of the English, and it succeeded in doing just that.
T he Anti-Jacobin Review did an article of the Memoir summarizing
everything that was wrong with it and with Godwin’s views on sexual
relations from the fact that it “inculcates the promiscuous intercourse
of the sexes” to the fact that his late wife betook “herself to ourenemies”
where, according to her amorous constitution, she documented her
adventures as a kept mistress.

The Anti-Jacobin Review, founded in July 1798 with the help of a secret
government subsidy, announced its aim to expose and destroy the
Jacobin conspiracy which it saw at work in the country. Over the course of
the next few years, the Anti-Jacobin Review would pretty much succeed at
what it set out to do. The cause of revolution was defeated in the war of
ideas in England, and with it the idea of sexual revolution went down to
defeat as well. Godwin no longer shone likethe sun in the literary
firmament; in fact, he had become a hated man. His name had become
associated with the term “philosophy,” which in the common mind was
never mentioned without a sneer of contempt and had become synonymous
with his name and that of Mary Wollstonecraft as well as atheism, treason,
economic redistribution, and sexual immorality. Godwin’s Memoirs,
appearing as it did when the excesses of the Terror were common
knowledge, created a reaction that swept the notion of sexual liberation
from public discourse, and the names Godwin and Wollstonecraft were
linked indissolubly now in the public mind with the theories of revolution
that were causing so much carnage and misery in France.
The rationalization of sexual vice was just one aspect of the general
upheaval in France. In the English mind, it died with the Revolution in



France on the same bloody scaffold that had confirmed that passions
unfettered by reason inevitably led to death.

London, 1797

On May 1, 1797, a little over a month after Mary Wollstonecraft married
William Godwin and roughly three months before she died, Edmund
Burke, the man who was the occasion of her rise to literary fame, wrote a
letter to Abbe Augustin Barruel, a French emigre and priest, upon the
publication of the first volume of his Memoirs Illustrating the History’ of
Jacobinism. In terms of its breadth and scope, Barruel’s History of
Jacobinism was the book Mary probably hoped she would write; in terms
of its politics, it was its antithesis. If there were ever a rout in the battle for
the public mind, Barruel’s History> of Jacobinism accomplished it in the
utter defeat of revolutionary sympathies in England. Less than ten years
after Rev. Price’s sermon at Old Jewry, the English radicals were driven
from the field in ignominious def eat, and the name of Godwin, their
leader, became synonymous with both personal vice and political discord,
especially after he wrote the memoir of his deceased wife.

“I have known myself, personally,” Burke wrote to Barruel, shortly before
he died, “five of your principal conspirators, and I can undertake to say
from my own certain knowledge , that so far back as the year 1773, they
were busy in the plot you have so well described, and in the manner and on
the principle you have so truly represented. To this I can speak as a
witness.”

The acclaim which followed the publication of Barruel’s History was
almost as passionate as the vehement denunciation which greeted
Godwin’s Wollstonecraft memoir. Bom in 1741, Barruel entered the
Society of Jesus in 1756 and was employed as a teacher in Vienna at the
court of the Emperor when he received word in 1773 that the Jesuit order
had been suppressed. After spending time as a teacher abroad, Barruel
returned to France and immediately became embroiled in the Kulturkampf
that would eventuate in the French Revolution. When Louis XVI ascended
to the throne, Barruel wrote an ode in his honor which sold 12,000 copies
and endeared his name to Royalist circles as much as it earned him the



enmity of the philosophes. In 1781, their enmity deepened with the
publication of Barruel’s book Les Helviennes, his attack on Enlightenment
thought. Barruel then turned on the clergy who thought some
accommodation with the Enlightenment was possible, publishing La
Genese selon M. Soulavie, which got Abbe Soulavie fired from his
teaching post at the Sorbonne, and subsequently led to a law-

suit, which must have been successful since all extant copies of the book
were destroyed. During the same period, Barruel became editor of the
Journal ecclesiastique, a post from which he continued his attack on the
revolution. By August of 1792, actions had become louder than words. On
August 10, Barruel suspended publication of the journal and escaped into
hiding in Paris when the September massacres broke out. From there he
went to Normandy, whence the Vendee revolt would issue less than a year
later, and from there he escaped to England in mid-September 1792.

The parallels with Mary Wollstonecraft’s life are striking. Both emigrated
in 1792. Wollstonecraft left England and went to Paris to write a book
about the revolution which is now pretty much unread by anyone but
scholars interested in the psychic details of Wollstonecraft’s life. Barruel
escaped with his life from the very revolution Wollstonecraft sought to
embrace and, emigrating to England, where he was granted patronage by
the Clifford family, one of England’s most eminent recusant lines, Barruel
wrote a book that was to become the classic counter-revolutionary text for
the next two hundred years.

In a left-handed tribute to Barruel’s book and its subsequent influence,
Daniel Pipesdedicates an entire chapter to Barruel in his 1997 book
Conspiracy, and in an act as audacious as it is dishonest tries to make
Barruel responsible for both the Holocaust and the Gulag, failing to
mention that the Soviet regime was the logical and historical extension of
principles taken from the French Revolution, against which Barruel fought.

Pipes’s attempt to link Barruel with the Nazi regime is even more fraught
with dishonesty. While admitting at one point that the word Jew never
appears in the almost 2,000 pages that comprise Barruel’s History
of Jacobinism, Pipes nevertheless accuses Barruel of anti-Semitism based
on the alleged fact that he received a letter from an Italian by the name



of Simonini who alleged that the Jews were behind the conspiracy
which brought about the revolution in France. Pipes claims that Barruel
“accepted and endorsed”2 the notion that the Jews were behind the
revolution; he then claims that it became public knowledge, although there
is no evidence to support that claim. Pipes cites an obscure French journal
as his source, when he got the idea from Nesta Webster’s book World
Revolution, which mentions the Simonini letter, but also claims that
Barruel never accepted it. That is not hard to understand, since accepting
that thesis would have meant the repudiation of the one he proposed in the
History of Jacobinism, which attributed the revolution to philosophes,
freemasons, and the Illuminati.

Barruel’s history earned the ire of the heirs of the Enlightenment because it
cut through the pseudo-Newtonian mumbo-jumbo which tried to describe
human activity in terms of atoms bumping into each other, and resituated
the locus of human responsibility in the human will, where Augustine, his
namesake, had placed it 1500 years before. Revolutions were caused by
human passions, which, when they got out of control, spread havoc through
a culture. “It is undeniable,” Barruel wrote

that virtue ought to be more particularly the principle of democracies than
of any other form of government, they being the most turbulent and
the most vicious of all, in which virtue is absolutely necessary to control
the passions of men, to quell that spirit of cabal, anarchy, and faction
inherent to the democratic form, and to chain down that ambition and rage
of dominion over the people, which the weakness of the laws can scarcely
withstand.

Since the soul, according to the classical tradition, is the microcosm of the
state, the French Revolution was the logical consequence of releasing
passion on a nation-wide scale:

The French revolution is in its nature similar to our passions and vices: it is
generally known, that misfortunes are the natural consequences of
indulging them; and one would willingly avoid such consequences: but
a faint-hearted resistance is made; our passions and our vices soon
triumph, and man is hurried away by them.

Godwin’s rout in the battle of ideas came about primarily because the



traditional psychology Barruel espoused as the best explication of
political events in France seemed to be bom out as true when placed up
against the still-unrolling chain of events. Godwin’s ideas, like calling
Robespierre an “eminent benefactor of mankind,” seemed to burst anytime
they made contact with events.

The only thing that saved Godwin from total obscurity was the fact that
people kept his name in print by attacking him. One of the more
significant attacks came in June 1798 when Joseph Johnson published an
anonymous book entitled An Essay on the Principle of Population as it
affects the Future Improvement of Society, with remarks on the
speculations of Mr. Godwin, M, Condorcet and other writers. The author
was a shy young Anglican pastor with a hare-lip, ten years Godwin’s
junior, by the name of Thomas Malthus. Malthus took exception to
Godwin’s idea of human perfectibility, and proposed as a counterexample
the idea that man’s procreation would always outstrip the available food
supply. This was so because food increased in arithmetical progression,
whereas human beings procreated in ratios which increased geometrically.
Malthus had come by his philosophical credentials b y something akin to
birth right, in a family which revered philosophical discourse and had as
guests in their home David Hume and Jean-Jacques Rousseau. The story of
Malthus’s intellectual development, however, was the opposite of Godwin.
Godwin was raised in a Calvinist home for a career in the ministry, which
he threw over after coming in contact with the Enlightenment. Malthus was
exposed to Enlightenment thought in the home and became, perhaps as a
result, a minister in the Anglican church.

Malthus based his argument against Godwin’s notion of moral
perfectibility on two axioms: (I) that food is necessary to the existence of
man and (2) “that the passion between the sexes is necessary and will
remain nearly in its present state.” Given these two facts, the only thing
that will limit population to the available food supply is war, famine, and
disease. Godwin, who subsequently met Malthus at a dinner party given by
Johnson on August 14, 1 798, suggested that if property were distributed
more equitably, that everyone would have enough to live on. Like the
earlier dispute between Burke and Wollstonecraft, the Godwin/Malthus
dispute set the terms for what one would come to call left and right tin



English-speaking lands, at least) for the next two hundred years. The
liberal view was that human nature and therefore all human institutions,
were completely malleable and therefore perfectible. The conservative
view was that man was what he was as the result of immutable “iron” laws
of nature, which could not be changed. Hence, according to the latter view,
the less man did in terms of tinkering the better off he would be. According
to the former view, the notion that man could be whatever he wanted to be
- the idea of perfectibility, even to the point of conquering death - almost
naturally led to revolution because the only explanation for evil lay in the
arbitrary restrictions which the powerful imposed on society for their own
benefit. In many ways, the debate was a resurrection in disguised form of
the earlier theological debate on original sin. Godwin represented an
extreme form of the Pelagian position, according to which nature was
sufficient without grace; whereas Malthus represented, in spite of
his position as an Anglican minister, the Calvinist position that any effort
to ameliorate man’s condition was pointless because of man’s innate
depravity.

Time would show that the crucial issue was “passion between the sexes.”
Malthus argued from numbers and claimed that sexual activity remained
on that level a constant that would eventuate in births in a way that would
invariably outstrip food supply. Godwin argued that late marriage
and moral restraint would limit family size. Godwin, however, was
prevented from making this argument effectively by the evidence from his
own life and writings, which seemed to urge promiscuity, divorce,
abortion, and anything but moral restraint. The more the two men pursued
the argument, the more the argument got cast in terms that would never
admit a solution. Malthus, like Burke before him, allowed the terms of the
conservative argument to degenerate into the defense of a completely static
status quo and an equally vehement defense of economic privilege if not
ruthless exploitation of the weak. Godwin, for his part, proposed defenses
that were ever more utopian, and the argument has pretty much run in the
same ruts from ever since.

By 1801 Malthus’s theory had already been widely adopted. Two years of
poor harvests had led to widespread distress. Prices were up 300
percent from their 1793 level, and although wages had also risen, there had



been a drastic fall in the income of the poor. Relieving starvation by public
expenditure, many taxpayers now believed, would make the situation
worse, and the only answer was to reduce demand even further. In 1800 a
law was passed to forbid bakers from selling bread for twenty-four hours
after baking - it being well know that since new bread tasted better, the
poor ate more if it.

What neither side could anticipate then is how attractive artificial
contraception would appear to both sides in the dispute. As of the time of
Mal-thus’s book, contraception was technologically unfeasible and morally
repugnant, but with the passage of time and the subsequent and
simultaneous advance in technology and the erosion of morals, it would
soon reassert its utility as a technological solution which allowed both
sides to have their cake and eat it too. Birth control allowed theMalthusians
to concentrate on fertility reduction to the detriment of higher wages and
better working conditions, but it also allowed the Left to indulge its sexual
passions and its utopian schemes for social engineering. The
rapprochement which contraception enabled would have to wait for a
hundred years, but eventually it would be symbolized by the collaboration
of Margaret Sanger and John D. Rockefeller Jr. The twopoles of the debate
- liberation and control, as in sexual liberation and population control -
would remain antinomies, but in a way in which the one invariably begat
the other in a never ending cycle of more and more liberation eventuating
in tighter and tighter social control. The one was always a function of the
other, and the contraceptive was the key to both. In providing both
liberation of the sexual sort for the Godwinians and control of
the population sort for the Malthusians, it allowed the creation of a
political system in which “liberation” from sexual restraint could be used
as a form of control. The sexual act liberated from procreation was
mobilized in ways congenial to those who wanted to make money off its
exploitation. By convincing undesirable groups that they should limit their
numbers rather than seek higher wages, these groups were deprived of
demographic leverage, and political protest was defused by evermore
besotting applications of sexual pleasure. All of that was far in the future,
but all of it grew out of the dialectic of liberation and control which lay at
the heart of the Godwin/Malthus debate.



Godwin at this point had other reasons to think about birth control and
moral restraint. At the time of his debate with Malthus he became
sexually involved with a certain Mrs. Clairmont, upon whom he was
practicing once again the “chance-medley” system of birth control, which
predictably led to a pregnancy, which eventuated in the birth in October of
1801 of one more half-sister, Jane or Claire or Clare, being added to the
Godwin family menage.

On March 6, 1801, seven months before the birth of Mary Godwin’s half-
sister Jane, the Marquis de Sade paid a visit to his publisher
Nicholas Masse at his offices on the rue Helvetius. In 1797, the same year
that

Barruel’s magnum opus on the revolution had appeared in London, the
Marquis de Sade produced a magnum opus of a different sort in Paris.
Entitled La Nouvelle Justine ou les Malheurs de la vertu, suivie de
VHistoire de Juliette sa soeur, Sade’s latest foray into pornography
dwarfed anything he had had published up till that time. Its ten volumes of
pornographic excess were illustrated with numerous obscene engravings
earning it the dubious encomium of being “the most ambitious
pornographic enterprise ever assembled.”s If Sade hoped to get rich from
the book, he was once again disappointed. Three years after its publication,
Sade was living from hand to mouth in the back room of a farmer’s cottage
with no residence of his own and not even a set of clothes to wear. Sade
was in fact so down and out that the world took him for dead. On August
29, 1799, he read his obituary in the L 'Ami des Lois, which shed few tears
over his reputed passing away, referring to him as an “infamous writer”
whose “mere name . . . breathes a cadaverous stench that kills virtue and
inspires horror.” “Not even the most depraved heart,” the report continued,
“the most bizarrely obscene imagination could conceive anything so
offensive to reason, decency or humanity.”6

A year and a half after the report appeared, Sade was at Masse, his
publisher, hoping for a some of the royalties from his latest, most
ambitious pornographic work when the police arrived and took him into
custody. Masse cut a deal with the police by revealing the location of the
warehouse where the copies of Juliette were stored and was released within
twenty-four hours. S ade was taken to a jail known as the “Mousetrap” and



lef t to stew in his own (and other people’s) juices in a holding cell fifteen
feet underground. Sade had been drawn into a trap by Masse and the police,
who, according to Lever, suspected Sade as the author of Zoloe, a satire on
Napoleon. Two years after his arrest, after bouncing from one dungeon to
another, Sade finally ended up at Charenton, the famous asylum for the
insane. It was there, under the direction of the defrocked priest Francois
Simonet de Coulmier, who revitalized the hospital and made it, for a time,
the social hub for Paris high society, that Sade finally made a name for
himself in the theater as the asylum’s new “artistic director.” Coulmier not
only arranged the performances, he actually joined with the Marquis de
Sade and the inmates in performing them. Considering the fact that Sade
nearly perished from hunger and exposure during the winter of 1800-1801,
things could have been worse, especially since Sade’s mistress Constance
Quesnet was allowed to move in with him in August of 1804, and occupy
the room next to his, where she passed as his illegitimate daughter.

There was of course constant tension with the civil authorities who were
authorized to search his room periodically and confiscate any obscene
material they found. These same authorities also insisted that Sade be
confined to the grounds of the asylum, but Coulmier was lax in the
enforcement of this rule, allowing Sade to attend Mass at the parish church
of Sainte-Maurice on Easter Sunday 1805, where France’s apostle for
atheism delivered the communion bread and took up the collection.

Sade did not write the plays which were performed at Charenton, as Peter
Weiss would have it in his ’60s musical Marat/Sade, but he did perform in
them, and his presence as director of the theater, although not
advertised, was undoubtedly one of the attractions that brought high
society from Paris to watch. The performances were also not, as in
Marat/Sade, performed behind bars, nor did the asylum inmates play the
leading roles, which were given to professional actors and actresses from
the Parisian stage. One such actress, a Mile. Flore, described Sade as “a
kind of curiosity, like one of those monstrous creatures they display in
cages,” giving some indication that Sade himself, as much as the
therapeutic effects of drama on lunatics, was one of the main draws at
Charenton. Sade, at this point in his life retained the obesity he had
acquired while a prisoner in the Bastille. His face, according to Flore, “was



the emblem of his mind and character,” which is another way o f saying
that it was not handsome. Auguste Delaboueisse-Rochefort, who saw him
perform the leading role in L'Impertinent by Desmahis, described him as
“very big, very fat, very cold, very heavy, a large mass, a vulgar, short
man whose head seemed a shameful ruin.”7 Mile. Flore describes Sade as
“the author of several books that cannot be named and whose titles alone
are an insult to taste and morality, which is supposed to make you think I
haven’t read them.”8

There is a disturbing side, of course, to Mile. Flore’s account. In addition
to giving us information on Sade’s appearance, she also gives some
indication that his influence was spreading through the clandestine
circulation of his writings. This influence would continue well into the
twentieth century. Sade was the hero of Guillaume Apollinaire and the
surrealists of the 1920s, who adopted his sexual practices, particularly
sodomy, in his honor. But the evidence indicates that Sade’s writings had
already, during his lifetime, attracted people who wanted to act out his
fantasies. On June 5, 1807, Police Inspector Dubois searched Sade’s cell
looking for obscene material and discovered “many papers and instruments
of the most disgusting libertinage.”9 Evidently the Marquis de Sade still
practiced the masturbatory practices he had acquired during his
incarceration at the Bastille. After learning that Constance Quesnet was his
mistress, Dubois searched her room as well discovering a work entitled Les
Entretiens du chateau de Florbelle, a work Dubois described as “disgusting
to read. It seems that de Sade aimed to surpass the horrors of Justine and
Juliette.”10

Even more unsettling, however, was the part of Dubois’s report that
mentioned the letters Sade had been receiving:

there are several written by a single hand that prove he has disciples as

horrifying as their master. The writer describes scenes of libertinage that
have recently occurred and boasts of having administered potions
that produced an appearance of death lasting several hours in women
who were then used in every possible manner, tortured, and forced to
drink three enormous bottles of blood. 1 hope to discover the author of
these letters and of these crimes. I have reason to believe that he will not



elude the searches 1 have ordered.

N o one knows whether this devotee of Sade was brought to justice. What
is known, however, is that the Marquis de Sade’s writings became
underground classics during the nineteenth century and read by figures as
well known as Byron and Swinburne. Once release into the cultural
bloodstream, these toxins would circulate with surprising rapidity,
creating, as pornography normally does, a sense of possibility where none
existed before.

But the immediate reaction at the time, in France as in England, was
disgust. Esquirol, now head of the Salpetriere, denounced the theatrical
performances at Charenton as “a lie,” with no therapeutic benefits. “The
lunatics who attended these performances,” he continued, “attracted the
attention and curiosity of a frivolous, unserious and sometimes mean
public. The bizarre attitudes and bearing of these unfortunate individuals
drew mocking laughter and insulting pity from the audience. What more
did it take to wound the pride and sensitivities of these poor souls, or to
disconcert the intelligence and reason of those few who retained the ability
to be attentive?”12

By January of 1812, when this letter was added to the bulging dossier on
Charenton at the ministry of health, Napoleon was on his way to defeat at
the hands of the Russians, whose Cossacks would soon be raping and
pillaging on French soil. With the defeat of Napoleon, the man who
embodied the revolutionary ideals in their terminal phase, the conservative
powers in Europe, with England and Austria at their head, brought the age
of revolution to a close - for the time being at least. And with the end of
revolution came the end of sexual revolution as well - again, for the time
being. On May 6,1813, the ministry of health ordered the suspension of the
balls and concerts that were given in Charenton hospital.

On April 14, 1814, Napoleon abdicated at the palace at Fountainbleu, and
on May 3 the Bourbon monarchy was restored when King Louis
XVIII made his triumphal return to the Paris, the city where his
grandfather had been executed twenty-one years before. Louis XVIII’s
government now had no need any longer of a director of Charenton who
was both a defrocked priest and a former revolutionary. Nor did they have



any need of his dubious experiments in psychodrama. The revolution had
provided enough psychodrama to last a lifetime. So Coulmier was
dismissed, and before the year had ended Sade was dead. In his will, the
Divine Marquis had specified that he wanted no monument, and so he was
buried, according to his wishes, in a copse of trees, which promptly
obliterated his grave. His monument was his writings, and they, as we have
already indicated, would survive the political restoration which saw the
revolution and its sexual sequelae as a bad dream.

On August 7, 1814, four months before Sade died, Pope Pius VII issued a
bull entitled Sollicitudo Omnium Ecclesiarum, which restored the
Society of Jesus as a religious order in the Catholic Church. On October 18,
1815, Abbe Barruel was readmitted to the Jesuits. Like the works of the
Marquis de Sade, Barruel’s Memoirs Illustrating the History of Jacobinism
would go on to have enormous posthumous influence, although of a
different kind. Barruel, unlike what his detractors had to say, became
convinced that the influence of the Prussian philosopher Immanuel Kant
was every bit as pernicious as his more bloodthirsty colleagues in France
and dedicated the last five years of his life to writing a book on Kant, a
manuscript which he inexplicably burned before it could be published.
Barruel died on October 20, 1820, secure in the knowledge that the Jesuits
had been restored and the revolution was over. The sexual revolution was
over as well, but there would still be one final spectacular act that would
gather all of its disparate threads in one hand before it expired of its own
wretched excess. Barruel, the implacable foe of revolution, would have
been both surprised and disconcerted to know that his magnum opus was
one of those threads.



Part I, Chapter 6

London, 1812

On January 1,1812, William Godwin received a letter from a young
aristocrat by the name of Percy Bysshe Shelley. Shelley had been expelled
from Cambridge for writing a anonymous pamphlet on atheism, and now
he was interested in making an inquiry as to why the French Revolution
had failed. Shelley had read Political Justice and wanted to discuss it with
Godwin. “It is now a period of more than two years since first I saw your
inestimable book on Political Justice,” Shelley wrote, “it opened to my
mind fresh and more extensive views; it materially influenced my
character, and I rose from its perusal a wiser and better man ... to you, as
the regulator and former of my mind, I must ever look with real respect
and veneration.”1

Godwin was by now all but forgotten. The only time his name was
mentioned was by way of denouncing one or the other deleterious effects
of Jacobinism on the character of England, which was now ready for the
final showdown with the Jacobin empire and its emperor Napoleon.
Godwin as a result was in permanent financial straits, and so we can
imagine him upon reception of this letter not only flattered by the attention
of the younger generation but also pleased by the prospect of some
financial patronage.

Shelley, for his part, had established a sexual trajectory at this point that
was similar to that of his master. Reading Godwin as an impressionable
teenager, Shelley denounced the institution of marriage in a letter to one of
his female admirers as “an evil of immense an extensive magnitude.”2 As
a teenager Shelley was, however, as libidinous as he was impressionable,
and after falling under the spell of the sixteen-year-old friend of his sisters,
Harriet Westbrook, who refused to comply with his free love schemes,
Shelley decided, like his mentor Godwin, to chuck principle in favor of
sexual gratification and get married anyway.

When Shelley finally arrived at Godwin’s door, it was as if the Spirit of ’93
were made incarnate in the body of this frail and young and even
younger looking aristocrat. During the mid-1790s what happened in France



seemed a prelude to what was going to happen in England. Following on
the heels of the Terror in France, on October 29, 1795, the king’s carriage
was attacked by a mob at the opening of Parliament resulting in the fatal
injury of one of his footmen. The result was a sense of alarm, a sense that
the revolution was made to be exported to England as well as throughout
Europe, and the determination of the government to suppress sedition of
both deed and thought.

Philosophy, so recently resurrected for the English reading public by
William Godwin, Mary’s father, had now become a term of opprobrium,
similar to the way the term philosophe was used by Barruel. “Philosophy,”
as one biographer put it, “meant William Godwin and Mary
Wollstonecraft, atheism, treason, economic redistribution, and sexual
immorality.”3

Shelley had read all of the classical revolutionary documents emanating
from France. As such he was familiar with the role electricity, especially
as introduced by America’s ambassador to France, Benjamin Franklin,
played in revolutionary politics. It was to take on a new meaning in his
wife-to-be’s account of Shelley as the monster-begetting Victor
Frankenstein. Shelley, like Frankenstein, was a “modem Prometheus” who
would free the slaves via scientifically based revolution. As with his poem
“Ode to the West Wind,” Shelley incorporated the magical elan vital into
his body as way transforming himself into something godlike, superhuman,
preternatural, as recounted by his Oxford chum Thomas Jefferson Hogg;

He then proceeded, with much eagerness and enthusiasm, to show me the
various instruments, especially the electrical apparatus; turning round
the handle very rapidly, so that the fierce, crackling sparks flew forth;
and presently standing upon the stool with glass feet, he begged me to
work the machine until he was filled with the fluid, so that his long, wild
locks bristled and stood on end. Afterwards he charged a powerful battery
of several large jars; labouring with vast energy, and discoursing with
increasing vehemence of the marvellous powers of electricity, of
thunder and lightning; describing an electrical kite that he had made at
home, and projecting another and an enormous one, or rather a
combination of many kites, that would draw down from the sky an
immense volume of electricity, the whole ammunition of a mighty



thunderstorm; and this directed to some point would there produce the
most stupendous results.

Shelley’s experiments have a touching sort of naivete to them, a bit like a
boy playing with his chemistry set on the way to inventing the cure for
some dread disease. But there was a sinister side to what he was doing as
well, a willingness to experiment on human beings, himself and his sisters,
that bespoke an instrumental attitude toward human life that would reach
its fulfillment in matters sexual. “Thou didst sport with life,” the monster
said to Victor Frankenstein, and as Mary Shelley well knew the charge
applied to Shelley as well. Science, from Shelley’s point of view, was a
way of manipulating nature to get what you wanted from it. The crucial
step taken by de la Mettrie and the Marquis de Sade was the transformation
of man into a machine as a prelude to manipulating him as the scientist
would manipulate inanimate nature. Because Christianity posited a certain
sacredness to life, it was also seen as the major obstacle to the fulfillment
of forbidden desire. Christianity, as a result, was construed as the enemy by
Shelley and his circle. Science was an essential weapon in the arsenal he
used to attack Christianity, the family, marriage, property and government.
Shelley was not some innocent playing with a chemistry set. He was a
magus with a revolutionary agenda. “Oh!” wrote the aspiring young
chemist,

I bum with impatience for the moment of Xtianity’s dissolution, it has
injured me; 1 swear on the altar of perjured love to revenge myself on the
hated cause of the effect which even now I can scarcely help deploring. -
Indeed I think it is to the benefit of society to destroy the opinions
which can annihilate the dearest of its ties... - Let us hope that the wound
which we inflict tho’ the dagger be concealed, will rankle in the heart of
our adversary.5

He ended his letter with the battle cry of the Enlightenment, “tcrasez
I’infame; ecrasez VimpieThe phrase “crush the infamy” comes from
Voltaire, who used to end his letters with it, in the manner of Cato the
Elder who used to end every speech with a reference to his foes across the
Mediterranean: Carthago delenda est. But the reference to the concealed
dagger was straight from Barruel’s account of the Illuminati, which along
with Electricity became another of Shelley’s obsessions.



Electricity, in this regard, became more than a simple force that can
“animate” machinery; it was the force that animated the universe, and
since man was nothing more than a complicated machine, he who
controlled electricity, controlled man. The revolutionary implications
become immediately apparent, especially to one who had read Barruel’s
History of Jacobinism, as Shelley had. In fact, Shelly took Barruel in a
perverse way as the Bible for the revolution he planned and forced its
reading on all of his proteges, most notably the young Mary Godwin, who
read it as part of the revolutionary education Shelley airanged for her.
“With Voltaire,” Barruel writes, “man is a pure machine.”6 Frederick the
Great, Voltaire’s protector and fellow philosophe, was of the same opinion,
but, according to Bairuel, took the whole notion a step further to its logical
conclusion: “I am will convinced that I am not twofold,” Frederick wrote
in a direct attack on the idea that man was a body informed by a soul,
“hence, I consider myself as a single being. I know that I am an animal
organized, and that thinks: hence, I conclude that matter can think, as well
as that it has the property of being electric.”7

Shelley’s revolutionary program was simply a series of extrapolations
drawn from this rational psychology, which, since there was now no
such thing as a soul, was in reality a sort of anthropophysics. Electricity
was the force of nature that would break the chains of convention and
liberate man. The more Shelley became convinced that he was in
possession of the secrets of nature, the more violent became his hatred of
“unnatural” conventions like the family, the state and religion, in
particular, Christianity: “Yet here I swear, and as I break my oath may
Infinity Eternity blast me, here I swear that never will I forgive
Christianity!... Oh how I wish I were the Antichrist, that it were mine to
crush the Demon, to hurl him to his native Hell never to rise again.”8

Just as Electricity produced light, which dispelled by its very nature the
darkness of superstition, so Electricity as the ultimate force in nature
found its political expression in Illuminism, the conspiracy hatched by
Adam Weishaupt, professor of law at the University of lngolstadt, which
had thrown the King of France down from his throne and aspired to do the
same for every other priest and king throughout Europe.

Shelley finally showed up at the Godwins with his young wife Harriet, and



the meeting was a success. By 1814, a complicating factor had arisen in the
relationship. Shelley had fallen in love with Godwin’s daughter by
Mary Wollstonecraft, Mary Godwin. During one of their evening walks in
Spa Fields, Shelley explained to Godwin that he had fallen in love with
his daughter, who was then sixteen years old, the same age as his first wife
when he married her, and that he intended to leave Harriet and live with
Mary without the benefit of the sacrament of matrimony in Switzerland. In
order to make the arrangement more attractive to the chronically
impecunious Godwin, Shelley assured Godwin that the money from one of
the many ruinous post-obit bonds Shelley floated would be arriving soon.
This money would cover the cost of travel to Switzerland, and there would
still be some left over for Godwin, who was once again hoist on his own
philosophical petard. As was usually the case in sexual matters, Godwin
was forced to choose between his philosophical principles and whatever
was left of his innate moral sense as a decent human being and father.
Godwin would, to his credit, not give his approval, but this didn’t deter
Shelley, who had been “educating” young Mary to her father’s principles,
whether her father believed them anymore or not. On June 26, 1814,
Shelley accompanied Mary to her mother’s tomb, where they read
Wollstonecraft’s letters, and where, after sending her sister Jane away, the
seduction was consummated either on or near the tomb itself. Shortly
thereaf ter, Mary agreed to elope, which they did, taking her half-sister
Jane along as a translator.

Shelley had become Mary Godwin’s lover, but he would remain as before
her educator as well. During the course of the next few months, Mary
would read all of the books which had corrupted Shelley, and among
them and of singular importance was Barruel’s History of Jacobinism,
Shelley recommended the book, not because he agreed with the political
views of the world’s most famous anti-revolutionary Jesuit, but because
the book gave the best account of the Illuminist conspiracy then extant, and
as part of his political agenda, Shelley wanted to resurrect the Illuminati.

Whether Abbe Barruel described Weishaupt’s role in the French
Revolution accurately or not is beside the point. It is Barruel’s account
which became normative for Shelley and Mary Godwin as they pondered it
on their honeymoon journey down the Rhine past Schloss Frankenstein.



Victor Frankenstein, like Weishaupt, was associated with the University of
lngolstadt but studied medicine, not law, because medicine had a more
direct connection with the principle of life Shelley sought to discover in
electricity, and control through applied Illuminism, a system which, he
confided to Leigh Hunt, “might establish rational liberty on as firm a basis
as that which would have supported the visionary schemes of a completely-
equalized community.”9

Shelley made the connection between Illuminism and his revolution-
ary/scientific program explicitly in a letter to Leigh Hunt but suppressed
any discussion of it with the older Godwin because it was simply too
radical and shocking a proposal to broach. With Godwin, Shelley hinted at
his devotion to the Gnostic/Manichean tradition of anti-Christianity more
obliquely, using science as his cover, perhaps in deference to the fact that
Godwin narrowly escaped being tried for sedition, and many of his friends
did not escape at all. The initiate Illuminatus, according Barruel, was urged
“fo study the doctrines of the ancient Gnostics and Manichaeans, which
may lead him to many important discoveries of this real Masonry.”10 He
was also told that “the great enemies which he will have to encounter
during this investigation will be ambition and other vices which make
humanity groan under the oppression of Princes and of the Priesthood ”l 1

With this in the back of his mind, Shelley writes to Godwin that: “I was
haunted with a passion for the wildest and most extravagant romances:
ancient books of Chemistry and Magic were perused with an enthusiasm of
wonder almost amounting to belief.”12

Shelley lets the cat out of the bag just enough by linking chemistry and
magic, enough to cause Godwin to recoil in horror, as if he understood
the full implication of the system Shelley was proposing. Since both the
Christian and the anti-Christian systems were internally consistent and
mutually antagonistic, it is not surprising that Godwin would react with
horror: “You talk of awakening them,” he wrote, “they will rise up like
Cadmus’ seed of dragon’s teeth, and their first act will be to destroy each
other.”13

Godwin was smart enough to realize that Shelley was taking Illuminism as
his model even if he never mentioned it explicitly - to Godwin at least:



Shelley secretly turned to the Masonic conception of revolutionary
brotherhood as a viable form of reform organization. He was attracted
especially by its occultism, its tight communal solidarity, and “seeding” of
subversive political ideas. He never wrote of Illuminism to Godwin,
who would have been appalled, but to Miss Hitchener in this same letter he
recommended the authoritative book on the subject, by the Abbd
Barruel, Memoirs Illustrating the History of Jacobinism, a translation in
four volumes, 1797-98. ‘To you who know how to distinguish truth, 1
recommend it.”14

What began with the discovery of electricity as the revolutionary elan vital
and culminated in Illuminism as electric politics had as its middle term a
series of connecting links which Shelley articulated in his
philosophical poem Queen Mab, a poem with a long revolutionary
pedigree. “Besides reaching American radicals, it is known that the poem
was influential in liberal and revolutionary circles on the Continent, and
the young Frederick Engels began a translation before the 1848
upheavals.”15 When Mary and her half sister Jane (soon to rename herself
Claire) would take walks in the evening, Shelley - as part of his
contribution to Mary’s education, of course -would unfailingly join them,
whereupon, Jane would separate from the pair and allow them to pursue
their conversations a deux, (which Mary characterized as too metaphysical
for Jane’s untutored mind). As part of his education of Mary, Shelley
began plying her with his thoughts as expressed in Queen Mab, a
compendium in verse of left-wing nostrums concerning everything from
free love to vegetarianism. At this point in his life, Shelley was
unsure whether he was being called (if that is the right term) to be a
philosopher or a poet. After reading Queen Mab, Mary suggested poetry as
his career path, perhaps because the philosophy was so derivative and
derived chiefly from her father, as the poem’s notes make clear.

Taking its name from the queen of the fairies in Shakespeare’s Midsummer
Night’s Dream, Queen Mab is, in addition to being in the tradition of the
philosophical poem in the mode of Lucretius’ scientific treatises, the
first tract on sexual liberation in the English language. Sexual liberation
was incorporated into the rest of Shelley’s political program, but for all
that, it still occupied primacy of place in his Utopian scheme. At the heart



of this scheme was Shelley’s fervent, extremely fervent, hope that “all
judgment cease to wage unnatural war/With passion’s unsubduable array.”
6 Reason, in other words, was to become, as Shelley assured Hogg,
compatible with “true passion.” It was that simple, or so it seemed to
Shelley in 1813.

The cause of contention and unhappiness is not the jar of unruly passion
against restraining but secretly compliant reason, but rather what
Shelley called “Xtianity,” which attempts to suppress the passions which
are the source of all happiness in the sublunary, which is to say, the only
sphere. The villain in this drama is therefore, religion, “the priest’s
dogmatic roar!/ The weight of his exterminating curse.”1

Queen Mab is the quintessential Enlightenment poem. All the poet has to
do to achieve heaven on earth is defy priestly authority, keep his soul
pure from “the polluting woe/ Of tyranny,” which involves learning to
“prefer/ Hell’s freedom to the servitude of heaven.”18 Once the aspiring
revolutionary gets that part right. Science will do the rest, which is to say,
it will eliminate disease and strife, especially the strife between reason and
passion, which is a creation of dogmatic priests anyway. “The consistent
Newtonian is necessarily an atheist,” Shelley tells us, therefore, science
will reconcile reason and passion by abolishing belief in God:

All things are void of terror: man has lost

His terrible prerogative, and stands

An equal amidst equals: happiness

And Science dawn though late upon the earth;

Peace cheers the mind, health renovates the frame;

Disease and pleasure cease to mingle here.

Reason and passion cease to combat there;

Whilst each unfettered o’er the earth extend Their all-subduing energies,
and wield The sceptre of a vast dominion there;

Whilst every shape and mode of matter lends Its force to the omnipotence
of mind.



Which from its dark mine drags the gem of truth To decorate its paradise
of peace.

O happy Earth, reality of Heaven!

She left the moral world without a law,

No longer fettering passion’s fearless wing.

Nor searing reason with the brand of God.

Then steadily the happy ferment worked;

Reason was free; and wild though passion went Through tangled glens and
wood-embosomed meads.

Gathering a garland of the strangest flowers,

Yet like the bee returning to her queen,

She bound the sweetest on her sister’s brow,

Who meek and sober kissed the sportive child.

No longer trembling at the broken rod.

In order to establish heaven on earth, all the revolutionary need do is, in the
words of the song, “act naturally.”

Then, that sweet bondage which is freedom’s self,

And rivets with sensation’s softest tie The kindred sympathies of human
souls.

Needed no fetters of tyrannic law:

Those delicate and timid impulses In nature’s primal modesty arose,

And with undoubting confidence disclosed The growing longing of its
dawning love.

Unchecked by dull and selfish chastity.

That virtue of the cheaply virtuous.

Who pride themselves in senselessness and frost.

The chief safeguard against the dangers of “selfish chastity” is the idea that



the world is a machine. He who understands this, Shelley explains in one of
the poem’s footnotes, is in no danger of seduction from the falsehoods
of religious systems, of deifying the principle of the universe.

It is impossible to believe that the Spirit that pervades this infinite
machine, begat a son upon the body of a Jewish woman; or is angered at
the

consequence of that necessity, which is a synonym of itself. All that
miserable tale of the Devil, and Eve, and an Intercessor, with the childish
mummeries of the God of the Jews, is irreconcilable with the knowledge of
the stars. The works of his fingers have bome witness against him.'^

Since the universe is a machine, and man a machine as well, and woman “a
machine for voluptuousness,” as the Marquis de Sade put it,' then marriage
is simply the coupling of atoms in a molecule, and divorce nothing more
than their uncoupling and recoupling in a more congenial configuration.
The critical issue in the duration of any relationship is will based on
affection, which is another word for passion, which, given the
Enlightenment penchant for rationalization, is surprisingly compatible with
“reason”:

How long then ought the sexual connection to last? what law ought to
specify the extent of the grievance which should limit its duration? A
husband and wife ought to continue so long united as they love each
other: any law which should bind them to cohabitation for one moment
after the decay of their af fection^would be a most intolerable tyranny, and
the most unworthy of toleration.

Enlightenment morals become, therefore, a matter of calculation in just
about every sense of the word. “The connection of the sexes,” Shelley
tells us, “is so long sacred as it contributes to the comfort of the parties,
and is naturally dissolved when its evils are greater than its benefits.”25

Chastity is “a monkish and evangelical superstition, a greater foe to natural
temperance even than unintellectual sensuality; it strikes at the root of all
domestic happiness, and consigns more than half of the human race to
misery, that some few may monopolize according to law. A system could
not well have been devised more studiously hostile to human happiness
than marriage.”26



So, the only thing - from the revolutionary point of view, at least-which
can bring about “the fit and natural arrangement of sexual connection”
is “the abolition of marriage.” In the meantime, if passions still prove
unruly, Shelley suggests vegetarianism as a palliative. Prometheus, after
all, “who represents the human race” was punished for cooking meat by
having his entrails “devoured by the vulture of disease.”27 “All vice,”
Shelley tells us solemnly, including death, “arose from the ruin of healthful
innocence,”28 that came about with the eating of meat.

As anyone who has ever attended graduate school knows, sexual liberation
is invariably associated with vegetarianism, especially among the weaker
sex. Shelley was no exception to this rule, and in Queen Mab he ascribes
benefits to the consumption of vegetables that are Godwinian in
proportion. “Who will assert,” Shelley asks rhetorically, giving what might
be termed the vegetarian view of history, “that had the populace of Paris
satisfied their hunger at the ever-furnished table of vegetable nature, they
would have lent their brutal suffrage to the proscription-list of
Robespierre?” Of course, being committed to science, Shelley must admit
that “the proselyte to a pure diet must be warned to expect a temporary
diminution of muscular strength,” but, nonetheless:

Hopes are entertained that, in April 1814, a statement will be given, that
sixty persons, all having lived more than three years on vegetables
and pure water, are then in perfect health. More than two years have
now elapsed; not one of them has died', no such example will be found in
say sixty persons taken at random.30

Of course, all of those people, whether vegetarian or carnivore, all ended
up dead, which must have been a blow to Shelley since Godwin was of the
opinion that man was so perfectible that he could abolish death.

Mary Godwin and Shelley returned to England after their honeymoon of
1814, but they vowed to leave again, which is what they did in the Spring
of 1816, traveling to Lake Geneva to be with Lord Byron. At what has
become the most famous house party in English literary history, Byron and
Shelley and Mary and Jane and Byron’s physician Dr. Polidori, sat around
the Villa Diodati, which Byron had rented for the season. Prevented from
hiking and sailing by the foul weather, they told ghost stories instead. It



was in the after-math of one of these storytelling sessions that Mary
Godwin conceived the idea for Frankenstein, which was her meditation on
Shelley and Shelley’s political project of resurrecting the Illuminati as
described by Barruel in his History of Jacobinism. Shelley insisted that
Mary read Barruel, which St. Clair claims they “read not only as a history
of why things had gone wrong but in order to leam the mind of the
enemy.”31 Even if we concede this as their intention, it is not clear that
intention has hegemony over reality in psychic or literary matters. What
matters is that in reading Barruel, Mary Godwin was confronted with the
classical tradition of the West in both ethics and politics as it applied to the
particulars of the Revolution in France, whose sequelae the young trio had
just witnessed first-hand on their “honeymoon” in 1814. Given the power
of this explication in light of concrete instances that exceeded what both
Barruel had described in 1797 and Burke had predicted six years earlier, it
is difficult to imagine this lesson having no effect -especially having no
effect on Mary Godwin. Barruel was in this regard the antitype of Godwin.
By taking human action out of the Enlightenment matrix of pseudo-physics
and re-situating it in its ethical terms, Barruel achieved the congruity
between microcosm and macrocosm which the Godwinian
system promised through Newtonian physics and then failed to deliver. In
reading Barruel, Mary Godwin got the classical education in ethics and
politics that her father had promised but never provided. In reading
Barruel, Mary Godwin was confronted with the wisdom of the tradition her
husband vowed to overthrow. The French Revolution, according to this
reading, was, not random molecules of social interaction, but rather

similar to our passions and vices: it is generally known, that misfortunes
are the natural consequences of indulging them; and one would willingly

avoid such consequences: but a faint-hearted resistance is made; our
passions and our vices soon triumph, and man is hurried away by them.

In passages like this, we discern the moral wisdom of the West, which
means the horror tradition which Mary Godwin founded by writing
Frankenstein read backwards, so to speak, from the point of view of the
moral order that got suppressed and then returned in disguise. The
calamities described in horror fictions are moral truths in repressed form.
Horror is morality written backwards; it is the moral order viewed through



the wrong end of the telescope. Both Mary Shelley’s Frankenstein and
Barruefs History of Jacobin-ism tell the same story, but they tell it in
radically different ways. To say that “the French revolution is in its nature
similar to our passions and vices” was, of course, the antithesis of both the
Enlightenment and the Godwin-Woll-stonecraf t family tradition; but then
again so was Frankenstein, because both books describe how “misfortunes
are the natural consequence of indulging” the passions. Barruel’s history
does this directly; Frankenstein, like the rest of the horror tradition, does it
by indirection. Barruel’s book is a warning; Frankenstein is an expression
of regret; it is full, not of repentance, but remorse. In this, it mirrored the
mind of Mary Shelley, especially after the events of the fall of 1816 had
left their indelible mark on her psyche. Mary Shelley could never repudiate
her family’s radicalism, nor could she admit that her participation in that
radicalism was wrong, but on the other hand she also could not deny that
people had died because of her actions. Guilt bound her to Shelley, guilt
over what she had done to Harriet Westbrook, but she had no way of
dealing with the guilt because she could not bring herself to repent, or avail
herself of the vehicle of repentance, Christianity. Mary Shelley couldn’t go
back to the old Godwinian radicalism; nor could she go forward to the
Christian/classical tradition via repentance. So instead of repentance, she
chose respectability as the antidote to the deadly radicalism proposed b
y her family. In many ways, the Victorian age was made for her; in many
ways, she created the age by orchestrating Shelley’s apotheosis into a
Victorian angel from a higher sphere.

Barruefs significance in Mary’s education at Shelley’s hands lay in the
alternative it provided to Enlightenment philosophy. Barruel’s History
of Jacobinism was not the only text that refuted the Enlightenment -
the Shelleys re-read Shakespeare too - but it was the one which did it most
specifically in light of classical morals and classical politics, which was a
function of those same morals. It also did it by using examples from the
French Revolution, an event which Shelley wanted to resurrect in England
according to Illuminist principles by creating a network of terrorist
Illuminist cells. At the heart of his project was a revolutionary subversion
of the moral order as the prelude to a similar subversion of the political
order. Shelley’s Queen Mab is a good example of Helvetius read forward,
i.e., taken at face value. Queen Mab articulates the hope that passion can be



made compatible with reason: “And judgment cease to wage unnatural war/
With passion's unsub-duable array.” With Barruel, Mary Godwin got to
read Helvetius backwards, i.e., in light of the tradition he and Shelley
hoped to destroy. “Helvetius,” according to Barruel,

will at one time tell us. that the only rule by which virtuous actions are
distinguished from vicious ones, is the laws of princes, and public utility.
Elsewhere he will say, “that virtue, or honesty, with regard to
individuals, is not more that the habit of actions be measured'," In fine,
“that if the virtuous man is not happy in this world, we are justified in
exclaiming, O Virtue! thou are but an idle dream.”

The same sophister also says, that “sublime virtue and enlightened wisdom
are only the fruits of those passions called folly, or, that stupidity is the
necessary consequence of the cessation of passion. That to moderate the
passions is to ruin the state. That conscience and remorse are nothing but
the foresight of those physical penalties to which crimes expose us.

That the man who is above the last can commit, without remorse, the
dishonest act that may serve his purpose.” That it little imports whether
men are vicious, if they be but enlightened.

The fair sex too will be taught by this author, that “Modesty is only an
invention of refined voluptuousness: - that Morality has nothing to
apprehend from love, for it is the passion that creates genius, and renders
man virtuous." He will inform children, that “the commandment of loving
their father and mother is more the work of education than of nature.” He
will tell the married couple, that “the law which condemns them to live
together become barbarous and cruel on the day they cease to love
each other.”33

The last sentence, no doubt, made Mary Godwin sit up and take notice. It
was a fair description of what had become the Godwin family tradition of
denigrating marriage - by the older generation in theory, and by the
younger in practice. This was the “scientific” deconstruction of the moral
tradition of the West proposed by the Enlightenment, which Barruel “read
backwards,” i.e., retranslated back into the language of classical ethics and
politics. According to that reading, the French Revolution was the result of
passion; in fact, it was a crucial stage in the trajectory of passion leading to



death. Barruel saw the French Revolution as a calculated effort to unleash
passion as the vehicle of subversion, but one that failed to reckon with just
how destructive those forces could be when unleashed and attempts to rein
them in proved impossible, as during the Terror, the logical outcome of
revolutionary principles. Moral decadence led to the Enlightenment, which
was the rationalization of passion. The Enlightenment led then to the
Revolution, which was the projection of those principles onto the political
sphere, and the Revolution in turn led to the Terror, which was the logical
outcome of passions unbridled by reason leading to death. Barruel saw in
the revolution, therefore, the entire trajectory of horror laid out step by step
according the tenets of Christian philosophy, in writings like the Epistle of
James. Mary

Shelley probably did not see things that way; but by the time she was done
writing Frankenstein, she didn’t see things Shelley’s way either.
Frankenstein was her attempt to make sense out of the conflict between the
Enlightenment view of a Utopian future and the moral order at the heart of
the classical tradition of the West. The difference had to do with
Newtonian as opposed to Aristotelian systems of motion, extrapolated to
moral systems where stasis/tranquility was good according to the latter
system and pas-sion/motion good according to the former. Barruel spends
his time both explaining the particulars of the conspiracy that led up to the
French Revolution and at the same time explicating these events in the
light of the classical tradition of both politics and ethics.

To begin with, the Jacobin conspirators worked to get the Jesuits
suppressed so that they could take over education in France. “In many
colleges the Jesuitsbeing very ill replaced, the youth, neglected in their
education, left a prey to their passions.”34 The same tactic was used to
bring princes under the conspirator’s control: “they relish them,” said
Barruel about why princes protected the conspirators, “because they
flattered and unbridled their passions. This was the first step toward the
revolution.”35

Subsequent steps follow the same trajectory:

The French revolution is in its nature similar to our passions and vices: it is
generally known, that misfortunes are the natural consequences of



indulging them; and one would willingly avoid such consequences: but
a faint-hearted resistance is made; our passions and our vices soon
triumph, and man is hurried away by them.J

Barruel was well aware of the Newtonian dimensions of the revolutionary
universe he criticized, but he was careful to re-analyze the quasi-scien-tific
transvaluation of values back into its classical components. Self-interest,
according to the Enlightenment, was the human equivalent to gravity, the
force which held everything in the universe together in dynamic motion.
Just as the planets pursued their own way through the universe and thereby
brought about a dynamic harmonious whole, so those who pursued their
own self-interest in this life would find their oftentimes selfish
actions reconciled to harmony by some “invisible hand” or other
convenient fiction. That being granted, the immediate subsequent problem
was to explain how things human would not degenerate into solipsism,
selfishness, terror, and death, as Shakespeare had predicted in Ulysses’
famous speech in Troilus and Cressida. Adam Smith claimed that an
“invisible hand” would intervene and, as if automatically, turn individual
actions of selfishness into a big picture of compatibility with the common
good.Twenty years after Smith wrote those lines, France was giving some
indication that individual passions might not turn out so benignly after all.
If there was an invisible hand at work in France during the 1790s, its most
significant characteristic was its invisibility. “It was only a constructive
revolt which the philosophes had desired”;

Lester Crocker writes, “but they were unable to halt the dynamics of
revolution, even as the men of ’ 89 could not prevent the coming of ’93.”37

The trajectory from Enlightenment to death had two salient characteristics:
it was impossible to deny the consequences, and it was just as impossible
(at least among those who deemed themselves progressive) to relinquish
the illusion of “liberation” which led to those consequences. Mary
Shelley’s Frankenstein was bom out of her inability to resolve that
contradiction.

The potential of using vice as a form of control, as Barruel made clear, was
part of human nature:

Any fool may attract the people to the theatre, but the eloquence of a



Chrysostom is necessary to tear them from it. With equal talents, he
who pleads for license and impiety will carry more weight than the most
eloquent orator who vindicates the rights of virtue and morality/

Classical Christian writers had always realized that there was an
asymmetry in social motivation. It was always easier to convince people to
do what their passions were telling them to do anyway, rather than to
convince them to resist in favor of some higher good. The act of
persuading people to gratify illicit passion was known as pandering. It was
the illusion of the Enlightenment, as illustrated in texts like Bernard
Mandeville’s Fable of the Bees, to see passion as the engine for prosperity.
Weishaupt took the same idea and molded it to his own ends. Passion
would not only be the cause of the Enlightenment; it would be its vehicle
as well. Weishaupt was associated, like the fictional Victor Frankenstein,
with the University of Ingolstadt. Frankenstein was a student of medicine,
and Weishaupt a professor of law. Mary Shelley got her image of
Weishaupt from Barruel, who saw him as:

An odious phenomenon in nature, an Atheist void of remorse, a profound
hypocrite, destitute of those superior talents which lead to the
vindication of truth, he is possessed of all that energy and ardour in vice
which generates conspirators for impiety and anarchy. Shunning, like the
ill-boding owl, the genial rays of the sun, he wraps around him the mantle
of darkness; and history shall record of him, as of the evil spirit, only the
black deeds which he planned or executed/

Unlike Shelley, Weishaupt was not an aristocrat, but the rest of the
description, including his nocturnal habits, corresponds uncannily to
Hogg’s description of Shelley at Oxford. There are other similarities as
well. Barruel tells us that “but a single trait of his private life has pierced
the cloud in which he had enveloped himself,” namely, that he had
incestuous relations with his sister-in-law, got her pregnant, and then tried
to thwart the ensuing scandal by attempting unsuccessfully to abort the
baby.

Incestuous Sophister! it was the widow of his brother whom he seduced. -
Atrocious father! it was for the murder of his offspring that he solicited
poison and the dagger. - Execrable hypocrite! he implored, he conjured



both art and friendship to destroy the innocent victim, the child whose birth
must betray the morals of his father.40

“I am on the eve of losing that reputation which gave me so great an
authority over our people,” Weishaupt wrote to his co-conspirator Hertel.
“My sister-in-law is with child.... How shall I restore the honour of a
person who is the victim of a crime that is wholly mine? We have already
made several attempts to destroy the child: she was determined to undergo
all; but Euriphon is too timid.”

With Nietzsche and later Freud, who appropriated his “Oedipus Complex”
surreptitiously from The Birth of Tragedy, incest would take on a
numinous significance for sexual revolutionaries, becoming a way to force
nature to reveal her secrets, but it had already taken on a similar
significance in Shelley, who made it the centerpiece of his attack on
Christianity in “The Revolt of Islam,” which is dedicated to Mary Godwin
and her sexual daring:

How beautiful and calm and free thou wert In thy young wisdom, when the
moral chain Of Custom thou didst burst and rend in twain,

And walked as free as light the clouds among.

By the time Shelley and Mary and Claire Clairmont linked up with Byron
at the Villa Diodati, their menage was known as “the league of incest,” a
description that refers to “The Revolt of Islam” and the sexual congress
Byron and Shelley were having with two half sisters. There is every
indication that the expression of the gossipmongers corresponded to
Shelley’s intention as well. Shelley knew that Illuminism meant
controlling people through the manipulation of their passions because he
read this in Barruel. There is every indication that Shelley tried to use this
Illuminist technique, in combination with a double incest, to ensnare the
most famous poet of the day to his revolutionary cause.

With the concatenation of incest and abortion, we come to the heart of the
esoteric gnosis of the Enlightenment. The similarities between Weishaupt
and later revolutionary adepts is too great to ignore. To begin with the
situation closest at hand, there was Shelley’s sexual relationship with his
sister-in-law Claire Clairmont. When she first met Byron she confided to



the great poet that she had already slept with Shelley, gotten pregnant by
him and aborted the child. Then she proceeded to say that since
she believed in free love, Byron could do the same with her if he wished.
Byron seems to have been taken in by the offer, having sexual relations and
eventually a child by Claire, but before long revulsion overcame any
attraction he might have felt. Byron would later refer to Claire as an
“Atheist and Murderer,” in reference to both the Illuminist ideology she
adopted under Shelley’s tutelage and the abortion she claims to have
carried out on Shelley’s child. In the letter in which she proposed
becoming Byron’s mistress, Claire also held out her half sister Mary as an
added inducement to sleeping with her. “You will, I daresay, fall in love
withher,” she wrote. “She is very handsome and very amiable, and you will
no doubt be blest in your attachment; nothing could afford me more
pleasure. I will redouble my attentions to please her ... do everything she
tells me, whether it be good or bad.”

Byron was the most important poet in England at the time, and Shelley
seems to have taken a page from Barruel by using Claire and the
possibility of sex with Mary as a way of at first ingratiating himself with
Byron and then controlling him by controlling his dominant passions. What
Claire proposed in her letter Byron was a sort of double incest a la
Weishaupt', Byron and Shelley would share the same half-sisters. It was
Weishaupt, after all who proposed that initiates to the Illuminati should
first give a secret autobiography and then be controlled by a combination
of blackmail and “secretly gratifying their passions, durch be gnugung
ihrer leidenschaften im verborgenen. . . . And this association might
moreover serve to gratify those brethren who had a turn for sensual
pleasure."*2 Byron was already notorious for his affair with his half sister
Augusta. The possibility of sleeping with the same half-sisters Shelley had
slept with offered numinous possibilities, based on the secret life of Adam
Weishaupt, founder of the revolutionary cell Shelley hoped to resurrect as
a prelude to Promethean upheavals in the mode of the French Revolution.
Shelley’s poem about the French Revolution, the “Revolt of Islam,”
originally had as its two main characters Laon and Cyntha, brother
and sister, who engaged in incestuous sexual relations as a way of
producing good occult/revolutionary juju.



Incest, as a result of Weishaupt, took on numinous significance in the
secret gnosis of global revolution. In the Birth of Tragedy, Nietzsche refers
to “the mother-wooing, riddle-solving Oedipus,” who brings about
“though oracular and magical powers, the force of both present and future,
the rigid law of individuation as well as the magic of nature are broken.”

“The preconditioning cause” of domination of nature, Nietzsche tells us,

is the fact that beforehand a monstrous act against nature -something of the
order of incest - [my emphasis] must have taken place; then how is one to
force nature to reveal her secrets other than by victoriously going against
her, that is, though an act contrary to nature. I see this recognition sketched
out in that hideous trinity of Oedipus’ fate: the same man who solves the
riddle of nature - that double-edged Sphinx - must also violate the most
holy order of nature as both parricide and spouse of his mother. Indeed, the
meaning of the myth seems inescapable, that wisdom, and especially
Dionysian wisdom, is an unnatural horror, and that the man who through
his knowledge plunges nature into the abyss of annihilation experiences in
his own being the disintegration of nature. “The point of wisdom
turns against the wise; wisdom is a crime against nature.”43

If the goal was the domination of nature through some violent unnatural act
- as Nietzsche said, “wisdom is a crime against nature" - then incest
was the first step for the Gnostic, revolutionary initiate, as well as a staple
of English romantic poetry. The goal in each instance was to overturn the
moral order and, thereby, God’s hegemony on earth. The esoteric
understanding went a bit deeper. Since the moral law is the only thing that
guaranteed man’s autonomy and inviolability, man without morals was
easily controlled, and those who broke the law in the first place were the
most likely candidate for the controllers of mankind. It was precisely this
system of control which emerged from Weishaupt’s writings. In fact,
Barruel’s reading of Weishaupt goes out of its way to explain the
Illuminist cell as based on the arousal and systematic management of
passion. The precondition for this sort of “liberation” was the systematic
overthrow of the moral order, another term for revolution. It was to
become the vehicle for revolution for the next 200 years.

Shelley took Barruel’s reading of Weishaupt as his model for the



revolutionary cell, and there is evidence that Byron was to be brought into
this cell by seduction. Weishaupt’s goal was, according to Barruel, “the
most absolute, the most ardent, the most frantic vow to overthrow, without
exception, every religion, every government, and all property whatsoever,
He pleased himself with the idea of a distant possibility that he might
infuse the same wish throughout the world; he even assured himself of
success.” “The French Revolution, "he said at another point, "is but the
forerunner of a Revolution greater by far, and much more solemn,”44

The means to this revolutionary end involved first finding the adept among
the powerful: “Seek out also those who are distinguished by their power,
nobility, riches, or learning, nobles, potentes, divites, doctors, quaerite -
Spare no pains, spare nothing in the acquisition of such adepts. If heaven
refuse its aidance, conjure hell. Flectere si nequeas superos, Acher-onta
movebo.”45 Then after identifying the adept’s dominant passion
through study and the adept’s confession, manipulating that passion as an
instrument of control: “Study the peculiar habits of each; for men may be
turned to any thing by him who knows how to take advantage of their
ruling passion.”46 Weishaupt admired Ignatius of Loyola, and so the
Illuminati were in many ways an imitation of the Jesuits and their
recruiting and control practices a parody of the Spiritual Exercises. Where
faults are identified by the Jesuit superior through examination of
conscience to be then confessed and their power over the novice thereby
broken, the Illuminist parody of the examination of conscience first ferrets
out dominant passions to be preserved and manipulated by the Illuminist
controller, rather than extirpated through repentance and confession.
Examination of conscience in the Illuminist sense of the word is used by
the Illuminist confessor as an instrument of control. Once the adept has
confided his vices to his superior as part of the initiation rite, his passions
will be used as a way of controlling him. If he discovers the ploy and
objects, his past sins will be used against him in a form of blackmail that is
in many ways a demonic perversion of the seal of the confessional. “Study
the peculiar habits of each; for men may be turned to any thing by him who
knows how to take advantage of their ruling passions.”41

“Now I hold him, ” Barruel writes of the newly initiated Illuminatus, I defy
him to hurt us; if he should wish to betray us, we have also his secrets.”



It would be in vain for the adept to attempt to dissimulate. He will soon
find that the most secret circumstances of his life, those which he would
most anxiously wish to hide, are known by the adepts.” Barruel maintains
that the French Revolution happened after the French Masonic lodges
became illuminized, i.e., taken over by Weishaupt’s revolutionary cells.
The interaction between the lodges and the Illuminati was, however, a two
way street. From the lodges, Weishaupt learned that the main “advantage
to be reaped from SECRET SOCIETIES” was “the arts of knowing men
and governing them without constraint.”49 The goal of the Illuminati was
three fold: “to teach the adepts the art of knowing men; to conduct
mankind to happiness, and to govern them without their perceiving it.”50 In
reality all three goals involved the same thing: the release of passion and
the subsequent control of those who had abdicated self-control through
adherence to the moral order.

Shelley, in other words, had a great plan. The only problem is that it didn’t
work. The culmination of the plot involved a seance at the Villa Diodati of
the sort that used to unhinge Jane Clairmont after Mary had gone to
bed. Byron began the evening by reciting Coleridge’s poem “Christabel.”
In the course of a previous discussion of Coleridge’s poem, which the poet
used to recite at the Godwin household as Mary cowered behind sofa, Mary
told Shelley that the original idea for the lamia’s deformity was that she
had “two eyes in her bosom.” The idea became an obsession for Shelley
and on the night of the seance caused what would have to be termed a
mental breakdown on his part at the crucial point when Byron was to be
absorbed through the league of incest into Shelley’s power. Shelley
couldn’t shake the hallucination that the nipples on Mary’s breasts had
become eyes. Since eyes are traditionally considered the windows to the
soul, the image bespoke a self-consciousness at the moment of physical
pleasure that could only bespeak a guilty conscience. As the monster would
predict in the yet-to-be-completed Frankenstein, “I will be with you on you
wedding night.” Guilt over Shelley’s treatment of his first wife Harriet, in
other words, derailed his attempt to revive Illuminism and bring Byron
under his control. Shelley was thwarted, as Weishaupt had been before
him, by his own guilty conscience.

It was the beginning of the end of the first sexual revolution. When Mary



and Shelley returned to England in the fall, they were greeted first by the
suicide of Mary’s other half-sister Fanny Imlay and then by the suicide of
Shelley’s first wife Harriet, who was fished from the Serpentine after a six-
week immersion in early December. Frankenstein is the psychic protocol
of that fall, when the dream of sexual liberation collapsed into the reality
of guilt, a guilt from which neither Shelley nor Mary Godwin could escape.

In Gothic, Ken Russell’s film version of the famous Shelley-Byron seance,
Mary Godwin is off in a room by herself leafing through a book when
suddenly she comes across a page of pornographic drawings. The book is
obviously Justine by the Marquis de Sade. We know that Byron had a copy
in April of 1816, and we know he linked up with Mary Godwin in May of
1816, so chances are he had the book with him. There is also the internal
textual evidence which links Frankenstein with Justine, including the maid
of the same name in the former book who is executed for a crime she
doesn’t commit just as Justine dies innocent in Sade’s novel. In
Frankenstein, we see the f ulfillment of Sade’s fantasies, not in a sexual
utopia, as Shelley had planned but in a monster bom of guilt and horror.
What began in sexual desire ended in horror, which was the inchoate
recognition of a moral order which Mary Godwin Shelley could never
acknowledge openly. Guilt is the rock on which the first sexual revolution
foundered.

“I am tom to pieces by Memory,” Mary wrote on February 12, 1 839,
twenty-three years after she began writing Frankenstein. “Poor Harriet
to whose sad fate I attribute so many of my own heavy sorrows as the
atonement claimed by fate for her death... There are other verses I should
will like to obliterate for ever,” namely Shelley’s sad poems of 1818-1822.
“One looks back with unspeakable regret and gnawing remorse to such
periods,” she wrote in her note, “fancying that had one been more alive to
the nature of his feelings and more attentive to soothe them, such would
not have existed.”51 Shelley couldn’t exorcise Harriet’s ghost either,
writing in one of his poems, about “the wandering hopes of one abandoned
mother.” On another occasion, Mary wrote to her half-sister: “O happy are
you, dear Claire not to be devoured by humiliating and remorseful
thoughts.”52

On July 8, 1822 Shelley set sail in the Gulf of Spezia in northwestern Italy



with an American John Williams and their boat boy Charles Vivian.
Shelley, true to the principles he had espoused in Queen Mab, was about
to embark on an adulterous affair with Williams’ wife. Like the narrator in
his “Ode to the West Wind,” Shelley identified with the forces of nature
that resembled his own unruly passions. A storm was rising, and Shelley
had already rendered the boat dangerously top heavy by adding more sail
than it could safely carry. Nevertheless, when the storm hit from the
southwest the last thing an observer saw was Shelley unfurling more sail.
“Be thou me,” Shelley might have said, when the storm hit. But no one will
know for sure. His body washed up lacerated and unrecognizable onto the
rocky beach ten days later.

On August 4, 1822, the Examiner, an English paper, ran a laconic account
of his death: “Shelley, the writer of some infidel poetry has been drowned;
now he knows whether there is a God or no.”53

When Shelley died, the first sexual revolution died with him. What
followed was the repudiation of sexual liberation that has come to be
known as the Victorian age. His widow dedicated the rest of her life to
effacing their sexual experiment from public memory. Shelley became at
the hands of his wife a Victorian angel and would remain so for another
150 years until another sexual revolution made another interpretation of his
life possible.

Paris, 1821

One year after Abbe Barruel’s death and one year before Shelley’s, on May
3, 1821, a young man by the name of Auguste Comte was walking
through the Palais Royale enjoying the weather and admiring the young
couples walking along its paths when a young woman caught his eye. Her
name was Caroline Massin, and she was used to catching the eye of
strolling young men. She was, in spite of her fresh looks, a prostitute,
although the young man did not know that at the time. He got her address
and asked if he could see her again.

Comte was five months younger than Mary Godwin, having been bom on
January 19, 1798, or the first day of Pluviose in the year VI, since
France, then under the rule of Napoleon, still reckoned that time began



with the founding of the French Republic. Comte’s parents were ardent
Catholics and Royalists, and wanted their child to be baptized, but the
churches had been closed since 1793, and the baptism of children was still
against the law. Even if his parents were devout Catholics and Royalists,
Comte was very much a child of the French Revolution. If his parents
wanted to transmit the Catholic faith to their child, they did so, but not in
the way they most probably had hoped. Comte was a devout anti-
revolutionary, and his philosophical system, which came to be known as
Positivism, came into being as a reaction to the revolutionary chaos of his
youth. By the time Comte reached manhood, he had lived under four
separate governments and had seen his country, the most powerful in
Europe when his parents had been bom, ravaged by bloodthirsty mobs of
Frenchmen and marauding foreign armies. Comte and his fellow high
school students formed their own military brigade to defend the fatherland
against the invading Russian army, and on March 30, 1814, the Russian
dragoons marched into town and dispersed them like the schoolboys that
they were. Twenty students were wounded and a number were also
taken prisoner.

Yet Comte, for all of his hatred of Napoleon and revolution, couldn’t
accept the religion of his parents, and this meant he couldn’t become part
of a resistance movement like the Vendee. Comte was an atheist by the age
of fourteen. Having rejected both Catholicism and the Revolution, the only
two political forces in France at the time, Comte would go on to fashion a
philosophy, and ultimately a religion, which was a weird combination of
both. Positivism might be called the Church of the Enlightenment, and
through it,

Comte attracted a following that would make a significant contribution
toward turning sociology, in the broadest sense of the term, which is how
Comte intended it, into a system of control which would become the
world’s dominant regime by the end of the twentieth century. Aldous
Huxley would call Comte’s Positivism “Catholicism minus Christianity,”
and in this it was similar to Weishaupt’s appropriation of Jesuit spirituality
in the service of Freemasonry. Both men took what they found appealing in
the Catholic Church and ripped it out of its matrix and introduced it to a
radically different context which changed its meaning completely. Both



took what were essentially mechanisms of self-control based on
Catholicism’s understanding of the moral order and turned them into
essentially heteronomous instruments of social control whose goal was the
betterment of “humanity” and whose validating principle was “science.”
Herbert Croly, who had been baptized into the Comte’s Church of
Positivism by his Irish newspaperman father in the 1880s in America,
would go on to implement Comte’s ideas as editor of the New Republic,
which among other things would orchestrate America’s entry into World
War I and the subsequent rise of the American empire. Domestically, Croly
and the New Republic were avid supporters of Watsonian Behaviorism and
Advertising, which meant the creation of national markets, which would, in
turn, extinguish ethnic loyalty and local government in the interest of a
national consensus that had much in common with the General Will so
praised by French revolutionaries. Croly and the New Republic
also supported John Dewey’s attempt to turn the public school system into
a national entity whose main goal was not the transmission of skills but the
inculcation of attitudes they found congenial to national consciousness and
the general will.

Comte almost went to America himself. In preparation for his trip he
immersed himself in the language and political thought of what he thought
was going to be his new home, but at the last moment the job fell through,
and he became secretary to Claude-Henri Saint-Simon instead. It was
from Saint-Simon that he would make contact with what Marx and Engels
would later call utopian socialism or critical utopian socialism. Like Saint
Simon, Comte’s intellectual trajectory was the result of a parallelogram of
intellectual and cultural forces which involved revolution and Catholicism.
Both lived to see the disillusioned aftermath of the revolution that failed,
yet neither was able to return to the Catholic social order which preceded
the revolution. The same was true of Charles Fourier, another utopian
socialist closer in age to Comte.

With the dissolution of the ancien regime, morals were cast adrift.
Revolutionary appeals to “virtue,” Comte’s generation had learned,
invariably meant murder in some form or other, and the utopian socialists
were realistic enough to see that revolution didn’t lead to any improvement
in France. In fact, to a large extent it had blighted their lives. Of the three,



Saint-Simon was the least affected because he was the most revolutionary.
Having fought alongside George Washington in the campaign against
Cornwallis on the Yorktown Peninsula, Saint-Simon returned to play a
leading role in the French Revolution and lived to see the dreams he
espoused go up in smoke when Napoleon declared himself emperor and
then went on to defeat at the hands of the Russians. Fourier was twelve
years younger that Saint-Simon, and even more so than Comte, who was
twenty some years his junior, Fourier’s life was ruined by the upheaval the
revolution caused. Each man, in his way, saw the passions which the
Revolution aroused spin out of control; each man sought a mechanism
whereby that passion could be brought under control, and yet each man was
incapable of placing faith in the tradition which preceded the
Enlightenment, the movement which had brought about the revolution in
the first place.

It was from Saint-Simon that Comte got the idea that Industrialism was to
be the new form of social order that would replace the old order which
had been swept irrevocably away by the revolution. The new order was to
be based on science, not the now discredited religion, because no one could
argue with science, which as Shelley has said, was based on fact, not
hypothesis. “Hypothesi non Jingo” Newton had written, and Shelley had
quoted the passage in a footnote to Queen Mab as the marching orders for
the New Man who would bring about heaven on earth. To substantiate
Shelley’s revolutionary pedigree, Friedrich Engels would arrange to have
Queen Mab translated and distributed during the revolution of 1848. Saint-
Simon’s idea of heaven on earth meant using the factory, or Phalantasery,
as the basis of social order. Young people of both sexes were to be interred
in factories where they would produce useful goods, be kept under control,
and be diverted from any idea of rebellion by the sexual attraction which
co-workers of the opposite sex would exert over them. It was, in nuce, the
workplace of the late twentieth century, and it was the first concrete
proposal of how to use sex as a form of control by integrating it into the
emerging factory system.

Comte entered into a sexual relationship with Caroline Massin shortly after
he met her in 1821. One year later, Comte issued the pamphlet “Plan
for Scientific Studies Demanded by the Reorganization of Society,”



published in 1822. Three years later, he issued an expanded version of that
pamphlet with Massin’s assistance as editor, under the title System of
Positive Polity. That book was in effect the core of his ideas and the core of
the six volumes of the Cours de philosophic positive and the four even
heavier volumes of the System de politique positive added only details to
the original idea. On February 19, 1825, which is to say around the time his
most important work was published, Comte married Massin in a civil
ceremony at the city hall of the 4th arrondissment in Paris. From the
outside, it might have seemed to be the consolidation of his personal and
his intellectual life, but there was evidence that looks were deceiving. To
give one such instance, the witness for the bride was a certain M. Cerclet,
one of her first and best customers. The marriage did little to change the
fact that Comte, for all his involvement in the laws of human society, could
never be sure his wife was being faithful to him. She would disappear
periodically, and then return to his life as if nothing had happened, creating
the nagging suspicion in his mind that she had returned to her previous
metier, either for fun or profit.

It may have been the insecurity which Massin’s conduct engendered which
led Comte to his periodic bouts of insanity, and ultimately to his suicide
attempt. Comte eventually went to see Dr. Esquirol, the man who had shut
down the Marquis de Sade’s theatrical performances at Charenton,
and Esquirol, suspecting that Massin was the cause of his problems and
that Comte would not leave Massin, was unable to cure Comte. Comte,
however, associated his mental illness with Massin in a different way.
“Now I will be cured, because I am with her,” is what he said as she picked
him up in a cab from the hospital. Given her proclivities, however, any
cure based on her faithful presence could only be considered temporary.
Still suffering from bouts of depression, Comte decided to take the matter
into his own hands in April of 1827 by throwing himself into the Seine and
putting an end to his lif e. The minute he hit the cold waters, however, he
was struck by a profound desire to go on living, and was cured of his
illness as well.

The pathos of Comte’s personal situation mirrors in many ways the lives of
future reformers who wouldalsotry to formulate the fundamentals of social
organization (i.e., control) while in the throes of sexual passion. John



B. Watson springs to mind. Psychically plagued by sexual insecurity,
Comte created by way of compensation a scientific universe that was
unable to change. He rejected, for instance, the discovery of Neptune
because that would mean that the laws of astronomical science were not
complete at the time he had formulated the tenets of Positivism. As a
result, science, could not provide the stability that the post-revolutionary
order demanded. “Comte’s true ambition,” according to his biographer,
“lay in the scientific organization of society, the bringing about of a
scientific heaven on earth -and what is a heaven if not a perfect and
definitive order of things and conditions?”2 Again the pathos of the
personal life of the great scientific reformer intrudes. Comte may have
been saved from incurable mental illness by love, but love had no place in
the system he created to bring order to a revolutionary world which had
spun out of control. The man who needed to be loved in order to be sane,
erected a system which had no place for love. Hence, both he and his
system were suffused with an pervasive air of insanity.

The same could be said, mutatis mutandis, of the other utopian socialists.
Like Comte, their project was bom of the same need for order in the face
of widespread social breakdown. Like Comte, they sought in science what
the previous regime had sought in the Church. Like Comte, Charles
Fourier sought the antidote to revolution in the Enlightenment, which had
caused the revolution in the first place, because he couldn’t conceive of
finding that solution anyplace else. Fourier based his social theories on a
system which cast passion as the human equivalent of Newton’s force of
gravity. As a matter of fact, the opposite was sooner the case, since Fourier
claimed that “everything, from the atom to the galaxies, was an imitation
of human passion”' A s a result of this reduction of the driving force of
human life to the psychic equivalent of the subatomic particle, passion is
alienated from the human soul, and reason is disinherited as the instrument
which brings passion under control, being replaced by will either
individual or collective, as in the case of class interests. As a result,
morality, which was traditionally reason’s ability to apprehend the truth in
the practical order, gets cut adrift from its rational matrix and forced to
find a home in “science.” All oughts now have to justify themselves as
ises, since fact is the only validator in any Positivist system. When morals
were cast adrift, sexual behavior was cast adrift with them. It was up to the



utopian socialists to find anew home for sexual morals. Unfortunately, all
of them shared the Enlightenment’s essentially voluntarist view of morals,
later adopted by the Communists, which claimed that family, along with
religion, was an engine of oppression created by the propertied classes to
insure their grip on the levers of power. Once passion was reduced to an
abstract physical force like gravity, sexual morals become a function
of broader forces as well, like the means of production, and as a result
sexual “customs” were to become fluid and a function of something other
than the moral determination of the people who got married. In this Fourier
had much in common with the critique of Marx and Engels, who pretty
much adopted what he had to say.

By locating marriage and the family in a matrix of economic forces,
Fourier and the Marxists placed “liberation” at the center of family life.
Given their economic premises, certain sexual conclusions were
unavoidable. If, for example, marriage was in its very essence asocial and
based on the domination of women as property, then the only real criterion
of genuine social liberation was the extent to which women could
emancipate themselves from marriage. But what did that mean? Fourier is
clear on the matter. Emancipation from marriage means the integration of
women into the production process, which means, of course, getting a job
in a factory. Once again liberation upon closer inspection showed itself as a
form of control. Women were to be delivered from the tyranny of their
husbands only to be handed over to the tyranny of their bosses in the cotton
mills, who now would exploit them for their profit. Le plus ga change, as
the French would say. There were other similarities as well. Since
marriage, from the traditional point of view, was synonymous with sexual
morality, then emancipation meant “liberation” from the moral law. It was,
in other words, the same Enlightenment formula which had led to
revolution fifty years before.

Therefore, it is not surprising that it should lead to revolution once again,
which is what happened in 1848. Traditional French culture, already
wearied by the revolution, proved resistant to utopian schemes during the
nineteenth century, but America, already populated by a rootless group of
immigrants whose very immigration showed they were sympathetic to
some form of social experimentation, soon became home to an number of



utopian social communities, some of which were based on the French
model. Like Brook Farm, which Nathaniel Hawthorne immortalized in his
novel, The Blithedale Romance, all of them failed.

In the fall of 1824, shortly before Comte married Caroline Massin, a
Welshman by the name of Robert Owen, who had become famous in
England for establishing a model factory and community in New Lanark,
Scotland, arrived in America to start another more ambitious community in
New Harmony, Indiana. Whereas New Lanark had succeeded, New
Harmony failed, and Owen, after trying to persuade Mexican government
to let him try to found a still more ambitious community on the banks of
the Rio Grande, returned to England to figure out why it had failed. Marx
concluded that the experiment had failed because of “the deeply hidden
conspiracy of the upper classes against the rights of the poor and the
working class.” When Owen suggested workmen’s compensation and
higher wages as the solution to the ongoing labor crisis in England, the
Malthusians responded by saying that those measures would only lead to
overpopulation. With the defeat of Owen and the moderate evolutionary
approach of the utopian socialists, the field was left with only two major
players: the Malthusian/Manchester School defenders of the unjust status
quo and the Marxist proponents of revolution. With Marx’s verdict on
Owen’s failed experiment, the world was ripe for revolution, and in 1848,
as in France sixty years earlier, the revolution took place once again. And
once again it failed.

One of the participants this time around was a young conductor and
composer by the name of Richard Wagner. Wagner had manned the
barricades with Mikhail Bakunin in Dresden, and when the revolution of
1848 collapsed there, Wagner went into exile in Switzerland. Wagner used
the opportunity to rethink his revolutionary priorities. His thoughts were
published in a book called Art and Revolution, and in the process of
writing that book, he changed from being an unsuccessful political
revolutionary into being a very successful cultural revolutionary by the
creation of an opera, Tristan and Isolde, and a new musical form,
chromaticism, which would become the anthem for sexual liberation for
the next fifty years.4 One of the people most affected by Wagner’s Tristan
was a young gymnasium student by the name of Friedrich Nietzsche, who



dedicated his lif e thereaf ter (some said by deliberately infecting himself
with syphilis) to promoting sexual passion as a form of cultural terrorism.
By the latter half of the nineteenth century, when Victoria was on the
throne in England, and France had yet to recover from its revolution,
sexual liberation was almost exclusively a German phenomenon, one
centered largely around performances of Tristan und Isolde, as
Thomas Mann, no stranger to sexual liberation himself, makes clear.

By the turn of the twentieth century there were a number of small groups of
people who devoted themselves to the writings of Nietzsche, which
was Wagner’s sexual liberation in a more toxic, philosophical form. In
addition to Bayreuth, where the faithful could see Wagner performed each
year, an-otherplace which drewthose interested in sexual liberation and its
Germanic rationalizations was the northern Italian resort of Ascona, where
an ongoing German version of Woodstock was in session for the first
decade of the twentieth century. One of the famous habitues of Ascona
during his period was the son of a policeman by the name of Otto Gross, a
man characterized by Richard Noll as

the great breaker of the bond, the loosener, the beloved of an army of
women he had driven mad - if just for a short time. He coaxed
one lover/patient to suicide, and then another patient died under similar
circumstances. His contemporaries described him as brilliant, creative,
charismatic, and troubled. He was a Nietzschean physician, a
Freudian psychoanalyst, and anarchist, the high priest of sexual liberation,
a master of orgies, the enemy of patriarchy, and a dissolute cocaine and
morphine addict. He was loved and hated with equal passion, an infectious
agent to some, a healing touch to others. He was a strawberry-blond
Dionysos.

He was also an influence on C. G. Jung, even as his patient, and it was
through Jung and Freud and their resurrection of Illuminism as
psychoanalysis that we return to the main thread of our story.



Part II, Chapter 1

Paris, 1885

In October 1885, one year before his marriage, a young Viennese medical
doctor by the name of Sigmund Freud went to Paris to study with Jean-
Marie Charcot, the famous French neuropathologist. Freud was not a
religiously observant Jew, but he was a politically active Jew, a Zionist, as
well as socially ambitious, and as such he could not have been unaware of
the anti-Semitism that was sweeping France at the time. This anti-
Semitism was part and parcel of the conservative reaction to the spirit of
1789 and the secret societies which purportedly spread the spirit of
revolution throughout Europe. The most famous explication of what has
come to be known as the conspiracy theory got its start with the publication
in England of Abbe Augustin Barruel’s Memoirs Illustrating the History of
Jacobinism, in the years 1796-99, the book which turned the tide against
revolution in England. Young Mary Godwin modeled Dr. Frankenstein, the
“modem Prometheus,” on both Shelley the revolutionary manque, and
Adam Weishaupt, professor of Canon Law at the University of Inglolstadt,
and founder of the Illuminati, one of the three groups who along with the
philosophes and the Freemasons brought about the French Revolution, the
most effective overturning of throne and altar to date.

Nesta Webster in her book World Revolution produces a chart which traces
the influence of the Illuminati throughout the nineteenth century all the
way up to the Russian Revolution of 1917. In promoting what has come to
be called the conspiracy theory, Webster proposed what amounts to a
revolutionary version of Apostolic succession, making the transmission of
the idea dependent on an interlocking chain of revolutionary
organizations. Shelley’s use of Barruel proposes a different paradigm of
transmission. Instead of organizations begetting the idea, we have, in the
case of Shelley, a case of literary influence in which the idea begot the
organization. Shelley’s example is telling because the influence of the
Illuminati in this instance is more literary than organizational. By writing
the book that he did, Barruel created a following for Adam Weishaupt and
his ideas that his organization never could have achieved on its own.
“Illuminist ideas,” James Billington writes, “influenced revolutionaries not



just though left-wing proponents, but also through right-wing opponents.
As the fears of the Right became the fascination of the Left, Illuminism
gained a paradoxical posthumous influence far greater than it had exercised
as a living movement.”1 Filippo Buonarotti, the Illuminist heir presumptive
in Italy, was a bona fide revolutionary, but he got the idea by reading
Barruel, not by joining Weishaupt’s organization. Sigmund Freud was just
one more example of the fascination of the Left being based on the fears of
the Right.

Daniel Pipes accuses Barruel of what one would have to term post-hoc
anti-Semitism on the basis of the Simonini letter. He also cites Webster
extensively in his book but ignores her claim that Barruel in no way
implicated the Jews in the French Revolution:

We should require more than such vague assertions to refute the evidence
of men who, like Barruel and Robison, devoted exhaustive study to
the subject and attributed the whole plan of the Illuminati and its f ulfi
llment in the French Revolution to German brains. Neither Weishaupt,
Knigge, nor any of the ostensible founders of Illuminism were Jews:
Moreover, as we have seen, Jews were excluded from the association
except by special permission. None of the leading revolutionaries of France
were Jews, nor were the members of the conspiracy of Babeuf/

Barruel’s Memoirs may have been the source of the conspiracy theory, but
his followers modified his thinking at will, and one of the major
modifications which took place during the course of the nineteenth century
was the conflation of Illuminatus, Freemason, and Jew. Throughout the
course of the nineteenth century, the conflation continued. Biberstein cites
the Simonini letter in his history of the conspiracy theory but claims that
the major impulse for the conflation of Jew and conspirator happened
thanks to Napoleon when in 1806 he called a meeting a Jewish notables in
Europe and gave that assembly the name of the Sanhedrin.3 In addition to
giving credence to the belief that Napoleon was the Antichrist, this gesture
also gave the impression that a secret Jewish regime was already in
existence and that its loyalties were firmly within the revolutionary camp.

France was a hotbed of anti-Masonic thought throughout the period of
reaction to revolution in the nineteenth century. As a result of the



conflation Jew and Freemason, anti-Semitism became part of
antirevolutionary thought. Since Jews were connected in the reactionary
mind with secret societies like the Freemasons as the major proponents of
the revolution of 1789, the rise of counter-revolution meant the rise of anti-
Semitism. The drumbeat which continued in the wake of Barruel’s book
(even though it contradicted Barruel) reached a crescendo around the time
Freud arrived in Paris to study with Charcot. The conflation of Jew-
Freemason-Revolutionary was given considerable impetus with the
publication of the Roger Gougenot des Mos-seaux’s book Le Juif, le
Judaisme et laJudaisation des Peoples Chretiens in 1869. Gougenot des
Mosseaux took as the epigraph of his book a quote from Disraeli’s
Coningsby: “So you see, my dear Coningsby, that the world is governed by
very different personages to what is imagined by those who are not behind
the scenes.” Gougenot des Mosseaux hints that Freemasonry and secret
societies of this sort have as their puipose the destruction of Christendom
and the erection in its place of a worldwide Jewish regime.

Five years later, from 1874 until 1876, the Rev. Nicolas Deschamps, S.J.
published his Les Societes secretes ou la philosophie de
Vhistoire contemporaine, in which he mentions Barruel’s
A/emoirsexplicitly. By 1881 Deschamps book was in its fourth edition. In
July 1878 the Paris review Le Contemporain: Revue Catholique published
Father Grivel’s reminiscences on Barruel, further increasing his stature
among the counter-revolutionaries. In 1881 Abbe Chabauty published his
book, Les Francs-Magons etles Juifs, in which he wrote that a Judeo-
masonic conspiracy was then at work preparing the way for a Jewish
Antichrist who was going to bring into being Jewish hegemony throughout
the world.

Three years later, which is to say one year before Freud arrived in Paris,
Eduard Drumont stated in his pamphlet La France Juive: Essai
d’histoire contemporaine that the Jews were exploiting the revolution for
their own purposes, that Adam Weishaupt was a Jew (!) and that
Freemasonry was just a front for Jewish influence. In 1893 theMost Rev.
Leon Meurin, archbishop of Port Louis on Mauritius published a pamphlet
entitled La Franc Maqonnerie: Synagogue de Satan, in which he mentions
Barruel explicitly as well as the Jewish-Christian lodge in Frankfurt “Zur



Aufgehenden Morgen' and Simonini’s letter. Meurin’s conclusion - that
“En verite, tout ce qui trouve dans lafranc-magonnerie est
foncierementjuif, exclusivement juif, passionement juif depuis le
commencement jusqu 'a la fin" - shows that by the time Freud reached
Paris as a young medical student the conflation of Jew and Freemason
(Freemason being a synonym for Illuminatus) was complete.4 It was to
continue unabated for the next ten years. In 1903, one year after the
publication of The Psychopathology of Everyday Life, Abbe
Isidore Bertrand stated in his pamphlet La Franc Maqonnerie: Secte Juive
that the Jew and the Freemason were united by their hatred of Christ and
the gentiles, “and by that last word we mean Catholics.”5

Eventually the Catholics took cognizance of the agitation sweeping Europe
concerning secret societies, and on April 4,1884, Pope Leo XIII issued his
encyclical Humanum Genus, also known as the encyclical on Freemasonry.
In 1883 Armand-Joseph Fava, bishop of Grenoble issued a
pamphlet entitled Le secret de la franc-magonnerie, in which he accused
the Freemasons of satanic worship, sacrilegious violation of the eucharistic
host and other crimes. Fava was a friend of Leo XIII and known as the
“hammer of the freemasons” and, according to Biberstein, influenced the
pope in his writing of Humanum Genus 6 If so Humanum Genus is as
significant for what it did not say as for what it did. Leo XIII does not
mention the Jews, and one gets the impression that in Humanum Genus,
Leo XIII sought to take control of the secret society mania and bring it
back to its locus classicus, i.e., Barruel’s Memoirs. In Humanum Genus,
Leo XIII purged the anti-Masonic, antirevolutionary movement of the anti-
Semitic accretions which had become attached to it during the course of
the nineteenth century.

Humanum Genus makes clear that “the society of which we speak” is the
“Masonic sect” which “produces fruits that are pernicious and of the
bitterest savor ... namely, the utter overthrow of the whole religious and
political order of the world which the Christian teaching has produced and
the substitution of a new state of things in accordance with their ideas, of
which the foundations and laws shall be drawn from mere Naturalism.”’7

So much for the ends of the Masonic sect. The means whereby they achieve
their ends are, according to Leo XIII, the corruption of education,



the corruption of culture, and, common to both, the corruption of morals.
In a world corrupted by Original Sin, Leo XIII sees the Masonic sect
preaching its “gospel of pleasure” as the main weapon in their arsenal. The
Masons preach the “gospel of pleasure” as part of a concerted plan to gain
political hegemony over Christian Europe:

Wherefore we see that men are publicly tempted by the many allurements
of pleasure; that there are journals and pamphlets with neither
moderation nor shame; that stage-plays are remarkable for license; that
designs for works of art are shamelessly sought in the laws of a so-called
realism; that the contrivances of a soft and delicate life are most carefully
devised; and that all the blandishments of pleasure are diligently sought
out by which virtue may be lulled to sleep. Wickedly also but at the same
time quite consistently, do those act who do away with the expectation of
the joys of heaven, and bring down all happiness to the level of mortality,
and, as it were, sink it in the earth. .. . For since generally no one is
accustomed to obey crafty and clever men so submissively as those whose
soul is weakened and broken down by the domination of the passions, there
have been in the sect of the Freemasons some who have plainly determined
and proposed that artfully and of set purpose, the multitude should be
satiated

with a boundless license of vice, as, when this has been done, it would eas-
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ily come under their power and authority for any acts of daring.

Sexual liberation, to use a later term for what Leo XIII calls the
“domination of the passions,” is a form of political control. In this Leo
XIII is consistent with Barruel’s reading of Illuminism, which was
according to Adam Weishaupt’s plan, a form of ruling people without their
knowing it by secretly manipulating their passions. Leo XIII mentions
neither Barruel nor Illuminism, but his encyclical is beholden to the former
for his explication of the strategy of the latter-day Illuminists. In
explaining the destructive effect of uncontrolled passion on the soul, Leo
XIII has recourse to classical psychology, which is to say, the classical
explanation of the relationship between passion and rational control.
Weakened by Original Sin and, therefore, more disposed to vice than



virtue, man must reconcile himself to a life of constant vigilance and
strenuous moral effort:

For a virtuous life it is absolutely necessary to restrain the disorderly

movements of the soul, and to make the passions obedient to reason. In this
conflict human things must very often be despised, and the greatest labors
and hardships must be undergone, in order that reason may always hold its
sway. But the Naturalists and Freemasons, having no faith in those things
which we have learned by the revelation of God, deny that our first parents
sinned, and consequently think that free will is not at all weakened and
inclined to evil. On the contrary, exaggerating rather our natural virtue and
excellence and placing therein alone the principle and rule of justice, they
cannot even imagine that there is any need at all of a constant struggle and
^ perfect steadfastness to overcome the violence and rule of our passions.^

We have here an expression of the psychology which is the diametrical
opposite of the one which Freud would choose fifteen years later as the
epigraph for The Interpretation of Dreams: “Fleetere si nequeo superos,
Acheronta movebo,” If I cannot bend the higher powers, I will move the
infernal regions. Leo XIII, as the supreme representative of the higher
powers, was proving particularly immobile, as was the Austro-Hungarian
Empire at the time of the writing of Freud’s first two books, and so Freud
conceived of a “revolutionary” psychology, according to which the
passions would at first subvert and finally overwhelm rational control.
Once again, as in revolutionary France, repression, and not sinful passion,
became the enemy. Reason, representing the King, was at first to be
subverted and weakened and finally swept away by the unruly mob that
man’s passions had always been. That Freud was consciously part of the
revolutionary tradition is also indicated by the Acheronta movebo quote.
Peter Swales claims that Freud got it from Ferdinand Lassalle, another Jew
and revolutionary. As Freud’s use of the quote as the epigraph to his first
book indicates, psychoanalysis was a covert reaffirmation of the
revolutionary tradition, which was now reawakening as the alliance which
defeated Napoleon and restored order to Europe in the aftermath of twenty-
some years of revolution started to unravel.



Part II, Chapter 2

Chicago, September 1900

In the summer of 1900, the same year in which The Interpretation of
Dreams appeared in print, John Broadus Watson, a young teacher from
Greenville, South Carolina, wrote to William Rainey Harper, the president
of the University of Chicago, asking for either a full scholarship or a job
that would allow him to pay his tuition. Watson, who had received his
undergraduate degree at the distinctly lesser known Furman College, a
religious institution for the education of Southern Baptist preachers, now
wanted to attend what he termed “a real university” because he wanted to
make his way in the world, and at the dawn of the twentieth century, it was
becoming obvious that education was the key to success.

Watson had grown up in what might be termed the archetypal American
family if The Adventures of Huckleberry Finn can be termed the
archetypal American novel. His mother, who had died on July 3, 1900,
right around the time he wrote his letter, had the moral fervor of the
Widow Douglas, while his father resembled Pap, not only because of his
heavy drinking but also because he would periodically disappear into the
wilderness to spend time with one or the other of his Indian concubines.
Then when John was thirteen, Pickens Watson, his father, disappeared for
good, leaving his son to be raised by a mother steeped in the emotional
religion typical of that region. Both parents would leave their mark on
Watson, who would become a heavy- drinking womanizer who was
dedicated with all of the fervor of a Southern Baptist preacher to the new
religion of science in general and behaviorist psychology in particular. In
many ways, Watson, who was bom in 1878, was the typical man of the
1880s generation, the prototypical generation of “modems,” who came into
their own in the decade following World War I as a result of the social
dislocations that war wrought. All of the “modems” were fervent believers
in scientific materialism and tried to shape the world to their new-found
faith with all of the zeal of the early apostles. “You will find me an earnest
student,” Watson wrote to Harper, and in this he was telling the truth.

Perhaps because a Baptist seminary provided him with a background in
Latin and Greek, Watson initially hoped to study philosophy under



John Dewey. We know this because he wrote to Dewey at around the same
time he wrote to Harper. By the time Watson’s application landed on the
president’s desk, John Dewey was in the middle of a ten-year stay at the
university and at the apogee of his influence there. Under Dewey, Watson
took a course on Kant - twice, as a matter of fact - and at the end of both
could make neither heads nor tails of the Critique of Pure Reason, The only
lasting effect of Watson’s exposure to Kant was an abiding animus against
philosophy of the German school and “introspection,” which was the
method of the new science of psychology, a science which had come into
existence at the university only eight years before Watson arrived. To be a
psychologist then meant becoming, in effect, a German, as G. Stanley Hall,
the father of American psychology had done, when he left for Germany in
the 1880s to study under Wilhelm Wundt in Tubingen.

Germanic introspection is a long way from the disinterested contemplation
of the truth, which was the goal of the classical philosophical tradition, but
it was still too far removed from the American penchant for action and
results that characterized both John Dewey and John Watson. Americans
had always tended to be a superficial lot, fumbling among the patrimony of
the Western tradition like a cargo cult without a can-opener. And this same
impatience characterized the founding of modem psychology. People
like Dewey were known as pragmatists for good reason. They were
interested in the truth about the human psyche only insofar as that truth
produced results. Like the physical sciences, which were not so much a
means of understanding nature as they were a means of controlling it, the
new science of psychology, as conceived by John Dewey, would be a way
of controlling the human mind. Dewey was one of the architects of
twentieth-century liberalism, and one of the goals of liberalism was social
control.

Liberalism, in this respect, was both arsonist and fire department. Science
was the solvent which was to dissolve all of the old bonds associated with
morals, religion and tradition, and once that dissolution had been
accomplished and the culture was on the verge of social chaos as a result,
science, specifically the new science of psychology, would provide the
culture’s mandarins a way of controlling the unruly masses along new,
more “rational” lines, which also, by the way, would benefit the controllers



both politically and financially. Psychology, according to Dewey, was to
become the scientific arm of democratic reform, and the public school was
to be the institution wherein the democratic science found its application to
life.1 Dewey was, of course, reacting to the waves of immigration which
were sweeping over America’s shores from southern and eastern Europe at
the time. Dewey saw the schools as the main instrument of socialization,
an instrument which would produce a homogenized American citizen,
purged of ethnic and familial affiliation, who identified with progressive,
national goals as articulated by the masters of public opinion in a mass-
media age. Schools would be “managed on a psychological basis as great
factories are run on the basis of chemical and physical science.”2 The
schools would create Americans as Dewey defined them, which is to say,
people who believed in science but shared a skepticism about the
institutions created by the founding fathers. This skepticism would find its
way into the writings of fellow liberals like Walter Lippmann, Herbert
Croly, and the rest of those who found their apotheosis with the founding
of the New Republic and the coming of Woodrow Wilson’s war.

The University of Chicago had come into being the year before the Chicago
Exposition of 1892 with the financial backing of John D. Rockefeller, and
like its patron, the university was more interested in results than
disinterested contemplation. Watson, because of his temperament, imbibed
the imperatives of Enlightenment science with an avidity which soon
impressed his teachers. He abandoned his career in philosophy almost
immediately and substituted in its place an interest in psychology, which
was being defined in almost exclusively mechanistic terms. Under the
tutelage of Jacques Loeb, who experimented with the artificial
insemination of sea urchin eggs, he learned that man was an “organic
machine” which would soon be replicated in the laboratory, as soon as a
few physiological details had been worked out. It was Mary Shelley’s
vision of Frankenstein purged of all of the humanist misgivings and the sad
lessons which the sexual revolutionaries of eighty years before had learned
in the expensive school of experience. Since man was a biological machine
with no “instincts,” much less an immortal soul, he was a complete tabula
rasa, completely formed by the intersection of his experiences with his
biology. Man had gone from a being informed by a rational soul, whose
potentialities developed by exposure to the world as received by the senses,



a being which could discern the order in the universe and thereby order his
own life according to that reason, to being an organic machine, completely
plastic, whose impulses were a direct response to stimuli outside his
control. Since man possessed no soul, no mind, and eventually -according
to Watson, at least - not even consciousness and since his biological make-
up was a given, man was nothing but what his environment made him.
From there it was only a short step to concluding that he who controlled the
environment controlled the man. Given this radically truncated view
of man, the key issue was understanding the mechanism whereby the
imperatives of the environment were transformed into the imperatives of
the mind. The man who unlocked that secret would become the ultimate
pragmatist; he would know the science of controlling his fellow man.

The preceding worldview takes into account both the thought of the early
Watson and the intellectual milieu he imbibed from his teachers. Watson’s
ability to embody and advance the spirit of his age was either enviable or
unfortunate depending on your point of view. If he were time-bound
and his faith in science now sounds hopelessly dated, that very same
quality allowed him to move with ease to the forefront of a new profession
which thought it was going to finally unlock the age-old secrets about
human behavior and regulate them in a way which had proven impossible
to both philosophy and religion. Like Dr. Frankenstein, like Shelley upon
whom Frankenstein was modeled, modem Prometheans like Watson hoped
to create the galvanized corpse of the new man out of unacknowledged
body parts pilfered surreptitiously from the graveyard of their own
personal and (more often than not) sexual biographies. Since Watson
would eventually go on to assert that there was no such thing as
consciousness, it isn’t all that surprising that he would have a dim view of
autobiography. “I don’t see how anyone but a very naive person,” Watson
wrote at the height of his fame in 1928, “could write up his own life.”

Everyone has entirely too much to conceal to write an honest
[autobiography] - too much he has never learned to put into words even if
he would conceal nothing. Thinking of chronicling your adolescent acts
day by day - your four years of college - your selfishness - the way you
treat other people - your pettiness - your daydreams of sex!
Autobiographies are written either to sell the good points about oneself or



to vanquish one’s critics. If an autobiographer honestly turned himself
inside out day by day for six months, he would either commit suicide at the
end of the time or else go into a blissful oblivescent depression/

The last article John B. Watson ever wrote (one which never got published)
was on why he and other famous men of his acquaintance didn’t commit
suicide. As the foregoing passage indicates, Watson’s life as a young man
was characterized by emotional and moral turmoil. After reading Hume at
the University of Chicago around the same time that he abandoned
philosophy in favor of psychology, Watson became convinced that reason
was “the slave of the passions.”4 Hume, in this instance, was probably only
confinn-ing what Watson was learning from first-hand experience of a life
which seemed to alternate between acting on irascible and concupiscible
passions with little rational mediation in between. As a young man in
Greenville, South Carolina, Watson was an avid participant in what he
called “nigger fighting,” something which was probably tolerated by the
authorities. The fact that Watson got arrested for doing it gives some
indication that he let this passion get out of hand, as do the circumstances
surrounding his second arrest for firing a gun in the middle of the town.

The same is true of the concupiscible passions. Watson became sexually
active at around the time he entered Furman College, which is to say by
the age of seventeen or eighteen. By the time he graduated he had had an
affair with an older women and had developed what would become a life-
long habit of lack of self-control in sexual matters. During the fall of 1903,
while at the University of Chicago, he suffered a nervous breakdown which
caused him to “watch his step.” The breakdown was apparently related to
sexual matters because he would say that it led to his acceptance of a large
part of Freud’s thought later in life. Now even a superficial analysis of
Freud and Behaviorism indicates that they have little in common. Yet,
when it came to matters sexual, Watson was a Freudian who felt that things
like the Oedipus Complex could be traced to bad habits acquired in the inf
ant’s earliest conditioning. If this sounds implausible now, it didn’t sound
much more plausible then.

Watson’s biographers have noted the incongruity as well. Watson felt that
Freud was useless to the “laboratory psychologist,”5 but he agreed with his
idea of the “sex references of all behavior.”6 Freud had retained the



vocabulary of classical science (id = passion; superego = reason) in
revolutionary form. Watson was to abolish all of that in favor of what
might be termed dramatized physiology, according to which love was
memories of sexual stimulation and “thought” was a function of the motion
of the larynx, a form of talking out loud. Love, according to the behaviorist
point of view, was tumescence. Yet when it came to explaining his own
sexual behavior, Watson found Freud more satisfying than his own
behaviorism. The reason is simple enough. Ultimately the congruity
between Freudianism and Behaviorism was political and not scientific.
Both Watson and Freud were revolutionaries using science as a cover for
their war on the moral order, as manifested in their minds by Victorian
society:

What behaviorism and psychoanalysis ultimately had in common was a
belief in the plasticity of human nature and in the temporality of social
institutions. This signified a break with the values of Victorian
society. Standards of conduct that had been set and enforced by community
and church were being replaced by an ethos that stressed self-fulfillment
and personal gratification. Far from being liberating, however, this shift
had the effect of casting the individual adrift in a sea of shifting values
that were determined more and more by styles of consumption.

After his nervous breakdown in the fall of 1903, Watson attempted to
resolve the sexual conflicts in his life by getting secretly married to a
nineteen-year-old undergraduate by the name of Mary Ickes on December
26 of the same year. Watson was always a sucker for adoring
undergraduates and apparently married Ickes on the rebound from being
spumed by Vida Sutton, another student. When Sutton returned to say that
she was having second thoughts about Watson’s proposal, an affair ensued.
Ickes’s brother Harold, who would later become Secretary of the Interior in
the Franklin Roosevelt administration (his son would occupy a similar post
in the Clinton Administration), was apparently a good judge of character.
He never approved of the marriage and, after hearing the rumors, hired a
detective, who presented the evidence to Mary. It was not an auspicious
beginning for a marriage which would eventually end seventeen years later,
but the incident does provide some insight into the man who would achieve
fame for promising to come up with a technology which would not only



predict but also “control” human behavior. Watson was never in control of
his own sexual behavior, and, as a result, he was always being controlled
by other people. He was controlled by the “stimulus” whenever he saw an
attractive woman; he was controlled by remorse, an emotion he failed to
explain convincingly according to behav-iorist principles, and he was
controlled by people who were willing to use the details of his sexual life
as a form of blackmail. It is not surprising therefore that control of human
behavior was one of the goals he announced in his famous lectures of 1913.
In the book based on them known as Behaviorism, Watson insisted that
psychology was a “purely objective experimental branch of natural
science,” with its “theoretical goal” being nothing less than the “prediction
and control of behavior.”8

Watson’s interest in controlling behavior was rooted in his own life,
primarily his sex life, which was, more often than not, out of control. God,
Sigmund Freud once said, was an exalted father. Watson must have
taken this dictum to heart. He abandoned religion because his father had
abandoned it before him. Morals were associated with religion, which
Watson associated with his emotional mother. Morals had failed both in
his father’s life and his own as a normative guide to behavior. Science,
then, was the only option that could offer the control of behavior which
Watson so desperately sought. Psychology would provide a technology of
control, once Watson had jettisoned the philosophical baggage of the past
and had discovered an empirical law based on animal behavior. Control of
nature would then lead to control of human nature, since humans were
organic machines like rats anyway. Watson’s sexual impulses were, in
ways he cared not to admit, closely analogous to the responses he could
measure in rats. They were completely other-directed. Rather than admit
that he had no self-control, Watson decided to create a psychology where
the concept of self-control had no meaning. “I get rather disgusted
sometimes,” Watson wrote to Robert M. Yerkes, the famous
£>rimatologist, “with trying to make the human character amenable to law.
The statement is either poignant or arrogant depending on how it is taken:
poignant if seen in response to his own lack of self-control, arrogant when
seen as an attempt to project his own failings onto mankind as a whole.

Harold Ickes was correct in his assessment of Watson. Watson had no



character, if by character we mean the ability to take rational control of
passion on a consistent and dependable basis. Rather than admit his own
failures, Watson decided to remake mankind in his own image. Man was
now remade in the image of the superficial American, a man with no
interior life, no morals, nothing but a seething mass of desires and fears
that could be manipulated at will by those who knew how to control his
passions. Man was an empty vessel, a tabula rasa upon which advertisers
could write their texts. In the name of freedom, his passions could be
manipulated into a bondage congenial to those who controlled the
instruments of public opinion. Science was the mantra which Homo
Americanus chanted to himself to assure himself that his bondage was
really freedom. This should not be surprising, given Watson’s view of what
psychology was and what man was. Ultimately, John Watson was what he
described: a response to a stimulus. His sex life was the model for
behaviorism. Homo Americanus gave up inner-directedness and rejoiced in
becoming, like Watson, simple reaction to sexual stimuli. Once certain
influential classes of Americans made this decision to jettison sexual
morals, science was the only way of gaining control where morals had
failed.

There was only one problem. For both Watson the behaviorist and Watson
the man, there was no such thing as self-control. This meant that
behaviorism could explain reaction, but it could never explain action. In
this it laid bare the ultimate stupidity of American pragmatism, a
philosophy which eschewed what it considered to be outdated
“metaphysical” concepts like truth in exchange for results based on action,
but then was unable to explain what action was because action, as opposed
to reaction, was always based on reason and its ability to apprehend
transcendental values like the true and the good. In addition to being a tacit
admission of the moral failures which Watson the man had accumulated
during his life of sexual indulgence, behaviorism was a contradiction in
terms as well. It could never explain the thing it was based on. It could
never explain action. It only made sense in a world of controllers, which is
why it proved congenial to the liberals and the world they would eventually
build on the ruins created by World War I.

John B. Watson, in spite of rejecting the South, its religion, and its



traditions, would remain forever the farm boy from South Carolina, no
matter how sophisticated his environment became. Shortly after he got his
job on Madison Avenue, he bought a farm in Connecticut. His definition of
happiness was being lost in activity, a fitting description for an American
pragmatist, and he soon lost himself in the activity of raising animals and
building bams, all of the things he had left behind as a boy. Watson was
always more at home with animals than he was with human beings, and
during the first decade of the twentieth century, he spent much of his time
studying animal behavior. In addition to rats in the lab, he studied birds on
the Dry Tortugas. H i s goal was to get at the basic building blocks of
human behavior and begin creating out of them a psychology which would
explain the things he found so troubling in his own life. “Emotions,”
according to Watson, “when properly used, can be made to serve us rather
than to destroy us.” This statement leads one of his biographers to opine:

The terrifying specter of annihilation that he posed as the grim alternative
to the subordination of emotions helps to explain his obsession with
their control.. . .Watson especially feared the unbridled release of mass
emotion. One of his favorite targets for criticism was evangelical
Christianity, especially as manifested in the increasing number of large,
urban centered revivals. “Every psychopathic clinic and hospital in the city
feels the strain of a big revival meeting,” Watson remarked to sociologist
William I. Thomas.. .. Watson, who had so ostentatiously discarded those
values when he embraced modem urban life, registered his disapproval in
clear, shrill tones. Religjipn, after all, Watson argued, was but an outmoded
form of social control.

Watson felt that religion was a form of social control because, in a world
where there is no action, everything is a form of social control. Given
his psychology of stimulus/response, a psychology which can’t explain
action because it can’t admit reason, reaction is the only thing a man can
do. And if all man can do is react, his life is nothing but response to stimuli
controlled by others. Behaviorism is, therefore, not a psychology at all; it
is a technology of psychic control. It doesn’t explain why men act, but it
does give a seemingly plausible explanation of how men may be
controlled, which is why it proved congenial to the powers that were
seeking to transform America from a republic of yeoman farmers into an



empire of mindless consumers. Watson rode the crest of that political
wave. Modernity needed, in the words ofT. J. Lears, an “instrumental
rationality that desanctified the outer world of nature and the inner world
of the self, reducing both to manipulate objects.”11 If there is no inner
world, no consciousness, then there is no reason, and if there is no reason,
man cannot act. Practical reason is the science of action which explains
how all action is predicated on man’s perception of the transcendental
good. If there is no inner world, then there is no psychology, and what goes
under that name is nothing more than a technology of control, “an
instrumental rationality for manipulating the control of emotions.”12

In 1914 Watson published Behavior: An Introduction to Comparative
Psychology, an introductory textbook he hoped would also interest the
general reader. The “technological” aspects of new psychology were
apparent almost from the beginning of the book: “The interest of the
behaviorist in man’s doings,” Watson wrote, “is more than the interest of
the spectator- he wants to control man’s reactions as physical scientists
want to control and manipulate other natural phenomena. It is the business
of behavioristic psychology to be able to predict and to control human
activity.”13 Man, according to the view Watson learned under Loeb at the
university of Chicago, was best thought of “as an assembled organic
machine ready to run.”14 And the mind or soul? The answer is equally glib:
“We can throw all of our psychological problems and their solutions into
terms of stimulus and response.”15

Yet even in Watson’s rush to turn psychology into the psychic equivalent
of chemistry and physics, the personal still intrudes. In Behaviorism,
Watson describes “Wives ‘who do not understand,’ sex hungers from
which there is no escaping (for example, marriage to an invalid or insane
husband or wife), malformations of the body (permanent inferiorities), and
the like”16 as problems now well within the realm of the solvable. By the
end of his book, Watson tells us that “Some day we shall have hospitals
devoted to helping us change our personality because we can change the
personality as easily as we can change the shape of the nose, only it takes
more time.”17 Until that time, however, “The reactions that we now make
to the permanent stimuli are often abortive, inadequate for adjustment;
they wreck our constitutions and may make us psychopathic.”18



Watson here refers to his own nervous breakdown, his wife “who does not
understand” and conditioning as an escape from his “sex hungers
from where there is no escaping.” The personal, however, takes a back seat
to the political. Behaviorism will solve social problems by making
psychologists into social engineers. And it is to this possibility that John
Dewey reacted so enthusiastically, announcing that he was a “well-wisher”
of behaviorism. Dewey welcomed the political implications of behavioral
psychology, seeing in it not only a refutation of those who claimed there
was a fixed human nature - “the ultimate refuge of the standpatter” - but
also the fulfillment of Condorcet’s prophecy of a “future in which human
arrangements would be regulated by science.” Ultimately, it was the liberal
social science establishment, with its interlocking network of grant-giving
foundations and organs of public opinion, which spread Watson’s ideas,
and Watson made contact with this network early on.

In the fall of 1908 Watson joined the faculty of Johns Hopkins University
in Baltimore, Maryland. Shortly after his arrival, Watson’s mentor and co-
worker in the nascent science of behaviorist psychology, John
Mark Baldwin, was caught, quite literally, with his pants down when police
raided a Negro brothel he was frequenting. Baldwin was soon thereafter
forced to resign, and, as a result, Watson became head of the one of the
most prestigious psychology departments in the country and editor of the
equally prestigious Journal of Animal Behavior, which he founded with
Robert M. Yerkes.

Yerkes was two years older than Watson and, like Watson, was raised on a
farm. Like Watson, Yerkes turned his early interest in animals into a
scientific career after majoring in psychology. Both abandoned the
Christian faith in favor of science. In an unpublished autobiographical
manuscript entitled “Testament,” Yerkes wrote that “the assumptions
methods, and daily experiences of the natural scientist make for
objectivity, disinterestedness, breadth and independence of mind, whereas
those of the religionist make rather for subjectivity, bias, limitation of
view, authoritarianism, and an attitude of dogmatic certainty.”20 Like
Watson, Yerkes was convinced that science offered a “way of life” superior
to any moral system that religion had to offer.

Yerkes graduated with a Ph.D. in psychology from Harvard in 1902 and



immediately joined the faculty there. Over the 1916-17 academic
year, Yerkes was elected president of the American Psychological
Association. Because he had become deeply involved with psychological
testing by that time, he was asked to head the Army’s psychological testing
program in 1916. During that same year, the National Research Council
was created by
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Congress as the working arm of the National Academy of Sciences. In 1917
Yerkes secured a position with the NRC in Washington, D.C., where
he demonstrated both his administrative skills and his ability to foster the
work of others in the same field. In 1924 Yerkes left the NRC and returned
to academic life, this time at Yale, and in 1929 his research work
culminated in the crowning achievement of his scientific career, the
publication in 1929 of his book The Great Apes: A Study of Anthropoid
Life.

In 1910, at the height of Yerkes’s collaborative friendship with Watson,
when the latter was involved with the experiments that would lead to
the 1913 lecture in New York at Columbia and the 1914 book Behaviorism,
John D. Rockefeller, Jr., had been asked to serve as foreman on a grand
jury in New York City that was looking into what was termed the “white
slave traffic” at the time. The lurid tales of respectable young white women
lured into prostitution made for sensational headlines at the time, but they
also propelled the richest family in the world to become involved in sex
research. In the winter of 1911, Junior, as he was known in the Rockefeller
family, and several other civic leaders organized the Bureau of Social
Hygiene. The social hygienists, according to Jones,

were looking to science to explain why people behaved as they did
sexually, thereby furnishing reformers with the data needed to understand
and control human sexual behavior. Ultimately, however, the joke would
be on the social hygienists. Just as the shattering of the conspiracy of
silence had led to a public dialogue on a host of sexual questions, with far-
reaching consequences no one could have foreseen, the decision to impress
science into the service of social control eventually backfired.
Social hygienists failed to recognize that scientific data could be used to



support sexual liberation as easily as social control, a point that Kinsey
would demonstrate repeatedly in the decades ahead.21

Jones fails to see that the matrix of sex research, as the Yerkes-Watson
connection makes clear, was behaviorism, which did not believe in
morals and had always been intended as a technology of social control. As
a result, Jones comes up with a false dichotomy, seeing sexual liberation as
the antithesis of social control, when it was really an instrument of social
control, one which would become absorbed into communications
theory/psychological warfare research when the Rockefeller Foundation
began funding Kinsey -at Yerkes’s recommendation - in 1941.



Part II, Chapter 3

Bremen, 1909

In August of 1909 Sigmund Freud embarked upon a fateful journey. He,
along with his psychoanalytic heir apparent, Carl Gustav Jung, had been
invited by G. Stanley Hall, the father of American Psychology, to give a
series of lectures at Clark University in Worcester, Massachusetts. Hall
was also the man who thought nature was more important than nurture and
as a result ended up being the occasion for Margaret Mead’s famous book
to the contrary, Coming of Age in Samoa. Freud’s voyage to America had
an inauspicious beginning. Jung got drunk and started talking in a confused
way about the prehistoric bog corpses which he mixed up with the
mummies in the lead cellars of Bremen, the city from which they were
departing by ship to America. Freud f elt that the talk of mummies was a
veiled attack on fathers in general and him and his authority in particular
and in the middle of their conversation Freud suddenly fainted.

Things then went from bad to worse. Freud and Jung agreed to analyze
each other’s dreams during the voyage, but when Jung confronted
Freud about a dream involving his wife and sister-in-law, Freud shut down
the analysis, claiming that he could go no further. “I cannot risk my
authority,” i s how Freud framed the issue.1 Which is exactly how Jung saw
it as well. Freud’s authority involved keeping something secret, and that
secret involved his relationship with his sister-in-law, Minna Bemays. If
the true nature of that relationship came out, Freud would lose his authority
- presumably over Jung, of course - but one gets the impression that the
issue was bigger than that and that Freud was worried about losing it over
the rest of his followers and over his nascent following throughout the
world as well.

Jung, of course, knew something that Freud didn’t know. On his first trip to
Vienna to meet Freud in person, he claimed that Minna Bemays,
Freud’s sister-in-law, confided that she had been having an affair with
Freud. Biographers like Peter Gay found the claim implausible, but the
very fact that Jung was pressing the issue on the sea voyage to America
argues in favor of believing that it happened. Jung, of course, brought his
own sexual baggage to the meeting. He had been having an affair with a



patient by the name of Sabina Spielrein and had gone to Freud for what
amounted to absolution, an act which confers power on the absolver. If
Freud were involved in the same sort of illicit sexual activity as Jung, then
the act of absolution might seem more than alittle bit hypocritical, and this
probably fueled Jung’s resentment

toward his mentor and his determination to find out whether in fact Freud
was involved in the same sort of thing. A candid admission of guilt
might have cleared the air, but it might also have taken the wind out the
sails of the psychoanalytical movement. Whether it would or wouldn’t
have is beside the point now. Freud clearly felt that he could not take the
chance, that the risk was too great, that Jung was onto something, and that
if he admitted the affair, Jung, and not he, would have had the upper hand
in the relationship.

The relationship collapsed anyway. Jung later said that Freud lost his
authority by not confessing. “Freud,” he said, “was placing personal
authority above truth.2 The truth, in other words, were it known, would
destroy whatever authority Freud had. The simplest explanation of Freud’s
reticence, the one I pursued in Degenerate Modems, is that what Freud
called the Oedipus Complex, the fact that “all men” desire sexual relations
with their mothers or sisters, is really nothing but the projection of Freud’s
guilt away from his affair with Minna Bemays.3 Instead of admitting that
he had done something wrong, Freud engaged in a massive instance of
rationalization. He subordinated the truth to his desires. If his followers
were to uncover the details of his transgression, they would hold the key
which explained his theory in terms of his behavior. As a result, the theory
would lose its power to explain the psyche, and Freud would lose his
authority along with his failed theory.

All of that is true as far as it goes, but as much as it explains the personal
sources of the Oedipus Complex, it barely begins to explain the
political ramifications of that idea. Both Freud and Jung could read the
signs of the times. Both were aware that they had discovered in
psychotherapy not so much a medicine for healing people as much as a tool
for manipulating them. Psychotherapy was a way of managing guilt, as
Jung understood first hand, and both Freud and Jung knew that wealthy
patients were, in the name of psychotherapy, willing to pay large sums of



money to be absolved of guilt while at the same time allowed to hold onto
the vices which caused the guilt in the first place. Both Freud and Jung
understood how powerful and how profitable this new discovery could be,
and the break between them is best understood in this light. It wasn’t over
ideas, but over control of a movement, over the control of rich patients and
their financial resources that Jung broke with Freud. Jung knew where the
source of Freud’s power lay, and he wanted that source in his own right and
not as somebody’s gentile heir apparent.

At around the same time that Freud first received his invitation to speak at
Clark University, Jung received a visit from a wealthy American patient by
the name of Medill McCormick, scion of the wealthy Chicago
family which owned The Chicago Tribune and International Harvester.
“Fate,” Jung wrote,

which evidently loves crazy games, had just at this time deposited on my
doorstep a well-known American (friend of Roosevelt and Taft, proprietor
of several big newspapers, etc.. ..) as a patient. Naturally he has the same
conflicts 1 have just overcome, so I could be of great help to him, which is
gratifying in more respects than one. It was like balm on my aching wound.
This case has interested me so passionately in the last fortnight that I have
forgotten my other duties.

McCormick was suffering from alcoholism and depression, and Jung,
bolstered by Freud’s absolution of his affair with Sabina Spielrein, decided
that he had the cure. Jung prescribed polygamy. “He rather
recommended,” McCormick wrote later, “a little flirting and told me to
bear in mind that it might be advisable for me to have mistresses - that I
was a very dangerous and savage man, that I must not forget my heredity
and my infantile influences and lose my soul - if women would save it.”5

Noll explains Jung’s infatuation with polygamy as part self-exculpation of
his own behavior but also as stemming from his increasing interest in
“Aryan” mysticism, an infatuation which grew in direct proportion to his
alienation from the Jew Freud and what he perceived as the “Jewish”
psychoanalysis of the Freudian school.

The Aryan/Jewish conflict, much like the mystical/atheist polarity of an
earlier age, was at root a pretext for a struggle which was over control of



a new psychic technology and the financial benefits that went with that
control. Freud had discovered a way of controlling people by alternately
manipulating guilt and the passion that caused the guilt, and Jung,
after experiencing first of all how powerful it was first-hand, and then
discovering in Freud’s biography the source of that power, wanted to
control it himself. He first treated Medill McCormick in Zurich in late
1908, then again in March of 1909, and then again, this time in America, in
September of 1909 on the same trip with Freud to Clark University.

Jung had just made contact with one of the wealthiest families in America
and was rubbing his hands in anticipation of the rewards which might
accrue from that contact. After the break with Freud, Jung was beating the
master at his own game. Freud, as Swales documents, was obsessed
with money throughout his career. In a letter to Fliess in 1899, he wrote,
“My mood also depends very much on my earnings. Money is laughing gas
for me.” Freud’s best explanation of his relationship to his patients came in
the form of a cartoon which appeared in the Fliegende Blatter, a popular
humor magazine of the time, in which a lion looks at his watch and
mutters, “Twelve o’clock and no Negroes.” Freud was the lion, and in his
letters to Fliess thereafter he referred to his patients as “Negroes,” which is
to say, something to eat.6 Freud had already established the predatory
nature of psychoanalysis in his relationship with Jung. Patients were to be
either people of wealth or influence. The latter instance applied to Jung,
who was the Aryan heir apparent who would ensure that psychoanalysis
would become something other than a simply Jewish affair.

Jung learned his lesson well - too well, in fact - and the struggle between
the two men quickly became the struggle for who would control this
emerging technology of psychic control. Jung could apply the exculpation
Freud had wrought on him to the wealthy young American and bring this
man under his control by simultaneously manipulating his vices and
absolving him of the guilt which flowed from those actions, just as Freud
had done with him. The conflict may have been inevitable, but the
immediate context is also relevant. The rise of Jung’s quarrel with Freud
corresponded with Jung’s introduction to wealthy American patients. The
struggle wasn’t primarily over ideas but rather over influence. Who would
get to eat the “Negroes”?



By the time, the break between Freud and Jung was complete in 1913, it
looked as if Jung were winning. After making contact with the
McCormicks, one of the wealthiest families in America, Jung had just
made contact with the Rockefellers, the wealthiest family in America when
Edith Rockefeller McCormick, Medill’s sister-in-law, showed up in Zurich
for treatment for depression. When word got out that Jung had received a
grant in 1916 amounting to $2 million in current funds, Freud was both
envious and bitter. The Aryans were triumphing over the Jews once again.

In order to soften the blow that Jung’s defection inflicted on the
psychoanalytic movement, the “Jewish” faction of the psychoanalytic
movement came up with an idea of forming a secret society around Freud.
Its purpose was to maintain orthodoxy, to insure that the movement would
continue after Freud was gone, and, in Ernest Jones’s words, “to monitor
Jung.”7 In his partisan biography of Freud, Jones said, “The idea of forming
a brotherhood of initiates came from his boyhood memories of ‘many
secret societies from literature.’” L. J. Rather thinks that Jones is referring
here to the novels of Benjamin Disraeli, specifically Coningsby and
Tancred, both of which talk about a Jewish conspiracy to topple the thrones
and altars of Europe. “You never observe a great intellectual movement in
Europe,” Disraeli wrote in Coningsby,

in which the Jews do not greatly participate. The first Jesuits were Jews:
that mysterious Russian Diplomacy which so alarms Western Europe
is organized and principally carried on by Jews: that mighty
revolution which is at this moment preparing in Germany, and which will
in fact be a second and greater Reformation ... is entirely developing under
the auspices of Jews, who almost monopolize the professorial chairs of
Germany.

The fact that Disraeli was himself a Jew lent a credibility to his fictions
that was both ironic and compelling. Cosima Wagner thought it ironic that
a Jew would make such a statement and said so to her husband. The novels
of Disraeli, with their purported revelation of Jewish conspiracies
revolving around the concept that “all is race” (Houston Stewart
Chamberlain picked up the idea from Disraeli) continued to be a topic of
conversation four years later when Tancred appeared. Since Nietzsche was
part of the Wagner household at the time, he was probably in on the



conversations about Jews and secret societies. Rather traces Jones’s
proposal to initiate a secret society at the heart of psychoanalysis to
Disraeli’s novels and indicates that psychoanalysis was at root a Jewish
conspiracy whose goal was the overthrow of Christendom. Phyllis
Grosskurth, however, indicates that the idea of creating a secret society at
the heart of the psychoanalytic tradition might have come from Freud
himself. She cites the official explanation of the secret society as it
appeared in Jones’s biography along with the crucial passages Jones left
out. Jones, she writes,

suggested that a secret committee be formed as a Praetorian guard around
Freud. The unstated aim, of course, was to monitor Jung, to maintain
a watching brief in which they would report to Freud. Freud’s
response (August 1, 1912) was highly enthusiastic: What took hold of my
imagination immediately is your idea of a secret council composed of the
best and most trustworthy among our men to take care of the further
development of and defend the cause against personalities and accidents
when I am no more. You say it was Ferenczi who expressed this idea, yet it
may be mine own shaped in better times, when I hoped Jung would collect
such a circle around him composed of the official headman of the local
associations.

Now I am sorry to say such a union had to be formed independently of Jung
and of the elected presidents. I daresay it would make living and dying
easier for me if I knew of such an association existing to watch over
my creation. I know there is a boyish, perhaps romantic element too in thi
s conception but perhaps it could be adapted to meet the necessities of
reality. I will give my fancy free play and leave to you the part of the
Censor.

In the italicized section, which Grosskurth restored, Freud makes clear that
the idea of psychoanalysis as a secret society was part of his concept even
during his association with Jung. After the break, however, the
Jewish nature of the secret society became more apparent. Eventually, the
idea was made reality during a secret ring ceremony in 1913, when Freud
gave Hanns Sachs, Karl Abraham, Sandor Ferenczi, and Otto Rank and
Ernest Jones Greek intaglio rings embossed with an image of Zeus. The
fact that Freud acceded so readily and enthusiastically to the idea and even



had rings made to consummate it indicates that Grosskurth’s suspicions are
justified. It was probably Freud’s idea from the beginning. The same idea
is also developed by Rather, who says Freud had already been drawn to
secret societies as young man. Freud admired his physiology teacher Ernst
Bruecke, who came together with Emil du Bois-Reymond and Hermann
Helmholtz in 1852 to “form ... a kind of scientific freemasonry . . . whose
goal was to destroy completely whatever remained of the old vitalist
ideology.” In addition to that, as a student at the Sperl Gymnasium Freud
came under the influence of fellow student Heinrich Braun, who
“awakened a multitude of revolutionary trends in me.” Freud was also a
member of B’nai B’rith, and so it is not surprising that his idea of a secret
society revolved around the role of the Jew in a Christian and, more
specifically, Catholic world, the Austro-Hungarian empire, where
conversion to Christianity, as in the famous case of the composer Gustav
Mahler, was the necessary condition for a career in the arts or sciences.
Freud was a non-observant Jew who hated all religion and saw it as an
“illusion,” but he deeply resented the hegemony of Christianity in
Vienna as well as its chilling effect on his ambitions. Christianity may
have been an illusion, but that hardly changed the fact that that it was
thwarting his career.

The resentment comes out clearly in a famous passage in the
Psychopathology of Everyday Life, in which two Jews meet by chance on
the Croatian coast, where they are vacationing. One of them is Freud, and
the other a younger man who is familiar with his works and wants to know
why he can’t remember a certain word from a famous line in the Aeneid.
The line is Exoriare aliquis nostris ex ossibus ultor (“Raise up from our
bones an avenger”) and the word which the young man can’t remember is
“aliquis,” which he breaks down into “a - liquis” and from which, after a
long involved analysis, Freud deduces, like a latter-day Sherlock Holmes,
that the man is worried that his lady friend is pregnant. The inability to
remember bespeaks an ambivalence on the young man’s part which stems
from repression: He wants an heir to be his avenger against “Rome,” but he
is afraid that the heir might come from some unwanted source and
endanger his career. That the young man is concerned about his career
comes out when the conversation turns to “race,” i.e., the Jewish question:
“We had fallen into conversation -how I have now forgotten - about the



social status of the race to which we both belonged; and ambitious feelings
prompted him to give vent to a regret that his generation was doomed (as
he expressed it) to atrophy, and could not develop its talents or satisfy its
needs.”

The “Exoriare” line has direct relevance here. Taken from the Aeneid it is
Dido’s curse on the founder of Rome, Aeneas, for betraying her, and
was used by Jewish revolutionaries like Ferdinand Lassalle as the rallying
cry against “Rome,” which is to say the Catholic Church and the states
where Catholicism was the established religion. The conflict between
Rome and Carthage had special meaning to Freud, who saw himself as a
revenant of Hannibal, the Semite who attempted to conquer Rome. Rather
sees in Freud someone influenced by Moses Hess, the proto-Zionist and
proto-socialist and teacher of Karl Marx, whose book Rom und Jerusalem
gave early expression to rising Jewish expectation in Christian Europe.11

The fact that the young Jew can’t quite bring himself to utter Dido’s curse
leads Freud to return to the Jewish issue and elicit more associations, and
as a result, the psychoanalysis again returns to the issue of Jewish
social and political aspiration: “I am thinking,” the young man continued,
“of Simon of Trent, whose relics 1 saw two years ago in a church at Trent. I
am thinking of the accusation of ritual blood sacrifice which is being
brought against the Jews again just now, and of Kleinpaul’s book in which
he regards all these supposed victims as incarnations, one might say new
editions of the Savior.”12

Rather claims this is a reference to accusations of Jewish blood ritual
murder in general and the Tisza-Eszlar affair of 1882 in particular.
However, the phrase “just now” could just have easily referred to the
Dreyfus affair. Alfred Dreyfus, a French army officer, was convicted of
treason in 1894, and the conviction was overturned in 1906. The simple
truth of the matter is that concerns about Jewish conspiracy were quite
common during the entire the last quarter of the nineteenth century.
Disraeli’s novels gave expression to a common obsession, a fear of a
Jewish-Masonic conspiracy which aspired to overturn both throne and altar
on its way to establishing a Jewish worldwide regime that many thought
would bring about the reign of the Antichrist. These fears reached a
crescendo in the Dreyfus affair and beyond that found further



substantiation in the Zionist congress in Basel in 1896, called in reaction to
the Dreyfus affair, at which Theodor Herzl called for the creation of
a Jewish state.

Eventually Freud brings the psychoanalysis to a conclusion by tracing the
young man’s ambivalence and forgetfulness to a suspicion that he
both wants an heir to avenge him and at the same time does not because
the avenger would come from an unpleasant and unexpected source “The
contradiction,” Freud concludes, “has its roots in repressed source and
derives from thought that should lead to a diversion of attention.”13

Butdiversion of attention from what? In Degenerate Moderns, I discuss
Swales’s explanation of this passage in The Psychopathology of
Everyday Life, according to which there is no young man. Freud is
psychoanalyzing himself and making, in what I termed an expression of the
Dimmesdale Syndrome, a veiled confession about his affair with Minna
Bemays, which was consummated near Trent in September of 1900. That
affair is the psychic source of the Oedipus Complex, which avers that “all
men” have a desire to sleep with their mothers or sisters. So Freud is the
young man, and the young man is very aware of his position as a Jew in
society and the fact that he can’t make it in a Christian world unless he
capitulates to “Rome” and converts to Christianity. Just as the Oedipus
Complex is Freud’s guilty conscience projected into a “scientific”
principle, a discovery of the real nature of man, which absolves him of all
guilt in the matter, so the inability to remember a key word in the line from
the Aeneid beginning with “Exoriare” is Freud’s covert expression of his
Jewish animus against Rome and, perhaps, a just-as-covert attempt to tell
the reader what he plans to do about that unacceptable state of affairs. In
typical fashion, Freud makes use of a literary reference to indicate his
intentions, but as always in covert fashion. Like the young man who is
really a disguised version of himself, Freud is full of ambivalence. He
wants an avenger and i s afraid of an avenger. He wants to both reveal and
conceal the source of his resentment and his plan for revenge.

Freud may have used the Oedipus Complex to justify his affair with Minna
Bemays, but the idea did not originate with him. He got the idea for the
Oedipus Complex, not from self-analysis as he said - Jones launched
this myth in his biography - but rather from Nietzsche’s Birth of Tragedy.



with regard to the mother-wooing , riddle-solving Oedipus, an immediate
interpretation comes to mind, that where through the oracular and
magic powers the force of both present and future, the rigid law of
individuation as well as the magic of nature is broken, the preconditioning
cause is that beforehand a monstrous act against nature - something on the
order of incest-must have taken place; then how is one to force nature to
reveal her secrets other than by victoriously going against her, that is,
through an act contrary to nature. I see this recognition sketched out in that
hideous trinity of Oedipus’s fate: the same man who solves the riddle of
nature - that double-edged sphinx - must violate the most holy order of
nature as both parricide and spouse of his mother. Indeed the meaning of
the myth seems inescapable, that wisdom and especially Dionysian wisdom
is an unnatural horror, and that the man who through his knowledge
plunges nature into the abyss of annihilation, experiences in his own being
the disintegration of nature. ‘The point of wisdom turns against the wise;
wisdom is a crime against nature.”14

Freud corresponded with Nietzsche as a student, and so we know he was
familiar with his work. Torrey claims that “Freud was indebted to
Nietzsche for the concept of the id,”1' without mentioning the above-cited
passage from The Birth of Tragedy as the source of the Oedipus Complex.
We know as well that Freud never mentioned Nietzsche because he was
obsessive about covering his intellectual trail. In the passage from the
Birth of Tragedy, we see much more clearly than in Freud’s heavily
censored version of the “Oedipus Complex” a way out of the young man’s
dilemma, a way for an ambitious Jew to achieve his goals without
kowtowing to “Rome” or more particularly the Catholic Hapsburg
monarchy which ruled the Austro-Hungarian empire at the time. Incest had
long been part of the Illuminist, revolutionary tradition. Shelley made
incest the centerpiece of his revolutionary poem, “The Revolt of Islam.”
Incest, as Nietzsche makes clear, has a political application. By killing the
father and/or becoming spouse of his mother, the Oedipal revolutionary
“forces nature to reveal her secrets.” Knowledge, especially illicit carnal
knowledge, means power, the power to bring off a revolution like that of
1789 in France and, perhaps, even greater. The epigraph for his first book
The Interpretation of Dreams indicates in Freud’s typically cryptic way the
political program of psychoanalysis; Flectere si nequeo superos, Acheronta



movebo (“If the powers above ignore me, I will move the powers of hell”).

T

Freud is proposing here a revolutionary psychology in which the passions,
before kept under the control of reason, now act as secret agents betraying
reason’s control by seemingly inconsequential things like forgetting
foreign words or substituting names. The id, Freud’s word for what the
classical world called the passions or appetites, corresponds to the powers
of hell Dido calls on to avenge Carthage. Unable to make use of the powers
from above in the Austro-Hungarian empire to foster his career, Freud in
his veiled way begins to propose a revolutionary psychology which will
allow him to harness the id for political and economic purposes. The secret
society is the vehicle for the political program of psychoanalysis, whose
power lies in being able to manipulate the confessional relationship for
personal, financial, and, ultimately, political gain. In keeping with the
classical allusion to Dido and her desire for revenge against Rome, Freud
described himself in his letters to Wilhelm Fliess as a latter-day Hannibal,
a “Semite” who crossed the Alps (as Freud would have to do) on his way to
Rome. Like Hannibal, Freud planned to approach Rome by indirection and
thereby conquer it unawares. The Oedipus Complex and the psychoanalysis
which it was based on had a political purpose from the beginning. The
purpose was to conquer Rome, i.e., to subvert the influence of the Catholic
Church and the confessional states like the Austro-Hungarian Empire based
on that religious order.

It is not surprising, therefore, that Freud would turn psychoanalysis into a
secret society. The destruction of Rome, the overturning of throne and
altar, had been the purpose of secret societies since their heyday in the
eighteenth century. Psychoanalysis had always been the “Jewish” (at least
in Freud’s eyes) conspiracy to mobilize the powers of Acheronta against
Rome and Vienna. It had always been a revolutionary organization; when
Freud’s hope for a gentile heir died with Jung’s defection, it became even
more explicitly so by adopting all of the tropes and paraphernalia
attributed to secret societies by nineteenth-century writers. Psychoanalysis
became, in their words, a Judeo-masonic conspiracy to overthrow throne
and altar.



On September 1 1, 1899, Freud wrote to Fliess to say that he was
“saddened and embittered” by the Dreyfus affair.16 “There is no
question,” he concluded, “on whose side the future lies.”17 Since Alfred
Dreyfus wasn’t acquitted until five years later, Freud must have meant that
the anti-Semites were winning. Or did Freud have something else in mind?
By the time Freud mentioned the frustration of Jewish ambitions in 1902 in
the Psycho-pathology of Everyday Life, the conflation of Jew and
Freemason was complete. If he were familiar with any of the arguments of
the anti-Semitic tracts - and there is every indication he was - he was aware
of the conflation as well. Jew and Freemason had taken on an
interchangeable character in the anti-secret society, anti-revolutionary
literature of the day. By the time Freud wrote Psychopathology, Adam
Weishaupt, the student of the Jesuits and the professor of Canon Law in
Catholic Bavaria, was regularly called a Jew. If

Freud was aware of the rising tide of anti-Semitism and the conflation
implicit in the commonly used term judeo-maqonnerie” then he must have
been aware of Barruel because Barruel was mentioned in virtually all of
the anti-Judeo-masonic tracts as their ultimate source. (In addition to the
French sources, two German sources on Illuminism appeared at around the
same time: Ludwig Wolfram’s book Die Illuminaten in Bayern und ihre
Veifol-gung appeared in 1899-1900, the same year as Interpretation of
Dreams. Leopold Engel’s book Geschichte des Illuminaten Ordens
appeared in 1906.)

In his book. The Mythology of Secret Societies, J. M. Roberts, who is no
admirer of Barruel (he calls the Memoirs a “farrago of nonsense”)
grants Barruel primacy of place as the fons et origo of the conspiracy
theory, calling his Memoirs “the bible of the secret society mythology and
the indispensable foundation of future anti-Masonic writing. T oute la
politique anti- maqon-nique du XlXesiecleases sources dans lelivrede I
’abbe Barruel,' remarks a standard authority on “French 18th century [sic]
thought.”19 If Freud were at all familiar with the controversy surrounding
the “social status of the race to which we both belong” he knew that Jews
were being accused of belonging to a secret society based on the
Freemasons or the Illuminati; he knew that that secret society was
revolutionary in intent, seeking to overturn both throne and altar, and he



knew that the man that all of the anti-Semitic writings cited as their source
was the Abbe Barruel. That Barruel never mentions the word “Jew” in his
2,200 pages does not change the fact that those who called upon his name
did. By the time Freud wrote the Psychopathology of Everyday life in
1902, the conflation of Jew and Freemason had been expanded to include
the triad Jew-Freemason-Satanist. Vitz says Freud made a pact with the
devil 1888, on Walpurgisnacht in direct imitation of the corresponding
scene from Goethe’s Faust.

As all of the foregoing, but especially the allusion to Vergil and Goethe
indicates, Freud operated not primarily as a natural scientist but as a
literary man under the conscious influence of literary models. He got the
Oedipus Complex from Sophocles by way (unacknowledged, of course) of
Nietzsche, and it is precisely as a literary figure from the pen of the Abbe
Barruel that Adam Weishaupt, founder of the Illuminati, exerted most of
his influence. Nesta Webster in World Revolution claims a direct
organizational connection between the Illuminati and the Bolsheviks, a
claim which has caused the so-called conspiracy theory to fall on hard
times. A stronger case can be made for literary influence. By publishing
the secret papers of the Illuminati in 1787, the prince of Bavaria granted
Weishaupt an immortality that his organizational skills could never have
achieved on their own. That fame was spread even farther by Barruel’s
Memoirs, a best-seller in just about all of the countries of Europe where it
appeared at the turn of the nineteenth century. Mary Godwin Shelley
immortalized Weishaupt as Dr. Frankenstein, after

reading Barruel. Even a bona fide revolutionary like Buonarroti learned
about the Illuminist conspiracy not by any direct initiation into its secrets
but by reading Barruel as Shelley did. We are talking about literary
influence here, not, as the Germans put it, “Drahtziehertheorie.” Freud like
Shelley and Buonarotti most likely found out about the Illuminist-Jewish-
Masonic-Satanist conspiracy by literary influences, all of which led back to
Barruel.

That Freud does not mention Barruel is not surprising. He doesn’t mention
Nietzsche either, and certainly not as the source of the Oedipus Complex.
As a matter of fact, Freud never mentions the things most important to him
in any direct way. He is a master of covering his intellectual trail. In a



letter to Fliess dated December 3, 1897, a time of great turmoil for Freud,
he connects his Jewish animus against Rome with his boyhood hero
Hannibal and then abruptly breaks off any more associations lest he reveal
either his sources or his intentions too clearly. “My longing for Rome,”
Freud writes, “is, by the way, deeply neurotic. It is connected with my high
school hero-worship of the Semitic Hannibal, and this year I did not reach
Rome any more than he did from Lake Trasimeno. Since I have been
studying the unconscious, I have become so interesting to myself. A pity
that one always keeps one’s month shut about the most intimate things:
“Das beste was Du weisst,/ Darfst du den Buben nicht sagen. ” The quote
“The best of what you know, you dare not tell the boys.” is from Goethe’s
Faust, and again we are given a cryptic reference to something Freud would
rather not say out loud, lest he lose his authority. Goethe’s influence on
Freud is hard to underestimate, and cited by many. Most commentators,
however, fail to mention that Goethe was an Illuminatus, whose code name
was Abaris. Goethe is one of the literary figures who became a member of
the organization while it was still in existence and not, like Shelley and
others, as a result of literary influence, chiefly Barruel’s book. Goethe was
intimately involved in trying to find a sinecure forWeishauptafterhehad to
flee Bavaria. (W. Daniel Wilson claims that Goethe was in fact a double
agent, spying on the Illuminati for Duke Karl August of Weimar as a way
of keeping them under control.) Goethe wrote about secret societies
explicitly in his novel Wilhelm Meisters Lehrjahre, but the arcana of Faust
stems from that tradition as well.

Freud, in his letter to Fliess, adverts to his desire to conquer Rome, his
identification with the Semite Hannibal, and then, with a reference to
Goethe, says he can tell us no more, the implication being that he would
lose his authority if he did. If we really knew what Freud were up to, then
he would have no power over us. Psychoanalysis, in other words, can only
function as a form of manipulation from behind the scenes. Because of
this, it is quintessentially conspiratorial. Conspiracies work only if they are
kept secret. If their real intentions were clear, they would be ineffective.
Freud, Vitz tells us, burned his personal papers, not once but twice, as a
way of throwing future investigators off the scent. The only safe
conclusion one can draw from Freud’s use of the line from Goethe is that if
an idea or source is important to Freud (“Das Beste was Du weisst”) Freud



will not tell us what it is (“Darfst Du den Buben doch nicht sagen”).

This, of course, does not mean that there is no evidence that Freud read
either Barruel or the Illuminist manuscripts. The evidence is in the text
itself. In describing the code names of the conspirators, Barruel explains
that Zwack, because of his hatred for kings, took the name “Philip Strozzi,
after that famous Florentine Conspirator, who having murthered Alexander
de Medicis was afterwards taken in open rebellion against his sovereign,
and plunged a dagger into his own breast reciting that verse with all the cry
of vengeance: Exoriare aliquis nostris ex ossibus ultor."20

In a description of recruiting techniques that has direct relevance to
Freud’s penchant, already discussed, of seeking out wealthy
patients, Weishaupt instructs his followers to seek out

the dextrous and dashing youths. We must have adepts who are insinuating,
intriguing, full of resource bold and enterprising; they must also be flexible
and tractable, obedient, docile and sociable. Seek out also those who are
distinguished by their power, nobility, riches or learning, nobiles, potentes,
divites doctos, quarite - Spare no pains, spare nothing in the acquisition of
such adepts. If heaven refuse its aidance^conjure hell.

Fleetere si nequeas superos, Acheronta movebo.~

The similarities between Freud’s secret society and Adam Weishaupt’s
become even more striking if we look at the incident which threatened
to bring both institutions down, namely, incest. When challenged by Jung
to explain his relationship to his sister-in-law, Freud retreated, saying by
way of explanation, “But I cannot risk my authority.” In a letter to his co-
conspirator Hertel, Weishaupt admits to having had an affair with his
sister-in-law, who is now pregnant. Barruel relates the incident in the
following way:

“Now,” says Weishaupt to his adept, “let me, under the most profound
secrecy, lay open the situation of my heart. It destroys my rest, it render
[sic] me incapable of every thing. I am almost desperate, my honor is in
danger and I am on the eve of losing that reputation which gave me so
great an authority over our people. My sister-in-law is with child.”22

Weishaupt goes on to ask Hertel’s assistance in procuring an abortion (“it



is not too late to make an attempt, for she is only in her fourth month”) but
the thing that troubles him the most is the fear that admitting that he
committed incest with his sister-in-law will destroy his authority: “What
vexes me the most in all this is that my authority over our people will be
greatly diminished - that I have exposed a weak side, of which they will not
fail to advantage themselves whenever I may preach morality and exhort
them to virtue and modesty.”23

Incest may have been coincidental to Weishaupt’s scheme, but it became
part of the occult revolutionary program thereafter. It played a key role
in Byron’s and Shelley’s writings and in their lives as well. As part of
his Illuminist cabal. Shelley first had sex with his sister-in-law,
Claire Clairmont, and then sent her to seduce Byron as well. The “league of
incest,” as contemporary gossip termed their menage, was to become
complete when Byron seduced or was seduced by Mary Godwin, but
Shelley had a psychotic breakdown before the incestuous circle could be
completed. Taking his cue from Nietzsche, Freud saw incest as a way of
forcing nature to reveal her secrets and therefore her power to him, but he
also understood that the secret which was the source of his power over
nature must be guarded if he were to retain his authority. If people like
Jung were ever to find out about his relationship with Minna his sister-in-
law, they would have the key to Freud’s sphinx-like riddle and that would
mean the end of his authority and, therefore, his power. They would also
understand the real source of the Oedipus Complex in Freud’s guilty
conscience.

But even more striking that the literary influences and the connection
between incest and loss of authority is the similarity between Illuminism
and psychoanalysis. Both Illuminism and psychoanalysis claimed that
they could plumb the depths of the soul by carefully observing seemingly
random lapses and gestures. Both were based on having the patient or adept
give in-depth, quasi-confessional “examinations of conscience” during
which they told the Illuminist controller or psychotherapist details of their
personal lives which could later be used against them. Both Illuminism and
psychoanalysis ended up as covert forms of psychic control, whereby the
controller learned of the adept's dominant passion and manipulated him
accordingly. Illuminism claimed to be a kind of “Zucht” or training, a way



to perfection, but Agethen in comparing Illuminism to its roots in the
German pietist tradition, makes it clear that “self-knowledge was not the
final goal of a religious-transcendental longing for salvation; rather, self-
knowledge and human knowledge served as forms of control which were to
bring about the creation of a utopian heaven on earth.”24

Psychoanalysis and Illuminism were, in effect the same project - the
Illuminist term Seelenanalyse is simply the Germanified term of
psychoanalysis or vice versa - with the details changed to suit the
sensibilities of a later age, an age which believed that “science” and
“medicine,” rather than secret societies, would lead to heaven on earth.
Both psychoanalysis and Illuminism engaged in what a later critic called
“Seelenspionage,” spying on the soul. Both made use of what might be
called a Masonic doctrine of two truths as part of their very nature. What
the adept knew was not the same as what the controller knew. The patient
saw psychoanalysis as a form of liberation; whereas the therapist fostered
this illusion as a form of control. Psychoanalysis adopted all of the
essential characteristics of Illuminist mind control, but Illuminism can just
as easily be seen as an early form of psychoanalysis, a project long
cherished by the Enlightenment. Christian Thomasius, writing at the very
beginning of the Enlightenment in 1691, describes the “new discovery of a
science that is both well-grounded and highly necessary for the common
good,” a science, namely, that “is able to recognize the hidden things in the
hearts of other men even against their will out of the details of their daily
conversation.”25

At the heart of psychoanalysis we find Freud, as the paradigmatic analyst
acting out, in his own words, the role of “father confessor.” The
manipulation of both confession and examination of conscience as the
heart of Illuminism is a well-established fact. Adam Weishaupt was a
student of the Jesuits for eight years. In creating his secret society,
Weishaupt simply took the Spiritual Exercises of Ignatius of Loyola, most
specifically the examination of conscience and illuminized them.
Weishaupt was a case study in ambivalence when it came to the Jesuits. He
hated them and yet told Friedrich Muenter that as a young man he almost
became one himself (dass er als junger Mann “selbst nahe dabey war,
Jesuit zu werden ”).2b By stripping the examination of conscience of all



supernatural content and removing the controls on the confessional
established by the Church (most notably the notion of confidentiality
intrinsic to the seal of the confessional), Weishaupt turned confession into
an instrument of manipulation and control. Examination of conscience
taken out of the confessional became Seelenspionage. Instead of liberating
the penitent from sin, it rendered him bound to his controller, liable to
blackmail, but more often than not manipulated according to the passions
he described in detail to his “confessor.” Illuminism is not the adoption of
the spirituality of Ignatius; it is its perversion.

According to Barruel, Weishaupt “detested the children of Benedict,
Francis or Ignatius, [but] he admired the institutions of these holy
founders, and was particularly charmed with Ignatius, whose laws directed
so many zealous men dispersed throughout the world toward the same
object and under one head.” Weishaupt, according to Barruel, “conceived
that the same forms might be adopted, though to operate in a sense
diametrically opposite.”27 Agethen cites the influence of the Jesuit
Balthasar Gratian in his 1647 book Orocula manual y arte de prudencia, in
which he explains “how to control others, how to have influence on their
will, by knowing their inclinations and their weak points. Observation of
another and knowing as much about him as possible becomes the central
means of power.”28 Weishaupt’s coconspirator Knigge called their
technique of manipulating lower rank Illuminati a “semiotics of the soul”:
“From the evaluation of all these characteristics,” Knigge wrote, “even the
smallest and least significant appearing, one can draw the most glorious
conclusions in terms of both general results and human research, and
gradually thereby work out a reliable semiotics of the soul.”29

Weishaupt was convinced that his psycho-techniques held the key to
understanding human beings by paying attention to what otherwise seemed
like insignificant lapses coincidences or gestures, the same type of the
thing Freud purported to explain in the Psychology of Everyday Life.
Weishaupt also felt that his system of controlling people without their
knowing it involved in an “exemplary” form of “education.” Weishaupt
was able to train his Areopagites “how one can consciously organize a
large group of people without much effort.” He understand the art of
“operation and manipulation” better than “anyone else in the [Illuminati]



organization” because he paid attention to the smallest nuances: “O!
Everything depends on that. I study each glance and gesture ... and train my
people to go in response to a wave of my hand, and so that I can without
speaking read the meaning in their faces.” Weishaupt concludes his
enthusiastic description of his power over his the underlings in the
Illuminati order by mentioning the case of his pupil Alois Duschl, also of
Ingolstadt. “I keep him on as short a leash as possible, give him much
work. He is so compliant, like the best novice in any Cloister. I lead him
without him noticing it.”31 Here as elsewhere, Weishaupt thanks the Jesuits
for revealing to him the techniques of noncorporal compulsion. “In his
mind,” Barruel wrote, “[Weishaupt] combined the plan of a society, which
was at once to partake as much as convenient of the movement of
the Jesuits, and of the mysterious silence and secret conduct of
Masonry.” Barruel who was both Jesuit and (for a time) Illuminist, is quick
to point out the difference between “the illuminized and the religious
obedience”:

Of that immense number of religious who follow the institutes of St. Basil,

St. Benedict, St. Dominic or St. Francis, there is not one who is not
thoroughly convinced that here exists a voice far more imperious than that
of his superior, the voice of his conscience, of the Gospel, and of his God.

There is not one of them who, should his superior commend any thing
contrary to the duties of a Christian, or of an honest man, would not
immediately see that such a command was a release from his vow of
obedience.

This is frequently repeated and clearly expressed in all religious institutes,
and no where more explicitly or positively that in those of the Jesuits.

They are ordered to obey their superior, but in cases only where such
obedience is not sinful, ubi non centereturpeccatum.

Just as Freud’s unacknowledged appropriation of Nietzsche reveals the true
source and real meaning of the Oedipus Complex, so his unacknowledged
appropriation of Illuminist psychotechniques reveals that at its
root psychoanalysis was not medicine or therapy but a form of psychic
control. It was a covert way of controlling people through the manipulation



of both guilt and passion in a quasi-confessional relationship. It is
precisely in removing confession and examination of conscience from their
religious matrix that Weishaupt changes them from an instrument of
spiritual liberation and turns them into an instrument of psychic control.
Once the Church is seen as the enemy and the moral order a form of
repression, there are no controls on the controller. The controller can do
with his adept whatever he wants. Not only is there no seal of the
confessional, obliging the confessor to keep secret what he has heard;
Illuminism is based on the systematic sharing of information. The
information, however, only moves upward; what the controllers have
learned from their adepts is passed on to the top. Information never
descends in a secret society.

Both Illuminism and Psychoanalysis are in many ways the fulfillment of
Bacon’s dictum, so cherished by the Enlightenment, that knowledge
is power. Knowledge of the in-most perturbations of the soul, now
liberated from the seal of the confessional and the moral order established
by the Christian religion, was seen as a form of psychic control. Illuminism
naturally leads to exploitation and manipulation, and it was precisely these
psycho-techniques of controlling people as if they were machines that
caused the most outrage when the Illuminist manuscripts were published in
1787. The French Revolution two years later only added to the suspicion
that people were being controlled from without by secret manipulators.

In his recent attack on Freud, Why Freud was Wrong, Richard Webster
makes much of the Freud’s role as father confessor. Freud, in his own
words, stood “as the representative of a freer or superior view of the world,
as a father confessor, who gives absolution, as it were, by a continuance of
his sympathy and respect after the confession has been made” (Webster’s
italics).34 He might just as tellingly emphasized the first half of the quote
because Freud’s Illuminist departure from the tradition of auricular
confession is every bit as significant as his imitation of it. Freud is “the
representative of a freer or superior view of the world,” and it is from this
position that he gets his power over his clients, for the clients who come to
Freud for healing were for the most part wealthy people whose psychic
troubles revolved around illicit sexual desires and the guilt which followed
from acting on those desires, a fact which Webster misses completely.



Instead Webster claims that psychoanalysis is a “religion,” using the word
in an obviously pejorative sense. But by locating the source of this religion
in Catholic confessionals of the Middle Ages, Webster overshoots the mark
by about six hundred years. Freud’s use of confession is Illuminist, not
Catholic. Freud was not interested in freeing people from the slavery of
sin. He was much more interested in giving people permission to sin and
then reaping financial benefits by absolving them of guilt (or claiming to
do so) in psychoanalysis and thereby gaining control over them.

Like Illuminism, psychoanalysis became a form of social control whose
purpose was the overturning of throne and altar by the corruption of
morals. Until the day when the final revolution arrived, psychoanalysis
fulfilled its purpose by providing “Negroes” or “goldfish” whose money
was to line the pockets of their therapist liberators. Confession done in the
manner promoted by Illuminist therapists was a form of covert control, not
a form of medicine. That confession can have salutary psychic effects, no
one will deny. In psychotherapy Freud discovered a “scientific” form of
Illuminism, one based on the mythology of his own day and not that of the
eighteenth century, but it remained, as Freud’s ring ceremony in 1913
made clear, a secret society with all of the same goals that secret societies
from the Illuminati onward shared. Freud, like Weishaupt, proposed the
exploitation of the human desire for confession for his own personal
benefit, but he also proposed it as part of a revolutionary strategy,
consonant with what he learned about the "judeo-mdgonnique” secret
societies from the anti-Semitic literature of the late nineteenth century. In
Freud, the fears of the right became the fascination of the left. In creating
psychoanalysis out of his unacknowledged borrowing from the
revolutionary tradition, Freud became the subversive Judeo-Mason the
anti-Semites had been warning the world about. Freud created a “Jewish”
secret society to bring them to fruition in a conspiracy whose goal, like that
of the Illuminati before him, was the toppling of throne and altar
throughout Europe. In exploiting his wealthy patients for financial gain by
playing the “father confessor,” Freud also promoted “liberation”
from moral norms, the Nietzschean “transvaluation of values,” and the
subversion of a social order based on Christian principles. The only rules
established for psychoanalysis are those of Freud’s making, and they are
there primarily, if not solely, for Freud’s benefit. Guilt is a reality of



human existence, something which Webster seems not to understand. By
fostering behavior that begets guilt, the psychoanalyst binds his patient to
himself in vampire-like exploitative relationship that is the exact opposite
of sacramental confession but very similar to Illuminism, Weishaupt’s
attempt to control people through the manipulation of their passions.



Part II, Chapter 4

Greenwich Village, 1913

The year 1913 was an annus mirabilis of sorts. The year before the Great
War was the year during which modernity surfaced, and it can only be
compared with 1921, the year when The Waste Land and Ulysses appeared,
the year when the forces of dissolution freed by the war’s dislocation of
mores and morals began to be implemented on a wide scale. It was during
1913 that John B. Watson gave his lectures on behaviorism at Columbia
University, in competition with Henri Bergson, who was speaking
downtown, but the paradigmatic event of that year was the Armory Show,
which introduced New York and America to the trends which would
dominate the art world after the war. The most famous picture at the
Armory Show was Marcel Duchamps’s “Nude Descending a Staircase,” an
importation of the cubist techniques which Braque and Picasso had
developed, but which one American perceived as an explosion in a shingle
factory.

Plato said that changes in musical form presaged changes in the state. The
same could be said of painting. Cubism was, of course, a revolt
against morals, but the new forms were so bewildering that few people
understood it as such. The few who did lived in Greenwich Village, and felt
that the rest of New York, the city above 14th Street, was “cut off from the
Village like the Ego from the Id.”1 The comparison gives some indication
of how Freud’s theories took America’s Bohemia by storm during the first
decade of the twentieth century. As perhaps the opening shot in the
publicity campaign that would make Freudian terminology part of the
cultural lingua franca by the 1920s, Max Eastman wrote two long articles
on Freud in 1915 in Everybody 's Magazine, which at the time had a
circulation of 600,000 readers. Eastman, who would go on to become a
Communist and then an anti-Com-munist, described psychoanalysis as a
new treatment “which I believe may be value to hundreds of thousands of
people,” a method for dissecting out “mental cancers . . . [which will] leave
you sound and free and energetic.”2 The one thing Eastman never
abandoned was his sexual libertinism, and before long it became clear that
this was the force driving the acceptance of Freud’s theory of



psychoanalysis among the bohemians in Greenwich Village. In 1916 fellow
radical Floyd Dell, also associated with Eastman on the editorial board at
The Masses, went into psychoanalysis. He would say later that “everyone
at that time who knew about psychoanalysis was a sort of missionary on
the subject, and nobody could be around Greenwich Village

without hearing a lot about it.”' Dell’s psychoanalyst was Samuel A.
Tannenbaum, an early proponent of sexual liberation who felt that sexual
abstinence was psychologically dangerous. Tannenbaum also advocated the
legalization of prostitution, feeling that if young men frequented
prostitutes they would dissipate dangerous amounts of “frustrated
excitement.”

Another early convert to the gospel of Freud was a young journalist by the
name of Walter Lippmann, a man who would later be called “the
prophet of the new liberalism.” Reading Freud was for Lippmann an almost
religious experience, something significant for someone who did not
believe in religion, organized or otherwise. Lippmann, the young Harvard
graduate, when searching for the epiphany which might be commensurate
to his discovery of Freud could only compare it to the feeling his father’s
generation might have felt on discovering Darwin.

In 1914 Lippmann was named associate editor of the New Republic, the
flagship of the new liberalism, and with this new journal as his
platform Lippmann and his friend Alfred Booth Kuttner, one of the first
people to be psychoanalyzed by Freud’s American student A. A. Brill,
began to pump out flattering accounts of Freud’s new theory. Freudianism
through Lippmann would become a constitutive part of American
liberalism as well as one of the intellectual constructs Lippmann would use
to analyze social problems. Lippmann also brought the Freudian gospel to
Mabel Dodge’s salon, where it quickly spread further among the
intellectuals there. Dodge was so taken with the new theories as a possible
explanation of her own bisexual behavior that she immediately began
analysis with Brill. Brill, a man with his own set of sexual compulsions and
a penchant for smutty jokes, was if anything more forthright than Freud
when it came to advocacy of sexual liberation. “With a normal sexual life,”
he is quoted as saying in a Lippmann article, “there is no such thing as a
neurotic.”



This excuse for sexual indulgence was just what the boho crowd in the
village wanted to hear, and during the second decade of the twentieth
century Freud’s ideas were adopted by them as their own. According to one
observer, Freudian theory, which implicitly encouraged sexual freedom,
became a wedge used “to liberate American literature from pruderies and
other social restrictions.... It may well be thatthe freedom to write about
sex, which was linked with other freedoms, would have been won without
the intervention of Freud. But the literary exploitation of Freud was a
heavy reinforcement at a decisive moment and materially assisted the
coming of age of our literature.”6

Right around the time of the Armory Show, a twenty-one year old by the
name of Eddie Bemays had, at the urging of a friend, taken over the
editorship of an obscure journal known as the Medical Review of Reviews.
Eddie had always had a perceptive ear for what people were saying, and
perhaps because the Freudian id was successfully seeping uptown from the
village.

sex was on people’s minds, and Eddie saw an opportunity to make money
out of it. Eddie understood the words of one New Yorkeditor who
announced on March 15, 1913, that it was “sex-o’clock in America.” In the
early months of 1913, Bemays received a review of a play called Damaged
Goods. Written by the French playwright Eugene Brieux, Damaged Goods
told the story of a man who contracts syphilis, then mames, then fathers a
syphilitic child. The review was a frontal attack on the sensibilities of the
times and perceived as such by the magazine’s conservative audience.

Far from being cowed by the reaction, Bemays approached an actor who
had indicated a desire to produce the play, pledging the magazine’s
support. “The editors of the Medical Review of Reviews, ” Bemays wrote
to Richard Bennett, “support your praiseworthy intention to fight sex-
pruriency in the United States by producing your play Damaged Goods.
You can count on our help.”7

Bemays was so gratified by Bennett’s favorable response that he
immediately agreed to underwrite the costs of the production, an ambitious
undertaking for someone who was making $25 a week. Bemays understood
intuitively that there was a market for sexual liberation and that he could



tap that market financially by turning the play into a cause celebre.
Damaged Goods could stand for freedom of expression on sexual matters,
and in order to make his point he began to enlist the support of a group of
influential New Yorkers who shared his point of view. One of the first
people to come on board the Medical Review of Reviews Sociological
Fund Committee to help in the fight against prudery was John D.
Rockefeller, Jr., who explained to the young Bemays that “the evils
springing from prostitution cannot be understood until frank discussion of
them has been made possible.”8 Hundreds of checks poured in from people
like the Rockefellers and Mr. and Mrs. Franklin D. Roosevelt, and Eddie
was on his way to becoming, as he would call himself later in what would
prove to be a very long life (he died at the age of 103), “the father of public
relations.” Eddie Bemays had parleyed his interest in sex into the creation
of the first front group and a career that would ride the crest of the
advertising and public-relations wave that would break over the United
States, transforming the country into what it is today. The front group as a
technique for manipulating public opinion would dominate cultural life
during the twentieth century, and the subterfuge whereby economic interest
would camouflage its manipulation would become increasingly
sophisticated to the point where “today. . . it takes a detective to unmask
the interests behind such innocuous-sounding groups as the Safe Energy
Communication Council (antinuclear), the Eagle Alliance (pronuclear), and
the Coalition Against Regressive Taxation (trucking industry).”9

“It all started with sex,” Eddie would say, describing his remarkable career.
If so, the beginning was not auspicious financially. As soon as Bennett
acquired the rights to the play, he told Bemays to get lost. “I don’t need
your damn [sic] sociological fund anymore,” he wrote to Bemays.10 Not
one too brood, Bemays decided that the money he hadn’t earned was
ancillary to the lessons about manipulating public opinion which he had
learned, and so in the summer of 1913 he decided to escort a young man to
Europe to talk over the psychological implications of what he had learned
with his uncle. His decision was not based simply on familial ties. Eddie
Bemays’s uncle was Sigmund Freud.

The details of their conversation as the twenty-one-year-old Bemays
tramped through the woods surrounding Carlsbad, in what was soon to



become Czechoslovakia, with his by then famous fifty-seven-year old
uncle have been lost to posterity. The general tenor of their conversation,
however, was clear. Bemays had made his first foray into manipulating the
public mind by appealing to its sexual interests, and since his uncle was
famous as an authority on sex, Eddie wanted to know what he knew so he
could apply it to mass man. “Whatever the specifics of their conversation,”
writes Tye, “it is clear that when Eddie returned to New York in the fall of
1913 he was more taken than ever with the Viennese doctor’s novel
theories on how unconscious drives dating to childhood make people act
the way they do. And Eddie was convinced that understanding the instincts
and symbols that motivate an individual could help him shape the behavior
of the masses.”

In trying to understand the intellectual connection between Eddie and his
famous uncle, Tye is hampered unfortunately by certain
misconceptions about Sigmund Freud and psychoanalysis. “Bemays’s
ideas,” Tye tells us,

reflected the profound influence of his uncle Sigmund. He talked about the
use of symbols, as Freud did, and of the centrality of “stereotypes,
individual and community, that will bring favorable responses.” He was
as driven as his uncle to know what subconscious forces motivated
people, and he used Freud’s writings to help him understand. But while the
esteemed analyst tried to use psychology to free his patients from
emotional crutches, Bemays used it to rob consumers of their free will,
helping his clients predict, then manipulate, the very way their customers
thought and acted - all of which he openly acknowledged in his writings. *

At another point, Tye repeats the same misconception of Freud:

Bemays is a philosopher, not a mere businessman. He is a nephew of that
othergreat philosopher, Dr. Sigmund Freud. Unlike his distinguished uncle,
he is not known as a practicing psychoanalyst, but he is a psychoanalyst
just the same, for he deals with the science of unconscious
mental processes. His business is to treat unconscious mental acts by
conscious ones. The great Viennese doctor is interested in releasing the
pent-up libido of the individual; his American nephew is engaged in
releasing (and directing) the suppressed desires of the crowd.”



And again, in the same vein, Tye claims that “while Freud sought to
liberate people from their subconscious drives and desires, Eddie sought to
exploit those passions.”14

As with James Jones in his analysis of the relationship between Kinsey and
the Rockefeller interests, Tye proposes a dichotomy where none
exists. Eddie Bemays did not have a different goal in mind when he
proposed exploiting the sexual passion for financial gain. Bemays’s uncle
Sigmund, as the case of Horace Frink makes clear, had been doing this for
some time. In fact, even Freud himself admitted that psychoanalysis wasn’t
really medicine. In his more candid moments with his friend and confidant
Wilhelm Fliess, Freud referred to patients as “goldfish” and “Negroes,”
making it quite clear that psychoanalysis was a form of psychic control for
the financial benefit of the analyst. The transaction was quite simple and
transacted many times in places like Greenwich Village. In exchange for
permission to gratify his sexual passions, the patient would receive
“absolution” from the psychoanalyst acting as crypto-confessor for a
financial consideration. Bemays and his famous uncle were both involved
in exploiting sexual passion for financial gain. The only difference was the
medium the younger man chose. Freud bilked his patients individually in
psychoanalytic sessions; Bemays tried to manipulate the country
collectively through the mass media, by means of advertising and public
relations.

In both instances, the technique was pure llluminism, something which
Bemays makes clear in his writings, specifically his 1928 magnum
opus, Propaganda, where he tells us that “we are dominated by the
relatively small number or persons - a trifling fraction of our hundred and
twenty million -who understand the mental processes and social patterns of
the masses.” America was now ruled by a group of “invisible governors,”
composed of PR professionals like Bemays, who “pull the wires which
control the public mind, who harness old forces and contrive new ways to
bind and guide the world.”15 These “invisible governors” were necessary to
“the orderly functioning of group life”; in fact, the “invisible governors ...
help to bring order out of chaos.” Democratic man, in other words, needed
control as soon as he was liberated.



Part II, Chapter 5

Zurich, 1914

Five years after Jung treated Medill McCormick, Medill’s sister-in-law
Edith Rockefeller McCormick showed up in Zurich to be treated for a
depression stemming from the death of her daughter Editha. Over the
course of the next ten years, Jung corrupted Edith with a steady diet of
astrology and spiritualism, turning her into an agoraphobic woman who
never left her hotel room. All of this was done in the name of first therapy
and then training, after Jung convinced Edith to become a therapist in the
Jungian mold. Eventually her withdrawal from the world brought about her
divorce from her husband and dying in poverty in a hotel in Chicago, but
not before Jung exploited his doctor/patient relationship withherby
persuading her to give Jung’s organization the equivalent of $2 million.

With the break with Jung and the formation of his secret society, Freud not
only brought about a permanent schism at the heart of the
psychoanalytic movement, he also, in terms of financial influence, seemed
to come out on the losing side of the break, for psychiatry was now split
between Aryan and Jewish practitioners, and all of the wealthy patients,
especially those coming from America, were “Aryans,” specifically
wealthy Protestants whose grasp on Christian principle was becoming
looser year by year. By granting Medill McCormick permission to gratify
his passions, Jung gained a foothold with one of the wealthiest families in
America. By treating Edith, he was now par-laying that foothold into
contact with the wealthiest family in America. When Edith Rockefeller
McCormick showed up at Jung’s door, her father’s personal fortune
comprised about 2 percent of the gross national product of the United
States of America.1

In 1916 Freud, hardly able to control his envy, wrote to Ferenczi
complaining that Jung had latched onto a rich American who had given
him a building in Ziirich. Freud had often said that Americans were good
for one thing, money, and now the pupil was proving himself superior to
his master in exploiting rich Americans for financial gain. Freud was no
stranger to the idea of exploiting his patients for financial gain. “Freud,”
according to Peter Swales,



had in psychotherapy some of the richest women in the world. On August
1, 1890, he wrote to Wilhelm Fliess, declining an invitation to visit him
in Berlin and certainly he was alluding to Anna von Leiben, whom he
would dub his “prima donna” when he explained, “My chief women client
is

now undergoing a kind of nervous crisis and during my absence she might
get well." [my emphasis]."

Freud feared that his patient “might get well” during his absence, a curious
attitude for a doctor to have. However, the attitude is not curious if
psychoanalysis is nothing more than crypto-illuminist psychic control. To
say that Freud was involved in medicine belies his real intention. Patients,
Freud told Ferenczi toward the end of his life, are “trash,” “only good for
making money out of and for studying, certainly we cannot help them”;
psychoanalysis as a therapy, he concluded, “may be worthless.”3 Swales
goes on to say that several members of the von Leiben family regarded
Freud as a charlatan who kept Anna in a state of permanent
“hypemervosity” by means of the “interminable daily seances” that Freud
called therapy. Freud’s biggest fear was that his patient “might get well.”
The “disease” was iatrogenic. The purpose of therapy was not cure but
control, control in this instance for financial gain.

Five years after Freud expressed his envy of Jung and the money he was
receiving from the Rockefeller family, Freud had his own chance to fleece
a wealthy American, although not someone as wealthy as John D.
Rockefeller’s daughter. By 1921, the Austro-Hungarian empire was
history, and Austrian money barely worth the paper it was printed on. Since
Freud charged his patients in dollars, he was always happy when a wealthy
American showed up at his door. Horace Frink showed up in 1921. He was
not wealthy - he was an aspiring psychoanalyst who had come to Vienna
for the analysis with the master which was necessary for certification - but
like most analysts of the time he treated wealthy patients. Frink was a
physician and aspired to be a psychoanalyst in the Freudian school and in
order to do that he had to lie down on the couch and bare his soul to the
master. During the course of the analysis, Frink described his erotic
attraction to one of his wealthy patients, a woman by the name of Angelika
Bijur. Sensing a financial killing, Freud capitalized on the situation by



telling Frink to dump his wife and marry Bijur. Frink initially resisted but,
after six months, finally came around to Freud’s point of view, eventually
divorcing his wife. But the analysis wasn’t over yet. Freud then persuaded
Frink that he had a homosexual attachment to Freud, which expressed itself
in Frink’s desire to make Freud “a rich man.” “Your complaint that you
cannot grasp your homosexuality,” Freud wrote to Frink, “implies that you
are not yet aware of your phantasy of making me a rich man. If matters
turn out all right, let us change this imaginary gift into a real contribution
to the Psychoanalytic Funds.”4 Once again Freud was exploiting the
doctor/patient relationship for financial gain. In her account of the Frink
affair, Edmunds says that “Freud openly encouraged this sexual
liberation.”5 In a letter to Bijur’s ex-husband, Freud explains his analysis
of Frink in the following terms:

I simply had to read my patient’s mind [my emphasis] and so I found that
he loved Mrs. B., wanted her ardently and lacked the courage to confess it

to himself.... I had to explain to Frink, what his internal difficulties were
and did not deny that I thought it the good right of every human being
to strive for sexual gratification and tender love if he saw a way to
attain them, both of which he had not found with his wife.5

Freud first discovered the dominant passion of his client through therapy;
then, he urged the patient to gratify that passion, absolving him of all guilt
in his role as “father confessor”; then, when the patient had succumbed to
the temptation and was in most need of absolution, Freud exploited the
situation by trying to extort a financial contribution from the patient. The
procedure was pure Illuminism.

It was most certainly not medicine. That becomes evident by the effect this
therapy had on Frink, who succumbed almost immediately after his divorce
and remarriage to a guilt-induced depression which he could not shake. The
situation was madeeven worse when his wife died of pneumonia after being
driven from their home and spending years on the road in one hotel after
another with theirtwo small children. Frink, in spite of Freud's absolution,
never recovered from his wife’s death. Less than one year after being re-
elected to the presidency of the American branch of the
Psychoanalytic Society, Frink ended up in a mental hospital himself,



unable to shake the depression into which his guilt-ridden soul had fallen.
Eventually his second marriage fell apart under the strain, and Angelika
Bijur began to suspect Freud’s motives, feeling that he had arranged the
marriage for his own financial benefit. Her suspicions were confirmed
when she received a telegram from Freud after the marriage collapsed:
“Extremely sorry,” Freud wrote, “the point where you failed was money.”7

Swales claims that the problem of “undue influence ... is virtually endemic
to a profession which, after all, owes its very existence and propagation to
a plethora of credulous individuals ready and able to pay out good money
for the luxury of abdicating their mental sovereignty to another, all too
often in a desperate bid to unburden themselves of moral responsibility for
the wreckage of their lives.”8

The “abdication of mental sovereignty to another” is the heart of the
Illuminist project; however, the sovereignty lies not with the patient but
with the doctor. The thing which motivates the “patient” in a relationship
like this is the gratification of illicit passion, the permission to transgress
the moral law with impunity, with, in fact, the tacit approval of the
therapist. That technique of control is pure Illuminism, but the real
motivation to place the power to control in the hands of the Illuminist
therapist is sexual liberation. Psychotherapy rode to its position of power
in American in particular on back of sexual liberation because people
wanted permission to transgress the moral law and the Freudian therapists
were willing to grant that permission -for a price. Liberation, in this
instance, became a form of bondage, as people who acted out their passions
- often at the behest of their therapists, often with their therapists - quickly
learned that they had to pay for the privilege of absolution, and that the
price they paid was an interminable and expensive regimen of therapy.
Sexual liberation, it turns out, was a form of financial control. “Rumors,”
Torrey writes,

that psychoanalysts occasionally recommended sexual intercourse as a
treatment for their patients proved to be true, and as early as 1910
Freud tried to quiet such accusations with an essay titled “Wild
Psychoanalysis.”

A physician had told a woman who had left her husband, said Freud, “that



she could not tolerate the loss of intercourse with her husband and so
there were only three ways by which she could recover her health - she
must either return to her husband, or take a lover, or obtain satisfaction
from herself.” In discussing the case Freud acknowledged that
“psychoanalysis puts forward absence of sexual satisfaction as the cause of
nervous disorders,” but he said the physician in question had failed to point
out a fourth possible solution - psychoanalysis. Freud did not say in this
essay, however, that a recommendation to take a lover was necessarily
wrong.”9

Torrey documents Freud’s seduction of America in detail, beginning with
the years following his lectures at Clark University:

Between 1909 and 1917 Freud’s ideas spread rapidly among New York’s
intelligentsia. According to one observer, Freudian theory, which
implicitly encouraged sexual freedom, became a wedge used “to liberate
American literature from pruderies and other social restrictions.... It may
well be that the freedom to write about sex, which was linked with other
freedoms, would have been won without the intervention of Freud. But the
literary exploitation of Freud was a heavy reinforcement at a
decisive moment and materially assisted the coming of age of our
literature.”10

The nomenklatura wanted to be seduced, and the seduction, which
succeeded beyond their wildest dreams, had as its ultimate outcome, the
destruction of one American institution after another. Promising liberation
to the gullible while granting covert control to the manipulators,
Illuminism has proved the most durable of conspiracies.



Part II, Chapter 6

New York, 1914

“Civilization’s going to pieces,” broke out Tom violently. “I’ve gotten to
be a terrible pessimist about things. Have you read ‘The Rise of the
Colored Empires’ by this man Goddard?”

“Why no,” I answered, rather surprised by his tone.

“Well, it’s a fine book, and everybody ought to read it. The idea is if we
don’t look out the white race will be - will be utterly submerged.

It’s all scientific stuff; it’s been proved.”

‘Tom’s getting profound,” said Daisy, with an expression of un-thoughtful
sadness. “He reads deep books with long words in them.”

The Great Gatsby F. Scott Fitzgerald

The year 1914, it turns out, was a crucial turning point in the life of
Margaret Sanger. Having married a Jewish architect by the name of
William Sanger in 1902 at the age of 23, Margaret Higgins Sanger moved
with him to Greenwich Village in 1910, where they were almost
immediately swept up into the social and intellectual ferment that was
brewing there at the time. Shortly after arriving there, the Sangers joined
the Socialist Party, and one year later Bill ran for office, an unsuccessful
attempt to become a municipal alderman.

More significant that any political education was the Sangers’ introduction
to the intellectual theories of the socialist cultural avant garde. The Sangers
became regular habitues at the salon of Mabel Dodge, where they met
people like John Reed, Carlo Tresca, and Emma Goldman, who introduced
Margaret, in Ellen Chesler’s words, “to a Neo-Malthusian ideology then
fashionable among European Socialists, who disputed Marxist orthodoxies
that condemned contraception as hopelessly bourgeois and encouraged a
high proletarian birth rate.”1 In Sanger, Goldman found an apt pupil, one
who in f act appropriated her message and later ref used to give her credit.

But advocacy of birth control and free love was more than an intellectual
exercise for Margaret Sanger. Before long, she began acting on the



theories she espoused, to the chagrin of her husband, who unwittingly
introduced her to the intellectual toxins that would destroy their marriage.
In the Dodge salon, Margaret became acquainted with Nietzsche, whose
attack on religion and morality fit in congenially with the life she was
espousing, if not practicing. Then during the summer of 1913, theory, as it
usually does, led to practice. While vacationing at John Reed’s house in
Provincetown, Margaret would occasionally travel to Boston to do research
on birth control at that city’s libraries. During that summer, Margaret had
an affair - if not the first since she married, then the first one documented -
with a magazine editor by the name of Walter Roberts. When husband
William found out about it, it seems to have changed his view of
Greenwich Village. Within a period of three years, the avant garde had
changed in his eyes from being the cutting edge of a movement calling for
social justice for the working classes into a “saturnalia of sexualism,
deceit, fraud and Jesuitism let loose.”2

It’s difficult to know which Jesuits he had in mind, but it is not difficult to
see why his wife’s hands-on experience with free love changed his view
of the revolutionary worker’s movement. What he previously saw as high
ideals now seemed nothing more than a “hellhole of free love, promiscuity
and prostitution masquerading under the mantle of revolution.”'
Revolutionary politics, Sanger had to learn the hard way, was nothing more
than a thinly disguised rationalization of sexual promiscuity. “If
Revolution means promiscuity,” he said, stating the same idea in a
different context, “they can call me a conservative and make the most of
it.”45

His disillusionment with socialism, though all but complete, came too late
to save his marriage. Margaret was now committed to a life of sexual
and drug-fueled self-indulgence which would continue until her death.
When her son Grant refused to increase the dosage of the Demerol his
seventy-year-old mother would crave, Margaret would say, with a lifetime
of experience behind it, “I am rich; I have brains; I can do anything I
want.”

As the hedonism in her life increased, so did Margaret’s attachment to the
cause of birth control, so much so that it is virtually impossible not to see a
correlation between the two. Birth control was the cause which



absolved promiscuity of whatever baseness it retained in her mind.
Without the cause of birth control, there was nothing but the base
selfishness of her actions left confronting her, a prospect she found
intolerable, especially when the reproach was brought by her children.

Her third child Peggy had contracted polio during the summer of 1910 at
around the same time the Sangers moved to Greenwich Village. The
more Margaret got swept up in revolutionary politics and the affairs of the
men who pursued those ideals, the more she neglected her children. During
the summer of 1913, Margaret’s affair with Walter Roberts coincided with
a worsening of Peggy’s situation. In spite of her husband’s admonitions
that something needed to be done about Peggy’s leg, nothing got done, and
Sanger then decided that a trip to Paris might allow him to pursue the
career in painting he had chosen to the detriment of his family’s financial
security and beyond that draw Margaret out of the clutches of free love
disguised as revolutionary politics.

Neither hope was fulfilled. Margaret, in spite of the opportunity to research
Parisian methods of contraception, was no scholar and after tiring of Paris
abruptly returned to New York, abandoning her husband and children.

Peggy’s condition seems to have weighed heavily on her mind at the time.
She wrote letters to her daughter, assuring her of her love and even started
dreaming about her as well, dreams associated with the number six. On the
way back to New York, Sanger conceived a journal which she would call
the Women Rebel, a journal whose values included a woman’s “right to be
lazy” and her “right to destroy.” Gradually the idea of a new
ideology based on something more immediately appealing than struggle
for the social justice of the working class began to take root in her mind.

But in 1914, Mrs. Sanger was still a creature of the left and so when in
April of that year detectives in the employ of the Rockefellers
rampaged through a tent city populated by the families of striking miners
in Colorado, killing women and children, she reacted in a fashion that
bespoke more her uncritical allegiance to the left than anything else. She
called for the assassination of John D. Rockefeller, Jr. When later in life,
she would explain the indictments that forced her to leave the country in
1914 she would only mention sending birth-control material through the



mails, not the call to murder the scion of the Rockefeller family.

The fact is not surprising because by the time she was famous enough to be
interviewed by the press, she was also the beneficiary of
Rockefeller money as well. Within a period of ten years, Sanger went from
a position calling for Rockefeller’s murder, to having him as one of her
major benefactors. Of all the benefactors she had during her lifetime, only
one gave her more money than John D. Rockefeller, Jr., and that man was
her second husband Noah Slee, who devoted his entire fortune to Sanger’s
cause. The philosopher’s stone that worked this alchemy was
contraception, and the alliance between the left and the wealthy which
contraception forged has proved enduring indeed. They say that politics
makes strange bedfellows, and if so sexual politics makes bedfellows even
stranger. But the alliance between John D. Rockefeller, Jr., and the woman
who once urged Americans to rise up and assassinate him is stranger than
most. Yet after a little thought not so strange at all. In fact, the alliance is
with us still because the mutual needs it resolved.

The Ludlow Massacre precipitated a chain of events that would have far-
reaching consequences for both Margaret Sanger and John D. Rocke-feller,
Jr. Sanger would eventually flee the country to escape arrest f or the article
in which she urged her readers to “Remember Ludlow.” In her exile
in England, Margaret lacked nothing in terms of sexual or intellectual
fulfillment (although sleeping with Havelock Ellis hardly seems to qualify
on either count), but she did miss her daughter, and in many respects f elt
guilty of abandoning her.

1

“Dear Peggy,” she wrote “how my heart goes out to you. I could weep from
loneliness for you - just to touch your soft chubby hands - but work is to be
done dear - work to make your path easier - and those who come
after you.”6

As the letter makes obvious, the cause of birth control had become a
panacea if not for the world’s problems, then at least for Margaret Sanger’s
guilty conscience. Sanger had abandoned her ailing daughter to follow a
life of sexual self-indulgence, and the only thing that made this act
tolerable to her guilty conscience was her crusade for birth control. Peggy,



according to Sanger’s guilty imagination, would eventually benefit from
the liberation that her mother was carving out for all womankind.

Unfortunately, Peggy never lived long enough to reap the benefits of her
mother’s crusade for birth control. Sanger’s only daughter died
unexpectedly of pneumonia on November 6, 1915. It was an event which
would haunt Sanger for the rest of her life. Even Ellen Chesler, who
applauds just about everything Sanger did, no matter how selfish, as
necessary for liberation, perceived the devastating effects that the death of
her daughter had on Sanger’s psyche:

Margaret never fully stopped mourning Peggy or exorcised the guilt over
having been absent during the final year of her brief life. For years
later, she could not sit across from another mother and daughter on a train,
or in any other public setting, without losing control. She wrote in her
journal of recurrent sleeplessness, reporting that images of a child slipping
away from her haunted her dreams and left her to awaken in tears.'

The death of Peggy had two principal effects: It got Sanger involved in the
occult, and it turned the birth-control crusade into something even
more personally necessary to her psychic well-being - a personal
obsession, in other words. Both effects were related to guilt. The main
purpose of her seances was to talk to Peggy, something she found
consoling primarily because the mediums she consulted invariably told her
what she wanted to hear. Chesler’s reading of the connection between guilt
over Peggy’s death and the cause of birth control is f airly straightforward
as well. Sanger “could now satisfy a sense of maternal obligation without
deviating from her chosen path, since Peggy remained with her - in effect,
if not in reality - as the justification for her own professional
preoccupations.”

The cause of birth control served the same purpose on a less personal level.
Chesler again makes the same point, citing Sanger’s claim “that personal
feelings were a necessary sacrifice to ‘ideals that take possession of
the mind.’ Even in Bill’s letters from the winter of 1914, clearly she had
already invented a calling out of her work, which rationalized her
disobedience as a wife and a mother.”9

Or as Chesler puts it at another point: “Through her work for birth control,



[Sanger] would translate personal, painful circumstances into public

achievements, and no one would stop her.”10 In the absence of repentance,
the most common way to assuage guilt feelings is by transmuting vice into
a political cause. The birth-control crusade seems to have fulfilled just
this need in the lives of Margaret Sanger and the women she inspired.
When the cause failed to do its work, Sanger could fall back on the occult
and attend seances where Peggy would tell her that everything was okay,
and if her conscience proved particularly imperious, there was always
Demerol and alcohol, anodynes she used with increasing regularity late in
life. “I am rich,” Margaret would repeat mantra-like, “I ha ve brains. I can
do whatever I like.”

But sexual sin is not the only thing that weighs on the conscience. There
are seven deadly sins, and although lust seems to dominate the twentieth
century as its vice of choice, avarice did well during the nineteenth. In
fact, liberalism’s attack on the moral order began by undermining the
connection between the moral order and economics. Having accomplished
that, the undermining of sexual morals was only a matter of time.
Economics, it should be remembered, comes from the Greek for household
or family, an institution which has both a monetary and a sexual
dimension. The oikos was what suffered under both regimes.

The Ludlow Massacre in this regard provided a crucial nexus. Ensor and
Johnson, Rockefeller’s biographers, indicate that Junior was troubled
by Ludlow, even to the point of traveling to Colorado, there to dance with
the wives of his workers, just to defuse the disastrous publicity which
resulted from the killing of over 700 people, many of them women and
children. The symbolic gestures, however, did not deter Junior from his
determination to bring the strikers to heel, which happened in December of
1914.

The Ludlow Massacre also brought about the birth of public relations.
William H. Baldwin, a pioneer in the field of public relations, didn’t deny
the role Eddie Bemays played in the rise of that field, but he located its
beginning in another event. “I date the emergence of public relations,” he
told Ber-nays’s biographer, “from the work that Ivy Lee did for John D.
Rockefeller Sr. in the Colorado strike.”11 Baldwin was referring to the



Ludlow Massacre.

The Ludlow Massacre is important because it is the starting point of a
permutation that would have long-reaching political consequences. In
the world of economics and population, there are only two alternatives:
the Catholic and the eugenic, and these two alternatives would constitute
the two opposing sides in the culture wars surrounding sexual liberation in
the twentieth century. Faced with want, faced with poverty on a widespread
scale, faced with the girl holding the empty bowl in the Planned
Parenthood overpopulation ads, we can either increase the amount of food
or decrease the amount of people. The Catholics advocated the former
alternative; the Malthusians the latter.

In 1914 the picture was made a bit more complicated because the distri-

bution side of the equation was represented more by the revolutionary
workers movement, which in America was under the leadership of
bohemia, headquartered in Greenwich Village. As socialists their agenda
went well beyond the condition of the workers, which was their ostensible
raison d’etre. The “liberals" in this situation, as represented by Margaret
Sanger, were compromised by their commitment to sexual liberation;
while at the same time, the “conservatives,” as represented by John D.
Rockefeller, Jr., were compromised by their attachment to an unjust social
order. Then, as now on a world-wide scale, inequitable distribution was the
cause of scarcity, but then, as now, it was easier to grasp at a panacea than
face up to the real problem.

Contraception was that panacea, but it was also the device which allowed
the convergence of the left and the propertied classes, which would become
the basis of the New World Order which emerged in the 1990s after the fall
of Communism. Contraception allowed the left to hold onto its desire for
sexual liberation, just as it allowed the wealthy to hold onto the
benefits accruing from an unjust social order by thwarting economic
reform. Once there was widespread acceptance of the liceity of
contraception, the poor could be blamed for their own lot in life, especially
if they refused to go along with the eugenic measures of the powerful. The
tying of World Bank loans to the acceptance of “population policies” based
on contraception, abortion, and sterilization was the ultimate expression of



this belief. Contraception was the invention which made the alliance of the
wealthy and bohemia not only possible but a reality. The New World
Order, as manifested in meetings like the United Nations-sponsored
conference on population in Cairo in 1994 was Pocantico Hills and
Greenwich Village united in imposing its Neo-Malthusian ideology on the
entire world. Once the United States government became involved in the
promotion of contraception, an event which happened over the summer of
1965, a radical redefinition of the role of government was the inexorable
result. When the influence of Msgr. John Ryan was determinative in
Washington, government was there to aid in development. When that
influence was replaced in the ’60s by the spirit of Margaret Sanger,
government’s main role became the suppression of population.

Even an observer as sympathetic to Sangerism as Ellen Chesler had to
admit that it was impossible to have it both ways:

Margaret attempted to reconcile her new vision of a society purified by the
efforts of women with the social ideals that had fueled her energies as
a radical. She did not intend birth control to replace “any of the
idealistic movements and philosophies of the workers. ... It is not a
substitute - it precedes.... It can and it must be the foundation upon which
any permanently successful improvement in condition is attained.” Yet she
could not have it both ways. By identifying birth control as a panacea, she
cer-

tainly undermined the objectives of the revolutionary labor struggle, and
by housing her abstract arguments in a practical political framework
focused wholly on one issue, she implicitly challenged the value of even
a more moderate agenda of progressive social reform.

Contraception, more than anything else, defeated economic development
because it defined people and not maldistribution as the source of the
problem. Yet, in framing the issue that way, its supporters made
contraception attractive to both sides in the class struggle in the United
States. The left got sexual liberation, and the rich got to preserve economic
privilege, and people like Margaret Sanger got both in a convergence that
would eventually subordinate the left’s desire for social justice to its desire
for sexual license. The effect of this convergence on people like Sanger and



her lover H. G. Wells is evident to even devotees of contraception like
Chesler, who indicates that once they became famous as promoters of the
new world order by making the contraceptive the sine qua non of progress,
nay, identical with progress itself, Sanger and Wells “seemed reluctant to
condemn the maldistribution of wealth, goods and services that gave rise to
widespread discontent in the economies of the West.”13

Thus it comes as no surprise that the Rockefellers became so amenable to
the funding requests of the lady who called for their assassination.
Birth control, it turns out, created the racial fears of the ’ 20s, the ones
which found expression in The Great Gatsby. The more the upper classes
engaged in non-reproductive sex, the more they became concerned about
those who didn’t. Thus, out of their behavior was bom the fear of
“differential fertility rates.” Taken at its most basic form, the fear over
differential fertility meant the fear that somewhere, someone was having
more children than the upper classes were. Eventually, the fact that all the
best people were limiting the size of their families meant that those who
were not limiting the size of their families were not good people. Hence,
eugenics was the solution to the troubled Malthusian conscience of the
wealthy classes during the early part of the century. Contraceptive use,
once established, became amoral imperative for all humanity, at least
according to the views of those who were using it.

With the depression and the efforts of people likeMsgr. Ryan the contra-
ceptive/Malthusian ideology suffered a setback, a setback that was only
confirmed by general repugnance at the Nazi ideology, which took the
eugenics movement to its logical conclusion. But as contraceptive use
persisted and increased, so would the pressure to use it as the panacea for
all social problems. The Birth Control League changed its name to Planned
Parenthood in 1942, and after the war people like Bernard Berelson, using
money from John D. Rockefeller Ill’s Population Council, would take a
different tack, and use the newly burgeoning communications media to
persuade people to do to themselves what hitherto the state had to do to
them with the threat of coercion.

Similarly, the discovery of the pill and the IUD in the early ’60s was
followed almost immediately by the fear that the world was overpopulated.
Contraception once again was being proposed as the social panacea, and



this time the Catholic Church, subverted from within by people like the
Rev. Theodore Hesburgh, C.S.C., who used Rockefeller money to fund
secret conferences on contraception at the University of Notre Dame from
1962 to 1965, was unable to stem the tide. The Malthusian ideology was
back in business, with government funding now, and one of the ironies is
that it was the Democrats, the party of John A. Ryan and the working man,
who put it there. That shift to the Malthusian ideology as the cornerstone of
both domestic and foreign policy was the essence of the cultural revolution
of the 1960s. The Democrats, who once believed in fostering development
by defending the interests of the working man, at some point converted to
the point of view of their opponents and adopted the Rockefeller view that
population was the problem. With the triumph of the Malthusian ideology
in the ’60s, the role of government changed as well from an entity which
promoted the welfare of its citizens to one committed to increasing its
control over them by limiting their numbers.



Part II, Chapter 7

Baltimore, 1916

In the 1930 edition of his famous book which first appeared when Europe
dissolved into war, John B. Watson tried allay any fears his readers
might have concerning social experimentation. “First we all,” he assured
them, “we all must admit that social experimentation is going on at a very
rapid rate at present - at an alarmingly rapid rate for comfortable,
conventional souls. As an example of social experimentation ... we have
war.”1

When America entered the war in 1916 John B. Watson tried to enlist as a
line officer. He was turned down because of his eyesight, but a year later
he would get another chance. In July of 1917, the psychologist E. L.
Thorndike, now on the War Department’s Committee on Personnel, wrote
to President Goodnow of Johns Hopkins asking him to release Watson for
military service with half pay. Watson, who was thirty-eight years old at
the time, was commissioned as a major in August of 1917 and put to work
administering aptitude tests to aspiring pilots. The tests he devised
eventually proved worthless, and given his temperament and his drinking
habits, it was inevitable that Watson would soon be quarreling with his
superiors, which landed him a job training carrier pigeons, whose value
was rendered dubious by the improvements in the wireless. He was then
sent to England to interview British pilots, but when he arrived, they were
too busy to talk to him. He was then sent to the front near Nancy in France,
where he remained within hearing distance of the war for three months
with nothing much to do until he got disgusted and askedto be shipped
home. Onthatvoyagehecameasclose to war as he would ever be as he
watched a torpedo go sailing past the stem of his ship. While away from
home Watson also met with British psychologists and had numerous
affairs.

The war may not have been particularly beneficial to Major Watson but it
was good for psychology. War and behaviorism were made for each
other. Unlike Germanic introspection, behaviorism was pragmatic and
American, and it promised results. Its greatest triumph during the war, if
one can call it that, was intelligence tests, which were promptly used by the



racist eugenics crowd after the war as an indication that the great majority
of Americans, especially those of immigrant stock, were feeble-minded
idiots. A wave of sterilization laws swept the country’s legislatures as a
result, the most famous of which got contested at the Supreme Court level
in Buck v. Bell, the

case which prompted Chief Justice Holmes to opine that “three generations
of imbeciles’’ were “enough.”

The man more responsible than anyone else for the promotion of
intelligence tests in the military was Watson’s friend and collaborator,
Robert M. Yerkes, who was commissioned as a major in 1916, the same
year he was elected head of the American Psychological Association, and
the same year he was appointed head of the National Research Council.
War was the catalyst that brought big government and big business and big
science together in the project of social engineering, a project that would
be applied to the civilian sector as soon as the war was over. In March of
1919, in his “Report of the Psychological Committee of the National
Research Council,” Yerkes could announce with a certain amount of self-
satisfaction and pride that “two years ago mental engineering was the
dream of a few visionaries, today it is a branch of technology which,
although created by war, is evidently to be perpetuated and fostered by
education and industry.”2

If that were in fact the case, it was the result largely of Yerkes’s efforts and
of his collaboration with John B. Watson. In the spring of 1916 Yerkes had
received a letter from a jubilant Watson, announcing that he had just been
hired as a personnel consultant by the Wilmington Life Insurance
Company. Watson was involved in negotiations for a similar contract with
the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad and sure that a similar contract with
them would be soon to f ollow. The merger of business and academe
seemed promising for both parties but especially for the university, which
could now demonstrate its usefulness to the business community in a
concrete way while at the same time bolstering its prestige on campus with
increased funding. Watson was already offering a course in the
“Psychology of Advertising” at Johns Hopkins and hoped to expand future
course offerings in the business economics major to include courses which
would explain to future managers how they could apply the insights of



psychology in controlling their employees.

The establishment of the NRC created the precedent that government
should be involved in funding scientific research, and it also established
the premise that scientists like Yerkes and Watson, and not politicians,
would say how that money was going to be spent. The war also did much to
win over the public mind - especially the business sector - to appreciating
the value of psychology. Having given the impression that psychology was
instrumental in the managing of a million men in uniform at a time of
rapid change, Yerkes and Watson went on to claim that behavioral
psychology would now help businessmen choose the right employees,
control crime, and keep men “honest and sane and their ethical and social
life upon a high and well-regulated plane.”3 Rather than have employers
change the working environment to suit clamorous (and increasingly
unionized) employees, behav-

iorism offered the promise of changing employees to suit their jobs. It was
an offer that the plutocrats found hard to resist. The Goodyear Tire and
Rubber Company showed an interest in the practical side of “mental
engineering,” and the psychology committee of the NRC received a large
grant from the Rockefeller Foundation for the development of intelligence
tests. The NRC under Yerkes and in collaboration with Watson played a
crucial role in insinuating behaviorism's vision of social control throughout
the emerging but already interlocking complex of big government, big
business, and big science. A confidential memorandum outlining the
purpose of the NRC emphasized the need to stimulate the “growth of
science and its application to industry.” According to its founders, the NRC
was organized “particularly with a view to the coordination of research
agencies for the sake of enabling the United States, in spite of its
democratic, individualistic organization, to bend its energies effectively
toward a common purpose.”4 Mental engineering would allow employers to
find trainable workers among the unskilled, allowing the employers to
bypass the trade unions and pay lower wages. Behaviorism was always
seen as an instrument of control by its founder, and now it was being
implemented as such by those who controlled the means of production.
While the first generation of psychologists - people like G. Stanley Hall
and William James - still retained the morals of the Victorian era, Watson



felt that morals were simply the response to a stimulus and that
that stimulus was the prevailing social order. “Behaviorism,” according
to Buckley, “would make techniques of social adjustment available to
those who wished to determine that order.”5 Might made right - that much
was clear. Behaviorism was simply a way to put that Nietzschean order
into practice.

As a result, behaviorism began to be seen as an instrument of political
control as well. Just as Dewey, Lippmann, Croly, and the crowd at the
New Republic wanted a war because they were interested in social
engineering, they were just as interested in promoting behaviorism as a
way of continuing that engineering in peacetime. Just what that meant
became clear from their writings. In Public Opinion, Walter Lippmann
described a “Melting Pot Pageant,” which had probably taken place on July
4,1918, when George Creel’s campaign to undermine the identity of ethnic
groups in America reached its high point:

It was called the Melting Pot, and it was given on the Fourth of July in an
automobile town where many foreign-bom workers are employed. In
the center of the baseball park at second base stood a huge wooden and
canvas pot. There were fl ights of steps up to the rim on two sides. After
the audience had settled itself, and the band had played, a procession
came through an opening at one side of the field. It was made up of men of
all the foreign nationalities employed in the factories. They wore their
native costumes, they were singing their national songs; they danced their
folk

dances and carried the banners of all Europe. The master of ceremonies
was the principal of the grade school dressed as Uncle Sam. He led them to
the pot. He directed them up the steps to the rim, and inside. He
called them out again on the other side. They came, dressed in derby hats,
coats, pants vests stiff collar and polka dot tie, undoubtedly, said my friend
each

with an Eversharp pencil in his pocket and singing the star-spangled Ban-6

ner.

The anecdote gives an accurate view of the liberal project of social control



which began during the war and was carried over into civilian life during
the ’20s when the population at large was asked to abandon its allegiance
to the ethnic neighborhood and the small town and conform its habits to
national markets, brand names, and “science” as the ultimate arbiter of
behavior. Lippmann, Croly, Dewey, and the New Republic saw
behaviorism continuing what the war had started, a consolidation of power
in a strong central state.

As the United States edged closer to the brink of World War I, an
influential group of American progressives seized upon the conflict as a
means of transforming American society. Herbert Croly, who championed
a strong central state to promote economic and political freedom, and his
co-editor at The New Republic, Walter Lippmann, saw the war as a “rare
opportunity” to advance democracy abroad and begin social reconstruction
at home. By social reconstruction, Croly and Lippmann meant the
substitution of rational planning for the old authorities that had been
discredited or destroyed by the advent of modem industrial life. Lippmann
and Croly were essentially articulating the position put forth by John
Dewey, “who urged that the war be used as an efficient means of achieving
intelligent control over the economic and political process.”7 The same
group of people saw the war as their best ally in undermining Victorian
mores and re-establish in its place “a modem way of life” since “it was the
first time in history that an entire society was mobilized for total war.”8

In the theories of Lippmann and Harold Lasswell we have the beginnings
of modem psychological warfare. Lasswell’s theory of communication -
“who says what to whom and with what effect” - could also be used to
suppress rival visions of communication, and this was precisely how it
was used in the rise of the age of modem advertising, which began around
the time of the war. Mass marketing, as Eddie Bemays realized, was an all-
or-nothing proposition. It meant replacing one set of values - ethnic,
traditional, religious - with another - impulsive, suggestible, “scientific.” It
meant, in other words, the erosion of traditional societies by mass media
and the substitution of local products by national brand names. Mass-
media advertising worked only with brand names in mass markets served
by a infrastructure like the railroad system.

Watson was at one with Lippmann and Lasswell in the vision they



shared of technocratic state in which, according to Lippmann, “science”
would provide the bond that would make democracy cohesive and
effective. Behaviorism was crucial to that vision because behaviorism gave
man the ability now to shape the psychic and, therefore, social world, just
as physics had given him the ability to shape the material world. Lippmann
saw the development of an “infinitely greater control of human invention”
in sciences that were “learning to control the inventor.”9 Dewey, likewise,
saw in behaviorism the ability to control the most crucial environment, the
human mind. Once man could do that - and Watson had shown it could be
done - man could take control of the f uture. All that man had to do was to
“press f orward . . . until we have a control of human nature comparable to
our control of physical nature.”10 Missing from these utopian accounts of
the future was the fact that behaviorism had been used during the war- as
Lippmann’s account of the Melting Pot Pageant made clear - as a form of
psychological warfare against recalcitrant ethnic groups. In this respect,
the liberal state which the Dewey et al envisioned was also a state in a
constant state of covert ethnic warfare. The triumph of man over nature
meant the triumph of some men over other men using “science” as their
weapon.

Herbert Croly completed the liberal vision of the future by revising
American history and coming up with a politics more suitable to a
scientific age. Jefferson, Croly felt, was too committed to the maintenance
of local communities. Instead of the division of powers proposed by the
founding fathers, Croly proposed a vastly strengthened presidency, which,
responding directly to public opinion, would give embodiment to the
General Will of the national community. In Croly, we see the link between
the French Revolution and the Clinton Administration. His repudiation of
the system proposed by the founding fathers saw the creation of a “direct
democracy” as its goal, a goal which would find fulfillment in a president
who could bypass the legal system and rule directly by manipulating the
passions of the masses and then present himself as the embodiment of their
will. Like Watson and Lippmann, Croly had faith in science. He, however,
unlike them, got it from his parents who venerated Auguste Comte.
Together they embarked on a project to destroy the American republic and
erect in its place an empire based on the most sophisticated manipulation
the world had ever known.





Part II, Chapter 8

Paterson, New Jersey, 1916

Around the time John B. Watson got drafted into the army, a Russian
emigre by the name of Alexandra Kollontai was settling into life in
Paterson, New Jersey. She had moved there to be near her son, Misha, who
had just enrolled in a course in automotive engineering. Madame Kollontai
was in a unique position to study traditional American life on the brink of
the war which would destroy that life forever. She talked about the women,
bored or doing stupid housework, sitting on the porches of their
monochrome wooden bungalows on straight streets lined with maple trees.

Madame Kollontai talked so contemptuously of housewives because she
was a revolutionary. The year before her stay in Paterson, she had joined
the Bolsheviks and, under the leadership of V. I. Lenin, she would devote
her life to the overthrow of the Czar in Russia as a prelude to worldwide
revolution on the part of the working class. The year before she took up
residence in Paterson, Kollontai had come to the United States for the first
time to give a series of anti-war speeches. Her audiences were mostly
German and for the most part mostly uninterested in revolution. She found
even the American socialists hopelessly undisciplined when it came to
revolutionary work. Apparently seeing in Kollontai a political organizer of
rare linguistic and editorial ability, the Communist newspaper in New York
asked her to stay on as its editor, but she refused. She wanted to be back in
war-ravaged Europe, since it was obvious that no revolution was imminent
in the United States. And for some time now, revolution had been the sole
reason for her life and work.

In fact, only her son could countermand her desire for revolution, and so
planning to renew the contacts she had made the year before with
American socialists and Russian emigres, she was back in the United States
because of the promptings of “a mother’s heart,” as one of her Soviet
biographers put it. As a revolutionary, Kollontai hated the family. As a
mother, she was devoted to her son, even to the point of taking herself out
of the heart of the revolutionary struggle when it was on the brink of
achieving its greatest success since the revolution of 1789 in France. Her
life revolved in many ways around the contradiction implicit in those



terms. Kollontai hated the family, and yet she never stopped seeking the
love that most people find there and there alone. At the mid-point in her
career, but at the end of her life as a revolutionary writer and thinker, she
framed the issue thus: “Love with its many

disappointments, with its tragedies and eternal demands for perfect
happiness still played a very great role in my life. An all-too-great role! It
was an expenditure of precious time and energy, fruitless and, in the final
analysis, utterly worthless. We, the women of the past generation, did not
yet understand how to be free.”1

Kollontai was forty-four years old when she arrived in Paterson and fifty-
four when she wrote the above-cited lines about her failed quest for love.
The situation, however, is simpler than Kollontai portrays it. Freedom for
women, according to Kollontai’s reading of socialism, meant work outside
the home. Since her life was full of such work, she should have considered
herself “liberated.” Yet the actual dialectic of her life was much
more complicated than that. In the years between her departure from
Russia in 1898 and the Russian revolution nineteen years later, Alexandra
Kollontai led the life of the quintessential rootless cosmopolite. Based in
Berlin, she would travel from city to city and congress to congress using
her impressive language skills to propagandize for revolution. Yet, in spite
of her fierce and total commitment to revolutionary struggle, she would
inevitably succumb to a loneliness which would drive her into the arms of
yet another man for the consolations of love which she claimed could not
be found in the family. The love affair would inevitably turn sour, leaving
Kollontai longing once again for the freedom from attachment, which
would quickly tum to loneliness, which is what drove her to the love affair
in the first place. And so the cycle from loneliness and longing to bondage
and disgust would start all over again. It was a dialectic which Kollontai
attempted many times to explain, but one which she never understood
herself and one which she most certainly never learned to transcend, as the
quote from her autobiography indicates. Kollontai had dedicated herself to
a life of study and activism in the service of revolution, and yet even after
the revolution arrived the comradeship in sexual matters which it promised
would recede forever before her eyes like the mirage of the promised land
which she, like Moses, would never occupy. She would carry this



contradiction with her for the rest of her life (she died in 1952 in her
eightieth year at the end of Stalin’s reign of terror). By 1937,
the revolution’s failed promise of universal love still weighed heavily on
her mind. Writing to an aging comrade in 1937, at the height of Stalin’s
purges, Kollontai wrote that

our romantic epoch is completely finished. With us, we could take the
initiative, stimulate the administration, make suggestions. Now we must be
content with executing what we are ordered. Between my colleagues
and me there is neither camaraderie nor friendship. Moreover the activity
of each of us is strictly compartmentalized. Our relations are cold and
distrust is everywhere.

The dream of “winged Eros,” to use Kollontai’s termforthe sexual
liberation which the Revolution promised, died long before Stalin’s purges
of the

1930&. In fact, it died within ten years of the revolution itself, and
Kollontai watched it expire in spite of her efforts to keep it alive. Just why
it died has been the subject of debate ever since. Wilhelm Reich devoted
his book The Sexual Revolution to answering this question, and subsequent
generations of sexual revolutionaries, following his example, have been
unable to give this corpse a decent burial, attaching it to any number of
intellectual life-support systems that keep it twitching with galvanic
energy but are unable to restore it to life. Not even Kollontai’s biographers
seem able to see that the second sexual revolution, the one associated with
the October Revolution in Russia, died of its own excesses, every bit as
much as the first one did. Faced with the unprecedented social upheaval
which sexual liberation had caused in Russia, the commissars themselves
had to end it, for in allowing it to continue they ran the risk of completely
destroying what little social order was left in the Soviet Union. Perhaps no
one life epitomizes the rise and fall of the second sexual revolution better
than Alexandra Kollontai.

Kollontai ’ s hatred of domestic life came naturally. Which is another way
of saying that she brought it on herself by her own decisions early in her
married life, decisions which set the course for her subsequent life and laid
the intellectual foundations for a feminism which could never reconcile



love and work. Bom in 1872 to an aristocratic but indulgent liberal father
and a mother who had divorced her first husband to be with him, Kollontai
established a reputation for rebellion early in life by marrying an
impecunious engineer against the express wishes of her mother. Alexandra
was appalled at the marriage of her elder sister, at the age of nineteen, to a
man fifty-one years her senior, and vowed that this sort of marriage for
money would never happen to her. And yet according to her own account,
the marriage for which she incurred family opprobrium, lasted “hardly
three years” in spite of the birth of a son in 1894. Kollontai’s account of
her early life in her autobiography is written, like all autobiographies, as a
justification of the choices she made:

Although I personally raised my child with great care, motherhood was
never the kernel of my existence. A child had not been able to draw
the bonds of my marriage tighter. I still loved my husband, but the happy
life of a housewife and spouse became for me a “cage.” More and more
my sympathies, my interests turned to the revolutionary working class
of Russia. I read voraciously. I zealously studied all social questions,
attended lectures, and worked in semi-legal societies for the
enlightenment of the people. These were the years of the flowering of
Marxism in Russia (I893/96).3

Just why a “happy life” should become a “cage” is something Kollontai
never explains. She comes close, however, by telling us close on the heels
of that revelation that she “read voraciously.” The “emancipation” of
Alexandra Kollontai led to unhappiness via socialist writings. Socialism
was, at the

same time, the justification for her unhappiness in love. It led her on a
quest for love that was such a dramatic failure that she could only term it a
“fruitless” and “utterly worthless” waste of time when she looked back on
her life in her mid-fifties.

It didn’t start out that way though. Early in their marriage, Kollontai’s
husband was assigned to install a new ventilating system in one of the
cotton mills near Moscow, and accompanying him on that trip she was
given a tour of the factory and quickly became appalled at the working
conditions she found there. Her state of mind was compounded by the fact



that they were staying in a pleasant hotel not far away, where she was
expected to dance in the evening after seeing the appalling conditions in
the factory during the day. Under Czar Nicholas II, Russia was undergoing
the rapid industrialization that England had experienced a century before,
and the social dislocation caused by industrialization, especially among
women, was devastating the social fabric of the country. No longer an
integral part of the peasant family, women were herded into factories in the
cities, where they were often seen as desirable because they were more
docile than male employees, a situation in which sexual exploitation was
also rampant. In the first two years of the twentieth century, the number of
women in the workforce in Russia increased by 12,000 while the number of
men in the factories decreased by 13,000. During the first decade of the
century, the industrial workforce in Russia increased by 141,000 workers,
and of that number 81 percent were women. There are a number of ironies
associated with the situation. The Czar was unwittingly revolutionizing
Russia by bringing about its industrialization, and he and those who
profited the most from that industrialization would soon reap the
whirlwind of their own greed. But those who overthrew the Czar would
continue the same policy of forcing women from their homes into the
country’s factories, now owned by the state, which is to say, by and for the
benefit of the Communist Party.

Having seen the social dislocation caused by the factory system first-hand,
Kollontai turned to the socialists for answers, breaking with the ameliorist
liberalism of both her husband and her father. In 1895 Kollontai read an
abridged Russian translation of August Bebel’s Woman and Socialism, a
book which she described as the “woman’s bible,” when she wrote her own
introduction to the unabridged version in 1918. Bebel, like Marx
and Engels and the Utopian Socialists like Fourier and Saint-Simon before
them, saw marriage and the family as an essential part of the capitalist
system of ownership and exchange. Women, according to this view, were
considered property, and morals were simply a system whereby women
were kept under control for the benefit of their exploiters. Religion,
following this line of thinking, simply reinforced morals, which in turn
reinforced the unjust exploitation of the worker. Women were, according to
this line of thought, especially susceptible to exploitation via their
religious feelings. According to



Bebel, woman "suffers from a hypertrophy of feeling and spirituality,
hence is prone to superstition and miracles - a more than grateful soil for
religion and other charlataneries, a pliant tool for all reaction.”4 Given this
state of affairs, the socialist solution was clear. Abolish property and
everything else will take care of itself. This meant that only in the absence
of property, would relations between the sexes or “marriage” be based on
love, something which Bebel saw as a “natural instinct” which man would
satisfy as simply he would other natural desires such as hunger and thirst.

Once marriage had been separated from economic exchange by the
abolition of property, man would base his sexual relations on love alone,
and a true system of sexual morality would come into existence, one based
not on property but rather “spiritual affinity.” To have intercourse without
spiritual affinity and oneness was immoral. That meant the erection of a
completely new moral system at the heart of which lay subjective states of
mind which determined the morality of all sexual action. Other
consequences flowed just as inexorably from this premise. If a man
suddenly ceased having this sense of spiritual unity, then he was no longer
“married,” and free to seek sexual gratification elsewhere, especially from
a woman who engendered the feelings anew. Just how this spiritual affinity
differed from passion of the turbulent, traditional sort never got explained.
Indeed, in the new age without property, there was no need of explanation,
for as Shelley had said in Queen Mab, passion and reason at this point were
one. This, of course, also meant that a man could rationalize the most
brutal selfishness as well, as indeed Shelley had done, but any
consideration of the actual state of sexual affairs was usually postponed
until after the revolution. Kollontai did the same sort of postponing. The
difference in her life derived from the fact that she was around when the
revolution actually arrived. It also derived from the fact that she, as the
newly named Bolshevik minister of social welfare, was expected to make
sense of the contradictions the socialists had engendered in their forays
into sexual politics.

In the pre-Revolutionary meantime, liberation for women meant
abandoning the family. “To be truly free,” Kollontai wrote, following
Marx, Engels and Bebel, “woman must throw off the contemporary,
obsolete, coercive form of the family that is burdening her way.”5



Kollontai wrote this after she had become a Bolshevik, but the principle
was there in Marx and Engels and Bebel, which is what she began reading
as a young wife and mother in the mid-1890s.

In his Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, Marx had written
that “one can judge the entire stage of development of the human being” on
the basis of a man’s relationship with a woman. “From the character of this
relationship one can conclude how far the human being, as a species and as
an individual being, has become him/herself and grasped him/herself.”6

If this were the case Marx and Engels had never developed very far. Marx
had

an ongoing and exploitative affair with his servant, who bore him an
illegitimate son whom he never recognized. Engels likewise was sexually
attracted to working class girls and would flit from one to the other.
Because morals had been subsumed into economics, they had been denied
any ontological validity of their own. As a result, it should not be
surprising that the revolutionaries behaved badly when it came to their
relations with women. Revolution became the justification for personal
sins of sexual exploitation and that is what it became, mutatis mutandis for
Kollontai, who became both victim and victimizer. The revolution
promised to change everything because it would change the property
relations which were the basis of all other relations, especially marriage.
Women were to be “liberated” from marriage, which meant being liberated
from morals, which invariably meant a kind of bondage. But no one saw it
that way at the time. “Afterthe dictatorship of the proletariat,” one of
Kollontai’s biographers wrote, “the universal destruction of private
property would remove both the basis for male supremacy and
the economic functions of the family. Women would then work as full
equals; through their labor they would become free. Public organizations
would assume all services previously performed in the home, including
child rearing.”7 Marriage would continue as an institution based on “sex
love” between equals, unlimited by any restrictions save those the couple
themselves established. When love ended, the marriage was over. “If only
marriages that are based on love are moral, then, indeed only those are
moral in which love continues,” Engels wrote.8

Since Engels arranged to have Queen Mab translated for the 1 848



revolution, it is not far-fetched to see him here echoing Shelley, who was
in turn echoing Godwin’s idea that marriage was only valid as long as the
partners were in love with each other. This was the new morality, and
Shelley had practiced it in an especially brutal way on his first wife
Harriet. Now all those who had done similar things to their spouses -
Margaret Sanger, Kollontai, Inessa Armand, Max Eastman, Claude McKay,
Carl Van Vechten - could use it as a justification after the fact and see it as
the beginning of a new world. The Marxists were more susceptible than
most in this respect because their lives were based on the emergence of a
future state in which all contention would cease. In many ways, this use of
the future to justify sins in the present is the main reason they were
Marxists.

Sexual intercourse should be “judged” as “legitimate or illicit” by
determining “whether it arose from mutual love or not.” In a passage which
gives some insight into its author’s sex life, Engels wrote, “The duration of
the impulse of individual sex love differs very much according to the
individual, particularly among men; and a definite cessation of affection,
or its displacement by a new passionate love, makes separation a blessing
for both parties as well as for society.”9 Sexual morality in the socialist
mode was a projec-

tion of the sexual practices of the men who authored socialist theory. It was
also a function of the guilt they felt for acting on those sexual
imperatives. “Separation” in this instance is a blessing for “society” only
from the point of view of the man who has grown tired of his sexual
partner.

Kollontai, like Engels and Bebel, claimed that in bourgeois society woman
could choose only between marriage and prostitution, two forms of the
same bondage. “In the sight of the whole,” Kollontai wrote with ill-
disguised glee, “the home fire is going out in all classes and strata of the
population, and of course no artificial measures will fan its fading
flame.” Liberation from the family meant getting a job, and that meant the
introduction to factory work. The whole project of revolutionary
“liberation” came full circle - in theory at least - when Engels announced
that “women’s liberation becomes possible only when women are enabled
to take part in production on a large, social scale.”10 Women can only



become liberated, in other words, by working outside the home.
“Liberation” for women meant transferring the benefits of women’s labor
from her immediate family to the benefit of the factory owners, be they the
capitalists or, as in the case of Russia after the revolution, the state.
Women’s liberation, as conceived by Marx and Engels and as put into
practice by Kollontai, was, as a result, a form of control. The system of
transferring women’s labor was already in place theoretically in the
writings of the Utopian Socialists and then simply appropriated by Marx
and Engels. Those theories would then be put into practice by the Marxists
in Russia under Lenin, and ironically by the feminists in the United States
under late capitalism. When the Russian peasant women heard about the
new system which Kollontai and her intellectual friends had concocted for
them in 1918, they were less than enthusiastic. What they wanted was
not social engineering in the name of liberation, but rather support for the
lives they were trying to live in support of their families. But Kollontai and
her supporters were adamant in their refusal to entertain anything less than
the destruction of the family as their ultimate goal, no matter how willing
they were to compromise in terms of effectiveness on intermediary
measures. Why this was so can only be understood in the context of the
decisions they had made concerning their own lives and families.

The fish, according to the French proverb, rots first at the head. Af ter this
young and impressionable member of the cultured classes immersed
herself in the reading of Marx, Engels, and Bebel, it was not surprising that
she would come to consider marriage “a cage.” It is also not surprising that
she would act on what she knew. Action follows naturally from intellectual
conviction. And, as was the case with Margaret Sanger, introduction to the
doctrines of socialism meant introduction to the doctrine of free love as
well. At some point during the mid-1890s, Kollontai asked her governess
and mentor Lyolya Stasova to introduce her to the Russian equivalent of
Greenwich Vil-

lage, the revolutionary underground, which treated her as a dilettante and
source of easy money rather than the “intellectual,” writer, and party
theoretician she aspired to be.

Ironically, it was with one of her husband’s colleagues that she found the
intellectual respect she sought from the radicals who failed to take her



seriously. One gets the impression that Kollontai’s husband treated her
intellectual theories with a certain amount of condescension, although
probably no more condescension than they deserved. On the other hand
when she told him she wanted to be a writer, he was willing to hire the
extra help she needed to devote herself more completely to her work. So he
can’t have been completely averse to her intellectual aspirations. On the
other hand, he was probably not as sympathetic to them as the colleague of
her husband whom Alexandra identifies only as “the Martian.” As his name
implies, the Martian wasn’t particularly handsome, but he was deeply
versed in the intellectual currents of the day, and was willing to flatter
Kollontai that she was just as abreast of the issues as he was. The suspicion
that the Martian may have had ulterior motives in this regard is confirmed
by the fact that he eventually ended up having an affair with Kollontai,
something which complicated her life much more than what she had been
reading, although the socialist denigration of marriage and morals in the
books she was reading probably contributed directly to the affair. Like the
Victorian writers in England who were forever trying to decide between
sensual and spiritual women, Kollontai now had to decide which man she
really loved: the practical engineer who was her husband and the father of
her child but was fatally compromised by his relations with the state and
the now equally discredited state of marriage, or the sympathetic
intellectual revolutionary who flattered her intellectual pride as a way of
getting in bed with her. “Did we really love both [men]?” Kollontai wrote,
trying to understand this crossroads in her life. “Or was it the fear of losing
a love which had changed to friendship and a suspicion that the new love
would not be lasting?”11

Instead of choosing one over the other, Kollontai left both men when in
August 1898, she left Russia to study political economy under
Professor Heinrich Herkner in Switzerland. “Therewith,” she would later
say, “began my conscious life on behalf of the revolutionary goals of the
working-class movement. When I came back to St. Petersburg - now
Leningrad - in 1899,1 joined the illegal Russian Social Democratic
Party.”12 The laconic account in her autobiography belies her emotional
state at the time. Taking the f ast train from St. Petersburg to Zurich,
Kollontai, then a young mother of twenty-six, was plagued by the thought
that she was destroying a perfectly good marriage for no good reason. She



was also tormented by the thought that she might never see her four-year-
old son again. Kollontai was so overcome with guilt and grief that it was
only with the greatest psychic effort that she was

able to stay on the train each time it stopped. Her natural inclination was to
return to her family, but she stilled that natural inclination by assuring
herself, in her letters to her childhood friend Zoya, that she was called to
something more important than marriage, and that study in Zurich, which
had become a Mecca for syndicalist radicals and emigre revolutionaries,
was essential to that end. She hadn’t bothered to tell her husband that she
was leaving for a year of studies, and the fact that she didn’t indicates that
the studies were seen as a way of dissolving the marriage, or of resolving
the fact that she was sexually involved with two men at the time and unable
to choose between them. Instead of admitting the sexual dimensions of the
situation for what they were, she chose to dramatize them as a pretext for
her quest for “freedom.” “But I was not as happy as he,” she wrote
referring to her husband. “I longed to be free.”13 When Zoya responded by
asking her what she meant by freedom, Kollontai responded by naming
what was bothering her the most: “I hate marriage. It is an idiotic,
meaningless life. I will become a writer.”14 The fact that Kollontai’s
husband was willing to do whatever it took to facilitate her career as a
writer belies her assertion that marriage was a cage. Kollontai was the
daughter of an indulgent liberal father and the wif e of a man in the same
mold. No matter how much the economic conditions of the time cried to
heaven for vengeance, they were never more than symptomatic of a deeper
spiritual crisis which revolved around what Augustine would call the
essence of all sin, namely, the desires of the “autonomous self,” which men
shared with fallen angels. We are talking about rebellion in its most basic
sense, which is to say, rebellion against God and the nature of his creation.
“Rebellion,” Kollontai wrote, trying to justify her actions in 1898, “flared
in me anew. I had to go away, I had to break with the man of my choice,
otherwise (this was an unconscious feeling in me) I would have exposed
myself to the danger of losing my selfhood. ... it was life that taught me my
political course, as well as uninterrupted study from books.”15

Man’s desire to be unhappy on his own terms rather than happy on God’s is
the essence of Satan’s rebellion: “Better to reign in hell than serve



in Heaven,” is how John Milton put it in the famous line from Paradise
Lost. Acting on that impulse has significant consequences in terms of
human freedom, one which Clements is quick to perceive. Kollontai
wanted both freedom and love, but she wanted them on her own terms, a
fact which imprisoned her in a dialectic of behavior which meant that she
would flee from human relationships into loneliness and then from
loneliness into the anodyne of sexual love, which she found degrading and
imprisoning, which would force her to flee to “freedom” and concomitant
loneliness once again. Clements writes that Kollontai “would return again
and again to the theme of the individual seeking relief from solitude in a
love relationship, then fleeing possession, in a fruitless attempt to find
solace in a ‘collective.’ Kollontai

was obviously generalizing from her own experience; she was an
individualist who could not reconcile independence and dependence and
who therefore looked for a solution in a communal future.”16

To say that Kollontai generalized from her own experience is another way
of describing her projection of her own internal moral and spiritual
conflicts onto the working class, which was supposed to be grateful for the
attention. Kollontai could not accuse herself of infidelity, so she indicted
the institution of marriage as oppressive and inimical to the interests of
women. “When I was appointed as Russian envoy to Oslo,” she wrote in
her autobiography, “I realized that I had thereby achieved a victory not
only formyself, but for women in general and indeed, a victory overtheir
worst enemy, that is to say, over conventional morality and conservative
concepts of marriage.” Because Kollontai had broken with marriage and
morality, they were now women’s “worst enemy.”

In 1899 Kollontai returned to Russia, only to find that her husband had
found someone new and wanted a divorce. Had he welcomed her back
to their home, Kollontai’s story might have been different, but as it was,
the rejection only confirmed her in her belief that morals and marriage
were the enemies of women, and she plunged into her revolutionary work
to ensure that history would affirm that she was right in the path she had
chosen. In the uncanny way that students of this period of history have
already noticed, especially in the spell Rasputin seems to have cast over
Czarina Alexandra, the Czar seemed to collaborate with a chain of events



which was destined to bring about his demise. In January 1905 a crowd of
100,000 peasants and workers marched to the Winter Palace in St.
Petersburg, carrying religious banners and portraits of the Czar, convinced
that if he only understood their plight he would bring about the changes
they sought. Instead the Cossacks who guarded palace charged the crowd
on horseback and then fired on the unarmed demonstrators. When the day
was over 3,000 people were dead, and Russia was one step closer to
revolution. Kollontai was there when the Cossacks charged and
remembered well the unbelief of the peasants and workers. She also says
that she was well known as a revolutionary at the time.

Perhaps because she was so well known, she was forced to flee Russian
once again in 1908 and go into revolutionary exile, an exile from which
she would return only after the revolution had toppled the Czar. In
December 1908 Kollontai, still a Menshevik, crossed the frontier into
Germany, where she made contact with revolutionaries there. The German
socialists were ahead of the Russians in most things, and this was true as
well of their efforts to mobilize women for revolution. The SPD, the
German socialist party, had begun publishing a paper for female workers
called Die Gleichheit as early as 1891. In Germany Kollontai met Rosa
Luxembourg and Karl Liebknecht, who would become martyrs to the
revolutionary cause when the German

army, unlike the army in Russia, turned against the revolution at the end of
World War I, and they were murdered after presiding shortly over a
Soviet republic in Berlin.

It was in Germany in 1908 that Kollontai also met Helene Stocker, a
collaborator of the world’s first sexologist Magnus Hirschfeld, who would
go on to found the Institutfur Sexualwissenschaft in Berlin in 1920. Stocker
was head of the Bund fiir Mutterschutz, and Kollontai was much impressed
with the German women’s movement, and modeled the Soviet women’s
bureau, the Zhenodtel, on this German model. In doing that, however,
Kollontai opened herself to charges that she was a “feminist,” i.e., someone
who put the interests of sex above those of class and revolution. It was a
label that would stick, in spite of her zeal in promoting revolutionary
causes as a Menshevik, and from 1915 as a Bolshevik under Lenin.



Shortly after her arrival in Germany, Kollontai, who was by this time a
strikingly beautiful thirty-six-year-old woman who still retained the
aristocratic taste, bearing, and speech of her childhood, fell in love with
another Russian emigre, an economist by the name of Petr Petrovich
Maslov, and an affair ensued which lasted for two years. It must have been
a numinous period in Kollontai’s life because twelve years later, in 1922,
as she was just about to go into diplomatic exile and her plans for the
sexual reorganization of the Russian family were about to go up in flames,
Kollontai wrote a novel describing both the affair and the world as it
existed in 1910. Actually, the book, A Great Love, was a conflation of
Kollontai’s affair with Maslov and fellow revolutionary Inessa Armand’s
affair with Lenin. Armand was two years younger than Kollontai, the
daughter of an English mother and a French father, both of whom were
actors. When the father died, Armand’s mother took her back to Russia,
where she took a position as governess with the wealthy Armand family.
Inessa aspired to be a governess too but instead married Alexander, the
eldest son of the Armand family, by whom she bore four children. Inessa
actually had five children before she converted to the revolutionary cause,
but the fifth was most probably fathered by her husband’s younger brother,
Vladimir, who moved in with his erstwhile sister-in-law after her marriage
broke up. Vladimir was also a committed revolutionary, and it is most
probably through him that she made contact with the revolutionary
underground. Like Kollontai, Inessa Armand had abandoned a happy,
child-filled marriage as the result of a sexual affair, in this instance with
her husband's younger brother, who also introduced Armand to political
revolutionary radicalism.

Like Kollontai, Armand regarded marriage thereafter as a cage which
needed to be smashed if women were to be free. Like Kollontai, Armand
projected her own psychic needs onto the peasant women she longed
to “liberate” after the revolution. Unlike Kollontai, Armand didn’t live
long enough to see any of her policies put into effect. Shunted from one
city to an-

other during the chaos of the civil war which broke out in 1918, Armand
succumbed to cholera and died in 1920. Lenin attended her funeral, his face
swathed in a scarf that he hoped would hide his tears. Kollontai wrote



A Great Love three years after Armand’s death when Lenin was dying and
with him the revolution’s commitment to “winged eros,” which had
characterized the first years of the revolution. Kollontai’s book, written in
the disillusionment of exile, was a frank description of how liberation felt
from the inside; it also granted a candid look into the psyches of those who
had liberated themselves from morals only to find themselves, as a result,
the slaves of passion.

The book begins with Natasha, a revolutionary with important Party work,
now living in France in the aftermath of the brutal czarist reaction to the
abortive 1905 revolution, reminiscing about the end of her affair with
the head of the party, Semyon Semyonovich. Semyon, like Maslov, is
married to a sickly wife who cares for their sickly children. He is obviously
drawn to the vivacious Natasha, and on one out-of-town congress, they
consummate the longing by having an affair. In spite of his contempt for
“bourgeois morality,” Semyon is unable to leave his wife, and half out of
scruple and half out of the exigencies of a life in which both are at the beck
and call of the party, they break of f the affair. Natasha rejoices in her
newfound ability to get work done, but then, out of the blue, Semyon writes
to say that he wants to resume the affair. He has been granted access to a
professor and his archives in G’ville in the South of France, along with
three weeks to study. Would Natasha like to join him there? And, by the
way, would Natasha also like to pay for this three-week interlude? The
element of exploitation is there from the beginning, and Kollontai does
little to disguise it. Semyon Semyonovich is the typical radical intellectual
who exploits his comrades both sexually and financially and then goes on
to rationalize his behavior by appealing to the cause of revolution. It is the
end which justifies any means, no matter how exploitative, and Natasha,
fully aware of the exploitative nature of the relationship, is unable to resist
getting enmeshed in its coils. She is vulnerable to this sort of exploitation
precisely because she has abandoned the moral law as some bourgeois
construct whose purpose is her subjugation, but before long she begins to
see “liberation” as every bit as subjugating.

Eventually Natasha jeopardizes her work and borrows money to subsidize
their rendezvous, only to be disappointed when she finally meets Semyon
at the designated city by his coldness, his deviousness, and his sexual



brutality. The anticipation of their moments alone is destroyed by the
dull reality of Semyon’s imperious lust. He can’t even wait until she takes
off her hat and the pins holding it to her hair.

By this time Natasha had abandoned the struggle to remove her hat and

was lying across the double bed. She felt awkward and uncomfortable.

Lying there underneath him, his hot breath burning her face, her hat drag-

ging at her hair and the pins digging into her scalp, she suddenly felt once
more, and quite terrifyingly, that he was a complete stranger to her.
That unique and powerful joy which had given wings to her journey here
broke into a thousand pieces, crushed by Semyon’s rough and brutally
hasty embraces.

Semyon falls asleep after gratifying his lust, and Natasha is left lying
awake wondering why she came. Liberated from reason in matters sexual,
Natasha begins to see that her motivation in acting has become a mystery.
She no longer understands why she does what she does. “And to think," she
ruminates sitting next to the sleeping Semyon,

it was for him that I left work, ran into massive debts, rushed here, there,
and everywhere organizing this trip, one moment out of my mind with
joy, the next moment worried sick about the whole thing - to think it was
he who gave me something to live for, and believe, and look forward to. . . .

What a fool I’ve been, what a fool!

Natasha now realizes that male and female are hopelessly out of sync. He
wants to sleep when she wants to talk. He is not interested in her ideas
after all. Realizing that “his interest in her was obviously so crudely
sexual,” she wonders why she had come. It is a question she never gets
around to answering because to answer it would call into question her
entire life. Natasha left work and incurred massive debts to gratify her lust,
and in gratifying it she made lust her master. Her “liberation” became, in
other words, a form of bondage. She is now ordered around by her passions
to do things she finds humiliating, but at the same time she finds herself
unable to resist passion’s demands no matter how demeaning. Gradually,
the idea begins to dawn on her that the freedom she coveted so greedily is
really a kind of prison: “Natasha’s stay in G’ville,” Kollontai writes, after



it becomes apparent to her that she has been brought along to be a sexual
appliance for the time when Semyon is not occupied with the professor,
“was rapidly turning into a kind of voluntary incarceration.”20

Kollontai stumbles here upon the essence of sexual liberation as a form of
control; it is “voluntary incarceration.” Because the will is more
important than reason to the revolutionary, because in effect will is the
essence of reason for both the Marxist and the Nietzschean, the
revolutionary is unable to see how he is enslaved by his own will because
he is unable to see the role that passion plays in that self-sub version. All
the revolutionary can see is his passion, and because his only thought is
how to gratify those passions - morals having been discredited as
“bourgeois” - he is blind to how his passions control him. When Natasha
reproaches Semyon for his selfishness, he responds with a question. “Tell
me,” he asks, “have I ever forced you to do anything you didn’t want to
do?”21 Semyon, in other words, manipulates Natasha by manipulating her
passions. As a result the manipulation remains invisible, disguised behind
the choices which Natasha made. Natasha, hav-

ing been educated by socialist writings, lacks the psychological
sophistication to explain how passion leads to bondage when it is gratified
outside of reason’s, which is to say morality’s, command. Believing that
all is will, Natasha fails to understand how Semyon has colonized her will
by manipulating her passions. All Semyon wants is “there to be complete
equality between us.” Natasha is dumbfounded by the appeal to
revolutionary rhetoric and so can only respond by saying “Well, let’s not
go into all that now. I expect you’re right.”'2 Natasha is, in other words,
completely defenseless against the manipulation of her passions because
she has so completely internalized the revolutionary rhetoric about
freedom and equality, which is two-thirds of the revolutionary triad
bequeathed to the Communists from the French Revolution. Her reason has
been lamed by her acceptance of revolutionary ideology, which is nothing
more than rationalized desire. By giving into that desire, she becomes
captured by it and subject to the sort of exploitation, both sexual and
financial, which she never would have tolerated as a married woman.

Unable to escape from what she now terms “this ridiculous imprisoned
existence,”23 she agrees to yet another tryst in yet another town, this time



involving still more money which she doesn’t have. On her way there,
Natasha bumps into a stranger at the train station who articulates the very
things which Natasha cannot bring herself to say, namely, that sexual
“liberation” is more constraining than marriage. Waiting for Semyon to
arrive, she strikes up a conversation with a tall man with a small square-cut
beard and dark, lively eyes which seem “most sympathetic.” The man
begins by talking about his mother, who is on the same train with Semyon,
and the conversation moves from there to his assertion that the only love
he can respect is a mother’s love “because it’s the only unselfish love.”
The tall stranger then goes on to say what Natasha can’t admit, not even to
herself, namely, that “I actually think that living with someone^/ou’re not
married to imposes many more chains than any legal marriage.”'

“People,” he continues, “are still bound to each other by the same
emotional chains, don’t you agree?”25

Instead of giving the standard line about human relations being redeemed
at some unspecified future date by the revolution and the abolition of
property, Natasha finds herself agreeing with what he had to say. In
fact, “Natasha, equally vehemently, began pouring out to this complete
stranger everything she’d been thinking and suffering these past months.”26

In their final confrontation, Semyon silences Natasha’s reproaches by
asking her if he has ever forced her to do something she didn’t want to
do. She has no answer to that question because the life she has led, based
on the impulsive gratification of illicit passion, admits no answer. Freedom
of this sort is bondage. Natasha understands that intuitively, but she can’t
articulate

it because both her ideology and her life deny it. So she remains silent,
even though “she knew that by staying silent she was courting her own
slavery to another’s moods.”"7

The best she can do in the end is assure herself that love isn’t ultimately all
that important.

“The great love which had made her heart beat all these years, which she
thought would never fade, had gone forever. It was dead, extinguished,
and nothing, no tenderness, no prayers not even understanding could



reawaken it. It was too late.” But in its place, Natasha now has her “work.”
“Now she belonged body and soul to her work.”

“Kollontai,” according to her biographer, “said years later that she had
been drawn to Maslov by his intellect and that her sexual longing for
him grew out of a need for spiritual closeness to an admired comrade. She
felt that his interest in her was only sexual; when he was physically
satisfied, he could no longer understand her need to be with him. Nor
would he treat her as an intellectual equal, pref erring to discuss economics
with male colleagues.”29

In “Sexual Morality and the Social Struggle” and “On an Old Theme,”
articles she wrote around the time of the breakup of her affair with
Maslov, Kollontai blamed erotic love as the cause of women’s inferiority
with the same vehemence she used to level against bourgeois mamage. By
the time she wrote her autobiography in the mid-’20s, the attack on love as
the cause of women’s bondage had mellowed a bit, but the bitterness
resulting from her affairs is still palpable:

I could still find time for intimate experiences for the pangs and joys of
love. Unfortunately, yes! I say unfortunately because ordinarily these
experiences entailed all too many cares, disappointments, and pain, and
because all too many energies were pointlessly consumed through them.
Yet the longing to be understood by a man down to the deepest, most secret
recesses of one’s soul, to be recognized by him as a striving human
being, repeatedly decided matters. And repeatedly disappointment ensued
all too swiftly, since the friend saw in me only the feminine element which
he tried to mold into a willing sounding board to his own ego. So
repeatedly the moment inevitably arrived in which I had to shake off the
chains of community with an aching heart but with a sovereign,
uninfluenced will.

Then I was alone. But the greater the demands life made upon me, the more
the responsible work waiting to be tackled, the greater grew the longing to
be enveloped by love, warmth, understanding.30

We are talking here about a vicious circle. Life as a rootless, unmaiTied
cosmopolite led inevitably to loneliness, which led to an affair, which led
to an even greater sense of alienation after it was consummated, which led



to a desire to be free from the chains of love, which led to more work,
which led to more loneliness. Kollontai’s new woman is a slave to her own
passions, a slavery which is all more effective because she can never
identify its source.

blaming instead “the slavery” of marriage, “bourgeois morality,” and the
extant social order. The one thing Kollontai will not relinquish is her
sexual passions:

But when the wave of passion sweeps over her, she does not renounce the
brilliant smile of life, she does not hypocritically wrap herself up in
a faded cloak of female virtue. No, she holds out her hand to her chosen
one and goes away for several weeks to drink form the cup of love’s joy,
however deep it is, and to satisfy herself. When the cup is empty, she
throws it away without regret and bitterness. And again to work.

Kollontai, as the paradigmatic new woman, breaks off the affair, seeks
solace in revolutionary work, which means rationalizing her own
behavior, and working toward creating a world that reflects her experience.
Work becomes the solution to guilt, just as it had earlier become the
justification for abandoning her husband and son. But what exactly does
work, especially intellectual work of the sort she was engaged in, mean in
this context? Work is little more than rationalization of the bad choices she
has made, and persuading others to accept them as well. Just as love is
robbed of its meaning by ripping it from its matrix in morality, so work is
denied its meaning as well by ripping away from any connection with the
truth. The ultimate expression of the projection of personal desire that
work had become was revolution. And before long, if enough people
participate in the disruption of the moral order that their disordered desires
create, revolution becomes a reality.

On February 28, 1917, Alexandra Kollontai was returning home by train
after a day’s work promoting revolution among the Norwegians in
Christiania (now Oslo) when she looked up and read the headline which
announced that the revolution had finally come to Russia. Her heart
immediately began to pound. Since the train had already left the station,
making it impossible for her to buy a paper of her own, Kollontai leaned as
calmly as she could toward her fellow passenger and asked, “When you



finish, could you lend it to me? 1 am a Russian, naturally I am interested in
the news.” On March 2, she learned from a Norwegian friend that the Czar
had abdicated, and after an impromptu celebration in the hall which
involved hugging her revolutionary comrades, Kollontai made plans to
return to Russia after nine years in exile. Her dream of revolution had
finally come true. Kollontai was greeted at the Finnish border as a liberator
and quickly plunged into the debates about the novus ordo seculorum.

During the war years, while lecturing the Scandinavian countries, Kollontai
met another Russian revolutionary by the name of Aleksandr Shliapnikov,
a man of proletarian origins who was much younger than she, and another
affair ensued. It was Shliapnikov who introduced Kollontai to Lenin, who
in turn persuaded her to join the Bolsheviks. Lenin, for his part, was glad to
have someone of her linguistic abilities working for the party, especially
since he seems to have lacked any ability in foreign languages in

spite of spending years in exile. By the time Kollontai arrived in Russia
after the first revolution of 1917, her reputation as a sexually liberated lady
had preceded her, to her detriment. Piritim Sorokin, who went on to
become a sociologist of antirevolutionary sentiments at Harvard
University, locked horns with Kollontai in debate, and perhaps because he
came out on the losing end described her in terms of the reputation her
liberated sexual life had acquired. “As for this woman,” he wrote,

it is plain that her revolutionary enthusiasm is nothing but a gratification of
her sexual satyriasis [sic]. In spite of her numerous “husbands,” Kollontai,
first the wife of a general, later the mistress of a dozen men, is not yet
satisfied. She seeks new forms of sexual sadism. I wish she might come
under the observation of Freud and other psychiatrists. She would indeed
be a rare subject for them.32

Tiring of debate, the Bolsheviks decided to seize power in October of 1917.
After an all night meeting, the Bolsheviks responded to Kerensky’s attempt
to close down their newspaper by planning to seize Petrograd’s
communication and transportation centers. In Ten Days that Shook the
World, John Reed describes the meeting as ending with Kollontai joining
in the singing of the Internationale and blinking back the tears “as the
immense sound rolled through the hall, burst out of the windows and doors



and soared into the quiet sky.” Kollontai would later say that the number of
Bolshevik conspirators was so small that they would all have fit onto one
sofa, but in spite of their numbers they succeeded in seizing power, and
after seizing power they set about to remake Russian society.

On October 28, Lenin appointed Kollontai commissar of social welfare.
Since she couldn’t even persuade the doorman to let her into the building,
the appointment had little immediate effect, but that would change as
the Bolsheviks consolidated their hold on power. In December of 1917,
the Bolsheviks legalized divorce. Gradually, Kollontai began to take
control of the bureau of social welfare. When the original employees
walked out with the keys to the safe, she threatened to have them thrown in
jail if they didn’t return. Since the bureau’s main source of revenue was the
monopoly it had been granted in the production of playing cards, she
increased the price of a dozen decks from 30 to 360 rubles, and since the
country was in a gambling mood, the money began to roll in, and as the
money came in she began to implement reforms in child labor, maternity
leave and medical care. On December 19, 1917, on the same day the
Bolsheviks legalized divorce, Kollontai announced that her commissariat
would be reorganizing children’s homes to accommodate the 7 million
homeless children that the revolution and subsequent civil war had created
by 1921.33

On January 20, 1918, Kollontai ordered all maternity hospitals opened to
all women free of charge. Since the country was full of wounded and
disabled soldiers, she decided on her own to expropriate the Alexander
Nevsky

monastery as a veterans hospital. The decision caused a major church-state
incident, and she was rebuked by Lenin for being to precipitant with
the monks. Lenin had planned to confiscate Church property but not then
and not in that manner. The incident brought out the strains which were
developing in Kollontai’s relationship with Lenin. Kollontai was in many
ways a more doctrinaire leftist than Lenin, who was always open to
pragmatic considerations in pursuing revolutionary goals. When Lenin
initiated the New Economic Policy in the early ’20s, allowing a certain
amount of private ownership and entrepreneurial freedom, Kollontai again
opposed him on ideological grounds. She also opposed him on the role



unions would play in relation to the party, a role which would earn her
Lenin’s enmity and her de facto expulsion from party life.

Her actions also earned her a reputation for recklessness, a reputation
which was only enhanced by her affair with a sailor seventeen years her ju-
niorby the nameof Pavel Dybenko. Dybenko wasbom into apeasant
family in the Ukraine in 1889. In 1911 he was conscripted into the navy
and one year later he became a Bolshevik. In 1917 he was, in John Reed’s
words, “a giant bearded sailor with a placid face,” who met Kollontai when
she came to Helsingfors in the spring to raise the revolutionary
consciousness of the sailors there. “Our meetings,” Kollontai wrote
describing the tumultuous summer of 1917, “always overflowed with joy,
our partings were full of torment, emotion, broken hearts. Just this strength
of feeling, the ability to live fully, passionately, strongly, drew me
powerfully to Pavel.”35

If there were ever an example of “winged eros,” it was Kollontai’s
relationship with Dybenko. Bom in the passions of revolution it followed
the trajectory of historical events for the next five years until it finally
burnt itself out when Kollontai ended up in diplomatic exile back in
Norway. By November of 1917 virtually every one in a position of
leadership knew they were lovers. Stalin had to be rebuked by Trotsky for
listening in on their phone conversations and mocking their conversations
to fellow party members. It may have been party gossip or it may have
been Dybenko’s peasant roots or it may have been enthusiasm for the new
regime, but Dybenko decided that he and Kollontai should be the first to
register their union under the new marriage law which Kollontai helped
draft. Kollontai reacted with ambivalence, apparently discussing it with
Zoya, her childhood friend, who responded in typically sexual revolutionist
terms: “Will you really put down our flag of freedom for his sake? You
who all your life have always fought against the slavery which married life
brings, and which inevitably comes into conflict with our work and
achievements.”36

In spite of Zoya’s warning, Kollontai and Dybenko registered their union
and the marriage caused a sensation even in that revolutionary age,
primarily because of the difference in age and class between Kollontai and
her much younger peasant husband. Albert Rhys Williams wrote in the



New

York Evening Post that “we were astounded to find one morning that the
versatile Kollontay had married the sailor Dybenko.”37 The marriage also
gave rise to the rumor that Kollontai was sexually insatiable and that her
sexual appetites could only be satisfied by numerous lovers from the
younger and more vigorous lower classes. Zeth Hoeglund, who had worked
with Kollontai when she had her affair with Shliapnikov in Scandinavia
during the war, said that the seventeen-year age difference had caused “a
sensation.” Louise Bryant, John Reed’s lover, wrote that many Bolsheviks
“looked with disapproving eyes upon Kollontai’s infatuation for Dubenko
[sic].”38 The fact that the marriage caused so much attention is in itself
remarkable, for at this moment in Russian history there were many other
more pressing matters to think about.

Ever since the Kaiser had sent Lenin and his Bolshevik comrades back to
Russia in a sealed train in the spring of 1917, like some political bacillus
to lame the Russian war effort, the Russian people harbored the suspicion
that the Bolsheviks were foreign agents, interested more in weakening
Russia than achieving peace or perhaps more interested in weakening
Russia by achieving peace at any price. When Lenin agreed to the ruinous
conditions of the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk in May of 1918, ending Russia’s
participation in the war, the worst suspicions of the Russian patriots were
confirmed, and a civil war broke out which threatened to sweep the
Bolsheviks from the pages of history. Rather than wait for a commission,
Dybenko left Moscow for his native Ukraine, where he organized his own
army to battle, not without some success, the white armies, which were
now backed by the British and French governments.

During the summer of 1918 Dybenko was arrested as a deserter and thrown
in jail. It was only because of Kollontai’s strenuous efforts on his behalf
that he was released on bail, but then, making matters even
worse. Dybenko and Kollontai jumped bail for a trip to Petrograd to visit
Kollontai’s son. The Party leadership was furious and wanted Dybenko
shot; Lenin, on the other hand, is claimed to have said that the most
appropriate punishment would be sentencing both Dybenko and Kollontai
to live with each other for five years. Since that is the approximate
duration of their marriage, Lenin seems to have been something of a



prophet. It was most probably the bail-jumping incident that led to the
rumor that Dybenko and Kollontai had become so passionately involved
with each other that they ran off to the Crimea for a honeymoon during the
October Revolution.

In fact, the pair were together only sporadically during this tumultuous
period of Russian history. Part of the explanation lies with the social
chaos which the Civil War created, but there were deeper causes as well.
Dybenko and Kollontai found it impossible to live with each other for an
extended period of time. “Winged Eros,” love on the run, was more than
just making a virtue out of necessity during the tumult of the civil war; it
was the only way

the relationship could survive as long as it did. Given the premises which
Bebel, Marx, and Engels had proposed for the establishment of “truly
moral” relations between the sexes, the revolution was bound to impose a
psychic burden on those who believed that the new era was going to bring
about a new morality. Now that property had been abolished, there was no
excuse for failures in love. Her affair with Dybenko, however, was proving
the opposite to be the case. The more passion was freed from the
constraints of bourgeois morality, the more imperious it became, the more
contentious the relationships of the liberated became. By 1918, a year into
her marriage with Dybenko, it had become clear that the revolution was not
solving problems associated with relations between the sexes. In fact it was
making them worse.

“The new women,” Kollontai wrote around the same time she was
embroiled in the relationship with Dybenko, “do not want exclusive
possession when they love.”39 It was easy to say, but less easy to put into
practice when Kollontai traveled to Odessa to find that Dybenko had
moved in with a nineteen-year-old orphan.

The modem woman can forgive much to which the woman of the past
would have found very difficult to reconcile herself: the husband’s
ability to provide for her material maintenance, lack of attention of an
external kind, even infidelity, but she never forgets or forgives the non-
esteem of her spiritual “ego,” of her sensibility.

Had this been the only instance of infidelity on Dybenko’s part, Kollontai



might have been able to overlook it as stemming from the conditions
imposed by the civil war. But Dybenko was more than a little compulsive
about his infidelities, even to the point of sleeping with Kollontai’s
secretary while he was staying at Kollontai’s apartment. Given the
calculated affront this was to theirlove, Kollontai could only make a virtue
of necessity by claiming that fidelity wasn’t important after all, and that
the only thing that really counted was the autonomy of self, which had
caused the break-up of her first marriage and launched her on her career as
a revolutionary in the mid-’90s. “For the woman of the past,” Kollontai
wrote, again presuming to speak for the “new woman,”

the infidelity or the loss of her beloved was the worst possible disaster, in
imagination and in fact. But forthe heroine of our day what is truly
disastrous is the loss of her identity, the renunciation of her own “ego” for
the sake of the beloved, for the protection of love’s happiness. The
new woman not only rejects the outer fetters, she protests “against
love’s prison itself,” she is fearful of the fetters that love, the slumbering
atavistic inclination in her to become the shadow of the husband, might
tempt her to surrender her identity, and to abandon her work, her
profession, her life-tasks.41

By now it should be obvious that for the new woman, love and identity are
mutually exclusive. A woman can have love or she can have an “ego,”

but she can't have both. At this point the similarities between the new
woman and the old woman become equally obvious because Kollontai is
proposing here the same thing she rebelled against under the Czar. Love
means the extinction of personality. A woman can only be herself if she
renounces love. Since Kollontai can give up neither her quest for love nor
her autonomy of self, she condemns herself to alternating forever between
those two irreconcilable poles. The new woman is a self that is forever
lonely, drawn to a love that is forever devouring and humiliating.

Dybenko was eventually expelled from the party because of his lack of
discipline. Kollontai’s career suffered for the same reason. “Little by
little,” she wrote, “I was freed also of all other work. I lectured again and
went over my ideas about ‘the new woman’ and ‘the new morality.’”42 It
was in this frame of mind, when the initial passion of her infatuation with



Dybenko had begun to fade, that Kollontai decided to throw herself back
into her work. Like John B. Watson, Kollontai saw work, first and
foremost, as activity begetting self-forgetfulness. Work took Kollontai’s
mind off the pain which her relationship with Dybenko caused, but, more
than that, work was the implementation of revolution, which meant the
projection of her desires and those of other disaffected intellectuals onto
the working class which supposedly embodied their ideals. Kollontai’s
desire to “reform” marriage corresponded to the difficulties and eventual
break-up of her marriage with Dybenko. “Work” was always a
compensation for personal failure. When the marriage finally broke up in
1923, Kollontai threw herself into negotiating the sale of herring and
sealskins. “I work to the utmost. It is better this way. It is essential.” Work
in 1918, however, meant “reforming” the Russian family.

On November 16, 1918, Kollontai welcomed over 1,000 delegates to the
First All-Russia Congress of Worker and Peasant Women. Since the
civil war was in full swing, it was not clear that anyone would or could
show up, given the chaotic state of soviet transportation. Kollontai planned
on 300 delegates and was stunned when four times that many showed up,
hungry and cold, dressed in the sheepskins and traditional garb of the
countryside. The purpose of the conference was evident in its slogan -
“through practical participation in Soviet construction - to communism.”
And it soon became apparent from the tenor of Kollontai’s opening address
that she didn’t consider raising a family “participation in Soviet
construction.” Privately, she had expressed her own fears to Jacques
Sadoul. She had been away from Russia since 1908. She had never been a
peasant, and as a result, she wondered if what she had to say would have
any purchase on the minds of the women who had braved the civil war to
come to hear her talk. Kollontai would soon find out. She proposed in her
speech the destruction of the individual household and what amounted to
taking away these womenOs children to be educated in state schools.
Kollontai asked the Russian peasant women to open

themselves up to a life in which they would no longer be dependent on
men. In short, Kollontai was asking them to become like her. Even her
feminist biographers, who are certainly more sympathetic to what
Kollontai was proposing than her audience at the time, come to the same



conclusion. Kollontai was projecting her own needs on to her audience. In
order to become “liberated,” they had to become like her. “Her speech,”
Beatrice Farnsworth writes,

was as much a reflection of her own past and of her need to fight the
emotional ties of the family, as it was a guide for Russia’s women. In a
fascinating way, her speech followed the outlines of her own liberation,
which began with divorce. It was no accident that she started by discussing
the right to divorce, which had been decreed shortly after the October
Revolution and by urging women not to fear their new freedom.

The “withering away of the family” was, in other words, “a projection of
Kollontai’s own fight for independence against conventional marriage
and domesticity.”44 Kollontai’s program for the Russian family was an
attempt to control Russian women based on her own psychic needs.
Divorce was essential to their liberation because it had been essential to
her own. The Russian woman needed to be liberated by work outside the
home - just as she had been liberated by work outside the home.
Kollontai’s proposals were, in this regard, no more radical than what was
being proposed by other Bolsheviks. Bukharin had called the family a
stronghold of conservatism. Zlata Lilina, Zinoviev’s wife, wrote that
children needed to be rescued from their families: “In other words we must
nationalize them. They will be taught the ABCs of Communism and later
become true Communists. Our task now is to oblige the mother to give her
children to us - to the Soviet State.”43 Lenin, who also addressed the
women at the congress, took a more pragmatic stand, arguing that the
family was necessary for child rearing. A radical pamphlet, probably
written by Sabsovich, insisted that “one of the first results of the
socialization of our education must be that children shall not live with their
parents. From . . . birth they are to be in special children’s homes in order
to remove them... from the harmful influence of parents and family. We
ought to have special children’s towns.”46 Kollontai avoided the word, but
her program was just as authoritarian. The New Child would grow up under
rigorous state supervision, spending most of his time in state institutions
where intelligent educators would make him a communist.

At this point one begins to notice similarities between what Kollontai was
proposing in Soviet Union and what John B. Watson was proposing in the



United States. Both had been influenced by Pavlov into believing that
the infant came into the world a tabula rasa, upon which conditioners
could write whatever text they saw fit. Since there was no human nature,
children were essentially what their conditioners made them. Once that
matter got settled, the only question that remained was who would
condition the children.

and on this issue the Bolsheviks were of one mind. The family was a
retrograde, atavistic, conservative influence that now had to be replaced by
the state. The only real questions in this regard among the Bolsheviks were
tactical. How could the children be removed from their parents without
causing rebellion among the parents? In both instances, reform of
childrearing practices was a covert form of social control. The Bolsheviks,
who were good be-haviorists, wanted to control the upbringing of children
so that they could create out of them docile communists for the future. But
they also wanted to convince women to work for their benefit in factories,
rather than for the benefit of their children and husbands in the home.

The reaction of the peasant women was predictable. They thanked the
Bolsheviks for redistributing the land. They also said the equal rights
were fine, but they would not hand over their children to state-run
kindergartens or nurseries. “Peasant women,” according to Clements,
“simply wanted to be left alone to get on with their lives. They had no time
to go to meetings, nor did they see any particular reason to do so. They
certainly had no intention of turning their children over to strangers.”47

What the peasant women didn’t understand was that liberation was a form
of control, and that exerting that control over peasant women was the
purpose of the 1918 conference and the women’s bureau which sponsored
it. Perhaps because they share Kollontai’s feminist liberationist bias, most
of her biographers fail to see the women’s bureau as an instrument of
control even though the evidence is clearly there. Clements writes that
once the party had established Zhenodtel sections in the provinces under
Bolshevik control, they then focused their attention “on involving women
in socialist construction, which meant convincing women to cooperate with
the program of compulsory labor which the government had recently
ordered" (my emphasis).48 She writes this without a note of irony.

In 1920, the Bolsheviks decriminalized abortion, and this too is noted



without irony, even though the Bolsheviks themselves were worried that
in doing this they were capitulating to the ideology of eugenic social
engineering that the communists called Malthusianism. Kollontai
applauded the decriminalization of abortion as a liberating and long-
overdue measure. Yet, she seemed unaware that the main justification for
abortion in Malthusian countries like England was the elimination of
inferior classes of people. If the working class was by that definition
inferior, why was the workers’ paradise allowing the extermination of its
own people? Lenin tried to square this circle in 1918 when he said that
“freedom from medical propaganda is one thing, the social theory of neo-
Malthusianism is quite another.”49 But that did not change the fact that
workers were now using the tactics of their oppressors. If, according to
Marxism there can be no overpopulation because the worker is the source
of all wealth, then why were the Soviets implementing Malthusian ideas
like abortion, especially when the combination of World War I, the
revolution, and the civil war had killed off 11 million workers whose labor
was so urgently needed? The answer is simple: abortion is the sine qua non
of sexual liberation, and in 1920, sexual liberation was still alive and
thriving in the workers’ paradise, and under people like
Commissar Kollontai, it was proving to be normative in matters sexual - at
least for the time being.



Part II, Chapter 9

New York, 1917

“My life,’’ Max Eastman wrote in his diary at the time, “began in January
19171 Eastman, who was thirty-four years old when his life began, saw
the world at the time as “on the brink of a new epoch of history,”2 after
which nothing would be the same. Eastman listed America’s entry into the
war and the revolution in Russia as two events which would change the
world forever, but the really momentous event in Eastman’s life, the reason
he dated January 1917 as the date of his rebirth, had nothing to do with
politics in the conventional sense of the word. The date commemorated the
beginning of his affair with the movie star Florence Deshon. As the United
States was preparing to plunge into the First World War, and Russia into a
revolution that would dominate world politics for the rest of the century,
Eastman and Deshon were lying “side by side in the comer bed by the big
moonlit window” of his newly purchased country home in Croton-on-
Hudson experiencing “f or the first time the ideal rapture and the physical
achievement of love.” Eastman had finally achieved liberation from the
Christian morals of his forebears, most especially his Congregationalist
ministerparents. “I had won my long war of independence . . ,” he wrote, “I
had fallen wholeheartedly in love. After much preaching and
philosophizing and many academic vows of consecration to it, I had at last
stepped forth into the enjoyment of living, it was possible for me now to
use in a grown up way whatever wisdoms I possessed.”3

It is, unfortunately, difficult to discern much wisdom in Eastman’s
subsequent conduct. Max Eastman married Ida Rauh, his childhood
sweetheart from Elmira, New York, on May 4, 1911, in what was supposed
to be a new arrangement where both partners kept their names and separate
identities. In order to foster his career as a writer, Eastman and Rauh
moved to Greenwich Village, where the same solvent that dissolved the
Sangers’ marriage began to work its corrosive effect on theirs. The
circumstances were in many respects identical. Both the Sangers and the
Eastmans became involved in the revolutionary workers’ movement, and
for both it functioned, as Bill Sanger had said, as an excuse for free love.
Neither marriage survived the Village. In Eastman’s case, the effect was



almost immediate, which is not surprising since he viewed the relationship
as “casual” f rom the beginning. “I had lost,” he wrote, “in marrying Ida,
my irrational joy in life. I had lost my religion. I had committed -
irrevocably it seemed to me - the Folly of Growing Up.

How poignantly I remember the effort it required to lift my will, against
the drag of her indifference to a state of normal interest in examining that
ship.” Since the ship in question is the one they sailed off on for their
honeymoon, the marriage did not seem to be off to an auspicious
beginning. That beginning was only made worse by the ideas they
discovered when they moved to Greenwich Village. Eastman later
described his marriage as a convenient way of getting a traveling
companion for a trip to Europe. It is difficult to discern, however whether
these were his views at the time. At one point in the first volume of his
autobiography, he claims that

He who looks back, however, is one person; he is the one who triumphed
and survived. He will inevitably tend to read himself back into the
whole picture. The other, the rejected one, will fight a losing battle even to
be remembered.

The “I” who accepted her as intimate friend and child and mother,
resolutely adapting himself to her rich if unsuitable nature and the
achievement in happy hours innumerable, is dead and gone. The rebel
against that kind of happiness, which in truth could never rise to joy, took
full possession finally and lived to tell the tale. Had the battle gone the
other way, or could we with some psychical engine dredge up the
recollections of a defeated self, the tale would wear a different color.5

Whether the younger Eastman felt the same way is impossible to tell. The
man who recounts the tale is other than the man who could have written
the tale of his fidelity to wife and child. That man was eliminated long
before the story got told, and the story, as Eastman makes clear, is
essentially Eastman’s justification of the life he chose to live. According to
the later Eastman, “marriage always seemed to me a gauche intrusion on
the part of the state and society into the intimacies of a private romance.”6

Eastman had decided that he didn’t “want to be tied. Only with a sister, a
mother with another boy, only with irresponsible freedom, can I have the



full taste of any adventure.”7

When the young married couple returned to New York after a long and
disappointing European holiday, they decided to set up their household
under two separate names, a practice which has become common of late
but was considered newsworthy at the time. So newsworthy in fact that a
reporter was dispatched from the New York World to get the story. When
the reporter arrived, Mrs. Eastman gave her view like a good German dug
in confidently on the sexual front. Under the title, “No ‘Mrs.’ Badge of
Slavery Worn by the Miss/Wife,” “Miss-Mrs Rauh-Eastman,” as she was
termed in the article, opined that “Our attitude toward the marriage service
is that we went thought with it; then we can say afterward we don’t believe
in it. It was with us a placating of convention, because if we hadgone
counter to convention, it would have been too much of a bother for the
gain. . . . There may be some who still feel that marriage is a sacrament,
but the idea is passing away.”8

Copy like that might have played well in New York City, but it caused a
storm of indignation in Elmira, New York, the Eastmans’ home
town. “Against the entrance of this serpent of lust and falsehood,” opined
one Methodist minister, “let every man’s hand be raised, and let every
sword of manly and fatherly honor flash death to the intruder who would
mar the tree of life.”9 Less floridly, one prominent citizen wrote that
“‘Professor’ Eastman and Miss Rauhdefy the bonds of the sacred marriage
service which they swore to reverence while at the very hour of its taking
they knew their oath was false.”10 With over thirty years of hindsight,
Eastman could chuckle over the effect his nascent feminism had on the
hometown crowd, but at the time it must have been a serious affront to his
parents, both of whom were still ministers there.

The really painful repercussions were to come later when Eastman decided
to act on his convictions concerning the un-sacredness of the marriage
vow. During the summer of 1913, Eastman became sexually involved
with one of his wife’s friends and then, perhaps because of his upbringing
or his view of himself as a fearless seeker after truth, confessed. The effect
on his wife was devastating. It turned out that she really didn’t believe
what she had been willing to tell the New York tabloids. His wife had
earlier confided to this same friend how much the marriage meant to her,



which the friend in turn conveyed tohim in a letter which he received while
on their honeymoon. “My foolishly cherished opinion,” he wrote, “that we
were merely protecting by this public act the private enjoyment of a trip to
Europe, or at the most an experiment in living together, had not been her
opinion at all.”11 Ida had taken the marriage seriously. “Max,” she said
when he told her, “I can’t bear it. I can’t bear it.” He describes her as
gasping “as though I had put her body on the rack.” Eastman for his part
was filled with remorse. “I was appalled at what I had done. I lost all poise,
all pride, all self-identity, all simple common sense in an overwhelming
Conviction of Sin.”12

Eastman should have known better; however, there is no indication that he
would have acted differently had he known. Perhaps this is because
his memoir was written by the man formed by the choices he made.
Eastman, in spite of his religion of antimarriage, could not break with his
wife and child immediately. His attempts to free himself from them lasted
about four years. During that time he became involved with more than one
woman, but more importantly, he was involved with his peers in
Greenwich Village in heavy conversations over the meaning of freedom
from “bourgeois” institutions like monogamy and marriage. It was also
during this time that Eastman became a public devotee of Sigmund Freud,
deriving from his discipleship the same salve for this conscience that
Freud’s wealthy patients had discovered. Eventually Eastman was
considering moving out but needed to talk it over with his friends, Eugen
and Inez Boissevain, who were married but “to ensure each other the whole
wealth of experience, had taken a vow of

unpossessive love.” Given their attitude toward marital fidelity, the
outcome of the conversation was a foregone conclusion. Eastman
characterized “this boldly idealistic talk” as being:

like an Act of Emancipation. It released me from the clutch of a force that
was stronger even than Ida’s will, my sense of guilt. It knew now,
and could remember forever, that I am not an abject, abnormal, morbid,
immoral or irredeemable sinner - there is a beauty and a potentiality in
my sexual constitution and a possibility of companionship for it.

In other words, the Village was full of people just like him, who wanted the



same sort of liberation from the exigencies of the moral law that he
did. The Village had become a support group for people who were tired of
being married. Max could not discuss the issue with his sister Crystal, who,
he would discover later, was experiencing the same sort of restlessness
herself. She too would abandon her spouse and seek absolution in
psychoanalysis. Her way of coping with divorce was to go to Europe and
study with “Dr. Jung in Zurich.” Crystal thought that Max should be
psychoanalyzed as well, which prompted Max to plunge into Freud and
read “every book on Freud then available.” Eastman anticipated the
American vogue for Freud by ten years, but the matrix for both conversions
was the same, namely, the guilt which accrued from transgressions against
the moral law, sexual morality in particular. This was the matrix of
virtually all of the ideologies and trends which would emerge from the
Village during this period. Within a few years of Eastman’s decision to
leave his wife, these forces would be marshaled under the red flag of
Bolshevism. Communism was, in effect, the control mechanism which
people like Eastman sought out - if not as a punishment for their sins - then
as a mechanism which anesthetized guilt and one where party discipline
kept these people’s lives from spinning out of control. The communism of
the ’30s was the totalitarian reaction to the sexual license of the ’20s.
Communism was the twentieth century’s quintessential form of political
control, and it derived its power in Greenwich Village from the
sexual mores of the Left. Arthur Koestler said much the same thing about
his motivation in joining the party, describing the disgust he felt at a one
night stand as the immediate cause.

Eastman, who was to go on to become a fervent anti-Communist in later
life, expended a lot of effort spinning a hedonistic philosophy out of his
desire to pursue sexual liberation. However, the thought that it may all
come down to nothing more than rationalization was never far from his
mind:

Perhaps I am so tormented because all this “confession” about not “loving”
her is but a rationalization of the desire of having other physical and semi-
romantic gratifications without losing herlove. At this moment, in
a stupendous way, even the whole of our intercourse presents itself to
my remorseful heart as a long-headed cunning eternal ruse of my



Machiavellian intellect to attain that end without moral reprobation!1

Eastman always states the case against himself more effectively than his
denials, which for the most part end up as just that without any
convincing justification. His prescription is true not only of himself but of
the whole generation of radicals whose aspirations he so successfully
articulated as editor of both The Masses and The Liberator. Eastman was a
successful editor precisely because he could extrapolate from his own
experiences to the desire for sexual thrills without “moral reprobation”
among his readership. At another point in his long struggle to separate
from Ida, he reduced the whole ideological question to one convincing
bottom line: “I am not happy with Ida because / want to be free to satisfy
other sexual desires [emphasis in original], There I have said it. Now the
question remains: is it the essential truth?”15

Eastman quickly says that it is not, but he just as quickly backs down on
that assertion as well. At another point, he continues the debate with
himself, and as if to justify himself once and for all to the reader and, more
importantly, to himself, asserts, “I know that the substance of the book is
true. It is not a rationalization.”16 But almost immediately he is consumed
with doubts. It turns out that his philosophy, which is based on his own
reading of his anti-monogamous constitution, is in tum based on a simple
act of the will: He wants what he wants - sexual desire, to be sure - but
beyond that Eastman discerns simple selfishness:

Yet even so - the sense of guilt comes back - why not renounce for her sake
a thing that pains her? 1 can only answer, though it makes me desperately
sad and sick with scruples: I know that I will not do it. I am not unselfish
enough. So then I will have the other virtue. I will at least strongly and
candidly, like a man grown up in the daylight, go and have my way.

Eastman’s consecration to selfishness and hedonism has all the trappings
of a religious conversion. Henceforth, he is to be “the creature of
successive alarms of passion.”18 Beyond that, he feels called like some St.
Paul of the Libido, to spread this gospel: “My own reconquest of freedom,”
he writes, “fanned up my zeal to extend it to all men.”19 His conversion to
the religion of libido, which coincided with his deconversion from
Christianity, takes on the character of a second birth. Eastman is bom again



but bom again into a completely different religion. Which is why he can
say that his life “began in January 1917,” the rebirth corresponding with
his affair with Florence Deshon.

The new dispensation did not bring happiness, however. The affair with
Deshon most certainly did not end happily. Each was tormented with fits
of jealousy and possessiveness alternating with fear of losing new-found
independence. Deshon was called to Hollywood in December of 1919 and
put under contract to one of the studios there. She also met Charlie
Chaplin, and an affair ensued, while Eastman on the East Coast pursued an
affair with the dancer Lisa Duncan, sister to the more famous Isadora.
Eastman claimed to

be undisturbed by the prospect of sharing Florence with Chaplin because
“what I wanted more than any love just then was freedom from loving.
I wanted to be selfish.”

That is, of course, a wish that is easy to fulfill. Its fulfillment, however,
was not as fraught with enjoyment as Eastman anticipated. Eastman
claimed that “there was a kind of famousness about our relationship, it was
so unhampered by convention and seemed so perfect”21; however, perhaps
because of that very freedom from convention, Eastman had to admit later
that “we were both a little insane - at war with ourselves as well as with
each other.”

I spokeof my own dividedness as insane, and when Florence was gone my
conduct came near to proving it. Though a mere chance had brought us
together again, love now lived in me with the old intensity - also the
implacable rebellion against it. I was tom in two and instead of taking
refuge in the daily life I had been living before she came, I stayed like a
hermit in the small house in Croton, living in the little rooms where we had
lived together, inviting and entertaining my grief.23

Eastman’s religion of enjoyment wasn’t faring well on its maiden voyage.
Eastman, who had abjured Christianity to become “the creature of
successive alarms of passion,” was now being tom apart by precisely those
conflicting passions:

I am in love and yeti can not love. I am out of love and yet I can not cease



from loving. ... All day my heart aches with longing, and yet when
I imagine your coming here again it is with positive terror. And when
I comeup thestairs into the sweet house in Hollywood, the Black Panther
is there too. And I know that it is going to be my death to be in her power.

The relationship hadn’t proven especially enjoyable to Deshon either. Over
the winter, she had got pregnant by Chaplain and then had had a
miscarriage. In addition to that, she was faced with the prospect of
throwing her lot in with either Eastman or Chaplin. When Chaplin insisted
that she return with him to the West Coast and she refused, the relationship
was over, and. although she didn’t realize it at the time, her career was over
too. She had chosen to spend some time with Eastman, but when she
returned to Hollywood she learned that Chaplin wasn’t interested in her
anymore. His pride had been wounded. Beyond that, she had to face the
fact that her sudden rise to stardom the previous winter was more the result
of her affair with Chaplin than of her own talent or beauty. The promised
movie roles never materialized. For a while she was paid to sit in
Hollywood and do nothing, but before long that contract expired as well,
leaving her worse off than when she left for Hollywood the previous fall.

Eastman titles the second volume of his autobiography Love and
Revolution., but he never tells us exactly how the two parts of the title fit
together. That they were connected seems obvious from the simple fact
that they are juxtaposed so readily and frequently. “During this time of
sorrow,” he

writes, referring to his affair with Deshon, “I was taking an optimistic part
in winning American socialists to bolshevism.”25 In the May and June 1920
issues of The Liberator, the equally sexually liberated Bertrand Russell
announced his conversion to communism. Russell then went on a
pilgrimage to the holy land of his conversion that summer, an event which
brought about a deconversion - one of the quickest on record, according to
Eastman - of equal vehemence. Although many, including Eastman
himself, would follow the same path, Russell’s volte-face seemed at the
time an irrelevant aside to the Left, which seemed determined to see in
Moscow a vehicle for overthrowing the status quo in morals as well as in
economic matters.



Eastman, as we have indicated, never specified the exact relationship
between love and revolution. However, his autobiography makes clear that
as troubles in the former area increased the attraction to the latter area
increased in direct proportion. Eastman, the economic materialist, was
convinced that with the changing of economic relationships, personal
relationships would take care of themselves. He had learned the theory,
ironically enough, from Ida Rauh, his first wife, who went on to be hoist on
her own sexual petard. “I remember that conversation so distinctly,” he
wrote describing his talk with Ida Rauh

because it was the tumingpoint in my intellectual life. My impulse toward
an extreme social ideal and my obstructing sense of the hard facts of
human nature were reconciled in a flash by this Marxist idea of
enlightened class struggle toward socialism. Here was a method of
attaining the ideal based upon the very facts of what made it seem
unattainable. I need no longer extinguish my dreams with my knowledge. 1
never need again cry out: “I wish 1 believed in the Son of God and his
second coming!”

As Eastman’s troubles with Deshon increased, so too did his interest in the
Communist revolution. Perhaps he saw the latter as some sort of
consolation for the troubles he was experiencing in love. At any rate, both
reached the crisis point at around the same time. In late 1921, Deshon,
having lost her studio contract in Hollywood, had moved back to New York
City. Eastman, perhaps as a way of keeping his options open, was keeping
his distance. He bought her a copy of his newest book in February 1922 but
delayed delivering it. Delayed too long, it seems. He was awakened by the
news that she had committed suicide. In April of the same year, Eastman
left New York for Moscow. Domestic troubles had propelled him eastward
just as unerringly as they would propel his Negro poet protege Claude
McKay in the same direction a few months later. It was in fact to McKay
that Eastman turned in mid-Atlantic to unburden himself once again on the
issue of personal freedom:

By the way of a declaration of inward independence, or of the right of free
thought and feeling, I wrote from mid-ocean to my friend Claude McKay:

“I feel sometimes as though the whole modem world, capitalism and com-



munism and all were rushing toward some enormous nervous efficient
machine-made doom of the true values of life.”27

Eastman was right again, but in a way that he couldn’t understand at the
time. In terms of this century’s penchant for mass destruction, the best
was yet to come. But by the time he arrived on the continent, Eastman was
too intent on the proceedings of the Genoa conference and the swath that
the Bolsheviks were cutting there to explicate the connections between his
love life and his penchant for revolution. His interest in international
politics did not prevent him, however, from indulging in another affair of
the heart. If he had been crushed by the death of Deshon, it was not
apparent to one of the female interpreters who was attached to the Soviet
delegation. But that may have been because Eliena Krylenko was having
romantic problems of her own in the midst of the revolution as well. “We
were busy enough,” wrote the woman who was to become the second Mrs.
Eastman, “but not too busy for passionate flirtations. Everybody, from the
heads of the delegation down, was having a love-affair. But the most
engrossing and tearful affair was a real love that sprang up between me and
Vladimir Divilkovsky, a young Russian attache of the Rome Embassy.”28

Eliena and Max sat on a rock and stared out over the sea. She taught him
the Russian word for silver. Eastman had “the sadness of lost love in
my heart, and yet a springtime thirst for a new experience,” which he
would slake with the liberated Soviet ladies in their brave new world. After
checking into the situation in Moscow, Eastman setoff for Yalta, where he
decided to learn Russian by seducing the first woman he found. Given his
good looks and the relaxed sexual standards in newly revolutionary Russia,
Eastman's crash course was doomed to success. Before too long he met
Nina, a beautifully formed, brown-haired, twenty-seven-year-old wife of an
engineer from Kharkov, who was at the seaside while her husband was
away on a long construction job. The seduction was especially easy
because

among the intelligentsia in general the restrictions upon freedom of choice
in sex relations were much relaxed in those beginnings of the "new
world” of socialism. No ghost of the Seventh Commandment, no wraith of
marriage vow, not even, I think, the memory of a talk about fidelity
between Nina and her husband, haunted the sky-covered scenes of our



embraces.

The October Revolution, whatever it was going to do for the proletariat,
had already done some liberating for the culture classes. It had cut down
a number of artificial barriers between the beautiful and the good - one
of them the habit of putting on clothes togo swimming.29

Versailles, 1919

When Eddie Bemays was about to be drafted in 1918, George Creel wrote a
letter to his draft board saying that “Mr. Bemays’s current position fat
the Committee for Public Information] is far more important to the
Government than any clerkship that he might fill.” Creel would live to
regret his letter when Bemays, ever the self-promoter, announced that he
was going to the Versailles peace conference “to interpret the work of the
Peace Conference by keeping up a worldwide propaganda to disseminate
American accomplishments and ideals.”1 Now that the war was over the
Republicans in Congress didn’t want any more Wilsonian propaganda paid
for with taxpayers’ money. The lesson that Bernays was learning - partially
from his uncle and partially from his experience doing propaganda for
George Creel at the Committee f or Public Inf ormation during the war -
was that man was a f unction of his passions, which he does not control.
“The Freudian theories upon which Mr. Martin relies,” he wrote in
Crystallizing Public Opinion after the war, “very largely for his argument
led to the conclusion that what Mr. Henry Watterson has said of the
suppression of news applies equally to the suppression of individual desire.
Neither will suppress.”' Man is motivated not by reason but by passion;
civilization, meaning tradition, morals, and religion, had fought a losing
war with the passions throughout history. This much he had learned from
his uncle. In a revolutionary age, however, and Uncle Sigmund was nothing
if not a revolutionary, the passions could be mobilized for social change by
anyone who knows how to manipulate them successfully. This had been the
lesson of the Enlightenment and the French Revolution. The lesson of the
war, a lesson soon to be transferred to the advertising agencies of the
1920s, was that these passions could be liberated by the manipulation of
public opinion and redirected into channels congenial to those who control
public opinion, but in order for this to work, it had to operate on alarge



scale, of the sort that was occurring in the aftermath of World War I
in Russia in the wake of the October Revolution. Everyone had to be
involved in the subversion of morals, in other words, or at least everyone
had to be perceived as being involved. Otherwise, the aberrant individual
would be ostracized for antisocial behavior:

The tendency, however, of the instincts and desires which are thus ruled
out of conduct is somehow or other, when the conditions are favorable,
to seek some avenue of release and satisfaction. To the individual most of

these avenues of release are closed. . . . The only release which the
individual can have is one which commands, however briefly, the approval
of his fellows. That is why Mr. Martin calls crowd psychology andcrowd
activity “the result of forces hidden in a personal and unconscious psyche
of the members of the crowd, forces which are merely released by
social gatherings of a certain sort.” The crowd enables the individual to
express himself according to his desire and without restraint.3

But pan-cultural liberation can only take place with the assistance of pan-
cultural instruments of persuasion. It could only take place with
the emergence of mass-media, and it was precisely those instruments -
magazines with a national circulation, cinema, radio, television - which
emerged during the course of Bemays’s long life. It was Bemays, taking
his cue from this famous uncle, who wrote the book on how to manipulate
the masses through those instruments.

In order to re-engineer man, the “invisible governors” had to create a world
populated by “mass man,” rootless individuals cut off from ethnic
and religious affiliation who relied not on religion or tradition or the moral
codes they propagated, but rather on the opinion of what seemed to be
everyone else as propagated by the mass media. The new authority which
everyone followed in this regard was science. Science broke taboos;
science gave rational permission whereas tradition proposed only irrational
restraint. In formulating his theory, Bemays drew on his experience
promoting the play Damaged Goods, which was able to make the American
public accept the word “syphilis” because “the counsel on public relations
projected the doctrine of sex hygiene through those groups and sections of
the public which were prepared to work with him.”4



In expressing these thoughts, Bemays was following not only the lead of
his Illuminist uncle, he was also following the lead of one of Freud’s most
influential American disciples, Walter Lippmann. Bemays’s book
Crystallizing Public Opinion was published one year after Lippmann’s
Public Opinion appeared in 1922, and in it Bemays developed many of the
same ideas. Lippmann had also served under George Creel, who had been
appointed to head the Committee of Public Information, which was made
up of the secretaries of the war, navy and state. According to Harold
Lasswell, who like Lippmann would become a major figure in
communication theory/psy-chological warfare, the CPI was “the equivalent
of appointing a separate cabinet minister for propaganda . .. responsible for
every aspect of propaganda work, both at home and abroad.”5

When the war ended, Lippmann, Lasswell, Bemays, and Creel took the
insights they had gained from mobilizing a nation for war and offered
those insights to the business community, which in turn set about to
mobilize the nation into an army of consumers. Advertising was an
essential part of liberalism, as defined by Lippmann, Dewey, and Croly, the
crowd which founded the New Republic at least in part as a way of getting
the United States into the

war. In advertising, Bemays and Lippmann saw the practical application of
the lessons they had learned in the CPI during the war. The rise of
advertising meant the erosion of parents, tradition, and religion as
authority figures and their replacement with “science” and brand names,
endorsed by scientists. It meant idolizing Wilson and destroying ethnic
enclaves in the interest of national, as opposed to local and regional,
concerns. It might have happened all by itself, but Wilson’s war certainly
facilitated its arrival.

In his work at the CPI during the war and in advertising and public
relations later on, Bemays with the help of Lippmann internalized the
contradictions of liberalism and its view of mass man, and the main
contradiction revolved around the dichotomy freedom/control. Liberalism
freed men from superstitions like belief in God. Yet, once there was no
God, once the moral law had been discredited as equally superstitious, then
social control becomes a necessity because the object of self-control, the
passions, now had nothing to give them direction or keep them under



control. Just as social chaos was the natural result of liberalism’s
philosophy, so social control was the natural result of its politics; the one
flowed inexorably from the other. The paradox of liberalism lay in the fact
that it promoted passion as liberation from traditional morals and belief in
God, but only as an intermediary stage followed by the imposition of
another more draconian order which it established for the benefit not of
priests but of scientists and their wealthy backers in industry and the
regime.

“Bemays’s fundamental faith,” according to Marvin Olasky who
interviewed him extensively, “has been his lack of belief in God,” Bemays
was acutely aware that “a world without God’ rapidly descended into
social chaos. Therefore, he contended that social manipulation by public
relations counselors was justified by the end of creating man-made gods
who could

assert subtle social control and prevent disaster____Pulling strings behind
the

scenes was necessary not only for personal advantage but for social
salvation.”6

Liberalism, by the inner dynamic of its logic, was forced to become an
instrument of social control in order to avoid the chaos which it created by
its own erosion of tradition and morals. Democratic man could not be left
to his own devices; chaos would result. The logic was clear. If there is no
God, there can be no religion; if there is no religion, there can be no
morals; if there are no morals, there can be no self-control; if there is no
self-control, there can be no social order, if there is no social order, there
can be nothing but the chaos of competing desire. But we cannot have
chaos, so therefore we must institute behavioral control in place of the
traditional structures of the past -tradition, religion, etc. Abolishing
tradition, religion and morals and establishing “scientific” social control
are one and the same project. As soon as the liberal cabal abolished morals,
religion, tradition, etc., they needed something to control the passions of
the masses they had just “liberated.” As

Bemays said in Propaganda, “Intelligent men must realize that propaganda
is the modem instrument by which they can fight for productive ends



and help to bring order out of chaos.”7

Once it became obvious that liberalism led to, in fact, required the
imposition of social control, all that remained was finding the most
effective instrument of control. This meant finding something compatible
with the American temperament. This meant focusing more on the carrot
than the stick, in contradistinction to places like the Soviet Union. Fresh
from his work at the CPI, Harold Lasswell in collaboration with Walter
Lippmann came up with the idea of communication as domination, an idea
he considered more humane than conventional tactics. “Propaganda,” he
argued, was superior to brute force because it was “cheaper than violence,
bribery, and other possible control techniques.”8 The war gave people like
Creel, Lippmann, Lasswell, and Bemays the opportunity to experiment on
the manipulation of public opinion; the peace gave them opportunity to
experiment further on the American public for the benefit of industry.
Wilfred Trotter, in his book The Instincts of the Herd in Peace and War,
claimed that Bemays “saw the crowd as governed by the same Freudian
instincts that drove individuals, and the way to rein it in, he said, was to
master and manipulate those instincts. That, Trotter believed, could best be
done not by the press, as Tarde proposed, but by an elite group of
intellectuals able to exploit the same sorts of psychological symbols Freud
was using with his patients.”9

Bemays was obviously influenced by his famous uncle but to say that that
was the only influence in his life ignores Bemays’s genius in picking
up new trends which might be serviceable in helping the “invisible
governors” restrain the passionate masses in their headlong plunge toward
social chaos. “The basic elements of human nature,” Bemays wrote after
the war which found him on the opposing side of the conflict from his
famous uncle, who never really liked Americans, “are fixed as to desires
and instincts and innate tendencies. The directions, however, in which
these basic elements may be turned by skillful handling are infinite.
Human nature is readily subject to modification.”10

The talk about the “infinite” possibility subjecting human nature to
“modification” is not the sort of talk one would get from an old man living
in the truncated remnant of a defeated empire. Eddie’s belief in
conditioning is typically American and typically pragmatic, and it did not



come from his famous uncle. Eddie is not borrowing from Freud here; he is
talking about John B. Watson.

Baltimore, 1919

Major Watson was demobbed in 1918. By 1919 he was back at work in his
laboratory at Johns Hopkins, this time with an attractive nineteen-year-
old graduate student by the name of Rosalie Rayner. The experiments this
time involved human beings, specifically an inf ant who would go down in
the history of psychology known as “Little Albert.” Watson would expose
little Albert to animals like rats or to fire and observe his reaction, which
was no reaction at all. Then Watson would expose Little Albert to the same
stimuli and simultaneously bang a metal bar behind the infant’s head.
Little Albert would immediately react to the noise and burst into tears.
What is more, the memory of the noise would return whenever Little
Albert was shown the previous visual stimuli, causing now the same
fearful, tearful response which the metal bar had created, but now without
the noise being made. Watson got the idea from Pavlov, but he claimed it
as his own, saying that he had now discovered the psychological equivalent
of the atom, the basic building block - stimulus/response - out of which the
human personality was made. It was the discovery of the conditioned reflex
which now allowed Watson to move behaviorism from a psychology of
prediction to a psychology of control.

Beyond that, Watson would claim that the Little Albert experiments proved
that human nature was completely malleable. There was no such thing - be
it a snake or a rat - which elicited fear in the infant. A11 emotional reaction
was extrinsic and purely the result of association with stimuli
which inspired fear, love or rage, the three basic emotions out of which the
human personality was constructed. So the child would love not his mother
in particular, but rather anyone who stimulated his erogenous zones.
Similarly, he would fear anything that was associated with loud noises, and
he would become enraged at anything he associated with constriction of his
movements. Man was what his environment made him, and now Watson,
the behaviorist psychologist, had isolated the method whereby man was
conditioned by his environment. The Little Albert experiments proved that
- or so Watson thought. All of the problems in the world, therefore, are



attributable to faulty conditioning, and that conditioning was faulty
because it was conducted by non-professionals with no training in
behaviorist psychology, i.e., mothers. “Parenthood,” Watson would write
after he had become famous as an expert

on raising children, “instead of being an instinctive art, is a science, the
details of which must be worked out by patient laboratory methods.”

If there was a sense of urgency behind the experiments, it was because the
social order seemed to be on the verge of collapse as a result of the
dislocations causes by the war. The Little Albert experiments corresponded
chronologically with the Red Scare of 1919-1920 and the Palmer Raids,
which were in turn based on the fear that the Bolshevik revolution was
spreading throughout Europe and heading toward the United States. The
Little Albert experiments corresponded as well to an unprecedented wave
of labor unrest. In the conditioned reflex, Watson now had a scientific
solution to all of those social problems, one which eliminated the messy
give-and-take of the political process, the legal system, and collective
bargaining. The unrest which the Wilson administration had created by
abrogating the democratic process during the war could now be solved
scientifically by conditioning the workers. The war had already established
the precedent for social engineering. All that remained was to continue the
experiment under different auspices.

Watson was never really able to implement behaviorism as a way of
solving the social unrest plaguing the country at the time because
another kind of unrest entered into his experiments. He became sexually
involved with his assistant. “I get rather disgusted sometimes,” he wrote to
his friend and colleague Robert Yerkes, “with trying to make the human
character amenable to law.”' The Little Albert experiments were in many
ways the culmination of Watson’s disgust at “trying to make the human
character amenable to law.” At the very moment when he felt he had
succeeded in making the human character amenable to law by discovering
the conditioned reflex as the basic building block of the personality and the
key to behavioral control, his own behavior spiraled out of control, as he
lost whatever tenuous grasp he had maintained till that time on his sexual
impulses.



Rosalie Rayner was the daughter of one of Maryland’s most influential
families, a family with a fortune in railroads, mining and shipbuilding, and
at least some of that fortune went to Johns Hopkins University. Rayner
had graduated from Vassar in the spring of 1919. By the Spring of 1920,
Watson was writing her notes in which he declared that “every cell I have
is yours,” the highest compliment a psychologist who didn’t believe in the
existence of the soul could pay someone.3

Mary Watson at first thought that this infatuation would pass as Watson’s
other affairs had done. When it didn’t she decided to take action. Since the
Watsons were on social terms with the Rayner family, Mary arranged a
dinner date. Then excusing herself by saying that she had a headache and
that she was sure that her husband and Rosalie would like to discuss their
work together, Mary Watson adjourned to Rosalie’s bedroom, where after a
perfunctory search, she found her husband’s love letters. Armed with the
letters, she confronted Rosalie’s parents and suggested that they send

their daughter away to Europe. When Rosalie refused to cooperate, Mary
turned to her brother John Ickes, who attempted to use the letters to
blackmail the Rayner family. When that failed and it became clear that
John was not going to stop seeing Rosalie, Mary filed for divorce. The
potential for scandal was quite significant then; professors, after all, can
still get in trouble for sleeping with their interns, but Watson seems to have
felt that his reputation in the psychological profession was so great that
Johns Hopkins’s President Goodnow couldn’t afford to fire him. That
belief came to an abrupt end in October of 1920 when Goodnow called
Watson into his office and demanded his resignation. If Watson had hoped
to get a job at another university, those hopes were dashed when the press
got wind of the divorce proceedings, including the love letters, in
November of 1920. Just when he thought he had discovered the
psychological equivalent of the atom, Watson’s academic career crashed
and burned around him as a result of his uncontrollable sexual impulses. It
is no wonder then that he said he became a believer in Freud at around the
same time.

Just as his experiences terrorizing infants had rendered Watson an expert in
childrearing, so his adultery rendered Watson an expert on sex and
marriage. Sex was certainly on his mind. He talked about it at home a great



deal, and he wrote about it in the popular press. In 1928 he announced on
the pages of Cosmopolitan that by 1978 men would no longer marry. This
would mean the end of matrimony, but that, of course, would signal the
advent of real sexual freedom. In 1920, at the height of his affair with
Rosalie Rayner, Watson told a New York newspaper that the young people
of 1920 were “too alert and too wise to follow the dictates of their parents
in sexual matters.”4 Watson favored contraception and suggested strongly
that men in their prime should marry women in theirs. This meant that men
in their forties should marry women in their late teens, which just
happened to be the case of John Watson and Rosalie Rayner. As with most
experts in sexuality in the twentieth century, Watson was simply proposing
his own morally aberrant behavior as a norm for mankind. Watson was
convinced that the home, the family, and traditional sexual morality were
going to wither away, as they had in his own life, under the white heat of
scientific truth. Watson, according to Cohen, wanted to bring into being “a
new individual who needed no country, no party, no God, no law, and could
still be happy, - a free individual. The American child was unlikely to be
elevated into this emancipated creature for that infant was nothing but
‘layers of obsolete religious and political bandages wrapped round the
semblance of life.’”5 By May 1930 Watson was giving talks entitled “After
the Family - What?” as a way of hastening the coming of that day.
Scientific sex education like scientific child rearing became a way of
taking authority away f rom parents and handing it over to psycho-
technicians, “experts,” who provide “services formerly provided
by families themselves” often times in the schools.6 As Simpson
perceptively

notes, this undermining of the family, in reality, “only broadened the
application of psychological techniques as instruments of control. Actual
control passed into the hands of the new psychological technicians.”7

In 1926 Watson wrote an introduction to a book called What Is Wrong with
Modem Marriage? in which he claimed that “sex is admitted to be the most
important subject in life.”8 Unfortunately, no one had undertaken a
scientific study of sex. Watson then revealed that he had been recently
invited to work on a committee on sexual research.

Shortly after World War I, Robert Yerkes in his capacity as of the director



of the NRC’s Research Information Service, received a query from the
American Social Hygiene Association wondering if the NRC might be
interested in getting its scientists involved in doing sex research if the
Bureau of Social Hygiene, under the auspices of the Rockefeller
Foundation, would pay for the research. In 1921, while he was still with the
NRC in Washington, Yerkes’s life fused irrevocably with that of the
Rockefeller family and their interests when he decided, after consulting
with colleagues in and out of the NRC, to become head of the Committee
for Research on the Problems of Sex.

Had Watson remained at Johns Hopkins after his friend Robert Yerkes
became head of the CRPS, it almost certain that Watson would have got
involved in sex research, given his personal predilections and the interests
of the Rockefeller Foundation. The only thing that prevented this from
happening was the moral indignation of the American public when Watson
got fired from Johns Hopkins. Because of that, Robert Yerkes would have
to wait another twenty years before he got involved in sex research, but
when he did it was still in the context of the behaviorist project of
controlling behavior - not in the interest of the moral order, an order which
the behaviorists thought outmoded anyway, but in the interest of winning
yet another war.

As it was, Watson was a victim of his own ideology. He fostered the
erosion of morals; he urged people to people throw off restraint; he was
ready to apply the social control of behaviorism if their passions got out of
control, but he couldn’t apply that medicine to his own life because in the
psychological lexicon of behaviorism there is no word for self-control.
Man is always controlled from without. Watson couldn’t apply the lessons
of behaviorism to his own life because a man can’t be at the same time
controller and controlled. Watson couldn’t control his responses to sexual
stimuli. As a result he lost his job. When his divorce hit the papers in
November 1920, he became all but unemployable in academe.



Part II, Chapter 12

Berlin, 1919

In 1919, right around the time John B. Watson returned to Johns Hopkins
to work on what would come to be known as the Little Albert Experiments,
a medical doctor by the name of Magnus Hirschfeld founded the Institut
fiir Sexualwissenschaft in Berlin. Bom before there was a Germany, in
1869, Magnus Hirschfeld followed in his father’s footsteps and was a
physician himself when he first met with the publisher Max Spohr in
August of 1896 and brought out his book Sappho und Sokrates oder Wie
erklart sich die Lieber der Manner und Fraue zu Personen des eigenen
Geschlechts? the first of a series of pro-homosexual, quasi-scientific tracts
that would establish him in the public mind, even more so than Sigmund
Freud, as the Weimar Republic’s premier example of moral decadence and
Kulturbol-schewismus.

Less than a year later, on May 15, 1897, Hirschfeld met with Spohr, the
lawyer Eduard Oberg, and the writer Franz Josef von Billow to found
the world’s first homosexual-rights organization, the Wissenschaftlich-
humani-tdres Kommittee. It was as head of this committee that Hirschfeld,
who was homosexual himself, known in the gay milieu of Berlin as “Tante
Magnesia,” would work for the next thirty-three years for the overturn of
Paragraph 175, the law criminalizing sodomy, until 1930 when he went on
a world tour, or less euphemistically, exile in anticipation of the Nazis’ rise
to power. (Ironically, for all its reputation for decadence, the Weimar
Republic never decriminalized sodomy.)

Hirschfeld’s magazine for sexual research was titled Die Aufklarung or, in
English, The Enlightenment, giving some indication of its intellectual
orientation and, beyond that, the Enlightenment’s hidden sexual agenda as
well, an agenda that now espoused homosexuality as its cause celebre.
When Hirschfeld addressed the First International Conference for Sexual
Reform Based on Sexual Science, held in Berlin in 1921, he reminded his
audience that the term “sexual science” derived from Charles Darwin’s The
Descent of Man and Ernst Haeckel’s Natiirliche Schofungsgeschichte.
“Nothing which is natural,” he told his audience “can escape the laws of
nature.” The statement situated Hirschfeld as the link which connected the



Marquis de Sade to Alfred Kinsey, in the Enlightenment’s continuing
attempt to destabilize morals and replace them with biology and hygienic
technology. During the Weimar years, Hirschfeld’s name was synonymous
in the popular mind with

the moral decline of Germany, often because of the fact that he testified as
an expert at high-profile sodomy trials, like the Eulenberg affair, but in no
small measure because the Institute for Sex Science in Berlin had become a
Mecca for anyone of homosexual persuasion throughout Europe and North
America.

One of the young people who made the trip to Berlin as a sexual pilgrim
was a young Englishman by the name of Christopher Isherwood, who
traveled there because his friend and former classmate, Wystan Hugh
Auden, had recommended the gay bars from his personal experience. After
founding the Institutfiir Sexualwissenschaft in 1919, Hirschfeld would
periodically hold international congresses for sexual reform. Because he
lived in Berlin, which was the capital of the movie industry at that time,
and because he was interested in sex, Hirschfeld became acquainted with
the German film director G. W. Pabst, and together they frequented the gay
bars of Berlin, a collaboration which eventually resulted in the Pabst film
Geheimnisse einer Seele, inspired by their visits to the Eldorado, a
transvestite bar.

In January 1921, Hirschfeld was made an honorary Member of the British
Society for Sexual Psychology, with corresponding publicity, but “the
greatest event of the year,” according to his biographer, was the First
International Conference for Sexual Reform based on Sexual Science,
which took place from September 15 to September 20 in Berlin while Carl
Theodore Dreyer, the Danish director who would portray Hirschfeld as a
vampire, was working on Love One Another, a film set in the newly-
formed Jewish quarter in North Berlin where the newly arrived Jewish
emigrants from Poland and Galicia were trying to cope with the rising anti-
Semitism created by Hirschfeld’s sex congresses and testimony at sodomy
trials. While in Paris in the fall of 1921, Dreyer and Christen Jul composed
a vampire script after seeing Tod Browning’s Dracula. “I could damn well
make one of those too,”1 Dreyer reportedly said, and sent his assistant
Ralph Holm to recruit a cast. After looking under Seine bridges and at the



Salvation Army, Holm returned with a Polish journalist by the name of Jan
Hieronimko, who then got remade in the image of Magnus Hirschfeld.

But more than Hirschfeld’s tireless advocacy for the overturn of sodomy
laws drew Dreyer’s attention to Hirschfeld. On May 24,1919, Hirschfeld
became a movie star himself, in fact playing himself as the sympathetic,
enlightened, sexually condoning doctor in Richard Oswald’s pro-
homosexual film Anders als die Andern. Based on the life of the violinist
Paul Koemer (played by Conrad Veidt, who would pay for his role by his
forced emigration to Hollywood and gain his revenge by playing the
malignant Nazi officer in Casablanca), Veidt is courted by two women but
is really in love with one of the women’s brothers who is threatened with
blackmail and about to commit suicide, when Magnus Hirschfeld appears
on screen, in persona

propria, and not only dissuades the young man from following in the Veidt
character’s footsteps by killing himself, but, playing “the great doctor
he was,” as his adulatory biographer put it, saved “the youth’s life through
his empathy with his predicament” and persuaded him to join in the
crusade to overturn “the nefarious Paragraph 175” as well.2

Christopher Isherwood remembered seeing the film at the Institute or at
least some of it:

Three scenes remain in my memory. One is a ball at which the dancers, all
male, are standing fully clothed in what seems about to become a
daisy chain. It is here that the character played by Veidt meets the
blackmailer who seduces and then ruins him. The next scene is a vision
which Veidt has (while in prison?) of a long precession of kings, poets,
scientists, philosophers, and other famous victims of homophobia, moving
slowly and sadly with heads bowed. Each of them cringes, in turn, as he
passes beneath a banner on which “Paragraph 175” is inscribed. In the final
scene,

Dr. Hirschfeld himself appears. I think the corpse of Veidt, who has
committed suicide, is lying in the background. Hirschfeld delivers a speech
-that is to say, a series of subtitles - appealing for justice for theThird Sex.3

As films went it was an outrageous example of homosexual agit-prop, and



Wolff, in spite of her sympathetic identification with Hirschfeld’s goals
and claim that the film was part of the flowering of art and culture
during Weimar, can’t help but noticing that the film evoked a powerful
reaction as well.

On August 18, 1920, after making cinematic history in Germany, the film
was banned by government censors who saw it as a romantic exercise
in homosexual propaganda whose purpose was to undermine public morals.
In addition to bringing the topic of homosexuality to the public, Anders als
die Andern had as its other main effect an increase in anti-Semitic attacks
against Hirschfeld in particular and Jews as decadent purveyors of
Kulturbolsche-wismus in general. “The Weimar Republic,” even
Hirschfeld’s unfailingly sympathetic biographer must concede,

which had promised a new freedom to the German people, had its roots in
the air. The mass of the population, particularly the middle classes and
the monarchists, resented the revolution. Anti-Semitism became more
rampant than ever, as Jews were, as usual, made the scapegoats for
discontent 4

Wolff s reading of the times overlooks the fact that anti-Semitism was not
historically a characteristically German phenomenon, but was, in
fact, fanned into a white heat by the perception that Jews were in the
forefront of corrupting German morals through Kulturbolschewismus and
the stranglehold they had on the instruments of culture. No one was more
responsible for giving this impression than Magnus Hirschfeld, who
seemed to embody ev-

■

erything wrong with the Weimar Republic in the eyes of the average
German. If Hirschfeld hadn’t existed, Hitler would have had to invent him
as a way of coming to power.

Less than a month after Anders als die Andem had been banned, Das
Hamburger Echo called for a disruption of a lecture Hirschfeld was to
give on September 16 in Hamburg. Hirschfeld gave his lecture in spite of
the threat and escaped unharmed. He was not so lucky when he tried to do
the same thing in Munich, by then a Nazi stronghold. Hirschfeld had



become a lightning rod for Nazi agitation and, in 1920, was attacked and
brutally beaten by a group of Nazi students, prompting the publisher of his
autobiography to remark that

The Nazis had chosen him from the very beginning as a symbol of
everything they hated, and it was Hitler himself, who, after the fascist
students attacked Hirschfeld in Munich in 1920 and left him badly injured,
declared him in many public speeches as the very epitome of the
repulsive Jew and enemy of the German people.

Hirschfeld’s vampiric nature was fairly apparent not only to Carl Dreyer
but to most of those who knew him intimately. Actually, in
Vampyr, Hirschfeld is portrayed not as a vampire but as the medical doctor
who functions as the vampire’s assistant, in other words, a doctor who uses
his office as a way of serving the vampire, a fairly accurate summary of
Hirschfeld as scientist, the man who placed science at the service of desire.
Hirschfeld’s appetites were insatiable, and everything he did was a way of
justif ying them both to himself and to the world at large. Guenter Maeder
told Charlotte Wolff that Hirschfeld’s “sensuality was such that he could
not keep his hands off attractive youths.”6 Hirschfeld had two sexual
relationships of long standing in addition to the numerous anonymous
encounters typical of the homosexual lifestyle. One was a boy he picked up
in China, the other a German youth by the name of Karl Giese, who became
his assistant at the Institut fiir Sexual Wissenschaft. Isherwood recounts
meeting Giese in his memoir, remembering him as having a “long
handsome face” that was melancholy in repose.

But soon he would be giggling and rolling his eyes. Touching the back of
his head with his fingertips, as if patting bobbed curls, he would strike
an It-girl pose. This dedicated, earnest, intelligent campaigner for
sexual freedom had an extraordinary innocence at such moments.
Christopher saw in him the sturdy peasant youth with a girl’s heart who,
long ago, had fallen in love with Hirschfeld, his father image. Karl still
referred to Hirschfeld as “Papa.”7

Hirschfeld liked to be called Papa by his homosexual friends, rather than
Tante Magnesia, because, in some intuitive way, he understood that he
could expand his sexual gratification by appealing to the qualities these



young men

sought in their own fathers but could not find. “As a consequence of his
early sense of rejection by father and resulting defensive detachment from
masculinity,” Nicolosi writes,

the homosexual carries a sense of weakness and incompetence with regard
to those attributes associated with masculinity, that is, power, assertion,
and strength. He is attracted to masculine strength out of an unconscious
striving toward his own masculinity. At the same time, because of his
hurtful experience with father, he is suspicious of men in power.
Homosexual contact is used as an erotic bridge to gain entry into a special
male world.

Giese, of course, could no more “draw off’ the masculinity he craved from
Hirschfeld than Hirschfeld could siphon it off from him, and so, like most
homosexuals, he attempted to derive from quantity what he failed to derive
from quality. He also found himself drawn into other forms of perversion.
Wolff writes in her typically empty-headed way that

Karl Giese ... loved Hirschfeld, but needed masochistic satisfaction in the
form of flagellation which he could not get from him. Hirschfeld
apparently did not mi^d. Erwin Hansen, a sturdy communist, supplied the
need by beating him.

Things did not turn out well for Giese. The man he called Papa turned out
to be a vampire, and turned him into one as well. Giese always wanted
to go to medical school, but a boisterous course of events intervened.
As Isherwood said, “There was terror in the Berlin air - the terror felt by
many people with good reason - and Christopher found himself affected by
it.” Isherwood felt that he may “have been affected by his own fantasies”
or, perhaps, stated with more psychological coherence, his fantasies
brought on the terror. He started hearing heavy wagons drawing up to the
house late at night and started seeing swastika patterns in the wallpaper.
Everything was beginning to look brown, Nazi brown. Once again, Nemesis
seemed just over the horizon, and this time his name was not Robespierre
but Adolf Hitler.

In thinking back on his days at the Institute, while in exile in France,



Hirschfeld remembered a day, three years before the Nazis came to
power, when the institute treated a patient who had had a sexual encounter
with S A chief and NSDAP founder, Ernst Roehm. “We were on good
terms with him,” Hirschfeld wrote of this patient,

and he told us quite a bit of what happened in his circle. But at that time we
hardly took notice of his accounts. He also referred to Adolf Hitler in
the oddest possible manner. “Afi is the most perverted of all of us. He is
like a very soft woman, but now he makes great propaganda in heroic
mo rale.”10

Guenter Maeder described the conversation as “Tuntengeschwaetz,” or
queer gossip, but Hirschfeld was obviously having second thoughts as did

Maeder, who wrote that, “after careful ref lection about the matter, and in
the view of prominent psychologists, Hitler had something feminine about
him. He was perhaps sadomasochistic, with some homosexual inclinations.
These instincts did not seem strong enough to resist repression and
sublimation though an iron will.”

Far from persecuting homosexuals, the Nazi leadership was almost
exclusively homosexual, and struggles in the Weimar Republic during the
’20s amounted, according to the Abrams and Lively’s reading, to a battle
between two groups of homosexuals: the “butch” faction under SA leader
Ernst Roehm, and the “femmes” under Magnus Hirschfeld. Because the
courts referred violators of Paragraph 175 to him for treatment, Hirschfeld
came into possession of large amounts of incriminating evidence
concerning the sex lives and homosexual proclivities of prominent Nazis.
Hirschfeld, apparently no respecter of professional confidentiality, worked
hand-in-glove with the SPD, the Social Democrat Party in Germany, during
the Weimar Republic, releasing to their newspapers selected details about
the perverted sex lives of Nazi luminaries. Ernst Roehm had to make an
impromptu trip to Bolivia as the result of Hirschfeld’s sexual-science
archives making their way into SPD newspapers. The Nazis bombed in the
next elections, as a result, and Hitler was furious. Hirschfeld, as a result,
became not only the essence of everything Hitler hated - the Jew, the phony
scientist, the queer, the Kulturbolschewist, and social engineer - he became
a potent political enemy as well, and denunciations of Hirschfeld, as the



typical Jew, began to figure prominently in Hitler’s speeches from then on.

Hitler, according to Igra, was a homosexual prostitute in Vienna. The Nazis
were also notoriously homosexual, so much so that Mussolini
was scandalized by their behavior. As a result the homosexual issue was
something that he would have to use against his opponents lest his
opponents used the issue against him. Politically, however, the situation
was unambiguous. The major parties of the Left, the SPD and the
Communists, both espoused gay rights and came close to fulfilling
Hirschfeld’s dream in the late ’20s of abolishing Paragraph 175. This left
Hitler only one option in exploiting the average German’s revulsion at the
Weimar Republic’s version of gay liberation. In addition to that, Hitler,
largely as the result of his stay in prison following the abortive Munich
Beer Hall putsch, had decided that he needed to come to power in Germany
by democratic means, not by military force. That meant taking into account
public opinion and manipulating it to his advantage. That meant tapping
the huge amount of resentment against the punitive Versailles Treaty, the
threat of Communist revolution, and Kulturbolsche-wismus or modernity
of the sort practiced by Schoenberg in music, Gropius in architecture, and,
most of all, Hirschfeld in sexology.

As a result of these exigencies, Hitler embarked on an anti-gay rights
campaign that focused obsessively on Hirschfeld and quickly shaded
over into smearing all things modem as Jewish, foreign, internationalist,
and racially degenerate. The fact that Berlin had become a magnet for
homosexuals lent force to Hitler’s claim that modernity and degeneracy
were synonymous. If anyone doubted Hitler’s charges, there was always
the high-profile example of Magnus Hirschfeld testif ying at another
sodomy trial or organizing one of the international congresses for sexual
reform to prove him right. In this respect, Hitler used Hirschfeld as a way
of solidifying his support among the middle-class Germans scandalized by
the sexual excesses of Weimar and their effect on a nation already
weakened by revolutionary threats from the East and the onerous financial
burdens exacted by the West through the ruinous Versailles Treaty.

Even Max Hodann, who was sympathetic to the cause of “sexual reform,”
saw Hirschfeld as a catalyst for reaction. Hirschfeld, in this regard, was
even more notorious than Sigmund Freud as a sign of decadence.



Erwin Haeberle, another avowed proponent of homosexual rights, claims
that “according to Hodann, Hirschf eld provoked the reactionary opposition
by being a Jew, a leftist, and an advocate of homosexual rights.”11 The
Nazis persecuted Hirschfeld, not only on account of his “non-Aryan”
extraction but also “because of his open acknowledgment of pacifistic and
socialistic tendencies and his work in sexual science. 2

Homosexual rights, as practiced by Jewish homosexual advocates like
Magnus Hirschfeld, was made to order for Hitler’s rise to power, a rise
to power that was based, at least until 1933, to a large extent on the
revulsion the German population at large felt at the sexual excesses of the
Weimar Republic. German Jews had homosexual activists like Hirschfeld
to thank for the rise of Hitler. Haeberle claims that, “indeed, the very
concept of sexology, was the work of German Jews”13 without
understanding or being willing to admit the role that homosexual
decadence would play in creating and fostering anti-Semitism in the
Weimar Republic and, in effect, in bringing Hitler to power. In the hands
of an unscrupulous political manipulator like Hitler, Kulturbolschewismus,
as epitomized by someone like Hirschfeld, became synonymous with
Jewish influence, which, in turn, became an excuse for anti-Semitism, an
all-embracing explanation of why things were not right in Germany and
how they could be put right once Hitler had been granted enough power by
the German people to expunge Jewish influence.

On May 14, 1928, in response to a request fora formal statement from a
German homosexual rights organization, the Nazi Party issued a statement
in which, among other things, they averred that:

Might makes right. And the stronger will always prevail against the
weaker. Today we are the weaker. Let us make sure that we will
become the stronger again! This we can do only if we exercise moral
restraint.

Therefore we reject all immorality, especially love between men, because
it deprives usofourlast chance to free our people from the chains of slavery
which are keeping it fettered today.

Everything needed a Darwinian justification in the Weimar Republic, and
this meant both homosexuality, as justified by Hirschfeld’s appeal



to Darwin at the first Congress for Sexual Reform in 1921, and the attack
on homosexuality which Hitler promoted. The fact that Hitler called
Roehm back to Germany one year later to suppress a rebellion in the SA
ranks gives some indication that the rejection of homosexuality was
nothing more than a cynical public-relations ploy. Lively and Abrams
make it clear that the Nazi party leadership was more than a little like
Queer Nation when it came to both sexual orientation and political tactics.
But the resentment among the population at large, which the Nazis
exploited so effectively, was just as real too, and, as a result, the irony of
the pink triangle room in the Holocaust Museum becomes too large to
ignore. Historically, Germany was not known as an anti-Semitic country.
Proof of this is the fact that so many Jews lived in Germany at time.
Germany was enlightened, cultured, and, therefore, to Jews who bought
into the Enlightenment, a bulwark against prejudice. The decadence of the
Weimar Republic changed all that, primarily because of its own excesses.
As with their manipulation of the revulsion at homosexuality among the
population at large, so also the prosecution of homosexuals became, under
the Nazis, a matter of political expedience. To begin with, prominent
homosexuals who were helpful to the Nazis were left
unmolested. Conversely, homosexuality became a convenient way of
getting rid of inconvenient members of the opposition, oftentimes Catholic
priests.

In 1935 the Nazis amended Paragraph 175 by including a provision which
criminalized any type of behavior that could be construed as indicating
homosexual inclination or desire. The results of, as well as the
intention behind, this change in the law, which, not coincidentally, dropped
reference to homosexuality as unnatural, are easy enough to see. The Nazis,
in the name of upholding sexual morality, could now eliminate, without
judicial restraint, anyone who disagreed with them. This new law provided
the Nazis with an especially potent legal weapon against their enemies. It
will never be known how many non-homosexuals were charged under this
law, but it is indisputable that the Nazis used false accusations of
homosexuality to justify the detainment and imprisonment of many of their
opponents. “The law was so loosely formulated,” writes Steakley, “that it
could be, and was, applied against heterosexuals who the Nazis wanted to
eliminate. ... the law was also used repeatedly against Catholic



clergymen.”15 Kogon writes that “The Gestapo readily had recourse to the
charge of homosexuality if it was unable to find any pretext for proceeding
against Catholic priests or irksome crit-
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So the largely homosexual Nazi leadership now could eliminate its op-
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ponents by charging them with the crime of homosexuality, which also
served as a way of defaming their character as well. If any actual
homosexuals ended up in concentration camps, it was simply because they
happened to be at the wrong end of the political equation, and not because
of their homosexuality, a tactic which the contemporary homosexual
movement evidently learned as well, recently “outing” a congressman who
voted against recognizing homosexual marriages.



Part II, Chapter 13 New York, 1921

In October 1920, after submitting his resignation to President Goodnow,
John B. Watson went home, packed his bags, and took a train to New
York City, where he moved in with sociologist William Thomas, who had
just been dismissed from the University of Chicago for transporting a
woman across state lines for immoral purposes. They say that misery loves
company. If so, there was lots of company in the nascent profession of
behavior-ist psychology caused by the reckless sexual adventurism of it
major proponents. Thomas and Watson had followed Mark Baldwin to a
position of prominence followed by a hasty exit from a profession which
specialized in social control but whose leaders had little in the way of self-
control in matters sexual. On the last day of 1920 Watson married Rosalie
Rayner, and in the first month of 1921 he began a new career as an
advertising executive with the J. Walter Thompson company.

Watson’s arrival at J. Walter Thompson was fortuitous in many ways. The
war was over; business had been impressed by the role psychology
had played in the armed forces, no matter how peripheral thatrole was to
winning the war, and now they wanted to implement the civilian version of
the same lessons in measurement, prediction, and control - both on
employees, who had grown restive at wages frozen by war-time controls,
and on consumers, who could now be organized into national markets
organized around the promotion of brand names. The same forces which
had promoted the Melting Pot Pageant at the behest of the CPI under
George Creel as a way of winning the warnow focused their attention on
further crippling the same ethniccom-munities by discrediting their
traditions, morals, and religion as unscientific and old-fashioned. The
industry could hardly admit that the citizens of the United States were
being subjected to an extension of the psychological warfare that had been
applied during the war, but there was some sense that an attempt to
homogenize the American population in the interest of marketing certain
products was afoot. In 1920, a headline in Printer’s Ink, the trade sheet of
the publishing industry, announced that “People Have
Become ‘Standardized’ by Advertising.”

“Skillful advertising,” according to Pope,



was to teach workers how to consume effectively. At the same time,
advertising could be employed directly forethnic acculturation and
“Americanization” of immigrants. Even Albert Lasker, president of Lord &

Thomas and one of the few Jews to reach to top in the advertising business,
toldhis staff in the 1920s, that “we are making a homogeneous” people out
of a nation of inunigrants. Meanwhile, national media carrying ads for
nationally-distributed brands were said to weaken regional distinctions and
peculiarities. These themes were expounded with varying intensity. During
World War I, for example, "Americanization” through advertising was a
favorite topic of advertising writers. During the Red Scare of 1919-20,
advertising as a means of soothing worker discontent and breeding
consumer consciousness was stressed. Throughout, the hope was for unity
and for mass consumption of advertised, branded merchandise/

The J. Walter Thompson agency got its start in the late nineteenth century
as a broker for space in Methodist magazines when the product advertising
promoted most was nostrums or medicines which promised to cure just
about anything from cancer to backache. These patent medicines may
not have cured any of the customer’s ailments, but they often made people
feel better almost immediately, since many of them contained as their
main active ingredient opium, cocaine, or a high-proof alcohol. Coca Cola
began its life as a tonic whose kick came from cocaine. When John B.
Watson needed to cram for finals at the University of Chicago, he would
fortify himself for his all-nighters by taking a bottle of cocaine-based Coke
syrup with him to his room to study.

The rise of advertising not only reflected the change from America as a
nation of rural island communities into a nation of nationally organized
consumers, it brought about that change. In 1850 only 10 percent of the
bread consumed by the nation was baked in bakeries, and the
overwhelming majority of that bread was specialty items which were not
considered the staff of life. By 1930 that percentage had risen to just about
60 percent, a remarkable change but still modest by comparison to a nation
which would soon get a large amount of its sustenance from fast food
restaurants. America’s “consumers” during the nineteenth century largely
bought raw materials like flour and did their own manufacturing in the
home. Given a nation which consumed raw materials locally produced, the



generic took precedence over the particular in terms of products people
bought, and the merchandiser held the upper hand in the distribution
system. When Abraham Lincoln worked as a clerk in a store in Illinois he
stocked one brand name on his shelves, namely, Baker’s chocolate.
Everything else was the raw materials out of which housewives and
husbands fashioned the infrastructure of their daily lives. Living in a world
in which even bananas have brand names and their skin is looked upon as
packaging, it’s difficult to imagine stores in which just about everything,
including crackers, came in barrels or sacks.

By the end of the nineteenth century, however, with the completion of a
railroad grid connecting the island communities, it became feasible to
think of national markets for finished products. The National Biscuit
Company -even the name is significant - was one of the first companies to
capitalize on the national market by coming up with a cracker in distinctive
packages known as Uneeda biscuits. Uneeda was eventually so successful
that the company that came to be known as Nabisco had its own fleet of
trucks delivering to stores. With the rise of brand names, however, the
balance of power began to shift in the retail system. With advertising now
possible in mass-circulation magazines and a rail system that could
distribute goods relatively quickly to major markets across the country, the
manufacturer could use brand-name recognition as leverage to force
grocers and other retailers to stock their products. Eventually, large
national manufacturers had so much leverage they could dispense with
their own system of distribution and concentrate on cranking out their
products in higher and higher volume. The retailer would have to stock
their products because the customer demanded it, and the customer
demanded certain products because advertisers had manipulated their
desires to do so. The rise of advertising was tied to the rise of national
markets, and the rise of national markets fit in nicely with the desire of the
Wilsonian advocates of empire, as expressed by the liberals at the
New Republic - Dewey, Lippmann, Croly, et al. - to abandon the separation
of powers and abolish the particularities of local government as envisioned
by the founding fathers in favor of a strong president who could embody
the General Will by manipulating the passions of the masses directly
through the burgeoning mass media.



The rise of advertising and nationally recognized brand names was also
tied to new technologies with large economies of scale which could
produce unprecedented amounts of goods and, therefore, needed some
instrument which would keep demand commensurate with supply. The
tobacco industry is a good example. At around the end of the nineteenth
century, tobacco was a product which was consumed by men, largely in the
form of cigars, which were rolled by hand by skilled worker working with
the tobacco a leaf at a time. In 1904 the value of cigar production was still
thirteen times larger than cigarette production, which again was done
largely by the consumer, a population which was largely made up of
immigrants from Eastern Europe. In 1885 James Buchanan Duke acquired
therightsto use the Bonsack cigaretterolling machine fora royalty of $.24
per 1,000 cigarettes and The American Tobacco Company began spewing
out cigarettes in quantities that necessitated a new system of marketing.
The result was Lucky Strike, the brand name in a distinctive package, that
could be marketed aggressively to get rid of the excess capacity created by
the Bonsack rolling machine. Once the system of production became
coordinated with the nascent advertising industry in a conglomerate which
had sufficient financial mass, the next logical step was to engineer the
consumer by psychological manipulation. In order to do this, cigarettes had
to be associated with certain values which were antithetical to the values
associated with cigars. The war played a role in this. Cigarettes were
portable in a way that cigars were not. The exigencies of life in the field
could be used to restructure soldiers’ smoking habits. After the war, the
consumer was persuaded that cigarettes were modem whereas cigars were
not, and this attempt at consumer engineering would culminate in one of
the classic public-relations campaigns of all times.

John B. Watson arrived at the J. Walter Thompson agency in January of
1921, just as advertising was emerging as the key whereby large-scale
manufacturing enterprises could gain access to national markets by
promoting brand-name products. Since behaviorists like Watson promised
a “science” which would both predict and control behavior, he was
precisely the sort of man the advertising agencies were looking for. If
Watson had believed in God, he could have seen his firing from Johns
Hopkins as providential because it allowed him to arrive on Madison
Avenue just as advertising was poised to incorporate both behaviorism and



psychological warfare into its assault on the American public.

It is not clear whether Stanley Resor believed in God, but he knew an
opportunity when he saw one. Resor graduated from Yale University in
1900 after majoring in history and economics. After reading the historian
Thomas Buckle, Resor became convinced that human behavior in the
aggregate could be described and predicted according to observable
statistical laws, and, under Resor’s guidance, after he acquired a
controlling interest in the company, J. Walter Thompson became a leader
in compiling demographic data from census reports. Since Watson had
been peddling his theories to big business since 1916, Resor saw an
opportunity to integrate behaviorism and advertising as a way of
controlling and homogenizing an increasingly unruly population in the
interests of the business community. Liberalism had to come up with a
solution to the social chaos its policies created, and Watson’s behaviorism
combined with the propaganda techniques evolved during the War seemed
like the answer.

But there was another reason Resor found the prospect of hiring Watson
appealing. The industry had its own ethos, which was overwhelmingly
liberal. Advertising executives were a remarkably homogeneous lot,
oftentimes the sons of Protestant ministers, who had the fervor of their
fathers without their faith. These were men who believed that science was a
better guide in life than morals, and they were enamored of the
possibilities it offered for creating a brave new world in the image of their
passions. Man was what the conditioners made him. There was no soul, no
essence, no human nature. Man was nothing but responses to stimuli,
which were increasingly under the scientist’s control, first of all because
Watson had discovered the conditioned reflex as the “building block” of
personality, but secondly because powerful new instruments for
manipulation, like the cinema, were now waiting to be used to their full
potential. The rise of advertising was more than just the exploitation of a
new psychological technique. That technique was predicated on a world-
view which most advertisers shared, and the rise of advertising
corresponded to the rise of that view of the world as ultimately normative.
In many ways the connection was causal because the rise of advertising
meant above all else supplanting traditional authority. The traditional



criteria according to which one made choices - parents, ethnicity, tradition,
religion-had to be supplanted on a massive, pan-cultural scale before mass
advertising would work. Advertising was a form of social
engineering which required the creation of a new man if it were to be
successful. Unlike nineteenth century man, who was frugal, bound by the
traditional constraints of the local community and willing to deny himself
certain things in the interest of a greater good, the new man envisioned by
advertising was to be, in Pope’s words, “reactive, suggestible, and
impulsive.”3

By about 1920, the institutional arrangements that still characterize
American advertising were already set in place. By then, too, an ideology
of advertising had appeared. Its exponents portrayed advertising as a force
that would reconcile social harmony with personal freedom of choice.
Persuasion would replace coercion. The ideals of liberal individualism
could be realized in a society dominated by large-scale enterprises.
“Reputation monopolies,” otherwise known as brand names, would bring
about the abeyance of social tension in a way that was both painless to the
consumer and profitable to the controller. The new social order may not
have been altruistic, but it was more humane, as Harold Lasswell had said,
than assassination. In 1920 the day had arrived when “the gentleman who
awoke to a Big Ben alarm clock, and shaved with a Gillette razor, washed
with Ivory Soap, breakfasted on Kellogg’s Com Flakes, and continued
through his daily routines depending on advertised brands” was completely
within the purview of values acceptable to the new liberalism and the
corporate elite.4

Advertising soon became a laboratory in which business tested the often-
overstated claims of the behaviorists against the reality of human nature. In
spite of what behaviorists like Watson said, the advertisers soon came
to realize that consumers were not “infinitely malleable.” Advertisers
might claim that they could sell “dirty dishwater,” and in some instances
they might, but they could not do so over the long haul. As they became
more and more convinced that the consumer was motivated by nonrational
and even irrational buying appeals, they were forced to consider the nature
of desire and where those desires came from. As they explored the age old
distinction between want and need, which Plato had discussed in the



Republic, they began to realize that consumption patterns varied widely
from the objective circumstances dictated by a real world and were more
influenced by unacknowledged desires. These desires, however, were
radically limited in number and had only a tenuous connection to a
product, but that connection could be strengthened by conditioning. It was
at this point that the advertisers began to see sex as a marketing strategy.
Man was not “infinitely malleable”;

he was a rational creature with a tenuous hold on his passions, which were
limited in number, sex being one of the most easily manipulated. Success
in advertising meant, therefore, using the conditioned reflex to attach a
particular product to the consumer’s sexual passion.

By 1957, the connection between sexual passion and the products Madison
Avenue wanted to sell was so well known that Vance Packard could write a
best-seller The Hidden Persuaders based on widespread fears of loss of
autonomy in the face of manipulation of desire. “The most serious
offense many of the depth manipulators commit, it seems to me,” Packard
concluded, “is the that they try to invade the privacy of our minds.”5

Wilson Bryan Key addressed the same f ears in a more specifically sexual
sense in his books Subliminal Seduction, Media Manipulation, and The
Clam-Pate Orgy. One needn’t agree with Key’s analysis of ice cubes in
whiskey ads to appreciate the sense of sexual seduction that advertising
was arousing in the consumer by the end of the century.

John Watson managed specific ad campaigns for J. Walter Thompson, but
his main contribution to the industry during the 1920s was as a guru
of scientific technique, specifically in the realm of childrearing. It was his
job to function as the scientific expert who would tell the public that they
had got it all wrong up till then in just about everything they had done -
including, and especially, the raising of their children - and that now it was
time to stop being old-fashioned and unscientific and start listening to what
the experts had to say. Watson, according to Buckley, “became a
popularizer of psychology as a means of self-help for those who had
difficulty adapting to the new social order and an advocate of
psychological engineering to an emerging class of social planners and
corporate managers who sought scientific methods for social control.”6



The ironies of the world proposed by Resor, Bernays, and Watson would
become evident with hindsight. Watson’s need to replace “traditional
guides for human conduct” was inevitably followed by a regimen of social
control. The consumer, who was seen as driven by irrational passion, most
notably sex, could only be manipulated by appealing to authorities which
were “scientific” as opposed to the practical reason which had been
distilled by tradition, but was now portrayed as “irrational.” Science was
the solvent which dissolved the traditional bulwarks against the passions
and allowed them to be manipulated as a form of behavioral control. The
campaign would continue throughout the rest of the century in America
and in pre-technological societies throughout the world. Liberalism would
continue to be both arsonist and fire department, dissolving traditional
cultures in the name of “science” and “liberation” and substituting in their
place forms of social control based on manipulation of the passions.

■



Part II, Chapter 14 New York, 1922

In the Spring of 1922, Harcourt, Brace and Company brought out a small
book of verse by a Jamaican writer by the name Claude McKay, called
Harlem Shadows. McKay had already made a name for himself as the
founding writer of what came to be known as the Harlem Renaissance with
his novel, Home to Harlem. Now he was trying to expand his literary
reputation by bringing out a book of verse with the help of Joel Spingam, a
Jewish patron of Negro causes. McKay characterized the book of verse as a
succes d’estime, which meant it brought in a number of flattering reviews -
enough to “make a fellow feel conceited about being a poet” - but not
enough money to allow McKay to get caught up in the feeling for too long.1
In addition to attracting the attention of a number of sympathetic
reviewers, the book brought attention from unexpected quarters. Shortly
after the publication of Harlem Shadows, when McKay was taking some
time off with a group of friends, “consuming synthetic gin,” his estranged
wife showed up at his Fourteenth Street apartment. McKay’s friends were
shocked. “Why I never knew you were married,” one exclaimed. McKay
for his part was annoyed, not only at the intrusion of someone he felt had
been safely consigned to the past but at the reaction of his friends as well.
McKay responded by saying that “nobody knew” about his marriage
“except the witnesses” and “that there were many more things about me
that he and others didn’t know.”2

McKay, bom Festus Claudius on September 15, 1890, named after the
Roman governor and emperor mentioned in the Acts of the Apostles, was
the youngest of eleven children bom to a member of Jamaica’s
agricultural black middle class. McKay referred to his father as “a
Presbyterian Calvinist ... a real black Scotchman,” who was “strict and
stem.”3 McKay clearly preferred his mother, describing her as “much more
elastic and understanding.” McKay remembers his father as telling African
tales, but opposing the African-based nature religions that were rampant in
rural Jamaica at the time. McKay’s memories of childhood, of course, are
all filtered through the mind of the man he became. His biographer claims
that “he never identified with the harsh disciplinarian and the dour Old
Testament moralist who towered over his childhood.”5



If the conflict between son and father seemed destined to explode, it was
defused when young Claude was sent to live with his oldest brother
U’Theo, at the age of six or seven. Claude lived with him during the next
seven years

and imbibed during this time U’Theo’s rejection of the faith of their father.
Like many of his contemporaries in the British Empire at the end of the
nineteenth century, U’Theo had fallen under the influence of Darwin and
considered him and his rationalist followers, people like Herbert Spencer,
an antidote to the Christian faith that had become obsolete in the light of
scientific discoveries. Like many of his Victorian contemporaries,
U’Theo wanted to throw off the dogmas of Christianity without threatening
the mores which had grown up under their influence. “An agnostic,” he told
his younger brother, “should so live his life that Christian people would
have to respect him.”6 U’Theo wanted “to expel the preternatural elements
from Christianity, to destroy its dogmatic structure, and yet to keep intact
its moral and spiritual results.” “Try as I may,” U’Theo said at another
point, “I cannot regard the teachings of priest and prophet as anything but
superstition.”

Given his early training, it is not surprising that McKay soon began to
consider himself a freethinker too. McKay’s Christianity was the harsh
and unbending faith of his father, subtly undercut by his equally father-like
older brother, who would undermine that faith as pious superstitions. As a
young Jamaican, McKay was confronted with three religious alternatives:
There was the puritanical religion of the middle-class, the African-based
animist religion of the field hands, and the rationalism of the professional
classes and expatriates. These three alternatives were to provide McKay
with his constellation of religious options until he visited Spain in the
1930s and became exposed to Catholicism. Implicit in these options is an
all but insurmountable antinomy between faith and reason and nature and
grace. It would come to the fore in McKay’s later fiction, in which one
finds characters in pairs, both of which represent McKay’s inability to
unify these dichotomies in one coherent human nature. McKay was both
the intellectual character Ray and the sensual character Jake in his novel
Home to Harlem. In his fiction, however, he was never able to come up
with one character who possessed the qualities of both. His intellectuals



were always wondering if their thinking were achieved at the expense of
their vitality. His lower-class characters, on the other hand, could enjoy
life, but are unable to understand it. The impasse in McKay’s fiction
mirrored the impasse he found in the religious options presented to him as
a child.

As McKay matured, however, the religion that was suitable to his career
aspirations began to seem more and more attractive. He aspired to be a
poet, and the religion of the freethinkers seemed most suitable to that
vocation. His choice was also influenced by the people he met. Perhaps
more than most writers, McKay was a man who needed mentors. For the
most part, those who fulfilled this role were older white men. When
McKay was a seventeen-year-old apprentice to a Jamaican wheelwright, he
met an English expatriate by the name of Walter Jekyll, the first of a
number of important white mentors in his lif e. Jekyll had met Robert
Louis Stevenson in the early 1890s.

Jekyll, like the Dr. Jekyll of Stevenson’s famous story, was a rationalist
with a scientific bent. Jekyll, like McKay’s older brother, was a confirmed
freethinker and, according to McKay, “opened up a new world to my view
... the different writers of the rationalist press.” In addition to the works of
the social Darwinist Spencer, Jekyll introduced McKay to the writings of
Kant, Schopenhauer, Spinoza, and Nietzsche.8

Unlike U’Theo, however, Jekyll was not interested in maintaining
Christian morals in the light of decaying dogmas. Those who were most
vociferous in undermining Christian belief often had a hidden moral
agenda as well. This seems to have been the case with Jekyll, who was a
homosexual who seems to have provided McKay with, if not his first
introduction to homosexual activity , then at least with an introduction to
rationalizing that behavior by construing it in the light of rationalist
thought. Cooper puts the matter in the following way:

The evidence about Claude’s sexual orientation is much more clear cut.
Although McKay had sexual relations with women, he also had many
homosexual affairs, particularly in the United States and Europe. The
evidence indicates his primary orientation was toward the homosexual end
of the spectrum of human sexual inclinations, not too surprising in view



of the difficulties he had in relation to his father and the strong
identification with his mother. A homoerotic component was most likely to
underlay the relationship Claude developed with Jekyll. This did not
necessarily mean they developed a physical relationship. Nothing in
Claude’s writings ever hinted that their friendship took such a turn, but he
did once indirectly suggest that Jekyll introduced him to the reality and to
the moral legitimacy of homosexual love.

Jekyll not only helped McKay get his early Jamaican dialect poetry
published, he also provided McKay with enough money to study
agriculture at Booker T. Washington’s Tuskegee Institute. McKay arrived
in Charleston, South Carolina, in the late summer of 1912, at the age of 22,
and was exposed to the system of segregation in the United States for the
first time. “I had heard of prejudice in America,” McKay wrote, “but never
dreamed of it being so intensely bitter.”10

McKay’s introduction to America was also his introduction to the rhetoric
of the race struggle, for the terms in which that issue were framed were
those proposed in the United States and not Jamaica. In order to become
a Negro in terms that would make sense to the reading public in the
West, McKay, like fellow-Jamaican Marcus Garvey, first had to come to
the land in which the racial issue was defined. McKay’s intellectual
odyssey recapitulates in a way the various philosophies of race relations
that were being proposed at the time. His first stop was at Tuskegee, where
he proposed to learn Booker T. Washington’s accommodationist
philosophy of training the Negro to be an artisan and small-scale mechanic
or farmer.

After a short while, McKay discovered that the Tuskegee approach was not
to his liking and he moved on to Kansas State University in
Manhattan, where he moved to the next phase of race relations. While at
Kansas State, McKay joined a small group of white students with a
socialist bent and read W. E. B. Du Bois’s classic, The Souls of Black Folk,
a book that he later reported “shook me like an earthquake.”11 Like James
Weldon Johnson and Langston Hughes and a whole generation of other
black thinkers, McKay was impressed with Du Bois’s criticism of Booker’s
accommodation to segregation. McKay was also evidently inspired in a
literary direction by the example of Du Bois, who showed that Negroes



didn’t have to become farmers or mechanics. Du Bois was the pre-eminent
Negro man of letters in the United States at the time, having studied at
Harvard and Berlin. James Weldon Johnson called Souls of Black Folk “a
work which had had a greater effect upon and within the Negro race in
America than any other single textbook published . . . since Uncle Tom’s
Cabin.”1"

Perhaps it was the influence of Du Bois and the fact that he was now living
in New York, but after two years in Kansas, McKay, with the help of a few
thousand dollars from Jekyll, abandoned Kansas and moved to
Harlem, where he began an ill-starred career as a restaurateur. In addition
to starting a business in New York, McKay also got married to a Jamaican
girlfriend by the name of Eulalie Imelda Lewars in Jersey City, New
Jersey, on July 30, 1914. McKay was twenty-three at the time, and his
restaurant was in Brooklyn, but the fascination which New York exerted on
him was emanating pre-eminently from Harlem. Like many blacks who
arrived there from the small towns and farms of the South, McKay found
himself intoxicated by the big-city atmosphere of freedom from moral
restraint. Harlem had become the focal point of black artistic and
intellectual endeavors In the United States; however, McKay proved to be
more interested in the good times that surrounded the cultural endeavors.
“Vice of all kinds,”13 Cooper writes, flourished around the restaurant with
predictable results. “High living and bad business” soon swallowed all his
money. The restaurant failed. There are, of course, any number of reasons
why businesses fail, many of which involve no culpability on the part of
those involved. That this was not the case with McKay is implied in a letter
to James Weldon Johnson of March 10, 1928, asking that mention of the
restaurant be stricken from his biographical sketch Weldon had submitted
to Harper & Row: “There are certain details concerning it,” McKay writes
referring to the restaurant, “that mi^ht be aired and make a very
embarrassing situation for myself and others.”

Shortly after McKay’s business failed, his marriage broke up as well.
Describing the situation from the vantage point of 1918, McKay wrote,
“My wife wearied of the life in New York in six months and returned to
Jamaica,”15 where she gave birth to their only child, Rhue Hope
McKay. McKay would never see the child. In the late ’40s, McKay’s



daughter was enrolled as a student at Columbia University. McKay planned
to meet her for

■

the first time when he came to town to give a talk in honor of James
Weldon Johnson. But he died before he could accomplish either goal. His
daughter never saw him alive, although she did attend his funeral.

Once he abandoned his family, McKay would refer to morals as “the white
man’s law.” “Spiritually,” McKay wrote of himself in the autobiographical
story “Truant,” “he was subject to another law. Other gods of strange
barbaric glory claimed his allegiance and not the grim
frockcoated gentleman of the Moral Law of the land.”16 It should be
remembered that the only reason McKay was in the United States and in a
position to get married and start a business was because of the financial
largesse of a white benefactor. Beyond that, this white man, who was most
probably a homosexual and most certainly a freethinker, was hardly
representative of the Christianity that McKay was bent on rejecting as the
white man’s law. His father, on the other hand, a staunch adherent of the
Christian moral law, was hardly white. Why then this gratuitous dragging
of race into a fairly clear-cut case of sexual dereliction? Perhaps it was
because McKay was determined to exploit the racial situation to his own
advantage and as a cover-up of his own sexual misbehavior. “At the heart
of McKay’s own marriage dilemma, of course,” Cooper writes,

lay his homosexuality. New York, with its great concentration of
population and teeming impersonality, tolerated the existence of a large
though officially repressed homosexual community whose members found
regular, if illicit, outlets for the exercise of their sexual and social
tastes. McKay enjoyed this almost clandestine aspect of New York life, and
after the dissolution of his marriage he pursued a love life that included
partners of both sexes.1

The term “white man’s law” signals the beginning of McKay’s use of the
racial situation as a exculpation for his own sexual misbehavior. As the
misbehavior intensified, so did McKay’s preoccupation with race as a way
out of the guilt his misbehavior created in him. In a sense, McKay needed
the racial situation in the United States to justify his rebellion against the



moral law. Without it, he would have been confronted by the morality
which he had learned from his father, which was certainly Christian, and
perhaps exaggerated and harsh, but in no sense “white.” Arriving in a
“white” country with a large and economically exploited Negro proletariat
provided McKay with just the set of characters he need to justify his own
break with the religion of his family.

During the initial period of McKay’s rebellion, World War I broke out and,
as a result of the labor shortage in the United States, enormous numbers of
Negroes were drawn up from the South to the now-booming
armaments industries of the North. In 1917, McKay found a job as a
dining-car waiter on the Pennsylvania Railroad. His job enabled him to
spend the next two years visiting the uprooted Blacks from the South, who
were discovering

new-found freedoms and prosperity in the Black Belt neighborhoods of the
principal cities of the industrial Northeast. World War I provided, in
E. Franklin Frazier’s words, “a third terrible crisis in the cities of the
North, a crisis as severe as those of slavery and Reconstruction.” The
rootlessness of the Reconstruction Period, when the slaves were freed,
often only to wander from one turpentine camp to another, with
correspondingly disastrous consequences for the black family, was
replicated on an even larger scale as the war industries drew blacks to the
ghettos of the North. McKay was able to witness this drama first-hand.
Gradually, he began to define himself in the terms propounded to him by
the race situation in the United States. McKay, whose father was the strict
Presbyterian and his brother the freethinker who wanted to outdo the
Christians in morality, began to view himself as a split personality. In
terms propounded in his novel Home to Harlem, he was simultaneously
Ray, the Negro intellectual from Haiti who tries to write poetry while
sharing his racially grounded Weltschmerz with anyone who will listen,
and Jake, the happy-go-lucky, sexually liberated darky. Here as later, e.g.,
during the brouhaha over the Moynihan Report in the ’ 60s, race became a
code word for an essentially sexual problem.

Perhaps because McKay was so influenced by the racially tainted writings
of the social Darwinists, Ray, his intellectual Negro stand-in in Home to
Harlem, tends to see culture in racial terms. Ray is a misfit because he is



a black man with a “white” education. “The f act is Jake,” Ray broods, “I
don’t know what I’ll do with my little education. I wonder sometimes if I
could get rid of it and go and lose myself in some savage culture in the
jungles of Africa. I am a misfit.”18 Civilization, in other words, is the
possession of the white race, and Negroes are naturally irresponsible when
it comes to sex. Ray comes to the idea when he broods over the prospects
of having a family with his wife Agatha. “Soon,” he writes describing a
view of procreation that is essentially homosexual in its disgust at
women’s procreative powers and progeny, “he would become one of the
contented hogs in the pigpen of Harlem, getting ready to litter little black
piggies. If he could have felt about things as Jake, how different his life
might have been. Just to hitch up for a short while and be irresponsible!
But he and Agatha were slaves of the civilized tradition.”19

Ray’s envy of Jake could only come from an intellectual with sexual
problems. Jake, according to this scheme, is a real Negro because he is
sexually irresponsible. Ray, on the other hand, is cut off from the genius of
the Negro race because he thinks too much. In his determination to link
race and sex, McKay comes perilously close to the views espoused by the
Ku Klux Klan of his day, a fact not unnoticed by reviewers of the time. “He
shares with his brothers of the Klan,” one of his reviewers noted, “a
dangerous proclivity to generalize - only he reverses the values. To him,
the Negro is superior in all that appears important: a capacity to feel and
enjoy, to be generous

and expressive, to be warm and irresponsible, to live without shame and
inner repression. . . . Are Negroes ... the uninhibited children of joy that
Claude McKay believes?”20

There is some evidence that they were not. “Ray,” for example, “felt more
and his range was wider and he could not be satisfied with the easy, simple
things that sufficed for Jake.”21 However, he never seems to be able to act
on these moments of insight. Ray’s intellectual paralysis is not difficult
to understand. His intellectual goal seems to be the extinction of thought;
he would like to be the way he perceives Jake to be: instinctive, sexually
irresponsible, free of guilt and “white” inhibitions. Whether the people he
fantasizes are indeed like this is another matter. For the purposes of the
novel, Jake is defined as such, and that is that. Ray, like McKay, aspires to



be a poet. He aspires to have some grasp of the situation. And he enjoys
being admired by Jake for his accomplishments. When Ray decides to
leave Harlem and take a job as a seaman, Jake, who had been to Europe
during the war, waxes philosophical about the effect of traveling and
concludes, “when you hits shore it’s the same life all ovah.” Ray concedes
that he may be right, and can’t resist saying that “Goethe said the same
thing in Werther.” Needless to say, Jake has not read Goethe, but the quote
impresses him nonetheless. “I wish I was edjucated mahself,” he opines.
But all that Ray can say is, “Christ! What for?”22

In one sense, Ray’s question is legitimate; in another it is not. The type of
rationalism which McKay saw as the intellectual life was in many ways
as deracinated as the Negro intellectual he was to vilify in his later work.
Banjo. In addition to the standard social Darwinist challenges to late
nineteenth century beliefs, McKay’s mentor Jekyll introduced him to the
early modem justifications of homosexuality. In an article published in
Pearson’s in 1918, McKay listed as among the famous authors he discussed
with Jekyll: Oscar Wilde, Edward Carpenter, and Walt Whitman. Carpenter
published a pro-homosexual tract in 1894 entitled Homogenic Love and Its
Place in a Free Society. “For those in 1918,” Cooper concludes, “who were
possessed by ‘the love that dared not speak its name,’ the stringing
together of the names Wilde, Carpenter, and Whitman would have left no
doubt about McKay’s meaning. It was there, so to speak, written between
the lines.”

So when Ray cries, “the more I learn the less I understand and love life. All
the learning in this world can’t answer this little question, ‘Why are
we living?’“ it is not hard to sympathize with him. The intellectual
tradition he was raised in was defective and incapable of answering such
questions. It was at its root rationalization of desire and so incapable of
leading Ray beyond those desires. However, the image of the happy-go-
lucky, guilt-free darky is one which McKay would have to admire from
afar. Since he could not be one “naturally,” he could only approximate that
sort of ideal by intellectual means, but, the more he was thrown back on the
intellect, the more he became alienated from a goal which was the
extinction of intellect in general and conscience in particular. Ray was in a
no-win situation, and leaves the scene with all of the major issues



unresolved.

McKay resolves the issue symbolically instead. Jake meets the prostitute
he had lost during the first pages of the novel, and together they walk
along 113th Street, “passing the solid gray-grim mass of the whites’
Presbyterian church.”24 The church is construed as a bulwark against “the
black invasion” from Harlem. The invasion can, of course, be construed in
two ways. First of all, there is the white neighborhood, the “Block
Beautiful,” which is threatened by the Negroes who have already taken
over the previously all-white Harlem and are now threatening to move
south. But McKay goes beyond this image to portray the black invasion in
moral terms as well. The invasion involves “black” sexual immorality
overwhelming gaunt, white Presbyterianism, and the avant garde is
represented by Jake and Felice, whose primitive love is a threat to the
“white” establishment: “desperate, frightened, blanch-faced, the ancient
sepulchral Responsibility held on. And giving them [the whites] moral
courage, the Presbyterian church frowned on the comer like a fortress
against the invasion.”2'"’

Jake and Felice are the advance units of an invasion of sexually liberated
blacks who are going to bring about a revolution of values and the demise
of the Protestant culture: “But groups of loud-laughing-and-acting
black swains and their sweethearts had started in using the block for their
afternoon promenade. That was the limit: the desecrating of that
atmosphere by black love in the very shadow of the gray, gaunt Protestant
church! The Ancient respectability was getting ready to flee.”26

McKay was, of course, right. “Ancient Respectability,” represented by the
Protestant churches, was getting ready to flee in a number of ways. To
begin with, they were about to abandon the traditional Christian moral
teaching on sexuality in general and contraception in particular, and, in a
quite literal sense, the members of their congregations were preparing for a
flight to the suburbs, one which would intensify in the years following the
Second World War. Eventually race relations would replace sexual
morality as an issue of prime concern to the mainline Protestant churches,
causing a major destabilization of the social order in the United States, and
one of the prime agents in this destabilization was the Negro. Lenin was
right in seeing the Negro as the prime locus of revolutionary activity in the



United States. And the Left followed his lead unerringly throughout this
century. The revolution the Communists sought would be impossible
without the collaboration of the Negro or without the Negro as the first
wave in the assault on “ancient respectability.” If the church could be
portrayed as “white,” then it could easily be discredited. And the Protestant
churches, bom as national churches after their break with Rome, were
particularly vulnerable in this regard. Many whites of Protestant stock -
people like Max Eastman - no longer believed in the religion of their
fathers (they were in New York City for this very reason) and were looking
for a graceful way out. The Negro, who had suffered injustice at the hands
of white Protestant culture, provided not only a way to atone for past sins,
but also a way to rationalize future sins in the sexual arena.

That McKay chose a Presbyterian church as the emblem of“ Ancient
Respectability” is not surprising. His father was a Presbyterian, and
McKay’s rebellion against Presbyterianism is a rebellion against the moral
order his father represented in his life. In order to rationalize the life of
family responsibility which McKay rejected when he moved to Harlem and
abandoned his wif e and let his business go down the drain, McKay had to
necessarily paint the church “white” as a way of undermining its authority.
McKay’s father would hardly have approved of what his son Claude was
doing, and Claude had no way of responding to the charges of moral
dereliction on their own terms. He was, in effect, guilty as charged. Instead
of pleading guilty, McKay indicted the standards of judgment. If it could
be shown that Presbyterianism was a corrupt, racist, “white” organization,
then his father’s implicit reproach against McKay’s failures in the family
arena - his failed marriage and business - would lose their sting. McKay
knew that the values he was attacking were in no specific way “white,”
since they are the values of his father. However, he was simply not in a
position to espouse sexual liberation, which in his case meant
homosexuality, openly. Playing the race card allowed McKay to indulge in
his homosexual desires while at the same time cloaking that behavior in
the morally exculpating garments of racial injustice. The race card indicted
the guardians of the sexual moral order of injustice and as a result put them
on the defensive. If whites are wrong, McKay’s burdened conscience
argued, then blacks were right. Racial injustice became then the indictment
which paved the way for the overturning of the sexual morality. Before



long, others would take their cue from McKay’s characters.

McKay concludes Home to Harlem with both Jake and Felice fleeing New
York for Chicago, if not exactly ready to get married at least ready to face
life together. By the end of the novel, Ray has already left New York
and his wife Agatha to be a mess boy on a trans-Atlantic freighter. Leaving
the home had become a literary convention in American literature, a way
of giving a dramatic resolution to issues which remained essentially
unresolved. Huck Finn lit out for the territories; Rip Van Winkle walked
out of his home and headed for the mountains when domestic stress got to
be more than he could handle. It was a literary convention which fit well
with McKay's needs. Life was imitating art. After slipping out of the bonds
of matrimony and business, McKay was getting ready to imitate his own
characters.

The sudden appearance of his wife crystallized plans which McKay had
long held in abeyance. Now he would light out for the territories too.
However, for a young man of loose life and socialist inclinations, the
territories in 1922 lay in the exact opposite direction - to the east and not to
the west.

McKay decided to go on one of the most venerable of this century’s
intellectual pilgrimages. He decided to go to Moscow, to witness the
implementation of the Bolshevik Revolution first-hand. In his
autobiography, McKay makes it clear that his attraction to the Bolshevik
Revolution clearly had domestic roots. He was escaping from his newly
returned wife and the prospect of supporting her and his child, and he was
escaping as well from the round of sexual dissipation which precipitated
his abandonment of his wife in the first place. “All my planning was
upset,” he wrote of the disruption which his newly appeared wife
introduced into his “quickly fading conceit about being a poet”:

I had married when I thought that a domestic partnership was possible to
my existence. But I had wandered far and away, until I had grown into
a truant by nature and undomesticated in the blood. There were
consequences of the moment that I could not face. I desired to be footloose,
and felt impelled to start going again.

Where? Russia signaled. A vast upheaval and a grand experiment.



What could I understand there? What could 1 learn for my life, for my
work? Go and see, was the command. Escape from the pit of sex and
poverty, from domestic death, from the cul-de-sac of self-pity, from the
hot syncopated fascination of Harlem, from the suffocating ghetto of
color consciousness. Go, better than stand still, keep going.2

McKay was not alone in this feeling. In fact, the details of his life
described a trajectory that was shared by the majority of radicals at the
time. In all essential details, race was irrelevant. Race was used as a pretext
for attacking Christian morality and the Protestant culture which embodied
it. McKay’s life was in many ways identical in this regard to the life of the
ten-year-older white Harlem Renaissance writer Carl Van Vechten, author
of Nigger Heaven. Like Van Vechten, McKay came from a rural middle-
class, stable Protestant family. Like Van Vechten McKay married his
hometown childhood sweetheart. Like Van Vechten, McKay abandoned his
wife shortly after arriving in New York, and began a career as a literary
purveyor of modem trends. Both McKay and Van Vechten were bisexual
and first gave rein to their homosexual impulses after they became
acclimated to the freer life that was being increasingly openly promoted in
New York City. Both McKay and Van Vechten were drawn to modernity as
the justification for their domestic dereliction. McKay was drawn to
socialism and then communism, Van Vechten to more literary forms of
decadence, including the music of Schoenberg and Stravinsky. Van
Vechten also became literary executor of the estate of Gertrude Stein. Like
Van Vechten, who was white, McKay, the black Jamaican, was drawn to
race as an ideological justification for sexual license. Van Vechten wrote
his contribution to race-inspired destabilization of Christian mores, Nigger
Heaven in 1926. McKay followed suit two years later with the publication
of Home to Harlem, which the black press in general condemned as a black
Nigger Heaven. Both Van Vechten and McKay were drawn to the
Greenwich Village radicals of the so-called Innocent Rebellion of 1912-
1916 - Emma Goldman, Margaret Sanger, Eugene O’Neill, John Reed,
Mabel Dodge. A good number of these people, including Claude McKay,
were absorbed into communism after the Bolshevik Revolution in 1917.

It was this initial alliance between Harlem Negroes and Village radicals
that spawned the Harlem Renaissance. In fact the seminal meeting for this



alliance took place at McKay’s going away party in September of 1922
when McKay left for Russia. The Liberator collaborated with “a select list
of persons connected with the NAACP” in raising enough money to send
McKay off to attend the Fourth Congress of the Third Communist
International to be held in Moscow in November of that year. “We often
speak of that party back in ’22,” James Weldon Johnson wrote to McKay
years later,

Do you know that was the first getting together of the black and white
literati on a purely social plane. Such parties are now common in New
York, but I doubt any has been more representative. You remember there
were present Heywood Broun, Ruth Hale, E. P. Adams, John Farar, Carl
Van Doren, Freda Kirchwey, Peggy Tucker, Roy Nash - on our side
you, Dubois, [sic] Walter White, Jessie Fauset, Arthur Schomburg,
J. Rosamond Johnson-I think that party started something.28

What it started, of course, was the alliance of the Left and the Negro which
eventuated, after a sojourn in the hands of the Communist Party, in
the civil rights movement of the ’50s and ’60s, followed by the cultural and
sexual revolution which swept through this country’s institutions during
the ’60s and ’70s. McKay’s farewell party “started something,” to use
James Weldon Johnson’s term: It brought about the race-based re-
engineering of the social order that had been based on the Protestant
reading of the moral tradition of the West. The thing, however, which made
the party possible was McKay’s relationship with Max Eastman, then the
handsome editor of the left-wing radical magazine, The Liberator and in
McKay’s words, “an ikon for the radical women.”29

In 1919, while working in the dining cars of the Pennsylvania railroad,
writing poetry when his hectic schedule would allow, and at the same
time steeping himself in the life of the new black ghettos of the urban
northeast, McKay met Eastman through Eastman’s sister Crystal, who in
1919 was co-editing The Liberator with him. After publishing one of his
poems, Crystal invited McKay down to The Liberator offices to discuss his
work with her. Crystal, like her brother, was a feminist and socialist; she
was, in addition, one of the co-founders of the ACLU. McKay described
her as “the most beautiful white woman I ever knew.”30 (Ever ready to
express his opinions on the relative beauty of white women, McKay wrote



to Eastman in 1937, giving him his opinion of Lenin’s wife: “There can
never be any question about Krupskaya’s ugliness. She was the most
awfullest ugliest Russian

woman I ever saw and gave me the impression of an alligator half-asleep.”)
When McKay met the Eastmans he was introduced to the heart of
American radicalism, as proposed by The Masses, the magazine Eastman
was editing when he met McKay. Eastman, listed its primary tenets as “the
struggle for racial equality and woman’s rights, for intelligent sex
relations, above all (and beneath all) for birth and population control.”31

Eastman was not convinced that the socialist millennium was going to
come in the manner in which its most fervent devotees awaited its arrival,
but he was, nonetheless, in agreement with its goals, and Claude McKay
was impressed with Max Eastman. Eastman was thirty-six years old at the
time they met and one of the handsomest figures of his generation. His tall,
lean good looks in the American manner, and his prematurely white but
full head of hair, insured a steady stream of female admirers. Eastman,
according to his own testimony, was not loath to take advantage of their
attention. During the fall and winter of 1921, when Eastman was on the
rebound from his affair with movie star Florence Deshon, he carried on
affairs with three other women. “It was then, I believe,” he wrote, “in the
recoil from my too aspiring love, that I began to acquire the legendary
reputation as a sort of Byronical professional lovemaker - a Don Juan or
Casanova - which has long pursued me, and stood somewhat in my way as
a real lover.”32

Claude McKay, whose aspirations for literary fame and sexual liberation
paralleled Eastman’s, could not help but be impressed by the older,
more successful version of what he himself wanted to become. In the
summer following their first meeting, McKay wrote to Eastman to tell him,
“I love your life - more than your poetry, more than your personality. This
is my attitude to all artists. It may be unhealthy, but life fascinates me in
its passions.”33 McKay was about to embark on another of his mentor
relationships with another older white man. Like Jekyll, Eastman would
provide a sort off atherly guidance and financial assistance, as well as help
in editing his poetry for the rest of McKay’s life. Unlike his relationship
with Jekyll, there was no hint of homosexual contact. As was the case with



the homosexual rationalist Jekyll, McKay made steady progress in his
ideology of negritude under the tutelage of white radical father figures. His
most famous poem, “If We Must Die,” which went on to inspire
generations of blacks, was published in the July 1919 issue of The
Liberator under Eastman’s editorship. Over sixty years later, the poem was
found among the writings which inspired the black inmates whotook over
the Attica State Prison in upstate New York. Time magazine described one
of the seven pieces that McKay wrote for the July 1919 Liberator as “a
poem by an unknown prisoner, crude but touching in its would-be heroic
style, entitled ‘If We Must Die.’”34

Like McKay and Van Vechten, Eastman married a childhood sweetheart
and brought her to New York City. There talk of the sort that he described
at the editorial meetings of The Masses combined with what is usually
termed

concupiscence, destroyed his marriage. With the October Revolution in
Russia, Eastman and McKay saw a world revolution that seemed intent on
implementing their own beliefs in sexual liberation. Neither could resist
the temptation to travel there and experience the revolution first hand, just
as Mary Wollstonecraft and the English radicals had done 130 years
earlier when they visited Paris.

“I tried,” Eastman wrote of the time before his rebirth as the sexual
revolutionary,

through

tank.

making a declaration of temperamental independence, asserting my right to
be the volatile and inconstant poet that I am. It was the beginning of a war
that the scattered, ragged, and ill-armed guerrilla forces-of-character in the
command of such a poet could never possibly win. With her traditional
morality and my ancestral load of virtue to back her, Ida plowed my fitful
volition’s and frail theoretical defenses like a battle

In the Soviet Union, “the new land of freedom,” however, the moral tables
were turned. Now the burden of proof was on the woman who wanted to
reassert traditional values like monogamy and fidelity and care of



offspring. Sexual morality had been relativized as belonging to one class
and thereby discredited as part of the communist program to abolish all
class distinctions. Eastman noticed the connection immediately. And
beyond that, he noticed the drive to universalization implicit in it as well.
If abolishing “restrictions upon freedom of choice in sex relations” in one
country could have this salutary effect upon his troubled conscience, just
think what a paradise would ensue if that revolution could spread
throughout the entire world! That would mean a world in which no wife
could inflict guilt on an errant husband. This promise of moral legitimacy
was enough to convert the cause of Bolshevism into a holy crusade for
sexually troubled pilgrims throughout the West, where the memory of
unhappy love was still fresh. All the workers of the world had to lose were
their bathing suits. “At home,” Eastman continued, “I had been a little
squeamish about this kind of liberation when indulged in by radical friends
on sequestered beaches,” but Eastman soon grew accustomed to “this
Garden-of-Eden-like freedom” in the Soviet Union because it had the
sanction of the regime which aspired to bring liberation of this sort to
the entire world.36 The paradise of sexual liberation was only plausible
insof ar as it aspired to universality. It could only calm the troubled
conscience in an effective manner when it was legitimized by the regime in
power. In this regard, what better conscience machine could there be than
one which confidently banned God and His law from public life and then
went on in the name of high moral purpose to make this vision normative
for the entire world? An entire world without bathing suits, without
nagging wives and despondent lovers, a world without guilt! No wonder,
then, that Eastman and

the constituency of sexual revolutionaries he represented underwent mass
conversions to the cause of bolshevism. It was their best hope.

By traveling to “the new land of freedom,” Eastman even got the type of
wife he wanted in America but could never find. He eventually moved
in with Eliena Krylenko in her Moscow apartment and began a
relationship which “came as near to anything in the Soviet Bohemia of
those days to being a marriage.”37 When Max told her about Nina and the
sky-covered embraces outside Yalta, Eliena was sad for a bit but eventually
got over it, giving Eastman permission to have as many affairs as he chose



to. According to Eastman’s account, Eliena was so devastated by her
father’s suicide that she made “a childish vow .. . that when she grew up
she would marry a man like her father and let him love all the other women
he wanted to.”'38 Eastman was hardly going to argue with her on this score.
It was, as far as he was concerned, a dream come true. And if he could
ascribe it to some quasi-Freudian kink in Eliena’s relationship with her
father, so much the better. Then his infidelities could be construed as
therapeutic for both of them. Eastman indicates the importance of the
regime in legitimatizing sexual liberation: “The destabilizing of the social
order that communism had brought about had destabilized everyone’s
sexual conscience as well, fora while at least.”39 Before long, the world
would learn that the converse of that statement was true as well.



Part II, Chapter 15 Moscow, 1922

Claude McKay noticed the same loose morals that Eastman had when he
arrived in Moscow. McKay left the United States in mid-September 1922
as a stoker on a merchant steamer bound for England. After a short stay in
England, where he tried to make contact with his radical friends of the year
before as a way of getting credentials for the Fourth Congress of the
Third International, he moved on to Berlin. While waiting to get
credentials, he visited cabarets which “seemed to express the ultimate in
erotomania,” where “youngsters of both sexes ... were methodically
exploiting the nudist colony indoors.”1 McKay arrived in Moscow in late
October, one week before the beginning of the Fourth Congress on
November 5, 1922, and he was caught up in the festive atmosphere of the
times. Max Eastman would later attribute the feeling among the population
to the revival of prosperity, which came about when private enterprise was
given a new lease on life under Lenin’s New Economic Policy. The fact
that McKay was black only increased his popularity among the communist
politicians, who favored him over the light-skinned delegate from the
official communist delegation from the United States and among the
population in general. “Never in my life,” McKay wrote in his
autobiography,

did I feel prouder of being an African, a black, and no mistake about it.
Unforgettable that first occasion upon which I was physically uplifted.
I had not yet seen it done to anybody, nor did I know that it was a
Russian custom. The Moscow streets were filled with eager crowds before
the congress started. As I tried to get through along the Tverskaya I was
suddenly surrounded by a crowd, tossed into the air, and caught a number
of times and carried a block on their friendly shoulders. The civilians
started it. The soldiers imitated them. And the sailors followed the soldiers,
tossing me higher than ever.

From Moscow to Petrograd and from Petrograd to Moscow I went
triumphantly from surprise to surprise, extravagantly feted on every side. I
was carried along on a crest of sweet excitement. I was like a black ikon
in the flesh. The famine had ended, the Nep was flourishing, the people
were simply happy. I was the first Negro to arrive in Russia since the



revolution, and perhaps I was generally regarded as an omen of good luck!
Yes, that was exactly what it was. I was like a black ikon.z

McKay was also noticing that his fortunes as a writer rose as well. He
received fees well above those paid to Soviet writers for articles, stories,
and

poems which appeared in Izvestia. Beyond that, he was kept in a constant
state of activity, making public appearances, visiting soviet military
facilities, and giving speeches. “The photograph of my black face,” he
recounted in his autobiography.

was everywhere among the most highest [.sic] Soviet rulers, in the
principal streets, adorning the walls of the city. I was whisked out of my
unpleasant abode and installed in one of the most comfortable and best-
heated hotels in Moscow. I was informed: “You may have wine
and anything extra you require, and at no cost to you." But what could I
want for, when I needed a thousand extra mouths and bellies for the
importunate invitations to feast? Wherever I wanted to go, there was a car
at my disposal. Whatever I wanted to do I did. And anything I felt like
saying I said. For the first time in my life, I knew what it was to be a highly
privileged personage. And in the Fatherland of Communism! Didn’t I
enjoy itP

Although it did not go by that name at that time, McKay was the
beneficiary of the Soviet version of affirmative action. Then as now there
were strings attached. He would be promoted beyond other writers in
exchange for his support of the Soviet regime. In exchange for the royal
treatment he got in Moscow, McKay was expected to criticize the United
States in an attempt to entice the Negro to the cause of communism.
McKay, at the beginning at least, was only to happy to oblige. Negroes in
America was McKay’s way of holding up his end of the bargain. “Our
age,” he wrote in that work, “is the age of Negro art. The slogan of the
aesthetic art world is ‘Return to the Primitive.’ The Futurists and
Impressionists are agreed in turning everythin| upside down in an attempt
to achieve the wisdom of the primitive Negro.” The Bolsheviks shared the
same interest, as their promotion of McKay showed; however, before long
McKay began to wonder, as beneficiaries of affirmative action often do,



whether he was indeed worthy of the attention the communists lavished on
him.

He was noticing that sexual liberation had its downside too. “In 1922,. he
wrote, “I left America in perfect health and more completely whole than
the day on which I was bom.”5 The term “whole” has a curious ring to it. It
is dif-ficult to discern whether this is simply one of McKay’s
Jamaicanisms or whether he is hinting at some other metaphysical quality,
like integrity, when he discusses it. Whatever the reason for his choice of
words, McKay goes on to give an account of his failing health as a result of
going to Russia. In the spring of 1923, he experienced “a deadness in his
left side” and “once my face gradually became puffed up like an enormous
chocolate souffle.”6 After having a tooth extracted in Petrograd, he
characterized his condition as “quite ill.” By the time McKay anived in
Germany during the summer of 1923, he was suffering from intermittent
fevers and headaches, a condition which plagued him for three months. His
condition, however, did not prevent him from visiting the same cabarets he
had visited a year before, this time in the company of Charles Ashleigh, a
Communist and homosexual he had met in England. In October 1923, he
left Berlin for Paris, where he “consulted a French specialist, who advised
me to enter a hospital immediately.”7 McKay never tells us the diagnosis
of the French specialist, only that after he was better he was told: “You are
young, with a very wonderful constitution, and you will, recover all right if
you will live quietly and carefully away from the temptations of the big
cities.”8

McKay had contracted syphilis. Although he never mentions it in his
autobiography, he did mention it in letters to both Alain Locke, editor of
The New Negro, and Max Eastman. McKay’s biographer expresses some
puzzlement at McKay’s departure from Moscow at the height of his fame
there:

He had political success within his grasp in Moscow, but it seemed
incompatible and somehow insignificant when compared with the purely
literary success he sought. His poems seemed to him insufficiently
important for the fame they had brought him. He felt the need to push on
with his literary career, to prove himself.9



McKay never explains why he left Russia, but it is clear from his letters
that he left Berlin for Paris to get medical treatment. It is also reasonable
to assume that he left Russia for the same reason. Medical treatment for
venereal disease at the time consisted in extremely precise doses of toxic
metals like mercury and arsenic. If the dosage was not exact, either it did
nothing at all to check the spread of the disease, or it resulted in a case of
poisoning or death. The incubation period for syphilis is nine to ninety
days. Secondary symptoms, such as the fevers McKay experienced in
Berlin in the summer of 1923, can appear at any time from four to six
months after the initial contact. This means that McKay in all likelihood
contracted syphilis in the Soviet Union, while being feted as a “black ikon”
by the Communists. In all likelihood he sought treatment in Russia as well
but, given the state of medicine there five years after the revolution, was
given inexact dosages which brought on partial paralysis and swelling of
the face, symptoms consonant with arsenic and/or mercury poisoning. The
skill of the doctor was of paramount importance in such cases. We know
that McKay left Berlin for better treatment in Paris. In all likelihood he left
Moscow, with its much more primitive medical facilities, for the same
reason. McKay left a promising career as a black apologist for
communism, most probably to avoid dying from venereal disease or being
poisoned by the doctors who were treating him there.

McKay never mentions the disease in his autobiography, but he alludes to
it and the state of mind it produced in him by reprinting in that work
a poem he had written at the time, he tells us, “while I was convalescing in
the hospital.” It was entitled “The Desolate City.” and was, he continues.

“largely symbolic: a composite evocation of the clinic, my environment,
condition, and mood”:

My spirit is a pestilential city,

With misery triumphant everywhere.

Glutted with baffled hopes and human pity.

Strange agonies make quiet lodgment there:

Its sewers bursting ooze up from below

And spread their loathsome substance through its lanes,



And blocking all the motions of its veins:

Its life is sealed to love or hope or pity,

My spirit is a pestilential city.. . .

And all its many fountains no more spurt;

Within the damned-up [sic] tubes they tide and foam,

Around the drifted sludge and silted dirt,

And weep against the soft and liquid loam.

And so the city’s ways are washed no more.

All is neglected and decayed within,

Clean waters beat against its high-walled shore In furious force, but cannot
enter in:

The suffocated fountains cannot spurt.

They foam and rage against the silted dirt. . . .I0

The imagery of venereal disease is obvious throughout the poem, yet
McKay seems determined to deny the obvious in his autobiography.
Significant here is not so much the fact that he omits mentioning his
venereal disease, or admits it in an oblique way that bespeaks what we have
called elsewhere the Dimmesdale Syndrome." Significant is the fact that,
two pages earlier, McKay claimed that he was “entirely unobsessed by
sex.” Responding to the claim of Communist critics that Home to Harlem
was thinly veiled autobiography, McKay claimed that

I have never wanted to lie about life, like the preaching black prudes
wrapped up in the borrowed robes of hypocritical white respectability.
1 am entirely unobsessed by sex. I am not an imitator of Anglo-Saxon
prudery in writing. I haven’t arrived at that high degree of civilized
culture where I can make a success of producing writing carefully divorced
from reality. Yet I couldn’t indulge in such self-flattery as to claim Jake
in Home from Harlem as a portrait of myself. M.y damned white
education has robbed me of much of the primitive vitality, the pure
stamina, the simple unswaggering strength of the Jakes of the Negro



Race.1'

One has the impression that McKay doth protest too much. His poem is full
of remorse at the consequences of his sexual life as well as nostalgia for
a pre-sexual, pre-diseased childhood:

There was a time, when, happy with the birds.

The little children clapped their hands and laughed;

And midst the clouds the glad winds heard their words And blew down all
the merry ways to waft The music through the scented fields of flowers.

Oh sweet were children’s voices in those days,

Before the fall of pestilential showers.

McKay may or may not be “obsessed by sex” depending on how we define
that term; however, his mind is preoccupied by “suffocated fountains”
which “cannot spurt” and all the other imagery of venereal disease. His
assertion that he is “unobsessed by sex” is about as credible as his claim
that Home from Harlem is not autobiographical. Beyond that, there is the
gratuitous introduction of race into the question of his sex life. He refers
to “Anglo-Saxon prudery in writing” and “hypocritical white
respectability” and then goes on to complain that “my damned white
education has robbed me of much of the primitive vitality, the pure
stamina, the simple unswaggering strength of the Jakes of the Negro Race.”

The claim that the white race is somehow prudish when it comes to sexual
relations is difficult to understand in light of McKay’s own experiences.
Walter Jekyll, McKay’s first white mentor, in all probability
introduced McKay to homosexual activity, and if not to the activity itself
then surely to the rationalization of it. Jekyll was also one of McKay’s
most ardent supporters. It was through his financial support that McKay
could travel to the United States and eventually set himself up in Harlem.

McKay’s second important mentor, Max Eastman, was equally ardent in
his support of sexual liberation. McKay received most of his “damned
white education” at the hands of both of these men. His education led him
directly into the sexual excess whereby he contracted venereal disease.
Syphilis is, of course, precisely the thing which “robbed” McKay of the



“primitive vitality, the pure stamina, the simple unswaggering strength”
which he attributes to “the Negro Race.” McKay’s racial ideology, in other
words, is nothing more than a covert protest against the sexual morals of
his adopted father-figure mentors. McKay had followed the example of his
white mentors and suddenly realized that all it got him was a debilitating
venereal disease. His “damned white education” at the hands of Jekyll and
Eastman had “robbed” McKay “of the primitive vitality ... of the Negro
Race,” which in this particular instance is probably a reference to his
father’s beliefs and his own childhood

The phrase means either that or it is something which makes no sense, for
sexual liberation, as McKay learned in the cabarets of Berlin and in
the worker’s paradise of the Soviet Union, was hardly the monopoly of the
black race. In fact, race in this regard was only something which took on
importance in light of their desire for liberation. McKay, every bit as much
as Lenin and Carl Van Vechten, wanted to use race as a tool for
destabilizing morals. McKay hardly needed the concept of race to
destabilize his own morals, but it was a handy device for justifying his
deviations from conduct he had learned from his middle-class, black
Christian parents. If McKay could show that sexual behavior flowed from
race, then it was something over which he had no control, and as a result he
could not be held culpable for what he had done, beginning with the
abandoning of his wife in New York City. The more deeply McKay became
involved in sexual misbehavior, the more appealing the whole notion of
“racial” sexual values became to him because of the subtle exculpation
they wrought.

In describing the cultural situation in Paris in 1923, the setting for “The
Desolate City” and the place where he was recuperating from venereal
disease and its equally deleterious treatments, McKay brings up the
subject again. “Sex,” he claims, roughly ten pages after he has treated the
reader to a description of the “suffocated fountains” which “cannot spurt,”

was never much of a problem to me. I played at sex as a child in a healthy
harmless way. When I was seventeen or eighteen I became aware of
the ripe urge of potency and also the strange manifestations and
complications of sex. I grew up in the spacious peasant country, and
although there are problems and strangeness of sex also in the country,



they are not similar to those of the city. I never made a problem of sex. As
I grew up I was privileged to read a variety of books in my brother’s
library, and soon I became intellectually cognizant of sex problems. But
physically my problems were reduced to a minimum. And the more I
traveled and grew in age and experience, the less they became.14

McKay then goes on to divert the reader’s attention to race:

What, then, was my main psychological problem? It was the problem of
color. Color-consciousness was the fundamental of my restlessness. And it
was something with which my white fellow-expatriates could sympathize
but which they could not altogether understand. For they were not black
like me. Not being black and unable to see deep into the profundity of
blackness, some even thought that I might have preferred to be white like
them. They couldn’t imagine that I had no desire merely to exchange my
black problem for their white problem. For all their knowledge and
sophistication, they couldn’t understand the instinctive and animal
and purely physical pride of a black person resolute in being himself and
yet living a simple civilized life like themselves. Because their education
in their white world had trained them to see a person of color as either an
inferior or as an exotic.

Again McKay doth protest too much, using race as a cover for sexual guilt.
The fact is that his problems with sex did not diminish “the more I
traveled and grew in age and experience.” The plain fact, which he
withholds from the reader of his autobiography, is that the opposite took
place. He contracted syphilis as a result of his travels and experience, and
it oppressed him severely as shown in his poem, which he himself included
in his biography as a way of letting the reader read between the lines to the
heart of his own troubles. His explanation of “color-consciousness” as “the
fundamental of my restlessness” is equally unconvincing. No one can deny
that racism was a problem in the 1920s, and McKay experienced both
segregation in the South and the rise of Nazism in Germany first-hand.
However, even granting all that, McKay was hardly a victim of racism; in
fact the exact opposite was true. He was promoted by whites throughout his
career, often, as in the case of the Soviet Union, simply because he was
black. If anything, McKay was the beneficiary of preferential treatment
rather than the victim of discrimination. Warned not to go back to



Germany because of the Senegalese troops which had just been stationed in
the Ruhr, McKay found that he could enter pubs and cabarets with
impunity in Berlin. He detected not the least bit of anti-Negro sentiment in
Germany. The same is true of his treatment at the hand of the American
radicals, like Eastman, who helped McKay out financially and
professionally for his entire life.

Race and sex are inextricably linked in McKay’s thinking. At first glance,
he seems to be proposing nothing more than the Ku Klux Klan’s view of
race with the polarities reversed. “White” civilization is bad; the
sexually liberated “black” race is good. However, the situation is more
complex than that. Behind the bluster about race, McKay’s disillusionment
with sexual liberation emerges. McKay had followed the example of his
white mentors in sexual revolution, and all it had earned him was a bad
case of VD. McKay, however, seems determined not to face the problem,
which is, at root, his own choice of sexual irresponsibility. Instead, he
chooses to blame “white” civilization for his own derelictions. In this, he
was blazing a trail that many were to follow. The more sexual dysfunction
came to characterize the black ghetto, the more black leaders would
attempt to blame white racism as its cause. Afrocentricity arrived on the
cultural scene at the same time as f amily melt-down in the ghetto.
Negritude, like patriotism, was oftentimes the last refuge of a scoundrel.
And McKay was no exception to this rule. However, understanding the
particular dynamic of race and sex is crucial, and McKay’s philosophy was
in many ways its locus classicus.

In November 1923, McKay left the hospital in Paris as cured as one can be
by taking precise dosages of various poisons. In December, he was earning
a living by posing naked in Paris studios. McKay describes the situation in
his second novel. Banjo, through Ray, the same character who was his
autobiographical Doppelganger in Home to Harlem. The students, Ray
tells Banjo, the eponymous hero of the novel, “were all fierce modems.” As
a consequence, they were interested in Ray as a “black ikon” as much as
the Communists had been interested in McKay in Moscow. Among the
“fierce modems” of Paris, the Negro had come to represent “primitive
simplicity.” That this primitive simplicity had a distinctly sexual edge to it
became evident in what was to become the seminal modem painting,



Picasso’s Les

Demoiselles d Avignon, which had been painted almost twenty years
before McKay’s session with the art students but had only recently become
accessible to the public. Picasso had been inspired by African sculpture and
masks but, in a manner dear to white Europeans who were looking for a
way to ditch their moral heritage, had placed the masks on the bodies of
prostitutes. Les Demoiselles d'Avignon was named after the red light
district in Barcelona and not the French city that was home to the papacy;
it is only fitting that that quintessentially sexual movement should find its
inception in a whorehouse. Africa was appropriated to make the setting
more interesting and to give a veneer of cultural relativism to the
voyeurism implicit in the painting. Africa, Picasso seemed to be saying,
was the place close to nature, where extramarital sexuality occurred
naturally and without the guilt and hang-ups that accompanied its exercise
in Europe and America.

Since Ray was not unaware of the attraction of the primitive himself, he
found that he could enhance his money-earning potential in Paris as a
black ikon if he augmented his black body with the appropriate critical
theories. “Some of them,” Ray recounts in Banjo,

asked if I had seen the African Negro sculptures. I said yes and that I liked
them. I told them that what moved me most about the African
sculpture was the feeling of perfect self-mastery and quiet self-assurance
that they gave. They seemed interested in what 1 had to say and talked a lot
about primitive simplicity and color and “significant form” from Cezanne
to Picasso. Their naked savage was quickly getting into civilized things.

McKay’s success with the “fierce modems” was to a large extent not only a
function of his skin color but also a function of telling them what
they wanted to hear, which was that Africa was indeed the repository of
primitive virtues. That these virtues were almost exclusively sexual is clear
from Picasso’s appropriation of African imagery for his protomodem
rendition of a Spanish whorehouse. McKay makes clear that he was not
above trading on this aspect as well. “I got extra money for private
appointments,” Ray tells us, “which paid better than the school.”17 The
passage is surrounded by ellipses, leaving the reader to fill in his own



blanks and suspicions. In addition to hinting that he was paid for sexual
favors, McKay tells us flat out that he was paid for intellectual favors of
the same dubious sort. He was paid to represent the modems’ notion of
primitive uninhibited sexuality, not only in draf ty Parisian studios, but in
Moscow by the Communists and in New York by the publishing industry,
which brought out Home to Harlem as a black sequel to Nigger Heaven.
The New York Times called Home to Harlem “the real stuff, the lowdown
on Harlem, the dope from the inside.” Louis Sherwin of the New York Sun
saw in the novel’s publication an expression of “the ^ig-chas-ing passion
that has obsessed the literati of this village for years.”1

Modernity, it turns out, was nothing more than intellectual jig-chasing. In
order to be truly black, McKay had to adopt the ideology of sexual
primitivism that the fierce modems in Paris were seeking. Picasso, it turns
out, was a Spanish jig-chaser who introduced the genre to France and in the
process started the movement that was known as modem art. And McKay
was a jig who wasn’t averse to being chased - and caught, for that matter,
as the fierce modem epigone who were imitating Picasso in the ’20s found
out. McKay was being paid to represent sexual liberation. Being its “black
ikon,” however, which meant in effect being a sort of male prostitute for
the white modems, aroused mixed feelings in McKay, feelings which are
best traced in all their ambivalence in his novel Banjo, set in the vieux port
of Marseilles.

Like Home to Harlem, Ban jo is populated by various Negro characters
who represent the split in McKay’s personality between the black
intellectual poet and the lower-class Negro, who lives simply according to
his passions. Ray, the same character who represented McKay’s
intellectual side in Home to Harlem, debates with Lincoln Agrippa Daily,
otherwise known as Banjo, the novel’s paradigmatic black free spirit. In
addition, Jake, an earlier manifestation of the Banjo type from Home to
Harlem, shows up at the end of the novel too. Both Ray and Jake have
abandoned their respective wives and children for a vagabond lif e. “Ray
had undergone a decided change since he had left America. He enjoyed his
role of a wandering black without patriotic or family ties.”19 They had
become the sort of men that then Undersecretary Moynihan would talk
about forty years later.



Jake told Ray of picking up Felice again and their leaving Harlem for
Chicago. After two years there, they had had a baby boy. And then they
decided to get married. Two years of married life passed, and he could no
longer stick to Chicago, so he returned to Harlem. But he soon found that it
was not just a change of place that was worrying him. “I soon finds out,” he
said, “that it was no joymaking business for a fellah like you same old
Jake, chappie, to go to work reg’lar every day and come home ehvrah night
to the same ole pillow.”20 The problem was basic sexual wanderlust. “It
was,” Jake tells Ray, “too much home stuff.”21 Jake eventually reconciled
with his wife, although, if that is the case, it is not clear what he is doing in
Marseilles. Bui Ray can identify because, it turns out, he was having the
same sort of feelings. “You’re a thousand times a better man than me, Jake.
Finding a way to carry on with a family and knuckling down to it. I just ran
away from the thing.” At this point Ray admits that he has abandoned his
wife and child and changes the subject by suggesting that they both have
another drink.

Ray is McKay’s mouthpiece for sorting out his complicated feelings on sex
and race. When it comes to sexual liberation, Ray is a divided man. On the
one hand he likes the loose living he finds among the lower-class
blacks. On the other hand, he is not free from the qualms of conscience that
arise from that sort of life. He is clearly ill at ease when he has to admit to
Jake that he abandoned his wife and child. Ray solves the sexual problem,
much as McKay did in his autobiography, by projecting it onto a racial
arena. “Ray,” we are told, “ . . . hated civilization.”22 The thing that bothers
Ray the most about civilization is, of course, “the used-up hussy of white
morality.”

I don’t think I loathe anything more than the morality of the Christians. It
is false, treacherous, hypocritical. I know that, for I myself have been
a victim of it in your white world, and the conclusion I draw from it is
that the world needs to get rid of false moralities and cultivate decent man-
ners.

In place of “white morality” McKay proposes “the richness of fundamental
racial values” of the sort he claims to find in black Africa:

He did not feel that confidence about Aframericans, who long deracinated,



were still rootless among phantoms and pale shadows and enfeebled by
self-effacement before condescending patronage, social
negativism, miscegenation. At college in America and among the Negro
intelligentsia he had never experienced any of the simple, natural warmth
of a people believing in themselves, such as he had felt among the rugged
poor and socially backward blacks of his island home. The colored
intelligentsia lived its life “to have the white neighbors think well of us,”
so that it could move more into nice "white” streets/

It is not difficult to sympathize with McKay’s dissatisfaction with the
deracinated condition of the Negro in the urban ghettos of the
industrial Northeast in the United States. However, the alternative he is
proposing is never as clear as his condemnation of what he is rejecting.
Just what exactly are “fundamental racial values”? Around the same time
McKay was writing, Hitler was trying to derive a morality from race as
well. His failure was more spectacular but no less predictable than
McKay’s, who seems to be saying that a person’s behavior is deducible
from his race. The credulity of the reader is strained even more when it
becomes apparent that McKay has had no more first-hand contact with
black Af rica than Pablo Picasso or Carl Van Vechten had. In each instance,
we are dealing with projection of the most patent sort.

In McKay’s ideology, race provides an inadequate foundation f ormoral-
lty. However, the desire that sets the system in motion is moral at its cause,
and, in this instance, since McKay shares the sexual vices of Van
Vechten and (with the exception of homosexuality) of Picasso and
Eastman, he is attracted to Africa for the same reason that they are. The
color of his skin in this regard is not nearly as important as the content of
his character. McKay turned Africa into a religion because he saw it as the
antithesis of Christian Europe. In this he was no different from any of the
white modems, who were interested in the same moral (or better, immoral)
ends. “Negroes are never so beautiful and magical as when they dance to
that gorgeous sublimation of the primitive African sex feeling.... this dance
is the key to the African rhythm of life,” says Ray, who is willing to
impugn the morals of an entire continent and race in order to justify his
own sexual behavior to himself.

Of course, McKay possessed at the time, as he would admit later, a less



than perfect notion of Christianity. This is understandable since he
gathered it from the outscourings of Marseilles’s red-light district. A
typical representative of the Christianity McKay finds unpalatable is the
black American Pentecostal, Sister Geter, who announces, “I belongs to the
Pentecostal Fire Baptized Believers and I ain’t studying no lang-idge but
the lang-idge of faith. I was fire baptized in the gift of tongues and when I
deliver this heah Gawd’s message . . . people heahs what I say and just
gotta understand no matter what lang-idge they speks.”

Sister Geter’s main concern is to preach against “fohnication,” and
although there is plenty of that to preach against, her anti-intellectual
approach turns Ray off. Langston Hughes described a similar experience in
his autobiography, The Big Sea. “My aunt told me that when you were
saved you saw a light, and something happened to you inside. And Jesus
came into your life! ... so I sat there calmly in the hot, crowded church,
waiting for Jesus to come to me."26 In criticizing Sister Geter, McKay
forgot to mention that he is only interested in a particular type of anti-
intellectualism, the type manifested by Banjo, his archetype of the “real”
Negro, “who in all matters acted instinctively.” Ray, on the other hand, is
trying to figure out how “he could bring intellect to the aid of instinct.”

Intellect to the aid of instinct is, of course, the classical notion of the
intellectual life turned upside down. It is also the classic description of
both ideology and rationalization. If we put all of these elements together,
we have some sense of the ideology that was modernity and the role that
the Negro played in symbolizing it. McKay’s fundamental racial values
turn out to be a pretext for something that is transracial, the modern's
desire to rationalize sexual misbehavior.

Throughout most of his career as a writer. McKay found himself caught in
a dynamic which he understood imperfectly, if at all. Claiming to be a
victim of white racism, he was in fact promoted by a series of white
mentor-father figures. Western society had become a combination of
greed, religious weirdness, and Darwinian ideologies, all of which McKay
construed as “white” and, therefore, Christian. His sexual rebellion had
made him hostile to Christian morality, but his guilt-induced attraction to
Africa left him with no workable code of action. Just what were
“fundamental racial values” anyway? McKay had no more idea what that



meant than Hitler, other than the rejection of Christianity that it meant for
both.

There is a way in which McKay’s behavior makes perfect sense though. As
a result of his choosing sexual liberation, primarily through abandoning his
wife and child, McKay threw his lot in with the white moderns who
were his intellectual foster fathers. However, the more he acted out this
modernity, the more alienated he became. Modernity was essentially
rationalized sexual misbehavior, a notion he learned from both Jekyll and
Eastman. The more he acted modernity out, the more alienated he became
and the more disappointed in the direction his white “fathers” were giving
him. Rather than break with them, he began to hold a grudge against the
white race, and white education as sapping his native vitality. And as the
case with his venereal disease has shown convincingly, there is a sense in
which this was perfectly true. In reference to what he had learned from
Jekyll and Eastman about the rationalization of sexual vice, it was
perfectly true to say that “my damned white education has robbed me of
much of the primitive vitality ... of the Negro race.” Venereal disease has a
way of doing just that.



Part II, Chapter 16 Moscow, 1922

In the fall of 1922, around the same time that Claude McKay was being
feted as a “black ikon” in the Soviet Union, Alexandra Kollontai, the first
women minister in the revolutionary government, where she took the post
of minister of social welfare in 1917, was getting ready to leave Russia
once again, this time to accept a diplomatic post in Oslo, as the Soviet
ambassadress to Norway. After almost twenty years of exile abroad under
the Czar, Kollontai was now going into diplomatic exile under the
Communists. Considering what happened to the other critics of Bolshevik
policy, her punishment was mild by comparison, but it was punishment
nonetheless. Kollontai had just fought a losing battle against Lenin and
Trotsky in favor of an increased political role for labor unions - a battle
which would earn her the epithet “syndicalist” in orthodox Marxist circles,
but the cause for which she had become famous, and for which she would
be vilified even more than for her syndicalism, was feminism and sexual
liberation. The name Alexandra Kollontai was to become synonymous with
the sexual liberation which drew people like Max Eastman and Claude
McKay to the Soviet Union during the early years of the revolution. And
now in the face of five years of unremitting hardship and chaos, including
7 million orphans, over 11 million dead, venereal disease in epidemic
proportions, and more prostitution than under the Czar, sexual liberation
was getting a bad name. The attitude of Kollontai’s successor as the head
of the Zhenodtel, Sofia Smidovich, gives one indication of the change in
the air. “Why among us, in the North,” she wondered, making perhaps an
oblique reference to Claude McKay’s fifteen minutes of fame during the
fall of 1922, “such African passions have developed is beyond my
knowledge.”1

Kollontai left for Oslo in late 1922, thinking it would allow her a chance to
do some writing, and at the beginning of her stay this was true.
Unfortunately, most of what flowed from her pen in 1922 and 1923 simply
sealed her fate as the advocate of an idea which had become associated
with another time and another class of people. Sexual revolution had
become not only pass ; it was looked upon with positive hostility by the
women it was supposed to liberate, those who now had an illegitimate child
to care f or or a disease to cure or a job in a factory which made housework



seem idyllic by comparison. In addition to that, the newly “liberated”
peasants were faced with the prospect of selling a cow or a horse or
something else essential to their livelihood in order to pay for a divorce.
Sofia Smidovich may or may not have learned about the downside of
sexual liberation in the expensive school of experience. At one point she
told a reporter that she loved her children but didn’t see them very much
because they were in a state-run nursery. But Smidovich, as head of
Zhenodtel, had the unenviable task of taking care of the casualties created
by the sexual revolution, and in 1922 that seemed like an insurmountable
task.

Kollontai used her first few months in Oslo as a way of coming to grips
with the sexual liberation with which her name had become associated in
the Soviet Union. Her assessment was not without ambivalence. While
there she wrote A Great Love, giving some expression to her
disillusionment at the fact that the revolution did not change the
exploitative nature of relations between the sexes. However, even granting
the pain which sexual liberation had caused in her own lif e, Kollontai still
spoke in its favor, urging her fellow revolutionaries not to return to the
morality of the past but to press on toward a revolutionary future. Given
the state of sexual affairs as they actually existed in the Soviet Union at
that time, the future held Kollontai’s only hope. As if to contradict the
lesson she had already learned by writing A Great Love, Kollontai wrote a
futuristic piece set in 1970 entitled Soon (In 48 Years) about children
raised in a commune. Like John B. Watson, who was writing the same
thing at around the same time, Kollontai assumed that the family would
have died out by the 1970s. Being a Marxist meant having an unswerving
faith in the future, no matter how disappointing the immediate aftermath of
the revolution had been in bringing about better relations between the
sexes, and so her pessimism about sexual matters was confined
to historical fiction.

At around the same time, Kollontai also published The Love of Three
Generations, a story which closely paralleled the relationship
between Alexandra’s generation and that of her liberal mother and that of
the even more radical daughter she never had. Olga, the Kollontai
character, is committed to “free love.” Olga’s mother is committed to



monogamous marriage, even if it is to two different men at two different
times during her life. Embodying the love of the third generation is Zhenia,
Olga’s daughter, who has an affair with Olga’s lover and justifies it in
Marxist terms as the logical extension of the abolition of private property
now applied to sex. She then gets pregnant and has an abortion, all
apparently without the slightest remorse. In Zhenia we see Kollontai
fantasizing the woman she always wanted to be but could never become.
The Zhenia fantasy was part of Kollontai’s Marxist reliance on some future
age when the state would wither away and along with it the family and all
guilt relating to matters sexual. Zhenia embodies the woman Kollontai’s
ideology told her she should have been. Kollontai, being both a behaviorist
and economic determinist, imagined a generation to come which had no
guilt-induced psychic pain because it had no conscience.

Zhenia would go on to become famous as the representative of “the glass
of water theory,” which Kollontai had not coined but which nonetheless
became associated with her name, the idea being that one could satisfy the
sex drive as simply as one quenched one’s thirst.

In her writings of 1922-23, Kollontai remained true to her vision of
“winged Eros,” which meant erotic love with any number of people but
without possessiveness. But by the time her articles reached print in 1923,
her Communist sisters were beginning to see that this justification for
promiscuity held little in store for them in terms of benefits. Women were
now routinely shaken down for sexual favors on the job; the number of
prostitutes had reached the same level it had under the Czar, and because of
the liberal divorce laws which Kollontai had drafted and then got passed
into law, women were abandoned with no prospect of supporting their
children. Disillusionment had become the main legacy of the sexual
revolution, and before long disillusionment turned to anger, and the anger
sought out Kollontai as its focal point, at least in part because she had
become so visible in print. With her elegant prose and equally elegant
clothing, Kollontai was seen as the representative of a bygone era and a
hated class, the independently wealthy bohemian intellectual, who could
escape the consequences of her promiscuity because of her wealth and
family connections. If that weren’t bad enough, Kollontai then went on to
preach that same gospel of promiscuity to women who could not escape its



consequences. Beyond that she sought to make her own bad experiences
normative by incorporating them into the new marriage law which
condoned the divorce which enabled their husbands to abandon them. If the
divorce law of 1917 meant liberation, it did so on terms that excluded the
interests of the very women it was supposed to liberate. Kollontai’s
arrogance now seemed inexcusable. And soon women started saying just
that.

On July 26, 1923, Polina Vinogradskaia, one of Kollontai’s former
colleagues at the Zhenodtel, published an attack on her that was the first of
many, claiming that “Comrade Kollontai . . . occupies herself now
with purely intellectual literary exercises about the ‘winged, wingless,
etc., Eros’”" when the average woman cared far more about feeding her
children than about reforming love. Kollontai was guilty of “George
Sandism,”3 which meant if anything that she was trying to impose the
fantasies and guilt she had acquired while leading the rootless life of the
revolutionary on people whose lives not only had completely different
needs, but which were also being damaged beyond repair by the sexual
adventurism Kollontai both preached and practiced.

During the summer of 1922 Kollontai’s relationship with Dybenko had
deteriorated beyond repair. At her suggestion, he had taken a younger
mistress, but Kollontai was still jealous. Earlier that year she had received
a letter from a young Communist asking her for the specifics of
Communist morality. Were there, he wanted to know, any hard and fast
rules when it came to sexual behavior? In her answer Kollontai responded
by saying that there was no Communist equivalent of the Ten
Commandments. Moral behavior was simply whatever the collective
determined to be moral behavior. “So long as a member of a collective he
loves (nation, class, party) depends on that collective, the commands of
that collective will be compulsory for him.”4 It was a touching piece of
advice, coming as it did from someone who was now at odds with her
“collective.” In spite of the fact that all of her writings of 1922 and 1923
were published in officially sanctioned Communist publications, the tide of
Communist opinion was turning against Kollontai because it was turning
against the sexual liberation which had become associated with her name.
The very fact that she had so many pieces published in 1922-23 meant the



end of her ability to get published thereafter and the end of her influence as
a political and sexual liberationist thinker.

Sofia Smidovich, Kollontai’s successor as the head of the Zhenodtel and
the lady who wanted to protect Russian women from African sexual
passion, has earned the reputation of a sexual demagogue among
Kollontai’s feminist biographers, but what they describe as her
“prejudices” seem more like the sexual version of common sense in light
of the devastation sexual liberation was wreaking on Russian women at the
time. In response to Lida, a nineteen-year-old Komsolmulka who had
written to her f or advice on sexual matters, Smidovich said that for a
woman love was “not transient passion, but an extended process of birth,
nursing, and childrearing.”5 Smidovich went on to say that the idea of
marriage without children wasn’t worth discussing because it was so rare.
Smidovich also rejected recourse to abortion in all instances save where
the life of the mother was threatened. In every other instance, abortion was
dismissed as the irresponsible rationalization of young men eager to be rid
of their responsibility toward the children they had fathered. “The more
Smidovich wrote,” complains an obviously unsympathetic Beatrice
Farnsworth, “the more it became apparent that she rejected the idea of
female sexual freedom.... She drew pathetic pictures of abortion waiting
rooms where pale, haggard girls yearned hopelessly for maternity.
If abortions were illegal, men would not feel justified in ‘forcing’ them on
their wives.”6

The culmination of the attack on Kollontai took place in 1925 when an
interview which Lenin had granted to Klara Zetkin in 1920 was
resurrected and republished. It was in this interview that Lenin both
articulated and condemned the “glass of water theory,” something which
by then had become clearly associated with Kollontai’s writings and life.

“You must be aware of the famous theory,” Lenin told Zetkin, “that in
communist society the satisfaction of sexual desires, of love, will be as
simple and unimportant as drinking a glass of water. This glass-of-water
theory has made our young people mad, quite mad. It has proved fatal to
many young boys and girls. Its adherents maintain that it is Marxist. But it
is completely un-Marxist. Of course, thirst must be satisfied. But will the
normal man in normal circumstances lie down in the gutter and drink out



of a puddle, or out of a glass with a rim greasy from many lips? But the
social aspect is most important of all. Drinking water is of course an
individual affair. But in love two lives are concerned, and a third, a new
life arises. It is that which gives it its social interest, which gives rise to a
duty towards the commu-mty.

Lenin concluded his attack on the “glass-of-water theory,” by saying that in
his opinion, “the present widespread hypertrophy in sexual matters does
not give joy and force to life, but takes it away. In the age of
revolution that is bad, very bad.”8

Lenin’s views on sex reflected his pragmatism on other political issues.
Just as he was willing to grant a certain measure of entrepreneurship
and ownership of private property in order to pull the country out of the
chaos caused by eight years of war and revolution, so he was also willing to
tolerate a certain amount of sexual common sense for the same reason.
Promiscuity was causing chaos, and chaos was threatening the very
existence of the revolution. Lenin was in his way the supreme opportunist;
his ideas were certainly not based on any traditional view of morals. When
pressed for his own views on sexual morality, Lenin told Zetkin: “So we
simply take advantage of the f ew short hours of release that are granted to
us - there is nothing binding, no responsibility ... Of course, there is always
the danger of contracting disease. But no man will lie to you about that - no
comrade, that is - if you look straight into his eyes and ask for the truth.”9

Apparently the comrades weren’t looking each other straight in the eye
when they asked intimate questions because venereal disease rates
soared during the early ’ 20s to epidemic proportions, and since there was
no cure at the time, that meant a large population of more or less
debilitated workers unable to work who continued to spread their disease.
Syphilis was becoming a major cultural preoccupation in Europe during the
1920s, one that would have an impact on political events. It loomed large,
to give just one example, as a threat totheGerman nation inHitler’sA/ein
Kampf, a book which appeared in Germany at the same time that the
reaction to sexual liberation was building in Russia.

In his interview with Zetkin, Lenin had returned from the grave to
condemn Kollontai, and now Kollontai lacked access to party organs to



give a response. As if the situation weren’t bad enough, events conspired to
bring Kollontai’s theories into disrepute as well. Kollontai was blamed for
a wave of brutal rapes that swept the country during 1925-26, which were
precisely the years when the debate over the sexual revolution were taking
place. In Leningrad a girl was raped by fifteen students, who then tried to
justify what they did by appealing to the withering away of family and
morals that communism was supposed to bring about. As a sign that the
Communists were appalled by the implementation of their own theories,
the defendants were given a show trial, accused of perpetrating “petty
bourgeois debauchery” and “sexual chaos,” and in the end five of them
were sentenced to death. Commenting on the trial in his autobiography,
Victor Serge blamed the rapes on “books like those of Alexandra
Kollontai,” which “propagated an oversimplified theory of free love.”10

Even sympathetic biographers have to concur. “Although she did not
openly condone it,” Clements writes, “her writings were nevertheless the
chief cause of young people’s promiscuity in Russia.”1

In response to articles which Kollontai had published in Komsomolskaya
Pravda and the legal journal Worker’s Court, Smidovich renewed her
attack on “half-baked notions of Comrade Kollontai”12 and tried to direct
them to a sexual morality that was less toxic than the morality of the “new
woman.” Since the Communists couldn’t really mount an attack on
Kollontai’s theories based on traditional morality, they chose to frame the
discussion in Marxist/materialist terms. Emelian Yarloslavksy claimed
that Kollontai’s promotion of sexual liberation encouraged the workers of
the Soviet Union to “fritter away precious nervous and sexual energy,”13

energy that might better be put to use building cement factories and
hydroelectric plants. Like Lenin, the Communists had to smuggle sexual
morality in by the back door, which they did during the marriage debate of
1926. This debate became Kollontai’s last-ditch attempt to defend the
sexual revolution and the last time she would be allowed to express herself
openly on sexual matters. When Kollontai returned to Moscow from Oslo
in late December 1925, her life’s work hung in the balance. The regime
was planning to revise the marriage law she had helped write in 1918.

The marriage debate of 1926 brought the conflict o f interest at the heart of
the revolution out into the open. The revolution was waged by



bohemian intellectuals who lived lives based on bohemian morals but who
justified what they were doing by saying it was in the interests of the
working class and peasants. When the revolution finally succeeded and
they were thrust into a position of power, the bohemian intellectual class
immediately imposed its moral system on peasants and workers whose
economic existence was threatened by the chaos which sexual liberation
wrought in their already fragile and beleaguered lives. Again, the
testimony of Kollontai’s feminist biographers is especially telling: “Since
1918,” Clements writes,

evidence had been growing that the law enacted with such fanfare during
the early days of the revolution had actually increased women’s
burdens. Community property had been abolished, allowing men to walk
out on their wives and take all the family’s assets with them. The lack of a
clear statement of the father’s financial responsibility for his children
meant that he could abandon them, and the wife could receive restitution
only though litigation. Women who had not registered their marriages with
the government - and there were many such women - were in even
greater difficulty, for they had no legal recourse. A marriage code that had
been designed to liberate was thus enabling some men to victimize
dependent women. By 1925 the government had decided that the law had to
be rewritten to reinstitute alimony.

As Clements indicates, the crucial issue was alimony. Alimony was the
fault line which exposed the glaring difference in class interests between
the bohemian revolutionaries on the one hand and the women and peasants
they purported to liberate on the other. To give the simplest instance of
abuse, men could avoid paying alimony simply by refusing to register their
marriages. This in turn created a welfare burden for the state which it
simply could not bear.

If the absence of alimony was unjust to women, forcing peasants to pay it
on the other hand, in the case of divorce, was unfair to peasants because
it threatened the existence of the entire family and the farm which
supported it. Because the peasants operated to a large extent outside the
money economy, forcing a peasant to come up with 100 rubles in cash
meant in effect destroying the farm and impoverishing the entire extended
family to pay the divorced wife a pittance that wouldn ’ t support her



anyway. Divorce may have liberated people like Kollontai, but it
threatened the very existence of the peasants in whose name she waged
revolution. This became clear in an exchange between a peasant delegate
and Public Prosecutor, N. V. Krylenko.

“I divorce my wife,” the peasant said. “We have three children. My wife
immediately appeals to the court and I am ordered to pay for the children.”

“As there is a common household,” the peasant continued referring to the
fact that the dvor, or family farm, housed the peasants extended and
not just immediate family, “the court decides that my entire household
must contribute. Why should my brother be punished?”’5

Krylenko objected that the brother would not be called upon to subsidize
his brother’s divorce. This forced the peasant to explain once more the
communal nature of the dvor, something a Communist should have
understood but evidently didn’t, and the devastating effect divorce had on
it.

“If we live together,” the peasant continued, “the whole family suffers. If I
am ordered to pay 100 rubles and the family owns two cows and one
horse, we shall have to destroy the whole household” to make the alimony
payment. According to Farnsworth, “To many delegates the law still
seemed fair neither to peasants nor to workers but only to Nepmen,
profiteers of the partial restoration of capitalism, who alone under the New
Economic Policy had the money for alimony.”16

Eventually the conflict between the proletariat, especially the Russian
peasants, who wanted property preserved from dissolution by threat of
divorce and alimony, and the sexual liberationist engineering of
Kollontai, who wanted to project her own needs onto the proletariat, was
resolved by the new marriage law of 1926 which gave both sides
something. Divorce was actually made easier by allowing it on petition
from one party instead of two, but peasant property was exempted from
alimony claims, thereby preserving the dvor from dissolution. The divorce
bill of 1926 was one of the last pieces of Soviet legislation which took the
interests of peasants into account. Soon Stalin would embark on the forced
collectivization of agriculture and his attack on the “Kulaks,” a term no
one could define with any precision but one which allowed the wholesale



driving of the peasants from their land. The marriage bill was no victory
for the sexual liberationists either. As Plato had said, tyranny always
follows democracy. Like Hitler in Germany, Stalin would use his
countrymen’s widespread revulsion at the sexual excess of the ’20s as a
way of imposing a draconian order of undreamt-of severity on the Russian
people, one which would last more than twice as long as Hitler’s. As with
Hitler in Germany, revulsion at the excesses of sexual liberation enabled
the imposition of that draconian order.

Kollontai had her say during the debate as well. She urged the party to
press on with sexual liberation and not to cling to the morality of the
past. She appealed once again to the future, claiming that current
difficulties were symptomatic of a transitional age. Society should press on
until a generation of Zhenias had come of age. Kollontai defended a system
that wasn’t working and urged more of the same. But by 1926 the nation
had learned the lesson of sexual morality in the expensive school of
experience, and no one was listening anymore. The second sexual
revolution was now over, and Kollontai retreated into her diplomatic work
defeated, never again to say anything publicly on sexual matters.

Kollontai remained defiant in her autobiography: “No matter what further
tasks I shall be carrying out, it is perfectly clear to me that the complete
liberation of the working woman and the creation of the foundation of a
new sexual morality will always remain the highest aim of my activity, and
of my life.”17 Well, almost defiant. After writing the above passage,
Kollontai ordered it deleted from the published version lest these
sentiments get her in trouble with Stalin.

Just as the Germans’ defeat in World War I was so unexpected that it
generated the myth, exploited by Hitler, that their otherwise invincible
military had been stabbed in the back, so the defeat of sexual liberation in
Russia engendered its own version of the Dolchstosslegende. The sexual
revolution had been betrayed by party bureaucrats who betrayed the sexual
revolution from within. Wilhelm Reich dedicated his book The Sexual
Revolution (Die Sexualitdt im Kulturkampf) to this thesis, and the sexual
revolutionaries of the 1960s, the time of the Reich revival, adopted his
explanation of the otherwise inexplicable, namely, why anyone would turn
against sexual “freedom” and tried sexual revolution once again, with



equally predictable results.

Writing in 1970, the year in which Kollontai had fantasized there would be
no more families, but only smiling communist children raised in
benevolent Communist nurseries, Germain Greer cites Reich and accuses
the Communist Party of betraying the real revolution, which is always
sexual:

The extreme opprobrium which already attached in 1926 to theories of
sexual and ethical revolution did not diminish as the years passed. Wilhelm
Reich was excluded from the German Communist Party in 1932, and the
Institute for Marxism/Leninism in Berlin has omitted all mention of the
Sexpol movement from its massive historical study of the
German workers’ movement. Some insight into the pressures behind this
obliteration may be got from Reich’s 77ie Sexual Revolution, which
implies what Kollontai would not let herself believe, that repression of the
movement towards a new sexual morality is the first symptom of betrayal
of the revolution.18

What the sexual revolutionaries could never admit to themselves is the role
their heroes - people like Magnus Hirschfeld in Germany and Alexandra
Kollontai in Russia - played in bringing both Hitler and Stalin to power on
the tide of revulsion which swept both countries in reaction to the social
chaos which sexual liberation had created. Sex liberated from the moral
order invariably led to social chaos and personal horror, and social chaos
was always the excuse which the tyrant needed to impose his own form of
draconian order in the place of the moral order which the populace refused
to impose on itself.

In 1936 Stalin recriminalized abortion; In 1937 Volfson attacked the
“coarse animal anti-Marxist views” of Kollontai and proposed in their
stead monogamous marriage.19 In 1937 Kollontai wrote to Body that “our
romantic epoch is completely finished.”20 One year later Dybenko was shot
by the NKVD. “Our relations are cold and distrust is everywhere,” she
continued. It was a world that was the opposite of one she proposed, but
Kollontai would never understand how much she had contributed in
bringing it about.



Part II, Chapter 17 Moscow, 1926

As if determined to prove Hitler right, in June 1926, Hirschfeld accepted an
invitation from the Soviet government and made the sexual version of
the Potemkin tour of Russia. Like George Bernard Shaw who toured the
Ukraine in the ’30s and determined that everyone was happy and well fed,
Hirschfeld returned with nothing but praise for the sexual freedoms which
the Russians, out of social necessity, were at that very moment in the
process of abolishing under Stalin. Now in addition to
Kulturbolschewismus, Hirschfeld was promoting Ehebolschewismus, or
marital bolshevism,, direct from the capital of the garden variety
Bolschewismus, which, as Hitler had announced, now had the conquest of
Germany as its next goal. Now, one year later, Hirschfeld traveled to
Russia as if trying to prove that Hitler was right when he said that “in
Russian Bolshevism we see the attempt in the twentieth century on the part
of the Jews to gain control of the world.”1 Oblivious to the wind he
was putting in Hitler’s sails, Hirschfeld returned to Germany singing the
praises now of “marital bolshevism” in the Soviet Union, oblivious as well
to the fact that the Russians were dismantling the sexual revolution which
he praised as the wave of the future:

We who have seen with our own eyes the consequences of the new
marriage law in Russia, find the word “Ehebolschewismus" an affront. We
in Germany are still ruled by the inequality of the sexes and material
conditions in allowing a marriage. I think it right that men and women in
Russian need no banns, but can just register their marriage. And either
the woman or the man is allowed to register divorce when the marriage is
at an end, either because the partners do not love each other any more,
or find the menage unsuitable. A so-called “concubinage” is not
punishable in Russia either. The Soviets have also nothing against marriage
on the basis of friendship [Kameradschaftsehe], but the partners have to
inform each other about venereal and mental diseases in either family.
False reports would be punishable, not with prison sentences, but work in a
factory, or a fine of 1000 rubles. This strictness in a
Kamdreaschaftsehe seems to me unbelievably out of place. The
prescription would be more suitable for a “real” marriage, where
apparently it is not demanded/



We have here, of course, the fulfillment of Shelley’s dream as articulated
in Queen Mab. That it should be advocated by a homosexual is not
surprising because what it amounted to was the homosexualization of
marriage.

Marriage would be reduced to the level of couplings at the Cozy Comer,
one of Isherwood and Auden’s favorite gay bars in Berlin.

Hirschfeld’s view of homosexuality in the Soviet Union was just as out of
touch with reality as his views on marriage. In 1930 he was still
claiming, in the pages of Sexology, that homosexuality was freely
expressed in the Soviet Union, when, in fact, it had been recriminalized
under Stalin in 1928. Hirschfeld was also fond of saying that homosexuals
were constitutionally incapable of cruelty and sympathetic to a fault, a
claim which earned him the scorn of fellow sexologist Albert Moll, who
cited the Haarmann case, a Weimar version of the homosexual mass
murders that have since become household words with names like John
Wayne Gacy and Jeffrey Dahmer attached to them. Slowly but surely,
Hirschfeld was slipping into the realm of caricature and, with him, the
whole idea of sexual science as well. It was fast gaining the reputation of
homosexual special pleading. Kinsey would learn that lesson that from
Hirschfeld, and, as a result, the homosexual bias of the Kinsey Institute
was rigorously camouflaged.

Christopher Isherwood, the English author of Goodbye to Berlin, which
eventually got made into the musical Cabaret, described Hirschfeld
as “notorious all over Western Europe as a leading expert of
homosexuality. Thousands of members of the Third Sex, as he called it,
looked up to him as their champion because, throughout his adult life, he
had been campaigning for revision of Paragraph 175 of the German
Criminal Code."4 Isherwood not only visited the Institute, he lived there for
a while as part of his pilgrimage to the holy land of sexual liberation, as
Berlin then was for sodomites in the know. Isherwood’s reaction to living
at the Institute is a complex mixture of prurience and disgust.
“Christopher,” Isherwood writes referring, to himself in the third person,

giggled because he was embarrassed. He was embarrassed because, at last,
he was being brought f ace to f ace with his tribe. Up to now, he had



behaved as though the tribe didn’t exist and homosexuality were a
private way of life discovered by himself and a few friends. He had
always known, of course, that this wasn’t true. But now he was forced to
admit kinship with these freakish fellow tribesmen and
theirdistastefulcustoms.

And he didn’t like it. His first reaction was to blame the Institute. He said
to himself: How can they take this stuff so seriouslyT

Such was the reaction of even homosexuals to “sexual science” of the sort
popularized by Hirschfeld in Berlin in the ' 20s. Hirschfeld’s institute,
as Isherwood and others would leant, was in reality simply a scientific
cover for a homosexual bordello. Isherwood makes the same point in his
memoir Christopher and His Kind:

Live exhibits were introduced, with such comments as: “Intergrade. Third
Division.” One of these was a young man who opened his shirt with
a modest smile to display two perfectly formed female breasts.
[French novelist and homosexual Andre] Gide looked on, making a
minimum of polite comment, judiciously fingering his chin. He was in full
costume as the Great French Novelist, complete with cape. No doubt he
thought Hirschfeld’s performance hopelessly crude and un-French.
Christopher’s Gallophobia flared up. Sneering, culture-conceited frog!
Suddenly he loved Hirschfeld - at whom he himself had been sneering, a
moment before - the silly solemn old professor with his doggy mustache,
thick peering spectacles, and clumsy German-Jewish boots. .. .
Nevertheless, they were all three of them on the same side, whether
Christopher liked it or not. And later he would learn to honor them both, as
heroic leaders of his tribe.6

Hans Blueher, another homosexual-rights activist at the time, discovered
that science was the cover f or desire in much the same way. B lueher
describes meeting Hirschfeld at the Institute, “sitting on a silk covered
fanteuil, legs under him like a turk.” Hirschfeld introduced Blueher to a
beautiful young man. “A Hermaphrodite,” said Hirschfeld. “Why don't you
come to me during my office hours tomorrow, you can see him naked
then.” During the same meeting, an older gentleman in his sixties recited a
poem to a six-teen-year-old youth full of yearning. This and the rest of the



“scientific” goings-on at the institute convinced Blueher “I was in the
middle of a brothel.”

Isherwood came to the same conclusion, although he was considerably less
appalled by the fact since homosexual contact was the reason he came
to Berlin in the first place. When he first passed through German customs,
the thought occurred to Isherwood that “This might even become an
immigration.” When the German passport official asked him the purpose
of his journey, he could have truthfully replied. “I’m looking for my
homeland and I’ve come to find out if this is it.”7 His new homeland in
potentia was so exciting precisely because of the possibilities it offered for
engaging in anonymous sex. Isherwood was specific in his memoir about
the need to have sex outside his class and found it even more exciting when
he was unable to speak the language of the person he had sex with.
“Christopher,” he writes, after returning to Germany with a greater facility
for the language, “found it very odd to be able to chatter away to him in
German - odd and a little saddening, because the collapse of their language
barrier had buried the magic image of the German Boy.”8

There is magic in the image of the boy because it seemed to possess what
Isherwood lacked, namely, a sort of masculine self-confidence. Sex, as a
result, fulfilled a very special need in Isherwood’s life, one that made it
pointless to seek sexual gratification with women because - and this is the
gist of homosexual activity - there is nothing of value he can “draw off’
from women. They are not “romantic.” Isherwood asked himself:

Do 1 now want to go to bed with more women and girls? Of course not, as
long as I can have boys. Why do I prefer boys? Because of their shape
and their voices and the smell and the way they move. And boys can be
romantic. I can put them into my myth and fall in love with them. Girls can
be absolutely beautiful but never romantic. In fact, their utter lack of
romance is what I find most likable about them. They’re so sensible.

Joseph Nicolosi, in his book Reparative Therapy oJ'Male Homosexuality,
sees homosexuality as essentially a “male deficit,” 0 which results from
family problems, specifically an estrangement between father and son at
a crucial stage of the son’s psychic development. As a result of this failure
to receive the father’s approval, the homosexual seeks that sense of



masculinity from sexual contact with men who seem to embody what the
homosexual feels he lacks. “After years of secrecy, isolation and
alienation,” Nicolosi writes, describing the psychic odyssey of one of his
patients but describing Isherwood’s odyssey from Victorian England to
decadent Berlin as well, “most young men find the gay world powerfully
alluring, with its romantic, sensual, outrageous, and embracing qualities.”1'
This psychological need for the father’s approval becomes, generally
through seduction by an older man, attached to sexual behavior which
quickly becomes compulsive and self -destructive. The homosexual,
according to Nicolosi, is attracted to “Mysterious men. . . those who
possess enigmatic masculine qualities that both perplex and allure the
client. Such men are overvalued and even idealized, for they are the
embodiment of qualities that the client wishes he had attained
for himself.”12

Women, on the other hand, represent neither beauty nor pleasure, as they
do to normal men, but a strange sense of heteronomous duty. Women
become a challenge to which the homosexual does not feel adequate, and,
with that, comes the sense that liking women and going out with them and
having sex with them or marrying them are duties imposed from without
by forces alien to the “real self.” Whenever Isherwood thinks of “girls,” he

would become suddenly, blindly furious. Damn Nearly Everybody. Girls
are what the state and the church and the law and the press and the
medical Professional endorse, and command me to desire. My mother
endorses them, too. She is silently, brutishly willing me to get married and
breed grandchildren for her. Her will is the will of Nearly Everybody, and
in their will is my death. My will is to live according to my nature, and to
find

a place where I can be what I am____But I’ll admit this - even if my nature

were like theirs, I should still have to fight them, in one way or another. If
boys didn’t exist, I should have to invent them.

Since sex for the homosexual is essentially an attempt to appropriate the
masculinity that he feels lacking in himself from someone who seems to
embody it, sex with girls has no purpose, since girls do not have what he
lacks. Once it gets construed in this way, sex becomes an essentially



vampiric act. It is either sucking the desired object to obtain its male
essence, or being sucked for the same purpose. Isherwood makes this
vampiric character clear, but in a slightly veiled manner, when he talks
about Bubi, the first object of his homosexual attentions in Berlin:
“Christopher wanted to keep Bubi all to himself, forever, to possess him
utterly, and he knew that this was impossible and absurd. If he had been a
savage, he might have solved the problem by eating Bubi - for magical, not
gastronomic, reasons.”14

Again, Isherwood refers to magic, this time to a magic form of cannibalism
that will allow him “to keep Bubi all to himself forever, to possess him
utterly,” in other words, to appropriate forever from Bubi what
Isherwood himself lacks. Cannibalism, as the case of Jeffrey Dahmer
showed, is nothing more that an extreme form of homosexuality. Both
actions involved a “magical” ingestion of the desired characteristics of the
other. In this regard, cannibalism is but one term in a series of psychic
linkages that radiate out from the vampire, the prime representative of
Weimar Republic culture. With the breakdown of the family, the son does
not get the needed affirmation of his own masculinity from the father. As a
result, sex becomes an attempt to alleviate this male deficit. It becomes an
exercise in feeding on another person, which gets fantasized sometimes as
cannibalism but, more often than not, as a sucking off of the liquid essence
from the desired object in the actual act of fellatio or in the symbolic act of
vampirism. (Hirschfeld, by the way, in his magnum opus listing all the
sexual variants, lists vampirism as one and cites the specific case of a man
who could not reach orgasm without first ingesting the blood of his spouse.
The Marquis de Sade lists a similar instance in Justine.)

In either case, the point of the act is to assuage the hunger-like feeling that
is the physical manifestation of the deficit nature of homosexuality,
but also of lust. As one of Nicolosi’s clients explains about his sexual
involvement with a male he admired: “That power and control - I’ve
always wanted to draw off of that, to be so together.”15

Like a vampire, the homosexual “draws off’ that power by sucking, by
draining the desired object of its lifeforce and absorbing it into himself
in some ritualistic “magical” banquet. Of course, this magic never works;
in fact, it only exacerbates the loneliness and inadequacy which drove the



homosexual to this form of sexual activity in the first place, and so, what
arises in place of the “magic” is a compulsive, addiction-like, vicious
circle, in which the homosexual tries to compensate for a sense of
masculine inadequacy by engaging in homosexual activity, which, once its
over, only makes the sense of inadequacy seem even worse.

“Immediately after every homosexual experience,” one of Nicolosi’s
clients explains, “it feels like something is missing. The closeness I
wanted with another man just didn’t happen. I’m left with the feeling that
sex is just not what I wanted.”16

And once again, the vampire provides the best explanation of the cyclic
nature of this pseudo-sexual activity. There is the depletion of death,
the craving, the hunger for what the homosexual lacks, which is
temporarily alleviated by the sucking of fresh blood, but the transformation
is eternally temporary, forcing the vampire, or, in this case, the
homosexual, to engage in a never-ending search for new partners/victims
so that he can draw off from them a momentary escape from his feeling of
isolation and inadequacy. “Considering the habit-forming nature of sexual
behavior,” Nicolosi writes, “the more homosexually active the client is, the
more difficult the course of treatment.” 7

Hitler, who most certainly saw Murnau’s Nosferatu conflated the Jew and
the Vampire and the cultural revolutionary and the homosexual into
one figure, symbolized best by Magnus Hirschfeld, as the essence of what
was ailing Germany at the time. Hirschfeld fought back in his way by
releasing confidential information on homosexual Nazis to the SPD
newspapers at the time. But the dynamic of this relationship was more than
Hirschfeld could handle with leaks from the files that the courts sent to his
institute for treatment. By his ceaseless campaigning for the abolition of
paragraph 175, Hirschfeld did more than Hitler could have done alone in
assuring his rise to power.

Vienna, 1927

On January 30, 1927, Wilhelm Reich, a promising young psychoanalyst of
the Freudian school, had a nervous breakdown and had to be taken to the
sanitarium at Davos made famous by Thomas Mann’s novel Magic



Mountain. While Reich was at Davos, a group of World War I veterans,
who were members of the predominantly Catholic Heimwehr, an Austrian
militia group, fired on a group of Social Democrats, killing a man and a
child. On July 14, the defendants were acquitted, and one day later, the
workers in “Red” Vienna organized a strike. After the collapse of the dual
monarchy, Austria had been polarized into two, oftentimes armed, camps,
fighting for control of the culture. The countryside was controlled by
Catholic groups like the Heimwehr; the city of Vienna by Reds of various
shades ranging from the Social Democrats to the Communists. When the
protesting Reds set fire to the courthouse where the acquittal had just been
handed down and then prevented the firemen from extinguishing the blaze,
violent confrontation became inevitable, and it began just as Reich arrived
on the scene with his wif e. As Reich approached the courthouse, a police
officer gave the order to open fire on the crowd. Three hours later, 89
people were dead and 1,000 had been wounded. It was the worst civil
violence to hit Austria since the revolution of 1848, and on the day after
the shooting, Reich joined a medical group affiliated with the Communist
Party.

Bom March 24, 1897, in Galicia in what was then the easternmost end of
the Austro-Hungarian empire, Wilhelm Reich was raised by his
nonobservant Jewish father to identify with the Empire on a country estate
where his father’s word was law. He was not allowed to play with peasant
children, nor was he allowed to play with Yiddish-speaking Jewish
children. As part of his education to the elite land-owning class (Reich’s
father managed an estate owned by one of their relatives), Reich had a
personal tutor for his early years who conducted experiments in biology
and animal reproduction.

Reich’s own experimentation in the realm of biology and reproduction took
on a personal dimension when at the age of eleven and a half he had sexual
intercourse with one of the household maids. Shortly thereafter, he
discovered that his tutor’s interests were more than theoretical as well,
when he discovered that he was having an affair with Reich’s mother.
Reich, who discussed the incident in an early psychiatric article in which
he disguises himself as one of his patients, seems to have been tom at this
point between an



impulse to use his secret knowledge as a way of blackmailing his mother
into having intercourse with him or informing his father about his mother’s
behavior. Eventually, the latter impulse won out and after the predictable
calamity which followed the exposure, Reich’s mother committed suicide.
It was a death for which Reich bore much guilt, but as was his custom
throughout his lif e, Reich took the guilt and projected it onto institutions,
in this case sexual morality, for which he blamed whatever evil followed as
the consequence of his actions.

Shortly after his mother’s death, Reich was packed off to a Gymnasium in
Czernowitz, the capital of Bukovina, where the sexual habits he learned
at the hands of the chambermaid were transposed to sexual intercourse
with prostitutes, which he frequented in the town’s whorehouses, where, he
noted later, he saw many of his Gymnasium teachers as well. Then in 1915
the world Reich knew as a child collapsed forever when Russian troops
overran the family estate where he grew up. He joined the Austrian army,
fought on the losing side of that war, and in 1918 found himself demobbed
and living in Vienna, the capital of the now-truncated empire, and studying
medicine. There, in medical school, not surprisingly given his sexual
history and his troubled relationship with his mother, Reich ended up
falling under the spell of another dispossessed Jew from the eastern fringe
of the Empire with an equally irregular relationship with his mother by the
name of Sigmund Freud. On March 1, 1919, Reich wrote in his diary:
“Perhaps my own morality objects to it. However, from my own experience
and from observation of myself and others, I have become convinced that
sexuality is the center around which revolves the whole of social life as
well as the inner life of the individual.”1

Reich quickly immersed himself in the heady atmosphere of post-W.W. I
Vienna. He joined Schoenberg’s musical society at just about the time
that Schoenberg was claiming authorship of the twelve-tone system.
Walter Gropius was in Vienna, about to leave for Weimar, where he would
take over the Bauhaus school of design, and come up with the definitive
modem building. And then there was psychiatry. Reich became a rising star
in the new psychoanalytic movement, and perhaps having inherited his
father’s ability to relate to people from the commanding heights, soon
began seeing patients on a regular basis. One of his patients was a wealthy



Jewish girl by the name of Annie Pink, with whom he began having sexual
relations while she was his patient. When Pink’s parents discovered the
relationship, Reich married Pink but never seems to have given any
indication that his exploitation of his position as therapist was in any way
unethical.

Instead of settling Reich down, marriage made him more unhappy. Reich
spoke frankly later in life of how multiple sexual partners before marriage
increased the likelihood of adultery after marriage, but he seemed
incapable of drawing conclusions about his own moral behavior from that

otherwise astute observation. Reich instead began to talk about the “sexual
dulling” which occurred whenever a man (or a man like Reich) found
himself confined within a monogamous relationship. Reich, true to a
pattern which would follow him through his life in increasingly bizarre
ways, exonerated his own behavior by discovering hitherto unknown
principles of human nature, which indicated that everything that had been
known up until that time as sexual morality was in fact a vast conspiracy
whose intent was the psychic crippling of otherwise healthy individuals.
Reich once told Richard Sterba that he experienced sharp feelings of
physical discomfort when deprived of sexual intercourse for any length of
time.

Even his otherwise totally sympathetic biographer Myron Sharaf is forced
to admit that Reich’s theories were at heart j ustifications of his behavior.
According to Sharaf, Reich was bitterly critical of the institution of
“lifelong, compulsive monogamy,” partly on the grounds that a partner
chosen in one’s twenties may be incompatible with one’s psychic
development at thirty. “It is clear,” Sharaf concludes, “that when he
formulated this criticism, he had his own experiences much in mind.”

Not surprisingly, Reich began to have affairs with other women, including
another patient who died as the result of an abortion he procured for her.
As Reich’s sexual transgressions increased, so also did his desire to
project the guilt which flowed therefrom. This manifested itself in a
number of ways. He would fly into fits of jealous rage, accusing his wife of
the behavior he himself had engaged in. His behavior became so noticeable
that even the sympathetic Sharaf, who even has positive things to say about



Reich's later experiments with orgone boxes, claims that “a psychotic
process dated from that time.”3 Reich was a man who was constitutionally
incapable of ever admitting that he had done something wrong, and so as
his transgressions with their burden of guilt increased, so too did his mania
for rationalization. The case of his invalid grandmother is instructive in
this regard. When his sister-in-law Ottilie asked Reich for some financial
assistance for his aged grandmother, fearing that if it were not
forthcoming, she might end up in the poorhouse, Reich flew into a rage and
denounced his grandmother as a “meddlesome parasite.”4 The normally
sympathetic Sharaf gives the following interpretation of Reich’s outburst,
by saying that Reich

insisted on making a principle out of what others considered a “failing.”

To have an affair was one thing; to make a principle of it another. Not to
help out a relative was one thing; to assert that it would be wrong to help
a “parasite,” that one's money was better spent elsewhere, was different.

Then there was Reich’s anger toward the target of his disapproval. Not only
did the grandmother not deserve his support; she merited the “poor-
house.”5

The more guilt Reich f elt, the more he insisted on some theoretical
justification for the behavior which caused the guilt. As a result, his
devotion to the role of orgasm in psychic health took on proportions that
quickly became an embarrassment to the psychiatric profession, leading to
the alienation of Paul Fedem, his one-time mentor, and eventually to his
expulsion from the psychoanalytic profession in the mid-’30s.

It also led to an ever-deepening involvement in politics. The logic is
simple enough. The more resistance Reich encountered to his selfish
behavior and the theories he generated to rationalize it, the more global he
saw the problem. The cause of his dis-ease was not simply blockage in his
own psyche; it arose from a culture where blockage was pandemic. Psychic
blockage based on the mystical inhibition of healthy orgasm was, in fact,
the universal condition of mankind, and as such it could only be combated
effectively on a political level and not, as psychoanalysis was attempting,
on a personal level. Faced with the choice of conforming his desires to the
truths of the moral order, or restructuring the world to suit his illicit



desires, Reich unhesitatingly chose the latter course with a consistency that
led to megalomania and psychosis as unerringly as night followed day.
Reich’s life ended in a federal prison in Lewisburg, Pennsylvania, in 1957.
It could just as easily have ended in a mental hospital. In fact during the
winter of 1927, five years into a marriage made unhappy by compulsive
infidelity, Reich landed in Davos, ostensibly to be cured of tuberculosis,
but showing at the same time signs of mental breakdown, ostensibly as the
result of his conflict with Freud over the role of orgasm in psychic health.
Perhaps it was his position as the coddled child, the scion of the landed
gentry who could take chambermaids ad libidum that led him to feel that
the world would capitulate to his disordered desires just as willingly.
Whatever the reason, Reich soon concluded that sexual problems (his own
and those of other people) required a political solution.

Sensing this early on, Reich became a member of the Social Democratic
Party’s youth movement almost as soon as he arrived in Vienna, where
he became known for the radicality of his views and his vociferous
arguments with more moderate colleagues. Reich would eventually get
expelled from the Communist Party too, for pretty much the same reason
he got expelled from the psychoanalytic association, but along the way he
invented something which he called the “sex-pol” movement, which the
feminists later expanded to the more familiar term, sexual politics. By the
late ’20s, Reich was dissatisfied on two fronts. On the personal,
psychoanalytic front, he was becoming increasingly impatient with the
long, tiresome, and often fruitless regimen of psychoanalysis; on the
political front, he was becoming increasingly irked by obtuse Communist
officials who held forth on Marxist dogma, in speeches which bored the
masses who attended their rallies. Sharaf claims that:

In the interrelation between actual neuroses and psychoneuroses, Reich

believed he had found some way of short-cutting the long involved pro-

cess of resistance analysis he had elaborated in the technical seminar. This
particular direction would lead him later into very active social
efforts, counseling of the young, birth control clinics, and mass meetings
dealing with the connections between politics and sexual suppression.

With the messianic glow of a man who had discovered the one truth which



is the secret of the universe, Reich started to travel around Vienna from
one workers’ meeting to another giving lectures not on class conflict but on
orgasm. Good orgasm was the basis of psychic and physical well being; the
role of government, therefore, should be to insure good orgasm
by providing the litany of improvements the neo-Reichians have made a
familiar part of our world and government policy by now: sex education,
contraception and abortion.

By talking dirty, Reich found that he could hold the attention of even the
most distracted crowd. It was a lesson the Americans would learn at
around the same time from Freud’s nephew Edwin Bemays, when that
worthy took what he learned by cranking out propaganda during World
War I and applied it to the nascent science of advertising. During the
spring and summer of 1928 and 1929, Reich took his sex act on the road.
The sex-pol team would arrive in a van at some prearranged site, usually at
a public park, where they would talk to local workers’ groups not about
class conflict or the more theoretical aspects of psychoanalysis but rather
“the concrete problems of people’s sex lives.”7 Reich would talk with the
adolescents and men, and Lia Lasky, Reich’s lover at the time, would talk
to the children, and a gynecologist would talk to the women and
eitherprescribe contraceptive devices or fit the women with them on the
spot. Reich had taken his own sexual compulsions and had turned them into
a powerful new way to organize the masses. Reich had discovered that one
way of mobilizing people was by mobilizing their passions.



Part II, Chapter 19 New York, 1929

On March 31, 1929, a woman by the name of Bertha Hunt stepped into the
throng of pedestrians in their Sunday-best clothing marching down Fifth
Avenue that was known in New York as the Easter Parade and created a
sensation by lighting up a Lucky Strike cigarette. Her action would not
have created the reaction it did had not the press already been alerted to
what was going to happen in advance. Hunt then told the reporter from the
New York Evening World that she “first got the idea for this campaign
when a man with her in the street asked her to extinguish her cigarette [sic
] as it embarrassed him. ‘I talked it over with my friends, and we decided it
was high time something was done about the situation.”’1

The press, of course, had been warned in advance that Bertha and her
friends were going to light up. They had received a press release
informing them that she and her friends would be lighting “torches of
freedom” “in the interests of equality of the sexes and to fight another sex
taboo.”2 Bertha also mentioned that she and her friends would be marching
past “the Baptist church where John D. Rockefeller attends” on the off-
chance that he might want to applaud their efforts. At the end of the day,
Bertha and her friends told the press that she hoped they had “started
something and that these torches of freedom, with no particular brand
favored, will smash the discriminatory taboo on cigarettes for women and
that our sex will go on breaking down all discriminations.”3

What Miss Hunt did not tell the reporter is that she was the secretary of a
man by the name of Eddie Bemays, nor did she tell him that Mr. Bemay s
was now a self-styled expert in the new discipline of public relations, who
had just received a handsome retainer from the American Tobacco
Company to promote cigarette consumption among women. What billed
itself as a feminist promotion of the emancipation of women was in reality
a public-relations ploy to open a new market for tobacco by getting
women addicted to cigarettes. Once again what purported to be a form of
sexual liberation was in reality a form of control.

Years later Eddie would wax philosophical about the “torches of freedom”
campaign. “Age-old customs, I learned, could be broken down by a
dramatic appeal, disseminated by the network of media,” he wrote in



his memoirs.4 Eddie failed to note that he had given the essential definition
of public relations and advertising as practiced during the 1920s. Like the
be-haviorists, Eddie might have felt that human beings were infinitely
malleable when subjected to orchestrated public opinion, but his insight
needs its proper historical context to be understood correctly. What he was
really talking about was the erosion of custom by the manipulation of
passion. Throughout the century, tradition and morals would prove
vulnerable to publicity campaigns which gave “scientific” justification for
succumbing to passion. Feminism was no exception to this rule. It entailed
the systematic re-engineering of the morals of women as a way of moving
them out of the home and into the workforce, thereby lowering wages and
weakening the power of organized labor and the working-class family.

Like Ida Rauh-Eastman, Eddie Bemays’s wife belonged to the Lucy Stone
League, which argued that women should be able to keep their own (i.e.,
their fathers’) names after marriage. Bemays was a fervent feminist,
but his was a feminism with an ulterior motive. Eddie, like the feminists of
the ’70s, wanted to break women’s connection with tradition and the home
because once that connection was broken women were more open to
suggestions emanating from the mass media and those who controlled it -
the people, in other words, who paid Eddie’s handsome retainers. Eddie
promoted smoking among women because he was paid to do so by
American Tobacco, but promoting smoking was also a way of breaking
tradition’s hold over women’s minds, and this was important because once
that hold was broken these women were more amenable to his suggestions.
The “torches of freedom” campaign was a classic instance of using sexual
liberation as a form of control. It proposed addiction as a form of freedom.
In this, it was an early version of the Virginia Slims, “You’ve come a long
way, baby” campaign, which made repeated reference to the suffragette
movement as a way of associating cigarettes with freedom.

In this regard, Eddie’s feminism would be consistent with the feminism of
the 1970s which was orchestrated for similar reasons. The operative
word was, of course, “freedom.” Eddie called his attempt to introduce a
whole new market segment, namely, women to the joys of nicotine, the
“torches of freedom” campaign. Bemays got the term from his Uncle
Sigmund’s New York disciple A. A. Brill. Bemays had been hired by



George Washington Hill, head of American Tobacco, in 1928 for an annual
retainer of $25,000. Hill, according to Bemays, “became obsessed by the
prospect of winning over the large potential female market for Luckies. ‘If
I can crack that market, I’ll get more than my share of it.’”3 He told
Bemays. Getting women to smoke cigarettes would be “like opening a new
gold mine right in our front yard.”

At Bemays’s suggestion, Hill paid for a consulting session with the
Psychoanalyst A. A. Brill, who established the psychological parameters of
the campaign. In a manner more Watsonian than Freudian, Brill linked
cigarettes with the new woman. Cigarettes stood for liberation from
children and child-rearing. Cigarettes were like contraceptives; they were
associated with sex without issue. They appealed to women who were
willing to neuter themselves sexually in their admiration of masculine
qualities. “It is perfectly normal for women to want to smoke cigarettes,”
Brill told Hill. “The emancipation of women has suppressed many of their
feminine desires. More women now do the same work as men do. Many
women bear no children; those who do bear have fewer children. Feminine
traits are masked. Cigarettes, which are equated with men, become torches
of freedom.”

Since American Tobacco’s revenues jumped by $32 million in 1928 alone
after Bernays was hired, Hill was eager to proceed in opening up
yet another market, this time women. Perhaps in no campaign were the
issues linked more closely than in American Tobacco’s torches campaign.
In order to sell more cigarettes, Bernays intuitively understood that he had
to attack traditional sources of authority. Since the taboo against women
smoking was largely sexual - women who smoked were seen as sluts and
whores - the way to expand the market was to denigrate sexual morality as
repressive. All the gullible consumer saw was women wanting to be free,
whereas in reality the women who marched in the parade smoking their
Luckies were being manipulated by the tobacco industry into a sort of
bondage that was both literal, in terms of physical addiction, and moral in
the sense that it was motivated by a subliminal understanding of sexual
liberation.

By 1929 neither advertising nor behaviorism thought of man as completely
malleable in the hands of the omnipotent conditioner. Instead, they began



to understand man in a sense which was much closer to the understanding
of traditional rational psychology, with a heavy dose of Augustin-ian
pessimism. Man may have been a rational animal, but his choices
were motivated more often than not by passion and not by reason, and
since the vocabulary of passion was nothing if not limited, the advertisers
had recourse to the same themes over and over again. “The behavioral
approach," according to Buckley,

ignored questions of the rationality of irrationality of mind and empha-
sizedinstead the malleability of human behavior. In the emerging field of
public relations, no less a figure than Freud's nephew, Edward
Bernays, underlined this assumption. “The group mind,” he wrote, “does
not think in the strict sense of the word. In place of thoughts it has
impulses, habits, emotions.” Bernays urged advertisers to “make
customers” such as any other commodity is produced by transforming the
raw material of emotions into habits of consumption.

The secret was to associate a product in some subliminal way with the
consumer’s sexual desires. Just as Freud had learned that he could exploit
the sexual desires of his rich patients for financial gain, so Eddie was now
learning how to do the same thing to large groups of people through
advertising. The contribution behaviorism made was that just about any
commodity could be associated with sexual desire with the correct
application of conditioned reflex. Gradually, the idea of infinite
malleability gave way to the use of conditioned reflex in associating a
particular product with one of the passions that the classical writers had
known about all along. Since the advertisers hadn’t and couldn’t create
another human being, they were forced to deal with human beings as the
Creator had made them and as people like St. Augustine had explicated
their weaknesses. Public relations and advertising meant making use of the
insights of Augustine about fallen human nature, while at the same time
denying his authority in the matter. “A man,” Augustine had written, “has
as many masters as he has vices.” Since advertising was not dealing with
an infinitely malleable creature, people like Bernays and Watson would
eventually have to implement any real form of control on Augustine’s
terms and not on their own, and that meant getting involved with sexual
passion as a form of control.



Brill’s input figured not only in the “torches of freedom” Easter Parade but
also in the advertising campaign which followed on its heels. Before
the billboards went up advertising Lucky Strikes for women, Brill would
have his say. The original idea of two men and one woman was scratched
as too confusing. “Two people should appear, one man and one woman.
That is life,” Bernays recalled the psychologist saying. “Nor should a
woman offer two men a package of cigarettes. The cigarette is a phallic
symbol, to be offered by a man to a woman. Every normal man or woman
can identify with such a message.”8 Brill’s analysis of the cigarette
billboards was, according to Bernays, the first instance of Freudian
advertising. Brill ’ s input was a concrete example of what Bernays
described in his 1928 book Propaganda, when he claimed that “The use of
psychoanalysis as the basis of advertising is common today.” Brill’s
“lightning analysis” of the cigarette poster, however, “may have been the
first instance of its application to advertising.”

Bernays clearly had Brill (and himself) in mind when he claimed in
Propaganda that “we are dominated by the relatively small number or
persons -a trifling fraction of our hundred and twenty million - who
understand the mental processes and social patterns of the masses.”9 These
are the people who “pull the wires which control the public mind, who
harness old forces and contrive new ways to bind and guide the world.”10

These “invisible governors” are necessary “to the orderly functioning of
our group life.”11 Without them there would be no one to “bring order out
of chaos.”



Part II, Chapter 20

Berlin, 1929

By the time Wilhelm Reich arrived in Berlin in 1929, the Weimar Republic
was in its last days. Wilhelm Reich was also a father by this time, and
in keeping with his already established program of mobilizing youth for
sexual liberation, his sex-pol work, Reich sent his daughter off to be
educated in a Communist children’s collective. Eva, his daughter by Annie
Pink Reich, disliked the collective, with its poor food and dirty living
conditions, intensely. Eventually, she returned to Reich’s apartment with
the ultimatum: “You are the Communist. You go live at the center. I’m
staying here.”1 The incident did not quench Reich’s ardor for using children
for political causes. Reich continued to send Eva to Communist summer
camps and to take part in Communist marches with other children. During
one march, Eva and the other children were chanting “Hunger! Hunger!
Give us bread,” when someone came up to her and pinched her cheek and
told her that she wasn’t hungry, prompting Reich’s daughter to admit to
herself then and others later that what the passerby said was true. “I’m not
hungry. I am lying.”2 In The Mass Psychology of Fascism, Reich relates a
similar incident, so similar in fact that it may be a disguised version of the
same story, just as the patient Reich wrote about in his article on incest was
in fact a disguised version of himself. “A girl of some seven years of age,”
Reich writes,

who was consciously brought up without any idea of God suddenly
developed a compulsion to pray. It was compulsive because she really
didn’t want to pray and felt it to be against her better judgment. The
background of this compulsion to pray is as follows: The child was in the
habit of masturbating before going to sleep every night. One night, for
some reason, she was afraid to do so; instead she had the impulse to kneel
down in front of her bed and to recite a prayer similar to the one quoted
above. “If I pray,

I won’t be afraid.” It was on the day she renounced masturbation for the
first time that fear appeared. Whence this self-renunciation? She told
her father, who had her complete confidence, that a few months earlier
she hadhadan unpleasant experience while on vacation. As so many



children, she and a boy had played at having sexual intercourse (“had
played Mommy and Daddy”). Another boy had suddenly come upon them
and had shouted “shame” at them. Though she had been told by her
parents that there was nothing wrong with such games, she felt ashamed
and, in place of the game, masturbated before going to sleep. One
evening, shortly before the appearance of the compulsion to pray, she had
walked home from a house party with several other children. Along the
way they had sung revolutionary songs. An old woman passed them who
reminded her of the witch in Hansel and Gretel. This old woman had called
out to them: “May the Devil take you - you band of atheists.” That
evening, when she wanted to masturbate again, it struck her for the first
time that perhaps there really was a God who sees and punishes.
Unconsciously, she had associated the old woman’s threat with the
experience with the boy. Now she too began to struggle against
masturbation, became afraid, and to allay her fear began to pray
compulsively. Prayer had taken the place of sexual gratification.

Reich’s daughter Eva was between the ages of six and nine during her years
in Berlin. She was living through the collapse of her parents’ marriage as
well as the collapse of the Weimar Republic and was intimately
involved in both catastrophes. Sharaf says she was “suffering from certain
symptoms” at the time “night terrors, temper tantrums and obsessive
ideas.”4 Like the girl in the report, Eva had been exposed to the same sort
of sexual stimuli, but ultimately her identity is beside the point. What
Reich discovered in the girl’s behavior was a fundamental truth of sexual
politics, one discovered by the Catholic Church long ago. It can be
formulated in either of two ways: either masturbation destroys your prayer
lif e, or prayer destroys your ability to enjoy masturbation. The two forms
of activity are psychically mutually exclusive. Anyone interested in
changing the default settings of the culture would notice that the settings
are binary as well: either/or. There are only two cultural options. Either the
state fosters prayer, belief in God, the authority of the father as God’s
representative, and the social order based on morals, or it fosters
masturbation, which is to say, illicit sexual activity, which brings about an
inability to pray, the “death” of God, the loss of authority by the father,
revolution, and - the evidence from the Russian Revolution which Reich
ignored - social chaos.



Reich felt that “sex economy” was “self-regulating.” If repression were
lifted, in other words, a healthy, happy, peaceful world would follow. It
was the same sort of thinking his followers promoted during the ’60s, until
Alta-mount and the Manson murders, when Plato’s view reasserted itself
and horror films, like Alien and Halloween, became popular as part of the
inchoate cultural reaction to the sexual revolution.

In the Mass Psychology of Fascism, Reich never lets us forget that in
promoting masturbation, he has ulterior motives. He was at war with
the Catholic Church over whose values would control the culture. His
attempt to conflate fascism and Catholicism, something which Paul
Blanshard and Theodor Adomo would attempt at a later date, belies the
reality of the situation since Nazism was a homosexual, pagan revival cult.
In The Sexual Revolution, Reich cites Gorki, who gives some indication of
the reputation the Nazis had internationally, when he writes, “In Germany,
there is already a slogan: ‘Exterminate homosexuality and Fascism will
disappear.’”- Recent sexual politics has found it expedient to expunge the
truth about the homosexual proclivities of the Nazis from the historical
record. The view of Mussolini, that homosexuality was “// visio tedesco”
can still be found in artifacts like Lucino Visconti’s film The Damned.
Trying to preserve a united sexual front, apologists for the regime now
claim that homosexuals were victims of the holocaust instead of, as the
case of SA chief Ernst Roehm makes clear, members of the party which
perpetrated it. Following Reich’s direction (but ignoring simultaneously
the anti-homosexual evidence in his books), the Left decided after the war
that mysticism meant Catholicism, and that fascism was just a particularly
virulent form of Catholicism, a view which still has widespread currency
among the Left to this day. The Catholic Church, as Reich predicted in The
Mass Psychology of Fascism, remains the villain in this psychodrama
because it inhibits masturbation.

“In all cases treated by character analysis,” he wrote, “it was clearly shown
that mystical sentiments develop from the fear of masturbation in the form
of a general feeling of guilt. It is difficult to understand how this fact could
have been overlooked by analytic research until now. One’s own
conscience, the internalized admonitions and threats of the parents and
teachers, are objectified in the idea of God.”6



The truth Reich discovered is that both systems - the mystical and sexual
liberationist - are of one piece and are at the same time mutually
exclusive. There can be no pluralism here. The state must come down with
both feet in favor of one or the other form of government: either the rule of
reason and self-control or the rule of sexual revolution - either prayer or
masturbation. It can’t promote both. What Reich discovered is the
mechanism whereby sexual deviance, especially among the young, can be
used for political effect. “Let us return to our little girl,” Reich writes:

The compulsion to pray disappeared when she was made aware of the
origin of her fear; this awareness made it possible forherto masturbate
again without feelings of guilt. As improbable as this incident may appear,
it is pregnant with meaning for sex-economy. It shows how the mystical
contagion of our youth could be prevented [my emphasis].

The separation of Church and State could be seen as a way of avoiding this
conflict, but the closer one examines the respective historical instances, the
more irrelevant such legal fictions become. To begin with, we are
talking primarily about morals, and the moral order is the possession of no
one religion, although some adhere to it more faithfully than others.
Whether it took place in Berlin in rebellion against Prussian Protestantism
or in Austria against the Catholic Church or in the United States against a
government which claimed to be neutral when it came to religion, the
essential outline of the struggle remained the same. The crucial political
struggle, according to Reich, was over who controlled sexual mores
because Reich understood, like Nietzsche and Euripides before him, that he
who controls sex controls the state. The state can tolerate only those mores
compatible with its system of values, and there are only two sets of
mutually exclusive values to choose from, those symbolized in the life of
the Communist girl by the poles of prayer and masturbation. What Reich
understood as the result of his sex-pol work is that belief follows from
behavior, and that the social order of the classical state can only maintain
its existence under certain conditions. The classical state must foster
virtue; the revolutionary state must foster vice. The revolutionary can
foster vice as a way of bringing down the classical state, but vice leads
sooner or later to the demise of the revolutionary state as well, as the
Soviets found out, in the short run in 1926 when they attempted to stem the



tide of decadence, and in the long run when the Soviet empire collapsed for
good in 1989.

The counter-revolutionary who attempts to practice virtue violates,
whether he knows it or not, the established religion of the revolutionary
state, which is the worship of Dionysos. The illusion of the Enlightenment,
the illusion which Reich shared when he formulated his idea of some self-
regulating sex economy, is that vice may be harnessed for the
general good. Reich’s contribution to the political ends of revolution was a
technique based on a knowledge of psychology unavailable to
revolutionaries like Marx, Engels, and Lenin. “We concur,” Reich writes,
“with the opinion of many researchers that all forms of religious mysticism
mean mental darkness and narrow-mindedness.... We differ from them
only in terms of our serious determination to combat mysticism and
superstition successfully, and to convert our knowledge into hard
practice.”8

Reich here is most probably drawing on his own disappointing experiences
as a Communist, wasting time debating things like the existence of God. If,
as Marx said, the goal of communism was to change the world, not
to understand it, Reich was now claiming that he had discovered the elan
vital which was the source of all social change, namely, sex. Once he
discovered how effective sexual liberation was in combating “mysticism,”
the revolutionary could dispense with all debate and concentrate simply on
changing behavior - sexual behavior, to be specific. To do that, since
everyone is inclined to act on sexual impulses anyway, all the sexual
revolutionary need do is discover a rationalization for what everyone wants
to do anyway: “We do not discuss the existence or nonexistence of God,”
Reich writes, “we merely eliminate the sexual repressions and dissolve the
infantile ties to the parents.”9 Once a person can be persuaded to act in a
certain way sexually, all debate is unnecessary. Thought follows naturally
from action, especially actions as intimately rooted as the sexual. “The
inescapable conclusion of all this,” Reich concludes, “is that a clear sexual
consciousness and a natural regulation of sexual life must foredoom every
form of mysticism; that, in other words, natural sexuality is the arch-
enemy of mystical religion. By carrying on an anti-sexual fight wherever it
can, making it the core of its dogmas and putting it in the foreground of its



mass propaganda, the church only attests to the correctness of this
interpretation.”10 By getting people to act contrary to the Church’s teaching
on sexual morals, Reich and his followers automatically limited its
political influence. The logical conclusion of this is also clear: the total
sexualization of a culture would mean the total extinction of the Church
and the classical state based on the moral law. The real revolutionaries
could triumph over repression - and this was the program of the ’ 60s - just
by having a good time, by smoking dope, getting laid and listening to
subversive music. Their political agenda came directly from Reich.

So, in the final analysis, the sexual options the little girl faced became a
paradigm for the political options of control faced by the state: either
masturbation or prayer. If the sexual revolutionary can get a significant
number of the young involved in masturbation - through either sex
education or the widespread dissemination of pornography - the political
reach of “reaction,” as in, say, the influence of the Catholic Church, is
dramatically shortened. “The process of the uprooting of mysticism” is
accomplished more effec-tively, in other words, by deviant sexual behavior
than by debate over the existence of God or the nth thesis of the Sixth
International. Reich felt that sexual license would win out over self-control
in every instance, and he probably felt that way based on his own
experiences, where self-control lost consistently. But he also was empirical
enough to see the same phenomenon in others. He mentions “clerics” who
find it impossible to continue in their vocation once they have “felt on their
own body” the “physical consequences” of sexual license.”11

The uncovering of the sex-economic processes, which nourish religious
mysticism, will lead sooner or later to its practical elimination, no
matter how often the mystics run for tar and feathers. Sexual consciousness
and mystical sentiments cannot coexist. Natural sexuality and mystical
sentiments are the same in terms of their energy, so long as the fonder is
repressed and can be easily transformed into mystical excitation.

The political implications of this insight are clear, but they can be put into
effect only after a cultural revolution has taken control of the instruments
of culture. In other words, most people will not act out sexually in
any consistent fashion on their own. They will be cowed by social
convention into inhibition or brought by it to repentance. Reich noticed the



inhibiting effect of culture on his patients. He was also quick to draw a
conclusion which was the converse of the one he discovered. If women are
inhibited sexually by culture, changes in the imagery promoted by the
culture will bring about a change in behavior, which will in turn bring
about a change in values.

When I talk to a sexually inhibited woman in my office about her sexual
needs, I am confronted with her entire moralistic apparatus. It is
difficult for me to get through to her and to convince her of anything. If,
however, the same woman is exposed to a mass atmosphere, is present, for
instance, at a rally at which sexual needs are discussed clearly and openly
in medical and social teims, then she doesn’t feel herself to be alone. After
all, the others are also listening to “forbidden things.” Her individual
moralistic inhibition is offset by a collective atmosphere of sexual
affirmation, a new sex-economic morality, which can paralyze (not
eliminate!) her sexual negation because she herself has had similar
thoughts when she was alone. Secretly, she herself has mourned her lost
joy of life or yearned for sexual happiness. The sexual need is given
confidence by the mass situation; it assumes a socially accepted status.
When the subject is broached correctly, the sexual demand proves to have
far more appeal than the demand for asceticism and renunciation; it is
more human, more closely related to the personality, unreservedly
affirmed by everyone. Thus, it is not a question of helping, but of making
suppression conscious, of dragging the fight between sexuality and
mysticism into the light of consciousness, of bringing it to a head under the
pressure of a mass ideology and translating it into social action.13

“Bringing it to a head under the pressure of mass ideology” means that in
order to succeed, the sexual revolutionary must sexualize public life by
the mass dissemination of sexual imagery. Pornography is an important
educator in this regard. It defines what is permissible by expanding the
idea of what is possible. One thinks also of the music festivals of the ’60s,
where at places like Woodstock, the women literally danced naked on the
mountainside, as Euripides explained in The Bacchae. Widespread
dissemination of pornography was crucial in breaking down “mystical”
inhibition among women. Only when these women had the impression that
many other people were engaging in the same form of deviant behavior did



it become plausible for them to engage in such behavior themselves.

Lisa Palac says as much in her recent memoir, The Edge of the Bed. She
was raised a Catholic in a Polish family in Chicago (“I tell them I was
raised Catholic. We all have a good yuk over that one. Ah, Catholicism.
Where sex is dirty and the thrill of transgression is endless!”14), but before
long it becomes clear that her real teachers were the sexualized post-’ 60s
mass media. As Reich said, “It is clear that such an atmosphere of sexual
affirmation can be created only by a powerful international sex-economic
organization” and that organization in this instance was not the Catholic
Church. It was “pop culture” as the purveyor of transgressive imagery:
“Pop culture,” Palac tells us,

glued me to my friends, expanded my vocabulary and, of course, tipped me
off to the big world of sexual possibilities. It was the type of sex education
where I learned through suggestion and nuance. B u t if I wanted more than
nuance, all I had to do was dig through the neighbor’s trash to fmd it, or
under my older brother’s beds, or in the basement where my father had a
couple copies of Hustler hidden above his fishing tackle.15

Music, as Plato warned in the Republic, was also a “teacher” who could
corrupt or edif y. Palac, under the sway of popular culture, listened to
nothing but corrupting music. She mentions Alice Cooper, in particular,
which “ exposed me to a cornerstone idea of modem sexual philosophy:
Gender is a construct.” Television was the medium which made this
education possible: “Like music, television - in addition to being my baby-
sitter, dinner date, humanities professor, political adviser and late-night
companion - was another sexual secret agent.”16 Ultimately the TV
morphed into the computer monitor, which became the medium for the
dissemination of hard-core pornography, which is an aid to masturbation,
which is what Palac promotes in her book as liberation from repression
under the name of cybersex.

In Palac’s book we find the mirror image to the story that Reich recounts in
the Mass Psychology of Fascism. Lisa Palac is a Catholic girl who
stopped praying when she started masturbating; the girl Reich mentions
was a Communist girl who stopped masturbating when she started praying.
In both instances, the sexual dimensions of this political struggle between



the Enlightenment and the Catholic Church are clear. Whoever determines
sexual mores rules the state. Those things remain constant. The details
change but the big picture remains. The cultural revolution in the United
States in the ’60s was a replay of the cultural revolution in the German-
speaking world between the wars. Reich and his followers, according to
Sharaf, “wanted to wrest education from Catholic hands and influence the
minds of the young. The idea was to develop the whole person; the aim, to
build a ‘socialist man.’”17

The battle there was simply transposed to American soil when many of the
cultural bolsheviks were expelled by the Nazis and found asylum in
the United States. The “bitter political polarization between the Christian
Socialists with their rural Catholic constituency, many still devoted to the
monarchy, and the urban, secularly oriented Social Democrats”18 simply
got transposed to America, where representatives of the declining
Protestant elite opened up their institutions to people like Reich, and Paul
Tillich and Walter Gropius and the other cultural bolsheviks as a way of
waging war on American Catholics, who were reaping the political fruits of
long-term demographic expansion, one which would accelerate over the
baby boom years of 1946-64 after the war. The sexual revolution of the
1960s was the cultural counterattack against that Catholic resurgence.
During the ’60s, the purpose of sexual liberation was to convince Catholic
women to use contraceptives. During the '90s, the purpose of sexual
liberation was to convince their daughters to masturbate and consume
pornography. The goal in both instances is control. In the first instance, the
purpose was to wrest the sexual lives of Catholic women from the hands of
the Church as a way of weakening Catholic political power, which was
based on Catholic demographics. The fact that the Church lost that battle
meant that the sexual exploitation of women would expand in both degree
and kind. By the 1990s, the daughters of women who took the pill were
being exploited financially and sexually in a more extreme and explicit
fashion. The only thing that changed during those thirty years was the
extent of the bondage. “The ideological project of “liberation from
repression by exposure to transgressive imagery,” according to Joseph
McCarroll, “is to be found in the media with its continuous contraction of
the boundaries of the impermissible in what can be depicted, said, sung,
discussed and approved, and in the schools, universities and training



institutions where technique and programmes are used to induce
students to by-pass rational self-control of emotions, imagination, desire,
choice and behaviour.”19

This “liberation from repression” is “being transformed in the new
education by a socialised, collectivised type of groupwork into a covert
form of social control and psychic homogenisation” of the sort promoted in
sex education classes, whose purpose is to promote masturbation under the
guise of “safe sex.” No matter what the guise, the result is the same, morals
are portrayed as an instance of “repression,” thereby robbing the child of
reason, his first line of defense against exploitation:

Self-control, especially modesty, chastity and fidelity in the sexual area,
are regarded as “repression,” an emotional disorder from which the
public and school-children need to be “liberated.” One of the principal
tools proposed to bring about this “liberation” is exposure to transgressive
imagery which invites the participant to suspend or bypass the form of
rational self-control proposed by Judeo-Christian and philosophical
traditional moral knowledge and virtues.

If morality is a form of repression, then reason is repressive, and if reason
is repressive, then man can become free only by becoming irrational, but
once he becomes irrational, the only thing that drives him to act is his
appetites, his impulses, and his passions. But once man is driven by his
passions, he loses all control of his actions. Thus freedom of this sort, as
the ancients rightly saw, becomes a form of slavery. Those who advocate
freedom of this sort are promoting, whether they understand it or not, a
form of social control because the motive for action which previously lay
in reason has now been replaced by the stimulation of passion. Those who
control the stimuli now control the stimulated. The purpose of
transgressive imagery is social control. Those who relinquish reason are
controlled by their passions, which are exploited financially and politically
by those who control the flow of transgressive imagery. The people who
profit financially from promoting the imagery contribute to the election of
those who will protect it politically, and so a form of political control
evolves from a system of financial exploitation.

But more consequences follow as well. One of the lessons of the past 2,000



years is that passions can manipulated from without. Plato understood the
role that music could play in manipulating the emotions and as a result felt
that in the ideal republic certain modes should not be played in the
presence of the young, those who had not had sufficient experience in
governing

the passions. The same thing is true of certain images. The rise of
technology has not changed human nature, but it has made it possible to
manipulate people in ways unimagined in the past. Muzak calls itself
“musical engineering,” which is to say, that technology has now made it
possible to manipulate people musically to get them to work faster or buy
more. Technology has enabled the unscrupulous to turn the warnings of
Plato on their head and use music as a way of controlling people’s
behavior.

The same is a fortiori true of“transgressive imagery.” It blinds reason by
inflaming the passions. To say that a man who follows his appetites
beyond the boundaries of the moral law is then liberating himself from
repression is the same thing as saying he is enslaving himself. As with the
girl who either prays or masturbates, there are only two options here.
Either a man imposes self-control on himself by adhering to the moral
order, which is reason applied to behavior, or he submits to his passions,
which means he submits to control from outside, either to the passion itself
or to the people who exploit the passion for their own benefit, either
economic or political.

Now those who identify with their desires, people like Wilhelm Reich, do
not see things that way, but all this means is that they do not see
things correctly. If a horse gallops off toward a cliff with a man on his
back, it is only in some analogous sense of the word to say that the man is
riding the horse. The horse is in charge and will bring both itself and its
“rider” to their deaths unless the man reasserts control. The same is true of
unbridled passions, which also tend toward death as their ultimate end.
Appetites belong to man only if he asserts rational control over them. If the
opposite holds true, the man belongs to his appetites. Addiction is the only
word which seems to convey this truth in our culture. And so just as Joe
Camel can induce children to smoke, sex education and pornography can
induce them to masturbate. Both are forms of social control, but only the



former is recognized as such. The latter is invariably construed as
“liberation from repression,” not because it is so, but because the regime
wants us to believe it is so. Unless passion is under rational control, it is
invariably under the control of someone else, especially in an advertising
culture like ours, which is based on manipulation. These are the only two
options; either you control yourself according to the moral law or your
passions control you in the absence of moral control or- and this is the
modem variant on the latterpossibility - someone controls you through the
manipulation of your passions. It took Reich’s evil genius to see how
passion could be mobilized politically to bring about the revolutionary
society.

Reich, of course, being an heir of the Enlightenment, felt that in the
discovery of what he called “sex-economy” he had discovered a self-
regulating form of sexuality, in other words a middle way between the
moral order as proposed by Moses and the Catholic Church and the social
anarchy which was tearing the Soviet Union apart at the time. Upon closer
examination, however, sex economy turns out to be a thinly disguised
rationalization of whatever desires Reich felt most deeply. So Reich tries
to distinguish between the essentially bipolar options surrounding adultery
in the following way. Not for Reich the simple dichotomy of either being
faithful or not faithful. Instead he proposes a third way, which upon closer
analysis turns out to be special pleading for his own personal derelictions:
“There is a difference,” Reich tells us, “between a man irresponsibly
deserting his wife and children because of a superficial relationship and the
man who, because he is sexually healthy, makes an unbearably oppressive
marriage which he cannot dissolve more bearable by maintaining a secret
happy relationship with another woman.”21

The above passage could have been written when he left Annie Pink Reich
for Elsa Lindenberg or when he lef t Elsa Lindenberg for Ilse Ollendorf or
when he cheated on Use Ollendorf by having an affair with one of
his American admirers. Or it could have been based on a whole lifetime of
experience of this sort. Obvious is that there is no difference, especially
when one eliminates the exculpating adjectives. Just as obvious is the fact
that Reich’s principles were in fact thinly disguised rationalizations of his
actions, and he was too blind to see the obvious. As soon as one



understands that his notion of a self-regulating sex economy is nothing
more than rationalized sexual misbehavior, the perceptive reader is left
back at square one with the two alternatives Plato adumbrated in the
Republic. There is either reason or social chaos. Liberation from
oppression turns out to be a transitional period from the former to the latter
condition.

Reich is, of course, the philosopher of “liberation from repression,” having
forged his ideology out of materials garnered from Marx and Freud. Reich
remains the one writer who understands the practical consequences
of using sexuality as a form of revolutionary politics best. “He who has
once seen the intense eyes and faces at sex-economic assemblies;” Reich
tells us, describing his own experience doing sex-pol work, “he who has
heard and has had to answer the hundreds of questions relating to the most
personal sphere of human existence - that man has also arrived at the
unshakable conviction that social dynamite lies buried here.”22

What Reich failed to see is that when the social dynamite goes off, the
social order gets destroyed in the process. He could have learned that
lesson from the Soviet commissars when he visited the Soviet Union in
1929, but his desires were so imperious they would not let him listen.
Instead, he goes on to say, that only those who are willing to promote
childhood masturbation will be able to set off this social dynamite.
Reactionaries who shy away from exploiting sexuality in this fashion, even
those who hide behind the labels of Marxism and Leninism, will never be
able to put this social dynamite to its full destructive use.

As should be obvious by now, the full use of Reich’s “social dynamite”

didn’t take place in his lifetime. It took place during the ’60s, when the
Reich revival brought about widespread dissemination of his writings. In
1968 revolution swept through Berlin, but this time it happened over here
in America, Reich’s new home too, and his books helped make it happen.

On August 19, 1939 Reich boarded the Stavanger Fjord, the last ship out of
Norway before World War II broke out on September 3. Theodore Wolfe
and Walter Briehl, two American students of Reich, had persuaded the New
School for Social Research to put up several thousand dollars guaranteeing
his salary. Reich had previously tried to get financial support from the



Rockefellers for his bion research, but they turned him down. By landing a
position at the New School, he got that support indirectly anyway.

From there Reich made contact through Alexander Lowen with the
Settlement House connected with the Union Theological Seminary in New
York City, then home to Paul Tillich, another refugee from Nazi
Germany. Lowen arranged a speaking engagement for Reich to the people
of the Union because he felt that Reich “could change the world” by
explaining the social implications of the sexual problems of youth. Reich
was now doing sex-pol work in New York City connected with the staff of
the most prestigious Protestant seminary in the country.

His influence expanded from there, often through Reichian therapy. One by
one, the prominent New York-based cultural revolutionaries made contact
with Reich’s ideas about how to bring down the state by changing
sexual mores. Paul Goodman, author of the immensely influential book,
Growing Up Absurd, was in therapy with Alexander Lowen around 1945.
Goodman, who was if anything more licentious than Reich, wrote a
glowing review of Reich’s work, which prompted Reich to meet with him
personally. Saul Bellow was in therapy with one of Reich’s students during
the ’40s as well and wrote both The Adventures of Augie March and
Henderson the Rain King under Reich’s spell. Norman Mailer was never in
Reichian therapy, but anyone who has read his essay “The White Negro”
can see Reich’s influence in Mailer’s insistence on good orgasm as the
summum bonum.

Berlin, 1930

On December 4, 1930, Magnus Hirschfeld addressed the American Society
for Medical History on the topic of sexology, a lecture arranged by Dr.
Harry Benjamin, who would soon play a pivotal role in bringing
Hirschfeld’s ideas to America. Hirschfeld was introduced by Victor
Robinson, son of Hirschfeld’s friend, Dr. William Robinson, who was to
become, like Benjamin, a colleague and early supporter of Alfred Kinsey,
who would establish the American version of the Institut fur
Sexualwissenschaft in Morrison Hall, at the University of Indiana in
Bloomington and go on to become famous with the publication of his



Kinsey reports on human sexuality in 1948 and 1953. Hirschfeld’s fame by
1930 was certainly world-wide, if for no other reason than because of his
involvement in the World Congresses for Sexual Reform, and this most
certainly guaranteed him an audience in New York, where German emigres
like Benjamin had made their mark in the medical profession.

But there were other reasons to embark on a lecture tour as well, the most
pressing, of course, being the increasingly dangerous political situation
in Germany, which did not abate while Hirschfeld was away. As a result,
one lecture in New York expanded into a lecture tour that would take in the
entire country. Hirschfeld spent six weeks in New York, and then four
weeks in both Chicago and San Francisco. In addition to that, he spread his
pro-homosexual message to auto workers in Detroit, as well as audiences
in Philadelphia, Newark, and Los Angeles. When it came time to leave,
Hirschfeld decided to go home the long way and embarked on a lecture
tour in China, which led him tootherports in the Far East and eventually to
India, where, in addition to speaking on homosexuality, he made a
pilgrimage to see Annie Besant, then head of the theosophy movement.

It was in China that he picked up Tao Li, the young man who would
eventually accompany him for the rest of the trip, which, because of
the worsening political situation in Germany, never ended up being a trip
home but rather a trip into exile in France. In his biography of Hitler,
Joachim Fest talked about “an overwhelming sense of anxiety” pervading
Europe at the time. “It was,” he concluded, “above all and immediately,
fear of the revolution, that ‘grande peur,’ which had haunted the dreams of
the European bourgeoisie from the time of the French Revolution
throughout the entire nineteenth century.”1 Isherwood had talked about it in
his memoir. Mary Wollstonecraft had mentioned the same thing. Now fear
that revolution always begat was stalking the streets of Berlin.

On May 6, 1933, Nemesis arrived at the doors of the Institut fiir Sexual
Wissenschaft wearing a brown uniform. Magnus Hirschfeld was not there
to receive him; he watched the newsreel version of the Nazi sacking of the
institute and subsequent “book burning” from the relative security of a
movie theater in France. Erwin Hansen, the “sturdy Communist” who used
to beat Karl Giese to fulfill his masochistic needs, was at the Institute when
the Nazis arrived early in the morning. Since the arrival of the truck-loads



of Nazi students was accompanied by the playing of a brass band, in
keeping with Hitler’s penchant for public theater, Hansen went down to
open the door for the invading army, but the Nazi youth decided to break it
down anyway.

Isherwood, who describes the raiding of the institute in his memoir, was
struck by the fact that the Nazis seemed to know whatthey were looking
for. The point of the raid was not so much the destruction of Hirschfeld’s
institute and his dirty pictures but rather the removal of the incriminating
evidence which had accumulated at the institute, documenting the
homosexual behavior of leading Nazis. Emst Roehm, in this regard, was a
prime suspect, as Hirschfeld had mentioned in his already cited letter.
Roehm would eventually pay the price for his homosexuality as well,
when, a year later, he and his homosexual friends were gunned down in a
German resort by SS men carrying out Hitler’s orders. Hitler was only
responding to pressure from Mussolini and other sources and saw at the
time a political opportunity to consolidate his power that was too tempting
to pass up. With the dissolution of the Institute and the arrival of the Nazi
nemesis at the pinnacle of power in Germany, Kulturbolschewismus began
to fold its tents and disappear, heading more often than not to the West,
and ending up in the United States in general and, for people like
Isherwood, Schoenberg, Thomas Mann, Franz Werfel, Peter Lorre, Conrad
Veidt, and Berthold and Salka Viertel, in Hollywood in particular. The
same monster that had come from England to Germany was on the move
again; like Christopher Isherwood, who came to Berlin because of boys, it
left Berlin because of boys as well, and like, Isherwood, when it left Berlin,
it went to Hollywood as its new abode. Isherwood’s ticket to Hollywood
had a German connection. He went there as Berthold Viertel’s assistant
because he spoke German. Isherwood would stay in Hollywood f or other
reasons, and his stay there would have other consequences. As Isherwood
was escaping from Germany, he met one of his gay friends from Berlin
who had a new boy and a fresh case of syphilis. Isherwood escaped
unharmed by either disease or the police, who were now hunting down
foreigners.

Karl Giese, on the other hand, was not so fortunate. He escaped to France
with much of the Hirschfeld archival material, only to commit suicide



there in 1938. The archival material, however, did not remain in France. It
ended up at the Kinsey Institute in Bloomington, Indiana.

Moscow, 1930

In 1930 Wilhelm Reich traveled to the Soviet Union. Reich’s success in
attracting crowds with his sex-pol work created as much consternation in
the Communist Party as it had in the psychoanalytic profession. One of the
main reasons for the consternation was the recent experiences of the
Communists in the Soviet Union. Following the revolution of 1917, Russia
became a Mecca for devotees of free love from the West, who traveled to
the Soviet Union during the heyday of sexual liberation there during the
brief time of relative prosperity brought about by Lenin’s New Economic
Policy. By the time Reich was promoting sex-pol in Vienna and Berlin, the
pendulum was swinging in the opposite direction. Lenin was dead, and
Stalin was ushering in the tyrannical reaction to sexual license which Plato
had discussed in the Republic. Sharaf tries to paint a picture of political
cowardice on the part of Communist officials but fails to take into account
the devastating effect that govemment-fostered sexual liberation had on
Soviet society. Reich devoted a large part of his book The Sexual
Revolution, to explaining why the sexual revolution had failed in the
Soviet Union. When Reich finally got to the Soviet Union, the signs of
retreat from the earlier days of sexual liberation under Lenin were
everywhere apparent and only increased with time. What Hitler was to the
Weimar Republic, Stalin was to the Communist regime under Lenin. The
“freedom” of unfettered passion had led inexorably to tyranny and
reaction.

Reich spends much time in his book recounting the evidence of sexual
reaction and even more time trying to refute it. By the early ’30s, the
commissars all sounded like Catholic priests in their condemnation of
sexual immorality, not because they believed in the Gospel of Jesus Christ
but because they had discovered the social utility of sexual morality the
hard way, in the expensive school of experience: “Not even the peasants
have been spared the sexual crisis,” wrote one Soviet thinker discussing the
outcome of sexual liberation in the Soviet Union. “Like an infectious
disease which knows neither rank nor station, it pours down from castles



and villas into the drab dwellings of the workers, glances into peacef ul
homesteads, rushes into the numb Russian village. . . . There is no defense
against the sexual crisis.”1

Reich, who became a Communist for sexual reasons, was stunned by the
reversal of sexual revolution that was taking place in the Soviet Union.
What he saw as moral cowardice, a failure to be consistently revolutionary,
which

is to say revolutionary in personal as well as economic matters, the Soviet
authorities saw simply as a matter of social survival. Sexual revolution had
unleashed so much chaos in the Soviet Union that the very existence of the
social fabric was threatened, and that, in turn, necessitated reaction, a
retreat to within the bounds of the moral order, an order whose existence
had been discovered in the hard school of necessity.

The evidence kept mounting, and Reich kept denying it as fast as the
Soviets decided that they had to act on it. “On June 16, 1935,” Reich
writes,

the Norwegian newspaper Arbeiderbladet reported that the Soviet
government had resorted to mass raids against delinquent children. In
addition to describing acts of theft, burglary, and looting, Arbeiderbladet
reported that these children were infected with venereal diseases: “Like
a pestilential flood, these children carry the infection from one place to an-
other.”^

In the same year, Soviet citizens could read in Pravda that “in the Soviet
Union, only great, pure, and proud love should be cause for a marriage”
as well as articles by medical experts describing the damage abortion did
to the female body. “I have to compare work in the field of abortion,”
wrote a Dr. Kirilov in 1932 in Kiev, “with the extermination of the first-
bom in ancient Egypt who had to die because of the sins of their fathers
who devastated man and society.”3 All of the above quotes are cited in
Reich’s book with increasing rage on his part.

On his visit to the Soviet Union, Reich asked one doctor how the People’s
Commissariat for Health dealt with masturbation among adolescents and
was told that one tried to “divert” them from this sort of behavior.



When Reich responded by explaining that the medical point of view,
“which in Austrian and some German sexual-counseling centers had
become a matter of course, that a guilt-ridden adolescent should be
counseled so as to enable him to experience gratification in masturbation,”
the idea was rejected as “horrendous.”4 Similarly, the famous “glass of
water” theory, which postulated that satisfying sexual urges should be as
uninhibited, simple, and as inconsequential as drinking a glass of water had
also undergone some revision. Lenin’s criticism of the “glass of water
theory,” concluding that love takes three was almost a verbatim account of
marriage from the Catholic priests who would assure the young couple that
a successful marriage needed three people- man, woman, and God. Now it
was coming from the mouth of Communist officials, who were
complaining about “African passions.” Whatever the cause, the antidote
was clear enough: “Abstinence!” Reich can hardly contain his disgust at
this point. Abstinence was nothing more than “a slogan which was as
convenient as it was catastrophic and impossible to realize.”5 At least Reich
found it impossible to realize.

Reich’s alternative was to pour more gasoline on the fire. His solution was
more sexual liberation, an idea which was so out of line with recent
experience in the Soviet Union that it probably hastened his expulsion from
the Communist Party. Reich never really backed off from his insistence
that the Soviet Union hadn’t gone far enough. In the late ’40s, in a
subsequent introduction to The Sexual Revolution, Reich wrote that “what
Soviet Russia tried to resolve by force within a brief time span during the
1920s, is being accomplished today throughout the whole world in a slower
but far more thorough manner.”6 The Soviets, according to Reich, made a
big mistake by thinking that an economic revolution would change sexual
relations automatically. In other words they thought that the cultural
revolution would follow from the economic revolution automatically.
When it did not, they retreated on the social front into reaction. The
perceptive observer might say at this point that the Soviets discovered the
moral order the hard way, but Reich was never that perceptive. According
to Reich, the Communists simply didn’t understand sex and how the
transformation of society demanded first of all transformation of the
citizens’ sexual lives. Sexual revolution could not just be left to take care
of itself in the aftermath of the revolution as a merely private matter: “Just



as the economic and political revolution, so the sexual revolution must be
consciously understood and guided forward.”7

In other words, according to Reich, the Communists in the Soviet Union
got it backwards. Their revolution failed because “the carrier and
cultivator of this revolution, the psychic structure of man, was not
qualitatively changed by the social revolution.”8 An economic revolution is
the necessary but not sufficient condition for “liberation.” What the
Russian revolutionaries should have done after the fall of the Czar was use
the revolution as an attempt to work for the abolition of the family, in other
words, the abolition of sexual morality, which is the main hindrance to
good orgasm and, therefore, human happiness. Reich reveals himself as a
bit obtuse here. He fails to see that this is precisely what happened in the
Soviet Union during the ’20s, and that it was precisely this attempt to
engineer human nature that created the resulting chaos and the reaction
which followed. Reich’s desires were so imperious that he never
questioned them. Since sexual desire itself is above question, then the
source of the problem must lie elsewhere; it must lie with the inadequacy
of Communist thinking on sexuality. “Since the Communist Party,” Reich
wrote, “had not formed any opinion on the sexual revolution, and since
they could not master the revolutionizing upheaval of life with
the historical analysis of Engels alone (which furnished merely the social
background but not the essence of the problem), a struggle broke out which
will show all future generations the birth pangs of a cultural revolution.”9

For Reich, in other words, the Russian Revolution was to pave the way for
sexual revolution, but the two events were two different things, and
the first in no way led necessarily or automatically to the second. Neither
Marx nor Engels knew enough about sex to bring about the cultural
revolution that would bring about man’s ultimate “liberation.” Trotsky was
no better than the rest, and “therefore ... the Soviet sexual revolution had
no theoretical basis.”10 “Lenin, himself,” Reich stressed, “emphasized that
the sexual revolution as well as the process of social sexuality in general
had not been understood at all from the viewpoint of dialectical
materialism, and that it would take enormous experience to master it.”11

Given his megalomania, it is not surprising to leam that Reich felt that he
was the man to master what Lenin failed to understand. And, in a



certain sense, he was. Reich was going to be the Joshua who would lead the
chosen people into the sexual version of the promised land while Moses -
in political terms Marx and in sexual terms Freud - watched from the other
side of the Jordan River. We see here an example of Reich, the Freudian,
lecturing his left-wing fathers, just as we saw Reich the political operative
lecturing Freud. In explaining the state of sexual revolution in the Soviet
Union in the ’20s in this fashion, Reich held out hope to the left-wing
revolutionaries of the ’60s, when the Reich boom began, that they could
succeed where their revolutionary fathers had failed by simply being more
liberated sexually.

At the same time, Reich was offering another, more dangerous insight into
how sexual passion could be used as a way of mobilizing the masses
and ultimately controlling them. The new revolution would be based not on
economic grievance but on sexual grievance. Reich was smart enough to
see that by pandering to the sexual passions of the masses he was also on
his way to creating out of them a political movement which he, as the
guarantor of their illicit desires, could control. In other words, forget about
grilling young Communists with questions like, “What was the nth thesis
of the Sixth World Congress?” The best way to mobilize children
politically is to get them to become sexually active. Actions speak louder
than words, and sexual actions spoke loudest of all. Sexually active
children were natural revolutionaries, and so to bring about the real
revolution, then, all that people like Reich and his followers had to do was
make children sexually active:

In contrast, a child whose motor activity is completely free, and whose
natural sexuality has been liberated in sexual play, will oppose strictly
authoritarian, ascetic influences. Political reaction can always compete
with revolutionary education in the authoritarian, superficial influencing
of children. But it can never do so in the realm of sexual education. No
reactionary ideology or political orientation can ever accomplish for
children what a social revolution can with respect to their sexual life. In
terms of processions, marches, songs, banners, and uniforms, however,
reaction undoubtedly has more to offer. We thus see the revolutionary
structuring of the child must involve the freeing of his biological, sexual
motility.



This is indisputable.

A careful reading of this passage makes certain things clear. For one, it is
virtually impossible to tell whether Reich is trying to liberate young people
sexually or control them politically because in allowing them to gratify
their sexual impulses he is also turning them into foot-soldiers for his
revolution.

Reich can only mobilize the masses by appealing to their sexual passions.
It is their desire for sexual liberation that moves them politically. So Reich
can only “liberate” them by controlling them. He can only free them by
mobilizing them politically, and he can only mobilize them politically by
unleashing their passions. Ultimately, this paradox can never be resolved
because liberation and control are one and the same thing when it comes to
freeing sexual passion from rational control. Passion can be mobilized to
bring down a regime, as in the case of the French Revolution, but once the
moral order had been abandoned, the destruction of the social order would
soon follow, as Plato said it would. So within ten years of the Russian
Revolution, the Soviet leadership was faced with a choice: they could
either continue to foster revolutionary sexuality and watch the social order
disintegrate, with all of the dangers that entailed in light of a looming
conflict with Germany, or they could repudiate their “revolutionary”
principles and institute the reaction that would restore social order. The
Communists chose the latter way; Reich chose the former, and as a result, a
parting of the ways was inevitable.

In 1930 Reich moved to Berlin, partly as an expression of his
disappointment with Freud and the psychiatric profession, but also as a
way of becoming more politically involved though his sex-pol work with
the workers in this increasingly decadent city. He arrived in Berlin just in
time to see the decadence of the Weimar Republic reach a shrieking
crescendo and its simultaneous denouement at the hands of the Nazis who
came to power by telling the average German that they would put an end to
Kulturbolschewismus of the sort Reich was promoting. Reich, in other
words, brought about the very reaction he sought to thwart by his
promotion of sex-pol. Kulturbolschewismus, in other words, brought Hitler
to power. It was a fact which neither Reich nor his left-wing epigone could
ever admit. Perhaps this was why he was so keen on finding a scapegoat for



what he brought about. Just as The Sexual Revolution sought to explain
how the Soviets betrayed the sexual revolution, so The Mass Psychology of
Fascism attempted to explain why the German workers chose reaction over
sexual progress of the sort Reich was promoting. Instead of seeing Hitler as
the German version of Stalin, putting into effect the dictum of Plato that
democracy always begat tyranny, Reich laid the blame for Hitler at the feet
of “mysticism,” i.e., Christianity, which inhibited orgasm by its promotion
of sexual morality and thereby, according to what was essentially plumbing
psychology, created a vast pool of resentment which eventuated in the
sadistic excesses of the Nazis. Reich postulated a theory whereby sexual
repression led to totalitarianism, when in fact the exact opposite was the
case. The Weimar Republic, with its Kulturbolschewismus and sexual
decadence, brought Hitler to power, not sexual morality. Subsequent
apologists for the left made the same intellectual mistake, if we can call
something this willful a mistake. By the late ’40s when Erich Fromm,
Theodor Adorno and Richard Hofstadter joined in the same chorus, a
consensus had all but formed among the left. In his book The
Authoritarian Personality, Adorno created the definitive post-war left-wing
explanation of Fascism, by claiming that it came about as a result of
“repression,” i.e., conservative forces which were increasingly identified
with the Catholic Church. It wasn’t as Plato might have said, sexual excess
leading to tyrannical reaction. According to Reich, Adorno, and Fromm, it
was repression, a verdict which set the stage for the sexual revolution 20
years later, as once again, the Left tried to overthrow repression through
sexual excess.

In Reich's scenario, the father was the villain. Because, as Reich had
learned from Freud, God was an exalted father, any attack on the father
was an attack on God and vice versa. “The strict father,” according to
Reich, “who denies the fulfillment of the child’s desires, is God’s
representative on earth and, in the fantasy of the child, is the executioner of
God’s will.”13 Reich discovered through his sex-pol work, especially in
Berlin, that the best way to attack the social system which rested on the
authority of the father, who represented the authority of God the father on
earth, was to persuade the young person to engage in sexual activity before
marriage. Intercourse was preferred, but masturbation was just as good,
and in fact in many ways it was better because it was easier to accomplish.



Once the child engaged in illicit sexual activity, he wasimmuneto the allure
of reaction, Reich’s term for morality. “Children,” he wrote, “do not
believe in God. It is when they have to leant to suppress the sexual
excitation that goes hand in hand with masturbation that the belief in God
generally becomes embedded in them.” Reich was, of course, not slow to
draw political implications from this truth. Encouraging children to
masturbate was simply another way of blocking their ability to believe in
God. Once God was out of the picture, the authority of the father
disappeared, and with that the whole social order based on the moral order,
which is to say social order in any real sense of the word. Masturbation, in
other words, was a way of bringing down the state. It was an instrument for
revolution, no matter what the Communists said to the contrary. The
Communists betrayed the revolution when they repudiated sexual
liberation, which the Soviet Union had to do to prevent the slide into
anarchy. Widespread sexual immorality brought the Soviet Union to the
brink of anarchy and social collapse because sexual morality was, as the
Catholics had always maintained, the cornerstone of social order. The fact
that the commissars were now saying the same thing only increased
Reich’s chagrin and made him more determined to prosecute the real
revolution, which was at its heart sexual:

With the elimination of the spastic condition in the genital musculature,
the idea of God and the fear of the father always lose ground. Hence,
the genital spasm not only represents the physiological anchoring of
religious fear in the human structure, but at the same time it also produces
the pleasure anxiety that becomes the core of every religious morality....
Genital shyness and pleasure anxiety remain the energetic core of all anti-
sexual patriarchal religions.1'

According to Reich, sex was the best tool for revolution. Illicit sexual
activity was also the best prophylaxis against belief in God, and with God
and the family out of the picture, revolutionaries like Reich were
guaranteed success in their political struggle. By exploiting sexual passion,
Reich could mobilize the masses in ways unheard of in the past. The
Soviets found that doing this exacted a steep price in terms of social
disorder, but Reich simple ignored what they were saying, as did the
generation which came of age during the ’60s and attempted to put Reich’s



theories into practice. The ’60s were in effect the Reichian revolution. It
was this revolution which put the current regime in power. Which is why
the regime promotes this kind of behavior by encouraging the
dissemination of pornography, and why the office of surgeon general has
become inextricably tied to the promotion of abortion, contraception, and,
under the Clinton Administration, masturbation. Joycelynn Elders made
perfectly clear at the end of her tenure as surgeon general of the United
States, that sex education and masturbation were one and the same thing.
They serve the same purpose, namely, the prohibition of prayer and a
social order based on morals and the father’s authority. Masturbation is
simply the act of putting sexual enlightenment and, therefore,
social revolution into practice. It was an insight she could have gained
from Reich. “We cannot enlighten children and adolescents,” Reich wrote
in The Sexual Revolution,

and at the same time prohibit sexual games and masturbation. We cannot
keep the truth about the function of sexual gratification a secret. We
can only tell the truth and let lif e run its course completely free of
interference.

Sexual potency and physical vigor and beauty must become the permanent
ideals of the revolutionary freedom movement.

Washington, 1930

In 1930, in a ruling known as Young’s Rubber Corporation v. C. I. Lee &
Co., Inc., the United States Supreme Court in adjudicating what was a
trademark dispute between two condom manufacturers seemed to affirm
the legality of interstate commerce in contraceptives. “Seemed” seemed to
be the appropriate word because just a few months earlier the same Court
had affirmed the so-called Comstock Act’s definition of obscenity when it
ruled against the distribution of a sex education pamphlet distributed by
Mary Ware Dennett. The ambiguity arising from the disparity between the
two decisions was seen as a window of opportunity by the birth controllers,
and they lost no time in attempting to capitalize on it.

On November 5, 1930, Eleanor Dwight Jones, head of the American Birth
Control League, wrote to Lawrence B. Dunham, then director of the Bureau



of Social Hygiene, announcing that “the time is ripe for us to
launch throughout the country a systematic campaign against the present
disgenic [sic] multiplication of the unfit.” “The public,” Mrs. Jones
continued, “is beginning to realize that scientific, constructive
philanthropy does not merely care for the diseased, the poor and the
degenerated, but takes steps to prevent the birth of babies destined to be
paupers, invalids, degenerates, or all three.”1

Mrs. Jones never got around to saying how she knew that certain babies
were “destined to be paupers, invalids, degenerates, or all three.” But, in
a sense, she didn’t have to. The instrument which allowed Mrs. Jones to
peer crystal-ball-like into the future and discern the moral character of as
yet un-bom infants was known as the eugenics movement, and the tenets of
that movement were held just as firmly by the Rockefeller foundations,
from whom Mrs. Jones was soliciting a large donation. Latter-day
feminists, from biographers of Margaret Sanger to filmmakers who
sanitized her life to delegates to the various United Nations’s conferences
on population, like to portray the birth-control movement as somehow
different from the eugenics movement, but the simple fact of the matter is
that they were one and the same thing. Contraception was a form of ethnic
warfare from its inception, and the promoters of it were very aware of that
fact and willing to fund it on precisely those terms, terms which Mrs. Jones
makes abundantly clear in her letter, and terms which, since the
Rockefellers gave her $10,000 during the Depression in response, they
must have found acceptable as well.

“The second half of our program,” Mrs. Jones continued, again hammering
on the eugenics issue,

is to secure the cooperation of the social agencies in these cities in getting
the women of the lowest social and economic class to avail themselves
of the contraceptive advice offered them.... We... are concentrating on
the practical work of making it possible for the lower social classes to
practice birth control. For the good of the race, people of poor stock -
incompetent and sickly - should have few or no children, and fortunately
they want few or no children. In this matter private interest is in accord
with public interest. That is the strength of the birth control movement.2



"We are not planning any legislative work,” Jones wrote in conclusion,
“because we do not feel that it is urgent. The federal law does not prohibit
physicians from prescribing contraception orally, but only the mailing and
expressing of contraceptive information and supplies and this is not
enforced. . . . only two states, Pennsylvania and Mississippi, prohibit
physicians from giving birth control information, and the Pennsylvania law
is so dead that three birth control clinics are now being publicly operated in
that state with no interference, even from Roman Catholic police.”3

Mrs. Jones’s dismissive reference to “legislative work” was a disguised dig
at her rival at the Rockefeller funding trough, Margaret Sanger, who
had been ousted as head of the American Birth Control League after a two-
year absence in Europe in 1928 and was now running a clinic and heading
an organization called The National Committee on Federal Legislation for
Birth Control, which was trying to overturn the federal ban on importing
and/or transporting information on contraceptive devices or the devices
themselves which was part of the Comstock Act of 1873. By 1930 the
NCFLBC had been able to get bills introduced into both houses of
Congress, and a showdown was in the offing as a result.

The eugenics movement was based on a simple fact of life: Once the upper
classes became habituated to the use of contraception, they became equally
aware that other groups were not using contraception at all, and the long-
term result of having few or no children while other ethnic groups
were having many - the term they used for it was “differential fertility” -
was the gradual loss of political and economic ascendancy, a fact which
was not lost on one of the most politically active groups of undesirables,
namely, the Catholics.

Msgr. John A. Ryan, a professor of moral theology at Catholic University
and head of the National Catholic Welfare Conference, used to end his
speeches attacking contraception with the following peroration:

More than seventeen centuries ago the great Christian writer, Tertullian,
addressed the superior classes of his day, the rulers of the Roman
empire, in these words of triumph: “We are but of yesterday, yet we fill
your cities, islands, forts, towns, councils, camps, tribes, decuries, the
palace, the senate, the f orum; we have left you only the temples,”



Paraphrasing the statement, those who reject birth control might thus
challenge the superior classes of today: “We, too, are of yesterday, but
tomorrow we shall be the majority. We shall occupy and dominate every
sphere of activity; the farm, the factory, the countinghouse, the schools, the
professions, the press, the legislature. We shall dominate because we shall
have the numbers and the intelligence, and above all, the moral strength to
struggle, to endure and to persevere. To you we shall leave the gods and
goddesses which you have made to your own image and likeness, the
divinities of ease and enjoyment and mediocrity. We shall leave to your the
comforts of decadence and the sentence of extinction.”4

Bom on May 25, 1869 in Vermillion, Minnesota, twenty miles south of St.
Paul, Ryan was ten years older than Margaret Sanger, but like her he
was bom into a large immigrant Irish family. Ryan was raised on a farm in
the sort of immigrant community which advertising as an instrument of
national consciousness was supposed to obliterate. “The members of the
farm community where I was bom and reared,” he wrote in his
autobiography;

were all Irish immigrants and all Catholics. In the district school which I
attended there was at no time in my experience even one non-Catholic
pupil. The adjoining community to the south was composed entirely of
Germans, likewise all Catholic. With them the people of our Irish
settlement got along very well. There were no quarrels, enmities or fried on
between the two groups, although we Irish regarded our German neighbors
as somewhat inferior. As a matter of fact, they were superior to us in
some respects. In those days, however, we shut our eyes to these qualities
and kept our attention only on the characteristics we thought marked us as
a superior race/

The disparity between the “superior race” of the Irish and their position in
nineteenth-century America as despised menials created in Ryan an
acute awareness of social justice issues. Ryan cast his first vote for the
populist candidate for governor of Minnesota and defended that vote in his
autobiography at the end of his life. As the Democratic Party, however,
began to import populist planks into its platform, Ryan shifted his
allegiance, becoming in the end such a firm supporter of Franklin D.
Roosevelt that one biographer referred to him as the “Right Reverend New



Dealer.” Along the way, Ryan found confirmation and supportforhis views
in the epoch-making encyclical Rerum Novarum issued in 1892 by Pope
Leo XIII. Consistent with that encyclical, and its sequel Quadragesimo
Anno, issued by Pope Pius XI forty years later, Ryan condemned both
communism and socialism on the left and the Manchester School of
laissez-faire economic thought on the right, and proposed instead the
primacy of the worker as person, with all of the spiritual rights that went
with that status, and not simply as a means of production according to
some materialist anthropology which benefited factory owners, be they
capitalists or commissars. Ryan’s first book was entitled The Living

Wage, and in it he attacked the Malthusian desire for low birth rates
coupled with low wages. Margaret Sanger was in many ways the
paradigmatic example of what he opposed. As soon as she began promoting
birth control, she stopped talking about wages. The solution to every
instance of economic injustice was reducing the birthrate.

The issue was twofold for Ryan: Birth control was intrinsically evil, and he
wasted no opportunity saying that. On April 8, 1924, ten years before
his showdown with Margaret Sanger, Ryan testified before Congress that
the Catholic Church held that contraception was “immoral - everlastingly,
essentially, fundamentally immoral . . . more so than even adultery,
because adultery does not commit an outrage upon nature, nor pervert
nature’s functions.”6 But Ryan also felt that birth control was against the
interests of the working man because as soon as it was given legitimacy it
would be used, as it had always been and as Margaret Sanger was using it
during the ’30s, as an excuse to stifle pressure for higher wages.

Writing for the 1906 edition of the Catholic Encyclopedia, Msgr. John
Ryan explained how Malthus’s theories mirrored the pessimism of his
age. In doing this he also explained how population control went hand in
hand with economic oppression. By 1798 the bloom was off the French
Revolution. The euphoria of Wordsworth and Coleridge, of their walking
tour of France, had given way to reaction and to Robespierre’s reign of
terror. “The French Revolution,” according to Ryan’s analysis, “had caused
the downfall of the old social system without improving the condition of
the French people.”7 In addition to that a series of bad harvests had
impoverished the agricultural districts of England, to the point where she



was forced to import food from abroad causing an imbalance in trade
payments and an increase in debt.

Most significantly, however, English textile industries were becoming
mechanized and, as a result, increasingly productive, creating not only
new employment but also whole new towns of Englishmen working in the
new factories. The new technology in effect created an increase in the
population, but the material benefits accruing from the new mechanization
of industry accrued solely to the owners of the machinery. The Luddites
were just one form of protest against this new development. Instead of
protesting the unequal distribution of wealth, the Luddites smashed the
mechanized looms that were putting them out of work.

The first edition of Malthus’s essay was written in response to William
Godwin’s utopian tract on political justice, which claimed that poverty
was traceable to defective social institutions. The solution to poverty,
according to Godwin, was equitable distribution of the world’s goods, a
process that could be set in motion by political revolution. We see, in other
words, in the Godwin-Malthus exchange the first hazy outline of the forces
that would lead to the Russian Revolution and the bi-polar political
landscape of much of the twentieth century: socialism, on the one hand,
arguing for revolutionary changes in the social order, and the Malthusian
ideology, which became the dominant ideology in England and America,
arguing that these social changes would make no difference because
increases in population would always outstrip increases in the food supply,
as it was doing at that particular period in England. The former system
proposed a human nature that was completely malleable, and the latter a
social order that was the immutable result of “iron” laws, which invariably
benefited the wealthy classes.

Malthus generalized from the economic system in England at the time and
came up, in the second edition of his book, with his famous “law”
that population always increases geometrically while food increases only
arithmetically. Hence, Malthus claimed that there would always be too
little food to go around following any increase of population. Given a
situation in which the wealth of a nation increases as a whole, but one at
the same time in which the working classes receive none of the benefits of
that increase in wealth, increased production will always seem to mean



simultaneously an increase in population and a decrease in the amount of
resources available to that population. Ryan claimed that this was simply
another way of saying that the increase in productivity was not shared
equitably. The increase in wealth went to the expansion of industry, which
involved hiring more workers, but the wages of the workers remained fixed
and low, causing the population of the workers to increase but with no
concomitant increase in purchasing power. As a result, farm prices
remained low and as a result of that farm production did not increase.
Before long the wealth will become so concentrated in the hands of so few
people that economic exchange will collapse, as it did periodically
throughout the nineteenth and well into the twentieth century.

Malthus’s “law,” Ryan argued, was both an ideology, tailored to the
interests of the ruling class in England, and a self-fulfilling prophecy. It
became the lens through which economic injustice was rationalized in both
England and America. Transmuted into a “law” of the sort proposed by
Newtonian physics, the unequal distribution of wealth was transformed
from a case of injustice into an inescapable scientific fact, and therefore a
justification for maintaining an intolerably unjust status quo. Malthus may
not have intended it as such, but his ideas quickly took on a life of their
own and were adopted by the wealthy classes of both England and America
as the rationale for their essentially unjust business practices. Malthus was,
in fact, eventually to repudiate his belief that human populations would
inevitably follow the growth trajectory of animal populations, but by then
his ideas had taken on a life of their own, primarily because of their benef
it to those who wanted to maintain the status quo.

As Scrooge had shown in A Christmas Carol, the Malthusian Ideology had
always been used by the plutocrats as a way of diverting employees
who wanted higher wages into thinking about ways to “decrease the surplus
pop-

ulation.” Birth control had always been the Malthusian answer to the
worker clamoring for higher wages, and in 1930 Margaret Sanger, sensing
a new window of opportunity, tried to use the Depression as a way of
promoting birth control. The Rockefellers and the ethnic interests they
represented funded Sanger to do just this: promote birth control as the
solution to poverty of the Depression and divert the working classes



thereby from asking for higher wages. One of the examples Sanger used
before Congress is telling in this regard.

“My husband,” Sanger began citing a letter from an anonymous woman
impoverished by the Depression, “has been gone for more than 2
weeks looking for work, and I don’t know where he is. I am almost
barefoot and have only 2 badly worn dresses . . . and my 15 yr. old girl has
been in the hosp. since Jan. So, Mrs. Sanger, if my poor miserable letter
that comes form bitterness and want can help other wives and mothers to
have less babies and more common sense and comfort then for God’s sake
use it.”8

Touching as we may find this letter, it is not self-evident that this woman’s
poverty came from the number of children she had, nor is it self-evident
that if Margaret Sanger sent her birth control that her husband would get a
job, or if he did get a job that it would pay him a decent wage, one whereby
he could support his family. In fact, as the Malthusian ideology developed,
it became, more often than not, an excuse not to pay a decent wage to the
worker, since any increase in his well-being would only urge him
to procreate more fervently, thereby once more outstripping the
resources available to him. Ever since Malthus argued with Godwin, the
world had been divided between those who thought that the world was
overpopulated and wanted to reduce the number of people and those who
thought it was underdeveloped and wanted to increase the worker’s wages.

In the early 1930s, after the stock-market crash, the discussion broke out
anew with Margaret Sanger taking the former position and Msgr. John
Ryan taking the latter. In 1934 both Margaret Sanger and Msgr. John A.
Ryan testified before the Congress of the United States on a bill that would
make it legal to distribute contraceptives. By the 1930s, Margaret Sanger
had become completely attached to the goals of the eugenics movement,
partially because she was being funded by the plutocrat aristocracy who
wanted wages kept low, partially because they were involved in a covert
Kulturkampf against the Catholic Church and partially because of the
exigencies of her own sexual life, which was rescued from the guilt she felt
at the death of her daughter by transmuting birth control into a sacred
cause. The Birth Control Review adopted the language of eugenics as its
rationale for the spread of birth control. Sanger proposed a “nation of



thoroughbreds” as well as “more children from the fit, less from the unfit,”
the latter category being defined in chiefly racial terms, “Hebrews, Slavs”
Catholics and Negroes. She was also an enthusiastic supporter of Hitler’s
eugenic policies, offering the pages of

The Birth Control Review to Ernst Rudin of Hitler’s Kaiser Wilhelm
institute.

Not surprisingly Sanger in her testimony before Congress touted birth
control as the solution to the country’s economic ills. “Population,” she
testified, “is pressing upon the relief agencies, upon the dole, upon the
other fellow’s job. ... What is to become of the children of the millions
whose parents are today unemployed?”9

The answer to that question is now apparent, just as apparent as the
answers to the dire questions raised by those fearing a “population
explosion” in the ’60s are now answered as well. The children of the
unemployed got enough to eat as soon as their fathers got a decent wage,
which came about generally as the economy recovered after the United
States entered World War II.

Ryan in his rebuttal argued that the Depression was caused by low
population growth and low wages, in other words, population implosion not
explosion. Not only was the U.S. population dropping but the purchasing
power of a diminishing population was further aggravated by low
wages, which compounded the problem of “underconsumption” into a
vicious circle whose final result was the contraction of the economy and
subsequent lowering of the general standard of living. Birth control, in this
regard, would only accelerate the forces causing this vicious circle. It
would not solve the problem of poverty; it would intensify it, and so it
should come as no surprise that Ryan reserved his sharpest condemnation
for the panacea that would only make the economic disease worse. In his
testimony before Congress, Ryan defined the terms of the argument in no
uncertain terms:

To advocate contraception, as a method of bettering the condition of the
poor and unemployed, is to divert the attention of the influential
classes from the pursuit of social justice and to relieve them of all
responsibility for our bad distribution and other social maladjustments. We



simply cannot - those who believe as I do - subscribe to the idea that the
poor are to be made responsible fortheirplight, and instead of getting
justice from the government and a more rational social order, they are to be
required to reduce their numbers.

Over the next seven decades, the population issue would be brought forth
with various justifications but always by the same ethnic group with
the same political ends in mind. During the ’60s, people like Paul Ehrlich,
the Paddocks, and Garrett Hardin explained with a specificity that would
make a Millerite blush, just when and how the world was going to come to
an end by starvation. “The battle to feed all of humanity is over,” Paul
Ehrlich wrote in 1968 in tones that gave new meaning to the word dire. “In
the 1970s the world will undergo famines - hundreds of millions of people
are going to starve to death in spite of any crash programs embarked upon
now.”11 Emphasis on contraception was always a way of relieving the
wealthy of their responsibility for bad distribution.

On June 13, 1934, the last day of that congressional session, Sanger’s bill
came up for a vote, along with 200 other bills, and passed. The bill,
however, was recalled by Senator Pat McCarran of Nevada, and then killed.
The notion of government involvement in contraception would remain
dead for another thirty years, but its vampire-like resurrection in the spring
of 1965, this time at the behest of the Supreme Court, would signal the
official beginning of Sexual Revolution III. For now the idea of
contraception as the solution to the economic woes of the Depression was
dead.

But the Plutocrats had the ability to keep it alive in secret. On March 1,
1934, at the height of the Ryan/Sanger debate in Congress, John
D. Rockefeller III, scion of the Rockefeller family, wrote to his father
urging him, in spite of shutting down the Bureau of Social Hygiene, to
continue his support of both the American Birth Control League, which
was to get $10,000, and Sanger’s National Association for Federal
Legislation, which was to get $1,000. He also announced that he had “one
further statement in regard to my interest in birthcontrol. I have come
pretty definitely to the conclusion that it is the field in which I will be
interested, for the present at least toconcentrate my own giving, as I feel
that it is so fundamental and underly-
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ing.

Sanger’s defeat atthehandsofRyanledto John D. Rockefeller III’scon-
version to a full-time warrior in the eugenics crusade. It also led him to
understand just how powerful the Catholics had become and how it would
be impossible to defeat them without some technological advantage of the
sort that lots of money could buy. The Rockefellers’ official biographers
make JDR Ill’s conversion sound more mysterious than it was. John D.
Rockefeller III, according to John Ensor Harr and Peter Johnson,

never could explain exactly why he had developed such a strong interest in
the population field long before it came into vogue or was generally
recognized as an area of concern____In fact, it was Junior’s decision to
termi

nate the Bureau that led his oldest son to volunteer to make the population
field a major focus of his interest and to do what he could to carry on
the work. In a letter to his father in 1934, he expressed concern that the
support of population studies and projects would not be picked up by any
of the other Rockefeller organizations, including the foundation, because
of “the element of propaganda and controversy which so often is attached
to endeavors in birth control.”

Far from being a repudiation of what his father had done, JDR Ill’s
conversion to eugenic warfare was perfectly consistent with the aspirations
of his ethnos to remain in power and its fear that the Catholics weregoing
to deprive them of that power by demographic means. In addition to that,
JDR III had come to the conclusion that population control, including
sterilization, contraception, and abortion, had become the conditio sine qua
non of solving problems like hunger and development in the Third World.
JDR III spent much of the late forties and early fifties traveling around the
Far East at the behest of John Foster Dulles, a fact which earned him the
name Mr. Asia at The New Yorker. His travels there only reconfirmed what
he had concluded in his late twenties. Population was the problem.

Eventually John D. Rockefeller III would go on to create the Population
Council in the early ’50s, which would fund the research that would come



up with both the pill and the IUD. But the plans, as his letter to his father
indicates, were laid long before that. During the mid-’30s, the Rockefeller
foundations and those funded by other plutocrat families worked hard at
breaking down resistance to contraception among medical doctors by
focusing their attention through Robert Latou Dickinson on the AM A.

On June 9, 1937, Arthur W. Packard, head of the Davison Fund, wrote to
JDR III to discuss long range plans:

Where do we go from here? Now that the subject has been opened up
professionally and with legal sanction, the question of promulgating
standards concerning methods of study for the discovery of better
techniques, of the areas where contraception could be used and should not
be used, and of the attitudes of public health instrumentalities seem to
assume first importance. . . . The Rockefeller Foundation, the Carnegie
Corporation, the Macy Foundation, the Milbank fund and possibly the
Davison Fund will, by the fall, have agreed upon some formula for the
financing of a new program by the Committee which will represent the
biggest stake which has yet been planted in the field of research for new
techniques.13

The plutocrats realized that the biggest barrier to widespread use of
contraception was the primitive nature of the methods then available. That
shortcoming would be remedied by what amounted to a Manhattan Project
for contraception funded by the foundations which drew their wealth from
the WASP establishment. As one can guess, knowing who sponsored the
research. the purpose of birth control was eugenic warfare waged in the
ethnic interests of the WASP establishment. As Packard’s letter to JDR III
makes clear, the rationale was and would remain eugenic, in spite of the
fact that that term had become associated with Hitler, with whom the
United States, at the urging of the Anglophile establishment, would soon
fight a war. Packard makes his eugenic sympathies perfectly clear in his
letter to JDR III. In fact, this ethnic group was so committed to eugenic
measures, it made them the cornerstone of their philanthropy. “I am
inclined to think,” Packard continued,

that the one constructive propaganda agency which is showing signs of
insight and intelligent strategy is the Eugenics Society, and I feel quite



confident that over the next few years this organization will make a very
substantial contribution to what might be termed the philosophy of
contraception as a matter of national significance. The Eugenics Society,
at least, is the only agency I see which along positive lines is undertaking
to say contraception knowledge must be available to all families, but not
all families at all times should use it, though some families at all times
should use it. It is the one agency which is trying to feel its way through to
the point where, among other things it can develop a set of principles
which can be used by Public Health workers, social workers, doctors and
laymen in delineating an intelligent basis for the prescription of
contraception among great numbers of people [his emphasis].14

As the italicized passage makes clear, the WASP establishment ran a risk
in promoting the use of contraception, and the risk was that the very
people Packard and Rockefeller wanted least to limit their families were
most likely to limit their families. Despite the risk, the Rockefellers
pressed on expanding their efforts to spread the use of contraceptives
among the lower classes.

Three months after his note to JDR III, Packard received a letter from Mrs.
Richmond Page, a society matron from Philadelphia, who announced that
the American protectorate of Puerto Rico had just legalized contraception.
“It is interesting to note,” she wrote in her letter of September
21,1937, “that the entire membership of both Houses is Catholic and that
the bill was signed on May 1st by acting Governor Menendez Ramos with
the full approval of Governor Winship. I have recently learned that it was
intentionally arranged that Mr. Ramos should sign the bill in Governor
Winship’s absence for this reason that, as a Puerto Rican and a Catholic,
his approval would carry more weight on this particular issue.”15

Mrs. Page went on to say that the Puerto Rican plutocrats, which is to say
the owners of the sugar companies, were fully behind the birth-control
campaign. In fact, “In August Mr. Roig, head of one of the wealthiest and
most powerful of the Puerto Rican sugar companies, opened two
contraceptive clinics on company grounds.”16

The point of this letter is, of course, money. Mrs. Page wants to know
whether the Rockefellers are interested in funding more birth control



clinics in Puerto Rico, which is visualized as a laboratory for the same sort
of thing on the continental United States in the not too distant future. If the
Rockefellers have the money, Mrs. Page has a group willing to staff the
clinics, namely, the Quakers from Philadelphia, who had already proven
themselves in the field of eugenics by setting up birth control clinics in the
Appalachians. “Under the direction and supervision of the Friends Health
Service,” she continued, “a birth control clinic was started in 1933 in
Logan, West Virginia, one of the largest and most benighted of the coal
mining centers.”17 This may have been of interest to the Rockefellers
because they had coal mines in this benighted area themselves and were
probably interested in the same benefits for their workers that Margaret
Sanger had promised to the country at large by giving them contraception
instead of a decent wage. Mrs.

Page closed her letter by proposing a meeting between Packard and
Clarence Gamble, heir to the Proctor & Gamble fortune and a notorious
population controller, and Mr. Clarence Pickett, the head of the Friends
Service Committee and the man who had brought birth control clinics to
the benighted coal miners of West Virginia.

In 1942, in reaction to the bad name that eugenics had got by its
association with National Socialism in Germany, the American Birth
Control League changed its name to Planned Parenthood. Reading PP
material, however, makes it clear that the change was in name only. The
organization was still pursuing the same eugenic goals with the same
people funding it for that purpose. In February 1943, Planned Parenthood
launched its “Negro Program,” a “nation-wide educational program” whose
purpose was “creating among Negroes a greater understanding of the
importance of Planned Parenthood to their health and welfare and
economic security” and, of course, reduce their birthrate by persuading
them to use contraception. On November 2, 1944, D. Kenneth Rose,
national director of Planned Parenthood, wrote to Arthur W. Packard
soliciting money for the “Negro Community Organization Program,”
which had “programs in Nashville Tennessee and three rural counties in
South Carolina.” The NCOP “proved that Negro families in the lowest
economic and intelligence levels would use birth control information if
made available through regular Public Health services.”18



On December 26, 1945, Packard wrote to Morris Hadley of Planned
Parenthood, informing him that John D. Rockefeller III had made a
contribution of $2500 to support PP’s Harlem Project, which was “to
provide an example for other Negro populated communities” on how to
reduce their numbers through the use of contraception. Earlier in 1945,
Planned Parenthood, anticipating the return of American military personnel
after the war, issued its pamphlet “For the Man who Comes Back - and for
all his generation.” Again, in spite of the war and the bad name Hitler had
given eugenics and the name change to evade association with it. Planned
Parenthood was still talking the eugenic line.

“Selective Service,” the pamphlet begins, “estimates that 8,000,000 of our
22,000,000 young men of military age are not fit to fight for their country.”
These men were rejected because “they are the children of parents who are
unfit for reproduction.” And under the subheading “Work with
Negroes,” we leam that Negroes are twice as unfit for reproduction as
white people. “Although little more than 10 percent of the population,” the
pamphlet continued, “Negroes account for almost 20 percent of men
rejected for the armed forces.”19 In order to help the Negro become more
“fit,” Planned Parenthood - at the urging of Negro leaders, of course - had
launched the “Harlem Mothers’ Health Center,” funded generously by the
Rockefellers.

Throughout all of the name changes and turmoil caused by the war, the
Rockefeller foundations’ adherence to eugenics remained constant. In
a memo dated June 29, 1943, Packard listed four jobs still to be done. In
addition to “contraception promotion” goal number one, and
“contraception research,” goal number two, Packard discussed “birth
promotion,” which meant the promotion of births from certain people.
Packard urges

promoting and propagandizing on the subject of more births on the part of
certain cultural groupings where sterility is an important factor or
where contraception is practiced with dysgenic effects in terms of
population differentials or where contraception is practiced as a matter of
personal

convenience and not from medical indications with the occasional result
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of sterility in mid-life when children are desired.

The irony of course is that Planned Parenthood was promoting
contraception as a matter of personal convenience among precisely the
class of people that Packard wanted to have more children. Despite that
fact, Packard never deviated from the eugenic party line, no matter how
inexpedient it had become to support it publicly, nor did the Rockefellers
ever stop funding PP’s eugenic programs. On March 13, 1947, Packard
wrote to Junior, explaining once again the rationale he was using in
dispensing his money:

We have in America today a population differential between different
social and cultural groupings which from the eugenic point of view tends to
make the practice of birth control a disgenic [sic] factor in American
life, i.e., our population trends within various cultural groupings reflect
the fact that some of those groups who do practice birth control are not
reproducing themselves at replacement levels, whereas other groups are
reproducing themselves considerably above the replacement requirement.

Such groups do not practice birth control and those groups in many
instances might wish to do so, and constitute considerable drain upon the
social and cultural resources of the country because they do. This
consideration gives rise to two important points in connection with
the current campaign. On the one hand, it is a well considered serious
effort to get an understanding of birth control before those who do not now
have it.

On the other hand, it points up the need for more substantial and effective
research in the field of contraception. The groups which need birth
control the most also stand in need of a simple, cheaper and more effective
technique than modem science has yet developed/

The paradox was that the groups that needed birth control most, from
Packard’s point of view, wanted it least, and those that wanted it the
most, needed it the least - at least from Packard’s point of view. Packard
and the ethnic group he represented were in a bind, but like all good
Enlightenment thinkers, Packard felt that all he needed to solve his



dilemma was a new invention and a better technique. When they were in
place, the third sexual revolution would begin in earnest.



Part II, Chapter 24

New York, 1934

On February 1, 1934, around the same time that Margaret Sanger was
debating John Ryan before Congress, a sadder but wiser Claude McKay
returned from his self-imposed exile, when he stepped off the SS
Magallenes, the ship which had brought him from Spain, onto the dock in
New York City. As one might expect of the man whose most famous book
was Home to Harlem, McKay headed immediately north and checked into
a room at the YMC A on 135th Street. The return to Harlem of the man
who in many ways started the Harlem Renaissance was still newsworthy
enough to merit an article in the Amsterdam News, where Henry Moon
wrote that McKay’s ten-year exile had turned him into a “reserved
individual with a cynical twinkle in his eye.” When asked why he had come
back, McKay said that “the Negro intellectuals have been boasting for
years that I could not come back.” He then added that he had returned “to
prove them wrong.”1 McKay then left Harlem to spend the weekend with
his friend Max Eastman in Croton-on-Hudson.

Throughout his career as a writer, McKay found himself caught in a
dynamic which he understood imperfectly, if at all. Claiming to be a victim
of white racism, he was in fact promoted by a series of white mentor-father
figures like Max Eastman. In this he was typical of virtually all of the
writers and artists of the Harlem Renaissance. Langston Hughes was
promoted by Mrs. Van de Vere Quick, who took Hughes as the vessel of
some mystical consciousness emanating from the Black race. He was then
promoted by the homosexual Carl Van Vechten, who introduced him to the
publishers who brought out his first book of poetry. Henry Crowder, the
musician, became the pet of Nancy Cunard. Zora Neal Hurston was so
eager for the same kind of patronage she attempted to steal Mrs. Van der
Vere Quick from Langston Hughes. And Claude McKay, of course, had
Max Eastman. In each instance, there was a sexual element to the
exchange. In each instance, the black artist symbolized dark sexual forces
which had evaded the enervating effect of “white” Christianity. But in each
instance the patronage involved a sort of bondage as well, either financial
bondage or cultural bondage or sexual bondage. In each instance the black



partner in this unwritten covenant agreed to embody the white man’s
fantasy of a sexual life liberated from “Christian” guilt. And more often
than not, the Negro who agreed to the terms of the agreement understood
them as little as the white people who proposed them. The situation of
bondage was compounded by the fact that the rich white patrons were
promoting contraception among the Negro at the same time they were
promoting “negritude.” This tradition would reach its culmination at the
end of the century in a figure like Ali Mazrui of the SUNY system,
who would get paid handsomely to promote Afrocentricity to whites in
America and then paid again to promote contraceptives to blacks in Africa.
Being a black “leader” meant pretty much what the Planned Parenthood
brochures describing them meant, namely, a man who took money from the
whites to deliver his fellow blacks into some form of eugenic or cultural
bondage.

Perhaps because he participated so avidly in the liberation from sexual
morality which was the heart of the Harlem Renaissance, McKay began
to resent it and what it did to him. The initial reaction in the ’30s was much
like the black reaction to the same sort of sexual engineering when it got
practiced in the ’60s, namely, black nationalism, negritude, and blaming
the white man’s religion for engineering the bondage that was brought on
by the systematic exploitation of passion. The “white” civilization which
McKay accused of being Christian in the 1930s was in fact a mix of
Nazi/racist neopaganism, Communist materialism, social Darwinism, and
the last gasp of a dying Protestant ruling class, which had succumbed to
hedonism and was in the process of putting itself out of business politically
by the widespread practice of contraception. Once he understood the
predatory nature of the culture which had promoted him as a black cultural
icon, McKay turned to racial politics, separatism, and moral relativism as
the answer.

Western society had become a cultural battleground in which two
competing forms of social Darwinism would soon lock horns in another
world war. Looking on this mishmash of rationalized greed, decadent
morals, and eugenic “science,” McKay construed all of it as “white” and,
therefore, Christian. His sexual rebellion had made him hostile to Christian
morality, but his guilt-induced attraction to Africa left him with no



workable code of action.

Toward the end of the novel, the eponymous Banjo is taken out of “the
Ditch,” the old port in Marseilles which symbolizes the “white,”
modern world and all its mean venality, and taken to a hospital which
“loomed up like a great gray Rock of Refuge on the hill above the Ditch.
The ultimate hope of salvation for the afflicted. Below it was a Church
with a wooden Christ nailed to a cross in the yard.”2 Given the Church’s
location and the fact that McKay’s writing is largely autobiographical,
McKay’s meditation on the crucifix indicates that his stay in France got
him thinking about Catholicism. In the French hospital, Ray, the black
intellectual, and Banjo, who lived according to his instincts, found refuge
in a building which provided a neat counterpoint to the Presbyterian
Church, which rose up at the end of Home to Harlem, like a fortress for the
“Ancient Respectability,” which McKay “was getting ready to flee.”

On June 25, 1943, McKay, who had neverbeen in good health since he
returned to the United States in 1934, suffered a stroke while working as
a riveter in a federal shipyard in Port Newark, New Jersey. Tom and
Mary Keating, a Catholic couple McKay had met at Friendship House in
1942, offered him the use of their country cottage near New Milford,
Connecticut, as a place to recuperate. While recuperating, McKay “had
plenty of time to read many pamphlets and books on Catholicism.” What
he read convinced him that the Church possessed what he had been looking
for in communism -“the one true International of Peace and Good Will on
earth to all men.”

My study of the Catholic church led to the discovery of important facts of
which I was not formerly aware. For example, when Catholicism
conquered Rome, in its infinite wisdom it abolished the tribune and usury.
It put priests in the palace of the tribunes and as Jesus Christ had chased
the money-changers out of the temple, the Catholic Church, following in
his footsteps, did likewise. But fifteen hundred years later the money-
changers were apotheosized and peimitted to rule the world by the
Protestants.

As I continued to get enlightenment, it just flashed upon me that
Agnosticism, Atheism, Modernism, Capitalism, State Socialism and State



Communism were all children of the Pandora Box of Protestantism.

By the time of his stroke, McKay had become disillusioned with modernity
in all its manifestations. Just about everything bad in the modem world
seemed to flow from the Protestant Reformation; however, his special
contempt was reserved for the Communists, who had grown increasingly
powerful under the shielding alliance with the Soviet Union that World
War II had brought about. McKay felt that the Communists had blocked
virtually all of his efforts to get work published after he returned to the
United States. He had become similarly disillusioned with the Negro
literati. “When I returned from abroad in the middle of the nineteen
thirties,” McKay wrote, “the ‘Niggerati’ (as they delighted in calling
themselves) and their white admirers thought that I was a loose and lewd
person, because I had written Home to Harlem. . . . Anyway when the
‘Niggerati’ discovered that I was not what they thought I was, they dropped
me like a hot potato.”4

In an earlier letter to Mary Keating, he assured her that the “colored
intellectuals” were not “against me. But they feel that they cannot offend
any powerful group of whites who claim to be friends of colored people.”
By the time McKay was willing to talk about the alliance between the
liberal intelligentsia and the Negro, no one was willing to publish what he
had to say. In “Right Turn to Catholicism,” which remained unpublished,
McKay talked about an editor who wanted a story on the isolationist
Congressman Hamilton Fish receiving $25,000 a year from the dictator of
the Dominican Republic. When McKay replied that he would rather do a
piece on the editor of the New Republic receiving the same amount of
money taken from “the naked rumps of the black natives of the
neighboring Haitian Republic,” he got turned down cold. According to
McKay, “the Negro editor who wanted the story was appalled because the
New Republic was ‘progressive’ and a ‘friend of Negroes,’ but Hamilton
Fish was reactionary.”5 The Negro/Liberal alliance was to continue well
beyond McKay ’ s death, but the terms of the agreement remained the
same, as Eldridge Cleaver found out when he became a bom-again
Christian in the ’80s or Clarence Thomas found out when he
was nominated to the Supreme Court.

On June 1, 1944, McKay wrote to Eastman to inform him that he was



planning to become a Catholic because “I know that the Catholic Church
is the one great organization which can check the Communists and
probably lick them.” Then as if a bit embarrassed to be talking about
spiritual things with Eastman, McKay added almost apologetically, “but
there is also the religious angle.” Eastman, who was by then a staunch anti-
Communist himself, was appalled:

AH these years at such cost and with such heroism you resisted the
temptation to warp your mind and morals in order to join the Stalin church.
Why warp it the other way now for the Catholics? Why not die firm, free
and intelligent as you have lived? To see you go the way of Hey wood
Broun would be so ugly - so sickly a finish disproving, so far as you can,
everything you’ve stood for - handing the StalinistsJust what they want
[his emphasis]. Can nobody stand fast for the truth?”

Eastman’s stand prefigures the position that Paul Blanshard would take
five years later when he referred to Catholicism and Stalinism as equally
totalitarian and equally inimical to “American freedom.” On June 30,
McKay responded by saying that he had always been religious, “as my
poems attest.” At another point he claims that he had never been a
Communist. In light of poems like “Petrograd: May Day, 1923,” which he
wrote after viewing that year’s May Day celebration, standing next to
Zinoviev and other party functionaries from the viewing stand in Uritsky
Square, it is difficult to understand what McKay meant: “Jerusalem,” he
wrote then, “is fading from men's mind,/ And sacred cities holding men in
thrall/ Are crumbling in the new thought of mankind/ The pagan day, the
holy day for all.”7

Like Langston Hughes, who would repudiate his poem “Good-bye Christ”
before a Congressional hearing, McKay was re-writing his past in light of
his most recent conversion, no matter how genuine that conversion might
have been. In McKay’s case, there was no external pressure or threat of
retaliation as there was in the case of Hughes’ recantation. McKay
was simply expressing his views to an old friend in a private letter. Like
Max Eastman, subsequent writers found McKay’s conversion so distasteful
they had to attribute it to ulterior motives. Arnold Rampersad, author of
a two-volume biography of Langston Hughes, claims, “The one-time
radical had died in the arms of the Roman Catholic Church. Illness,



poverty, and isolation had driven him there.”8 Cooper calls his conversion
“ambivalent” but “genuine.” The ambivalence can be gleaned from
McKay’s letters. In the already mentioned letter to Eastman, McKay
claimed that “had I remained in

Morocco, I most certainly would have become a Muslim, because I felt so
utterly lost in not being in one of the religious groups, when Religion was
such an intense thing in Morocco.” Even granting the ambivalence, it is
clear that McKay was drawn to Catholicism for personal reasons - his
experiences in Spain and France, the kindness of the Keatings, his contact
with “Baroness” Catherine de Hueck, the white Russian emigre who
founded Friendship House to combat the inroads of Communism among
the Negroes - but there were intellectual reasons as well, one of them an
incisive understanding of the unique role that Catholicism played in the
world, especially in distinction to the various Protestant national churches.
McKay came to the conclusion that the world needed a universal church
and that when that need was repressed national churches, the repressed
returned in the form of the Communist International. After his experience
with communism and other political movements, McKay also concluded
that the world needed a pope:

I do believe that the ancient and medieval world had a wonderful asset
which we lack today, when a Pope of Rome, with the authority of
Jesus, could say to a stubborn ruler: Stop! For what you do is contrary to
the Will of God! Stop or you will be excommunicated! Even if the pope
might be wrong, I think it was better for him to err on the spiritual side
than a monarch on the temporal. I don’t think Protestantism has made an
enviable progress in the spiritual field of Wisdom and Restraint.9

Missing from all of the accounts of his conversion was the powerful
cultural position the Catholic Church had achieved in America in the
1940s. To cite just one example of cultural power, Catholicism dominated
Hollywood during the 1940s. The Song of Bernadette beat out Casablanca
as the best film of 1941. Hollywood may have been reacting to the stick
wielded by the Legion of Decency and their influence over the Production
Code, but they were also enticed by the carrot of a large homogeneous
audience and sought to lure them into the theaters by having Bing Crosby
and Barry Fitzgerald and Pat O’Brien give sympathetic portrayals of



Catholic priests that would seem all but incomprehensible considering the
point of view which dominated post-code Hollywood. McKay was reacting
to Catholic cultural influence at a time when it was at an all-time high.

On October 16, 1944, McKay wrote to Eastman from Chicago to announce
that five days earlier he had been “baptized into the Catholic (Roman)
faith.” In that letter he continued the apologia for this conversion, and
continued his critique of Protestantism, charging them with an
“inordinate flair for Modernism.”

If I accept the Catholics in a Christian country, it is because I do sincerely
believe that the Roman Church is the traditionally true church and that
the Catholics are superior to any of the Protestants in religious unity
and strength. The Protestants have been over eclectic in their attitude
towards life and progress, jingoistically pushing ahead in their inordinate
flair for

Modernism, even at the expense of trampling underfoot the millions of
humanity. You yourself have exposed the trick in your statement on
the Federal Church of Christ and their endorsement of Soviet Russia.10

The charge is, perhaps, an implicit reproach against Eastman and McKay’s
other white mentors. McKay criticizes Eastman for abandoning the
Christianity of his youth. “Unlike you,” he wrote, “I have never had any
religious experience, because my brother educated me without religion, I
was pretty well versed in the Bible but it was like reading any historical or
philosophical book, and in my adolescence I came under the influence of
the Englishman who sent me to America to be educated, and who was an
agnostic. I used to have great faith in Agnosticism, up until World War I
when the German and British Agnostics or rationalists lost all sense of
reason, became rabid nationalists and began denouncing one another.”11

Eastman’s life expresses as well as anyone’s the declension of liberal
Protestantism into radical liberationism of the political and sexual
sort. McKay had followed Eastman’s guidance as well as Jekyll’s, the
Englishman of the letter, and all the advice had got him ultimately was a
case of VD. If there is a sense of rebellion against these figures, however, it
is moderated by a critique of the historical situation in which Catholicism
stands as the only viable alternative to the racism, economic exploitation,



and doctrinal decay which McKay felt flowed from the Reformation.
Catholicism was the implementation of the International, which inspired
his move toward Communism. It was also the antidote to the racial
nationalism which McKay proposed on the rebound from communism and
its mendacity in professing concern for the Negro. “Jesus Christ,” McKay
wrote in his unpublished ms. “Right Turn to Catholicism,”

rejected the ideal of any special, peculiar chosen race or nation, when he
charged his apostles: Go ye into all the world and preach the gospel.
Not the gospel of Imperialism Feudalism or Capitalism, or Socialism.
Communism, or a National Church. It was Protestantism that started the
movement of national churches. The Catholic Church superseded the
tribal religions in the days when kings and emperors were gods. I find in
the Catholic Church that which does not exist in Capitalism, Socialism
or communism - the one true International of Peace and Good Will on
earth to all men. And as a child of Christendom that suffices for me.
Even though many white folks may regard me as an outcast child.

The white folks were not alone in regarding McKay that way. By the time
McKay had converted to Catholicism, the Niggerati were through with him
too. McKay characterized Harlem as a “melange of pagans and
Protestants.” At the time of McKay’s conversion, the balance of power in
Harlem was shifting away from Communist domination and into the hands
of the Negro organizations which would dominate the civil-rights
movement during the ’50s and '60s. It was also devolving into the hands of
the sexual libera-tionist WASP foundations which funded the civil rights
movement. By the early 1950s, the Communists were gone, and taking
their place were the great foundations - Ford, Rockefeller, and Carnegie.
As a result the Negro organizations never transcended the Protestant roots
of the plutocrat foundations which funded them, and, as a result of
accepting that funding, they were absorbed into the eugenic campaign that
sought to lame them politically by driving down their birth rate. The new
eugenic movement had names like Planned Parenthood and the Ford
Foundation, and it would reach its goal during the sexual revolution of the
’60s when the War on Poverty became a front for the distribution of
contraceptives.

As a result, the Negro organizations which McKay criticized never really



transcended their Protestant roots. In fact, through their absorption into the
neo-eugenic movement they became willing victims of the same
racism. The racial issue was caused, according to McKay’s critique, by the
creation of national churches. And the blacks, confronted by this Protestant
fact of life, went on to create national churches of their own by way of
compensation. The pendulum swung from communist internationalism to
black nationalism in the late ’40s and early ’50s. The civil-rights
movement could only transcend its roots in the black national Protestant
churches by appealing to the Left, which was always willing to
accommodate its internationalist aspirations -fora price. In the ’30s, the
price was support for the Soviet Union; in the ’60s, the price was support
for sexual liberation. As a result, McKay saw the Negro as condemned to
oscillate between two equally counterproductive poles - their own national
churches or the internationalism of left-wing politics. McKay knew the
dangers so well because he had succumbed to both of them. For McKay,
Catholicism was the only way out of ethnocentric national churches and
leftist internationalism. McKay felt that it was a secret kept from the
Negro rank and file who, according to McKay, are the prime victims of this
dilemma:

Our white liberal and radical “friends” will not tell Negroes the truth as
they see it, for they are white and diplomatic. When the liberal and
late Senator Borah attempted to tell us the truth, he brought the wrath
of Negrodom down on his head. But being one of them I can say
without worrying about the reaction that we Negroes of the New World are
not merely a lost remnant of a race, we are also a lost people. We have no
soul we can call our own, for we are running away from ourselves and
whither we are running, God only knows.... Our leaders will sell the Negro
people to any group of whites for a price and social intercourse.u

McKay’s warnings went unheeded. By the time the ’60s arrived, the man
who saw the Catholic Church as the antidote to both communism
and national churches both black and white had been forgotten and
replaced by Catholic priests who could think of nothing better to do than
fill buses for the next civil rights march and claim that the Catholic Church
was “a white racist institution.” By using race as a way of subverting
morals, the sexual revolutionaries would wage a successful Kulturkampf



against the Catholic Church during the 1960s and in the process of
suppressing morals would turn places like Harlem into increasingly violent
ghettos where children were raised without fathers by mothers who were
wards of the state. “This here Harlem,” said Gin Head Suzy in McKay’s
Home to Harlem, “is a stinking sink of iniquity. Nigger hell! That’s what it
is.”13 And that’s what it would remain.

On December 1, 1944, less than two months after Claude McKay became a
Catholic, Arthur W. Packard received a call from Kenneth Rose, director of
the Planned Parenthood Federation. Rose was in regular contact with
Packard, who, as the administrator of the Davison Fund, was the man
in charge of disbursing Rockefeller money for contraception. Rose began
the conversation by relating an incident on a train during which he was told
that “there were too many Catholics managing the [Rockefeller]
enterprise.” Packard denied the allegation, which must have struck him as
bizarre, but then “very quickly,” according to the account which Packard
wrote of the conversation a few days after it took place, Rose got to what
was bothering him. “I wondered,” he said to Packard, “if you people had
not about decided that it was time to take on the Catholic Church.”14 Rose
hung up before Packard had a chance to reply, but the impertinent question
stuck in his mind, and on December 12, when Packard ran into Rose at a
conference, he brought up the telephone conversation and took the occasion
“to state in polite language that we not only resent the method that he used
but also the presumption which seemed to us to underlie his observation on
the telephone.”15 Rose, perhaps fearing that he had just killed the goose that
laid the golden eggs, backed off immediately, claiming that Packard had
misunderstood what he had said. All Rose really meant to do was
“‘wonder’ if we were in any way actively taking issue with the Catholic
Church.” Packard took the opportunity to tell Rose that “ it was a free
country” and “that we accorded to every individual the right of freedom of
religious choice, which we expected for ourselves and that we believed that
only through tolerance, understanding and cooperation would the American
ideal survive.”16 Duly chastised, Rose abandoned that line of questioning.
To make matters even more clear, Packard wrote a follow-up letter to Rose
on December 26, after showing it to board member Thomas M. Debevoise,
who told him not to tone it down, and to add for emphasis “that only
through tolerance understanding and cooperation can the American ideal



survive.”

Rose of course was only giving expression to the misgivings about
Catholics that would reach full expression after the war in books like Paul
Blanshard’s American Freedom and Catholic Power, in which
Blanshard mentioned that Bertrand Russell’s greatest fear was that
America was going to become a Catholic country and that the Catholics
were going to accomplish this by the numbers, which is to say by
demographic increase, which is pretty much what Msgr. Ryan was saying
too. During the postwar period, birth control was to become the prime area
of contestation between the rising power of the Catholics and the equally
demographically based political decline of the still powerful WASP
aristocracy. Planned Parenthood, as its eugenic pamphlets and its letters to
the Rockefellers indicate, was heavily involved in the campaign against the
Catholic Church and Catholic political influence, a campaign which would
reach its culmination in the sexual revolution of the ’60s.

If the Rockefellers were as upset with Rose’s impertinent remarks as
Packard was, their donations do not indicate that fact. During their first
nationwide campaign of 1947 alone, the Rockefeller family gave $35,000
to Planned Parenthood. This contribution placed them, in Packard’s
words “close to being at the top of the list but not embarrassingly out of
line.”17

New York, 1932

In 1931, the CRPS’s budget was shifted from the Bureau of Social Hygiene
to the Rockefeller Foundation. From the outset, the foundation’s
officers pressured Robert Yerkes with little success to concentrate on
human problems. Yerkes, responding to that pressure, wrote to Watson in
1932 urging him to return to academic research, but by that time Watson
had become too habituated to the good life and the emoluments which
accrued to him as an advertising executive. As a result, the whole project
of psychic engineering through sex languished during the 1930s as it
drifted away from Watson, and Watson drifted away from it. Yerkes’s
letter on why he didn’t commit suicide was his last correspondence with
Watson. After completing the article in 1933, Watson sent it off to the



editor at Cosmopolitan who had commissioned it. The editor, however,
rejected it as too depressing and a few months later, as if to confirm his
original feelings about the article, committed suicide himself.

Even though Watson, the creator of the behaviorist project for social
control, was of little use to Yerkes, Yerkes continued to write to Watson
during the early ’20s urging him to continue his research. In 1924 Watson
finally linked up with what he termed “the Rockefeller interests.” In 1924
the Laura Spelman Rockefeller Memorial Fund (LSRM) awarded a grant of
$ 15,000 to the Teachers College of Columbia University so that Watson
could continue the work on infants that he had begun at Johns Hopkins. The
LSRM was a major player in the field of behavioral research in the ’ 20s,
and foundation director Beardsley Ruml made it clear that he was not
interested in the disinterested contemplation of the truth. He was interested
in research that had social results and that meant, more than anything else,
formulating strategies of social control under the guise of scientific
childrearing. The LSRM viewed scientific childrearing as the first step in
the engineering of social relationships, and far from being put off by the
prospect of conducting experiments on little human beings, Ruml jumped
at the chance to fund an experiment whose point was, in Watson’s terms, to
devise methods of controlling human behavior “without having the parents
as the main conditioning factor.”1 If schools were to become, as Dewey had
predicted, factories which engineered the minds of their pupils away from
the views of those children’s parents and toward the interests of the large
corporations and other purveyors of the liberal ideology, someone would
have to come up with an explanation of

how children learned. Watson, according to Buckley, was “attempting to
create techniques that would reduce child rearing to standardized
formulae.”2

Eventually, the research would end up in Watson’s 1928 book on child
rearing, Psychological Care of Infant and Child, which Watson co-
authored with Rosalie Rayner Watson. The book was dedicated to “the
First Mother Who Brings up a Happy Child” and it coincided neatly with
the disintegration of the extended family which liberalism was
accomplishing by its assault on the local, for the most part, ethnic
community in the wake of World War I. Cut off from the childrearing



mores of their own hopelessly old-fashioned parents, “modem” mothers
were urged to turn to science as the guide in raising their children,
specifically the science of behavioral psychology as explicated by Dr.
Watson. Watson lost no time in beginning his assault on “traditional guides
for human conduct.” “A great many mothers,” Watson writes, “still resent
being told how to feed their children. Didn’t their grandmothers have
fourteen children and raise ten of them?” Watson counters by saying that
the fact that “many of grandmother’s children grew up with rickets, with
poor teeth, with under-nourished bodies, generally prone to every kind of
disease means little to the mother who doesn’t want to be told how to feed
her child scientifically.”3

Watson addresses his book to “the modem mother who is beginning to find
that the rearing of children is the most difficult of all professions,
more difficult than engineering, than law, or even medicine itself.”

‘Wo one today knows enough to raise a child, ” Dr. Watson informed
modern mothers. “The world would be considerably better off if we were
to stop having children for twenty years (except those reared for
experimental purposes) and were then to start again with enough facts to do
the job with some degree of skill and accuracy. Parenthood, instead of
being an instinctive art, is a science, the details of which must be worked
out by patient laboratory methods.”5

Watson’s book is full on instances where the laboratory is taken as the
model for the nursery. Mothers should relate to their children the way
Dr. Watson related to Little Albert. Mothers should treat their children
“as though they were young adults.” This means:

Never hug and kiss them, never let them sit in your lap. If you must, kiss
them once on the forehead when they say good night. Shake hands
with them in the morning. Give them a pat on the head if they have made
an extraordinarily good job of the difficult task. Try it out. In a week’s
time you will find how easy it is to be perfectly objective with your child
and at the same time kindly. You will be utterly ashamed of the mawkish,
sentimental way you have been handling it.6

No matter what Watson’s intention was in writing this sort of thing, the net
result was to make mothers feel shame for exhibiting affection because



affection was not scientific, nor was love, an emotion Watson felt,
probably drawing from his own experiences, which was based on
stimulation of erogenous zones. Mothers should not even be seen by their
children any more than was necessary to administer feedings - by bottle, of
course - and change dirty diapers because too much maternal contact
fostered an unhealthy dependence in the child. For those mothers whose
heail was “too tender” and felt, all of Watson’s exhortations to the
contrary, that they had to peek in on their child, Watson recommends:
“make yourself a peephole so that you can see it without being seen, or use
a periscope.”7 Even while peering through her periscope, however, the
modem mother should show no emotion; she should instead “handle the
situation as a trained nurse or a doctor would and, finally, learn not to talk
in endearing and coddling terms.”

Watson spoke as an expert about a world where the school was taking over
more and more of the education and socialization which the family
had formerly done. By internalizing the dictates of the technocratic society
and implementing them in the nursery, the modem mother would facilitate
her child’s success in the world later on. “The modem child,” according
to Buckley, “would soon learn that real authority lay not in the family but
in the marketplace and in its supporting social institutions. Achieving
success depended upon internalizing the values of the corporate order.
Success itself came more and more to be seen as the ability to emulate a
style of living defined and exemplified by mass advertising.”9

No matter how promising scientific methods of child-raising seemed, they
placed an enormous burden on the mother, who now had two options: she
would be culpable of neglect if she ignored the modem methods, or
she would be culpable for every quirk of the child’s personality if she
didn’t implement them correctly. This was clear for a very simple reason.
There was no God, no nature, no culture, and no tradition to fall back on in
Watson’s universe. There was only the raw material of biology and
conditioning, and the mother was the main conditioner. If there were any
failures, she was responsible.

“If you start with a healthy body,” Watson told young mothers, “the right
number of fi ngers and toes, eyes, and the few elementary movements that
are present at birth, you do not need anything else in the way of raw



material to make a man, be that man a genius, a cultured gentleman, a
rowdy or a thug. ... You are completely responsible for all the other fear
reactions your child may show.”10

Whether admonitions like this were intended to cause guilt is hard to say.
That they did seems almost certain as modem mothers strove to be as
scientific as possible by adopting the commands of experts like Watson.
The guilt simply increased the social control, which was congenial to those
who were promoting the experts.

Because his ideas dovetailed so closely with the interests of the mass
media, Watson’s thought appeared in one mass market magazine after
another during the 1920s. In addition to writing for Harper’s, The Nation,
The New Republic, The Saturday Review of Literature, McCall’s and
Liberty, he was profiled in The New Yorker. In 1930 Horace Kallen wrote
an article on Watson and behaviorism in the Encyclopedia of the Social
Sciences in which he foresaw a world according to Watson’sprinciple
producing human beings “as equal as Fords.” Neither Kallen nor Watson
seemed upset by the conflation of the assembly line and human
reproduction. In fact both seemed to see it as a step forward, especially
since Watson was predicting that marriage would be gone by 1978.

During the first ten years of their marriage, Rayner and Watson had two
boys, which he raised according to behaviorist principles, under the
approving eye of the media, which would report periodically that “they
seem[ed] normal.” Billy Watson would eventually commit suicide, so
appearances were evidently deceiving, but by then he was grown and the
media had other stories to occupy their attention.

In 1922, it looked as if Watson might be able to have the best of both
worlds. In addition to his advertising job, he received a teaching
appointment at the New School for Social Research, an institution founded
in 1917 by Charles A. Beard and John Harvey Robinson to disseminate the
ideas of Lippmann, Croly, Dewey, and Thorstein Veblen. Watson gave a
series of weekly lectures at the New School from 1922 to 1926 when his
character, or lack thereof, caught up with him. He was fired in 1926,
according to the testimony of Beard’s daughter, for sexual misconduct.

That incident pretty much ended Watson’s academic career. By 1930 he



had reached the height of his influence, but he had run out of things to
say. All he could think to write about was a story on why people don’t
commit suicide. The topic probably gives some insight into Watson’s
frame of mind at the time. Cohen thinks Watson was suicidal at the time
and resolved the crisis by moving out of New York City to a farm in
Connecticut where he could lose himself in the details of caring for
animals.11 Watson, it should be remembered, once said any attempt at
autobiography would probably lead to suicide, so maybe he was thinking
about his own life at the time.

Whatever the reason, Watson wrote to 100 prominent people and asked
them why they went on living. He got responses from everyone he wrote
to, including a letter from Robert M. Yerkes, who replied that “despite
psychological ills, difficulties and disappointments, I find life intensely
interesting, a game in which by matching my wits against the universe I
may oftener win than lose and enjoy the risk.”12 Yerkes had written to
Watson in 1932 urging him to take up observational work again. Watson,
however, had no desire to get back into laboratory work. “I am afraid there
is too much water under the dam for me ever to be able to think of going
back to university work,” Watson wrote to Yerkes.14 Cohen tells us that
Yerkes had no practical suggestions, which seems odd since returning to
research was Yerkes's idea.

In 1932, the first reaction to Watson, and his British popularizer Bertrand
Russell, began to appear. In a novel called Brave New World, Aldous
Huxley attacked behaviorism as the ideological basis for the “soft”
totalitarian regime of the future. Huxley was no stranger to America and
clearly had it and Watson’s vision in mind when he recognized that sexual
passion was an especially effective form of social control because it was so
effectively internalized. In defending his passions, the victim thinks he is
defending his very self when in fact he is defending the interests of those
who give him the permission to gratify them. The government, then, that
incites and the protects the gratification of these passions will gain a hold
over its citizens in a way more deep-seated than any other. As a student of
the Enlightenment, Aldous Huxley recognized the same phenomenon and
described it the writings of the Marquis de Sade, who

regarded himself as the apostle of the truly revolutionary revolution,



beyond mere politics and economics - the revolution in individual men,
women and children, whose bodies were henceforward to become
the common sexual property of all and whose minds were to be purged of
all the natural decencies, all the laboriously acquired inhibitions of
traditional civilization. Between sadism and the really revolutionary
revolution there is, of course, no necessary or inevitable connection. Sade
was a lunatic and the more of less conscious goal of his revolution was
universal chaos and destruction. The people who govern the Brave New
World may not be sane (in what may be called the absolute sense of the
word); but they are not madmen, and their aim is not anarchy but social
stability. It is in order to achieve stability that they carry out, by scientific
means, the ultimate, personal, really revolutionary revolution.

Huxley could write this way because in the period from 1795 sexual
liberation had gone from the force which toppled the ancieti regime to
being the force which maintained the revolutionary regime in power. “A
really efficient totalitarian state,” Huxley continued, “would be one in
which the all-powerful executive of political bosses and their army of
managers control a population of slaves who do not have to be coerced,
because they love their servitude. To make them love it is the task
assigned, in present-day totalitarian states, to ministries of propaganda,
newspaper editors and schoolteachers.”

Since the best way to make slaves love servitude is to make servitude
pleasurable, all that remains in turning sex, which is certainly
pleasurable, into a form of control is to make the state the arbiter of sex,
freeing it up to be enjoyed on the terms established by the state and not by
the moral order, and a population of slaves will quickly swear its
allegiance to what it sees as the source and guarantor of its pleasures. By
taking control of the sexual lives of its citizens, in other words, the state
takes control of the citizens at their most vulnerable point. What makes the
control so effective is that it is not seen as control as all but rather as
“freedom,” which is defined as the ability to gratify illicit desire. “The
most important Manhattan Projects of the future,” according to Huxley,
“will be vast government-sponsored enquiries into what the politicians and
the participating scientists will call ‘the problem of happiness’ - in other
words, the problem of making people love their servitude.” Huxley sees



this transformation already happening in America:

Nor does sexual promiscuity of Brave New World seem so very distant.

There are already certain American cities in which the number of divorces
is equal to the number of marriages. In a few years, no doubt, marriage
licenses will be sold like dog licenses, good for a period of twelve
months, with no law against changing dogs or keeping more than one
animal at a time. As political and economic freedom diminishes, sexual
freedom tends compensatingly to increase.

Huxley was prophetic if a bit dated because he was more influenced by the
totalitarian governments of the ’30s. What Huxley failed to see was
that the American system making use of market forces was more effective
in creating the servitude he warned against because it was less obtrusive,
therefore more invisible, to its victims. The persistent illusion emanating
from this system was that there was nothing more to it than an individual
and his insistent desires. Hidden away behind the scenes were the
foundations and all of the other forces influencing the supposedly naked
market place to their own advantage. The book’s pessimistic ending may
reflect personal weakness or simply a realistic assessment of the average
man’s inability to resist sexual temptation without supernatural help.
Either way, the net result of succumbing to this world-wide net of
technological temptation was bondage.

During the early summer of 1936, Rosalie Rayner Watson contracted
dysentery and on June 19, she died. Shortly before her death, her two
children were sentof f to camp, so she never saw them before she died.
After her death, Watson’s drinking increased, as did his silence on matters
psychological, leaving a vacuum that was felt at the CRPS and elsewhere.
By the late 1930s, the CRPS was deeply involved, in Yerkes’s words, with
“studies of neural and behavioral mechanisms as facts in the control of
sexual activity and reproduction.”16 Once again, however, infrahuman
studies predominated, leaving nagging questions about human behavior
unsettled. This disappointed Yerkes, who had never abandoned his goal of
using the CRPS to support scientists who could provide reliable data that
would help society understand and control human sexual behavior.

With war clouds gathering over Europe, however, the need for social



engineering became more urgent. Joseph Goebbels, it turns out, was a fan
of Eddie Bemays and made use of his book Crystallizing Public Opinion,
in Bemays’s words, “as a basis for his destructive campaign against the
Jews in

Germany.”17 And Austria, he might have added. One of those Jews was his
Uncle Sigmund, who was lucky enough to escape to England in the late
’30s. Eddie’s aunts were not so fortunate.

If the Nazis could influence public opinion to such a degree simply by
reading Eddie’s book, then the Americans were clearly going to have to
take the study of propaganda to a new level if they were going to defeat
them in the next war. During the latter part of the 1930s, the Rockefellers
got increasingly interested in communication theory and its military
application, psychological warfare, and began funding studies that involved
the people who had been involved in the CPI under George Creel during
World War I. Harold Lasswell was working on a Rockefeller-funded study
of content analysis at the Library of Congress, Hadley Cantril was doing
similar work at Princeton for the Public Opinion Research Project. Paul
Lazarfeld was working at the Office of Radio Research at Columbia
University. Watching the Nazis, the Rockefellers became convinced that
the mass media had only increased their power to influence the public
mind since World War I, and now they wanted to set the media to the same
task as the CPI had done then. The Rockefellers were interested in a
campaign of “democratic prophylaxis” that would target ethnic
communities in the United States and make them immune to the effects of
Axis and Soviet propaganda. In 1939, the Rockefeller
Foundation organized a series of secret seminars with men it regarded as
leading communication scholars to enlist them in a effort to consolidate
public opinion in the United States in favor of war against Nazi Germany.
The America First movement under the leadership of people like Charles
Lindbergh tried prevent entry into a new war by reminding the country of
the devastation the last one had caused, but ultimately their effects were of
no avail. The isolationists were simply outgunned when it came to
influencing the media and as a result in forming public opinion. If they
hadn’t written it yet, the Rockefeller interests were writing the book on
psychological warfare, combining the insights of behaviorism, advertising,



and communication theory into a potent weapon that would have far-
reaching consequences for the country long after the war was over.

Harold Lasswell felt that the Rockefeller Interests representing the
Anglophile elite in the United States should “systematically manipulate
mass sentiment in order to preserve democracy from threats posed by
authoritarian societies such as Nazi Germany or the Soviet Union.”18 Not
everyone agreed. Certainly the America Firsters were of another opinion on
the matter of whether America should enter the war, but some of the
communications theorists objected too. Donald Slesinger, a former dean at
the University of Chicago and a Rockefeller seminar participant, felt that
in resorting to the methods of psychological manipulation, the Rockefeller
interests were no better than those they hoped to oppose: “We [the
Rockefeller Seminar] have been willing, without thought, to sacrifice both
truth and human individuality in order to bring about given mass responses
to war stimuli.” Slesinger contended. “We have thought in terms of
fighting dictatorships-by-force through the establishment of dictatorship-
by-manipulation.”19 As a result of his outspoken criticism, Slesinger,
according to Simpson, “drifted away from the Rockefeller seminars and
appears to have rapidly lost influence within the community of academic
communication specialists.”"0

That lesson was not lost on Robert M. Yerkes. By 1940, it was clear that
the war was not going well for the British, and the Anglophile
establishment was clearly looking for a way to get into the war to help
them out. They were also interested in upping the ante in psychological
research, and that meant they were becoming increasingly impatient with
Yerkes and his emphasis on infrahuman studies. As a result, Alan Gregg,
the director of the Rockefeller Foundation’s medical division, decided to
pressure Yerkes into funding sex research that involved human beings. In
January of 1941, he informed Yerkes that the CRPS could look forward to
funding for at most two more years. His grant for the 1943-^14 year was “a
terminating grant.”21

Watson, the most likely candidate to do sex studies, was completely out of
the picture now. Yerkes, however, had no intention of retiring, and he made
this clear in his “Twentieth Annual Report of the Committee for Research
in Problems of Sex,” when he called for a new role for the



committee. “Henceforth,” he began, “we have concerned ourselves with
knowledge and its extension through research. Scant attention has been
given to the effects of current knowledge of sexual and reproductive
phenomena on [the] individual and society.”"2 To date, the CRPS had
limited itself to promoting “the extension of knowledge disinterestedly, in
accordance with the scientist’s ideal and almost regardless of social values,
applications and risks.” Much of the knowledge that scientists had
accumulated with such pains would become useless, he warned, unless
some way was discovered to apply it with wisdom and insight to society.
Many scientists, he continued, believed that disinterestedness was a
menace. They insisted that “biological engineering” should become the
teammate of research, “lif ting our eyes from the details of vital
processes,” he declared, “we discover that life itself needs guidance.”23 In
order to get involved in “biological engineering,” the CRPS needed
to know more about human sexuality. They needed someone who could
discover the basic structure of the sexual mechanism just as Watson had
come up with the conditioned reflex as the basic building block of learning
in infants.

In December 1940, an obscure entomologist by the name of Alfred Kinsey
wrote to Yerkes about the surveys he had been conducting among students
at the University of Indiana at Bloomington, where he was a professor. The
conjunction was fortuitous. Kinsey needed money, and, more than that, he
needed the respectability which an organization like the
Rockefeller Foundation could confer. Yerkes, on the other hand, needed
someone who was actually involved in sexual research on human beings as
a way of saving his job at the CRPS. “Kinsey’s request for funds,”
according to Jones, “offered Yerkes an opportunity to marry the human
studies sought by the Rockefeller Foundation with the behavioral focus
favored by the CRPS in the 1930s.” Watson had always wanted to do sex
research but the exigencies of the times and his career never allowed him
to proceed. Now the lessons of advertising which had emerged from
psychological warfare after the last war and had been refined during the
1920s and ’30s were about to be reabsorbed into their original scientific
matrix once again. The lesson of advertising 's refinement of behaviorism
was clear. Man was not infinitely malleable. He was a rational creature
whose reason could be overruled by his passions, which were limited in



number, the most passionate of which was sex. If sex could used to make
the consumer buy products, it could also be used in other forms of
“biological engineering” of the sort envisioned by Yerkes. Just as Watson
had been funded to explain the fundamental building blocks of personality
in stimulus-response, now Kinsey would be funded to explain how sex
could be used as a form of control. It was a lesson he was eager to teach. It
was a lesson which Alan Gregg and Robert M. Yerkes would learn the hard
way by falling under Kinsey’s control. Yerkes and Gregg would find out
first-hand how successfully sex could be used as an instrument of control,
after Kinsey took their sexual histories.

In May of 1941, Yerkes informed Kinsey that the CRPS had approved a
grant of $1,600 for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1941. Yerkes
strongly advised him to acquaint the committee with his methodology over
the next several months through personal discussions or printed material.
Kinsey replied that he would be delighted to have any or all of the
committee members come to Bloomington and observe his operation.

New York, 1940

On April 2, 1940, a man by the name of William Stephenson entered the
United States. Stephenson, a British citizen, had ostensibly come to
this country on an official mission of the British Ministry of Supply.
Britain was now in the middle of a war with Germany, a war which
Winston Churchill, who would become prime minister on May 10, had
concluded they simply could not win - without, that is, outside help - and
the only place with enough sympathy and materiel to help Britain win the
war was the United States. Stephenson was sent to the United States as a
secret agent whose job it was to get America into the war on the side of
England.

To do this, Stephenson had to overcome considerable opposition. The
Democrats had been excluded from the White House for the entire decade
of the 1920s once the horrendous cost of the First World war became
apparent to the American people. The Republicans, who benefited from the
backlash against Wilson’s foreign adventurism, were, however, divided



into two camps: the conservative, isolationist faction which had the base of
its power in the Midwest, and the Anglophile, East Coast WASP plutocrats,
who as the description implied saw their ethnic heritage as English and
their allegiance to a group that was similar to them in both income and
ethnicity which transcended national borders. Their sympathies were with
England in the war then raging in Europe. Perhaps because the elitist
practice of American government differed so radically from its democratic
theory, the WASP establishment spent much of its time and effort denying
its own existence. The facts, however, spoke otherwise. The United States
had a ruling ethnic group which acted with surprising unanimity. That
ethnic group had converted to Darwinist eugenics as its core belief and the
contraceptive as the sine qua non of marital virtue at some time before the
1920s. In 1930, as a ratification of this shif t in behavior, the Lambeth Conf
erence of the Anglican Church announced the liceity of the contraceptive,
after having declared it immoral twenty years earlier. As a result of this
combination of ethnic affinity, intellectual corruption, and sexual
degeneracy, the ruling class in the United States had become a fifth column
bent on empire in the English mode and, therefore, the subversion of the
American republic. “Though the American people are largely foreign, both
in origin and in modes of thought,” Lord Cecil had written af ter World
War I, “their rulers are almost exclusively Anglo-Saxons, and share our
political ideals.”1

When he arrived in this country, Stephenson knew that President
Roosevelt's sympathies lay with those of his ethnic group. He also knew
that certain families had more clout than others. Which is why he ended up
establishing his headquarters on the 38th floor of Rockefeller Center,
prime office space for which he paid no rent. Stephenson knew as well that
American history could be characterized not only by its source in English
culture but by its desire to escape from that influence as well. That struggle
did not end with the successful completion of the Revolutionary War.
Emboldened by their victory over Napoleon, Britain tried to re-conquer
their former American colonies during the War of 1812 and succeeded in
burning both the Capitol and what came to be known as the White House to
the ground.

This struggle did not end with the cessation of military activity in the early



nineteenth century. Throughout the nineteenth century, when the American
system of protected manufactures brought about a spectacular rise in this
nation’s wealth, it lay dormant, but in the early twentieth century with the
arrival of Irish Catholics and Southern and Eastern Europeans in
great numbers, it reasserted itself, and the war was prosecuted by other
means. At the heart of this intra-American struggle lay the question of
whether America was to become an empire, on the British model, or
remain a republic as conceived by the founding fathers, who warned
against entangling European alliances. The Anglophile establishment got
its first big break with the presidency of Woodrow Wilson, the professor
who not only got America into World War I, but who also tried to
rearrange the map of Europe according to his own preconceived ideas.
Woodrow Wilson, according to Michael Hunt,

was... certain of the universal relevance of Anglo-American political
institutions and values. As a student of government, Wilson had long
celebrated liberty as the flower of the Anglo-American tradition, its
evolutionary advance the benchmark of progress, and constitution-making
one of man’s great accomplishments. The British parliamentary system
was his institutional ideal, and the American Revolution stood for him as
an epochal event that made “the rest of the world take heart to be free.”'

Wilson, like Franklin Delano Roosevelt, was a Democrat. Being a
conservative at this time meant being isolationist and being dedicated to
the preservation of America as a republic. This Anglophobe tradition,
based largely in the Midwest, had as its leaders people like George Norris,
a Republican from Nebraska, and Robert LaFollette, Sr., a Republican from
Wisconsin. But then as now the Republican Party was divided and the
party’s Anglophile eastern wing, representing the country’s plutocrats,
wanted war with Germany even if it wasn’t on Wilson’s terms. This group,
according to Hunt, was:

self-consciously Anglo in their ethnic orientation and without exception

Protestant (usually Anglican or Presbyterian).The emergent twentieth
century variant of this type was usually a Northerner or Easterner and
increasingly from Northeastern cities. His formal education at
private schools and Ivy League colleges and law schools was supplemented



by an informal education in foreign affairs promoted by trips to England
and the Continent. He practiced corporate law until gaining public office,
usually by appointment. His soundness on foreign-policy question was
insured by the values inculcated in elite social circles, in exclusive schools
and in establishment clubs and organizations of which the [Rockefeller
sponsored] Council on Foreign Relations (established in 1921) was the
most important.3

Woodrow Wilson’s legacy was the income tax, the hated Versailles Treaty,
and an increasing penchant for social engineering of the sort which the
New Republic under Lippmann, Dewey, and Croly applauded. Wounded by
their association with the stock market crash and the subsequent
Depression, the Republican isolationists were swept from the White House
but regrouped when it became apparent that Roosevelt, like his
predecessor Wilson, was determined to lead the United States once more
into a European war. Like Woodrow Wilson, Franklin Roosevelt had a hard
time separating ethnicity and value. If the Anglo-Americans were the
repository of freedom and democratic institutions, then Germans must be
bad. Hunt tells us that for Wilson “it was not enough to defeat Germany.
He wanted also to defeat those banes of humankind that Germany stood for
- imperialism, militarism, and autocracy. A victorious war would be for
him only the prelude to global reform. And enlightened peace would
redeem the bloody sacrifices of the war and break the grim cycle of
suspicion, hatred and conflict.”4

Things didn’t turn out as Wilson planned. The ascendancy of the “An-glo-
America” internationalist faction created a crisis of major proportions for
this country. Perhaps frightened by the arrival of immigrants from southern
and eastern Europe, the eastern Anglophile establishment attempted
to change the idea of what it meant to be an American. Now the prime
designation was racial and/or ethnic rather than intellectual assent to a
series of propositions, foremost among which was the idea that all men
were created equal. Americans were now not so much those who accepted a
set of propositions and agreed to live according to them: Americans were
people of a certain stock, namely white, Protestant Anglo-Saxon. Once this
decision was made, ethnic interest replaced citizenship as the primary tie
of allegiance. National solidarity took a back seat to race and class. This



meant that the Cabots and the Lodges and the Rockefellers identified more
with people of their class in England than they did with, say, a Jew or an
Italian in New York, which is to say their own newly arrived fellow
citizens. This reordering of allegiance meant a transition from republic to
empire would follow naturally if this group ever got its hands on the levers
of power.

The last great battle came on the eve of World War II. Embittered by the

cost of Wilson’s War- $ 100 billion and over 100,000 lives - America
turned isolationist in the ’20s. The Anglophiles were out of power until the
stock market crash of 1929 brought the Democrats back to the White
House, and, like President Wilson before him, Franklin Delano Roosevelt
was an Anglophile who orchestrated America’s entrance into another war.
His great opponent in this regard was Charles Lindbergh, head of the
America First committee.

Throughout the 1930s Charles Lindbergh and the America Firsters, with
many supporters in the Midwest, posed a significant threat to the
Anglophile hegemony in foreign policy. That threat disappeared in a matter
of minutes on December 7, 1941, when Japan attacked the U.S. fleet at
Pearl Harbor and the United States entered the war against the Axis powers
on the side of England. From that moment until the present, foreign policy
was in the hands of the Anglophile establishment.

Thomas Mahl’s book Desperate Deception shows that the defeat of the
America Firsters wasn’t just the result of superior debating skills.
William Stephenson, a British millionaire became head of an entity known
as British Security Coordination in 1939. The BSC was an arm of British
intelligence whose purpose was to get America into the war on the side of
England. In order to do that, the BSC, in the words of Ernest Cuneo, the
Roosevelt Administration liaison with BSC,

ran espionage agents, tampered with the mails, tapped telephones,
smuggled propaganda into the country, disrupted public gatherings,
covertly subsidized newspapers, radios and organizations, perpetrated
forgeries ... violated the alien registration act, shanghaied sailors numerous
times, and possibly murdered one or more persons in this country.5



BSC headquarters in New York occupied two full floors of the Rockef eller
Center. The fact that Stephenson paid no rent for such prime real estate
gives some indication that the Rockefeller family and its wealthy
foundations sympathized with his goals and were willing to support him no
matter how treasonous or illegal those activities were. The goal was clear.
In the first of his seven wills, Cecil Rhodes, founder of the Rhodes
Scholarship, called for the creation of a secret society whose aim (in
Rhodes’ words) is “the extension of British rule throughout the world .

.. and the ultimate recovery of the United States of America as an integral
part of the British Empire.”

Although the Rockefellers were Republican and Roosevelt was a Democrat,
in foreign policy both acted on their common ethnic interests. On June 14,
1940, three months after Stephenson’s arrival, Nelson Rockefeller wrote to
Harry Hopkins to suggest the creation of an intelligence operation
that would later, after its official establishment by executive order on
August 16, 1940, be known as the Rockefeller Office. By the end of
August, the Rockefeller Office was working on a “voluntary program by
which American businesses would eliminate all their Latin American
representatives who

were Germans or German agents.”7 The existence of the Rockefeller
Office, otherwise known as the Office of the Coordinator of Commercial
and Cultural Relations Between the American Republics, or later the
Coordinator of Inter-American Affairs, came to light thirty years after the
war had ended in 1976, and only then was it revealed that it had been an
intelligence operation.

Stephenson’s collaboration with the Rockefellers made a number of things
clear. First of all, it showed that the Anglophile establishment, as
represented by one of its wealthiest and influential families, put ethnic
identification above citizenship when it came to their primary allegiance.
Secondly, it showed that the Rockefeller family was not above supporting
illegal activities to attain their ends. Thirdly, it showed that the Rockefeller
family was in direct contact with British intelligence, a significant fact
when it came to implementing the latest developments of psychological
warfare, and finally, the collaboration with Stephenson showed that the



Rockefeller family was willing to use that psychological warfare against
their fellow Americans. Stephenson brought about the political demise of
isolationist Republicans like Hamilton Fish, andthose politicians whom
they couldn’t defeat in political campaigns were defeated by less orthodox
methods, including sexual seduction. In addition to conducting phony
opinion polls, something which the John D. Rockefeller Ill’s Population
Council would refine during the ’50s and ’60s, the BSC was involved in its
own form of sexual engineering. Mahl recounts the fate of Senator Arthur
Vandenberg, the once isolationist stalwart from Michigan whose votes,
which secured crucial concessions to the British, were brought about by the
sexual wiles of Mitzi Sims, wife of British attach Harold Sims and
“Cynthia,” the BSC code name for Betty Thorpe, another wife of another
British diplomat. The Vandenberg case showed that sex was part of the
arsenal of psychological warfare, and the Rockefellers’ concurrent interest
in supporting Professor Kinsey of Indiana University gave every indication
that they were planning to use that weapon in dealing with new enemies.

In May of 1941, Robert M. Yerkes informed Kinsey that the CRPS had
approved a grant of $1,600 for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1941.
Kinsey, who had been funding his study out of his own pocket, up to that
point was already deeply involved in collecting histories on his own. The
promise of financial assistance from the Rockefellers allowed him to
expand his efforts by hiring other investigators. In early 1941 Kinsey hired
Glenn V. Ramsey, a newly graduated IU Ph.D. who had given his history to
Kinsey when he was doing his marriage course, to take histories for him.
Ramsey was employed at the time as a high-school teacher in Peoria,
Illinois and so naturally began to use his contacts at the high school for
Kinsey’s benefit, something which would cause trouble before long.

By the middle of the summer of 1941, Ramsey was earning $30 a week
from Kinsey for taking histories of high-school students in Peoria, and
what

is more important, offering them advice on sexual matters if they happened
to have questions. Buoyed by his initial grant from the CRPS,
Kinsey planned to bring Ramsey onto his staff full time in 1942, providing
that a second, larger grant was approved as expected.



But then trouble arrived. Perhaps encouraged by the prospect of full-time
employment, Ramsey outdid himself during the fall of 1941 in
both pestering his students for the details of their sexual behavior and
counseling them in sex matters according to the Kinsey school of sexual
ethics. Eventually word of Ramsey’s activities got to the students’ parents,
who then informed the Peoria board of education what was going on and
demanded Ramsey’s dismissal. The parents were especially outraged that
Ramsey was giving what amounted to clandestine sex education to their
children, and when Ramsey didn’t deny the charge, his f ate was sealed. In
December 1941, in emergency session, the school board voted to suspend
Ramsey. Kinsey, who would later use Rockefeller money as part of
Ramsey’s legal defense fund, was furious, and he minced no words in
either expressing that fury or in letting it be known who he felt was
responsible for this attack on sexual freedom. “If we let them get away
with this in Peoria now,” Kinsey wrote in a letter dated January 23, 1942,
“this precedent will encourage Catholics elsewhere, perhaps here in
Bloomington or anywhere else, to try the same tactics against us here and
against the entire research program.”8

Kinsey’s animus toward Catholics was well known and based on a few
simple ethnic facts. The WASP establishment had adopted science,
Darwinism, and the contraceptive as their deepest beliefs and the main
obstacle to the implementation of a social order based on those values, as
the intervention of Msgr. Ryan before Congress in 1934 had shown, was
the Catholic Church. Paul Blanshard’s book on the “Catholic Problem” was
still seven years in the future, but Kinsey’s reaction showed that his class
had achieved a remarkable amount of unanimity on just who the enemy
was. Over the coming decades they would also achieve unanimity on how
to solve the problem. Catholics, according to Kinsey’s most recent
biographer, “struck [Kinsey] as the most wretchedly conflicted group
around. In words tinged with both anger and pathos, he noted that the
Catholic Church Ohas always emphasized the abnormality or the
perverseness of sexual behavior which occurs outside of marriage.’”9 Since
Kinsey was “a son of the Enlightenment”10 whose sexual deviance had led
him to a position of “radical anties-sentialism,”11 Kinsey had come to the
conclusion that religion was the “root cause of sexual repression” and that
science, therefore, had to displace religion as the ultimate arbiter of



morality. By the time he was famous in the early '50s, Kinsey would rarely
give a lecture without mentioning in throwaway fashion that the Kinsey
Institute had the second largest collection of pornography in the world.
With the audience’s curiosity thus piqued, he would then announce dryly
that the largest collection of pornography could

be found at the Vatican. Thirty-three years after Kinsey’s death, John
Barbour, religion writer for the Associated Press, was not only still
repeating this canard, when questioned about his source he even said that
some anonymous AP writer had seen the collection “in a basement
somewhere.” Kinsey Report co-author Paul Gebhard would later admit
with a laugh that Kinsey had picked up the idea of the Vatican’s
pornography collection at around 1940 from Robert Latou Dickinson as a
sort of insider joke which he would use to get a rise out of audiences.12

Kinsey was not known for this sense of humor, and the oft-repeated remark
about the Vatican’s pornography collection betrays more that just a desire
to get a laugh. It bespoke the deepest concerns of Kinsey and his class
about the growing political power of their main opponents in the culture
wars which would follow the successful completion of the shooting war
then in progress in Europe. Once the Rockefeller interests defeated the
America Firsters, they turned their interests on their next domestic
opponents after the war, namely, the Catholics.

New York, 1941

In 1941, the feast of the Assumption of the Blessed Virgin Mary body and
soul into heaven fell on Friday that August 15, and in New York City
the weather was hot and humid with light rain in the afternoon. It was into
this rain that Thomas Merton emerged out of the subway at Lenox and
135th Streets in the heart of Harlem, carrying, incongruously enough, a
large bouquet of flowers. Merton, who, seven years later, with the
publication of his best seller The Seven Storey Mountain, would become
the world’s most famous monk, was now a young layman, recently
converted to Catholicism, and also recently graduated from Columbia
University. During the summer of 1941, he was trying to make up his mind
whether he was being called to a vocation as a writer or a priest. In April of
the same year, he had gone to a retreat at Gethsemane, the Trappist



Monastery near Bardstown, Kentucky, which would eventually become his
home for the next twenty years. But during the summer of 1941, he was
teaching courses in English Literature at Saint Bonaventure’s, a Catholic
college, and trying to pursue a career as a writer. It was at Saint
Bonaventure’s that Merton had almost unwillingly attended a lecture given
by a Russian emigrd by the name of Catherine de Hueck, better known as
the Baroness, or simply “the B.”

The Baroness had lost her family to the Communists and was now trying to
counter their efforts to mobilize the Negroes in Harlem to their cause.
Her solution was a radically Catholic social-action project known as
Friendship House, which called on her co-religionists to “renounce the
world, live in total poverty, but also doing very definite things, ministering
to the poor in a certain definite way.” The description is Merton’s, as
entered in his journal, and the attraction of that way of lif e to this
idealistic young man was immediate. Merton, at the time, was emerging in
more than one sense of the word. Merton was a second-generation modem,
a bohemian by birth, son of an artist and bom in 1915 in the middle of the
cataclysm that was modernity’s defining event. His mother died when he
was six years old and after being first placed in the care of his
grandparents, he was then dragged around France by his artist father. After
his father died, he was placed, along with his younger brother, in the care
of his grandparents once again. Merton came by his modernity naturally, so
to speak, and spent his time reading its literature, books whose titles he
refuses to divulge in The Seven Storey Mountain, and living the life that
corresponded to the literature and the biographies of the first-

generation modems. As a result he became involved in a number of affairs,
one of which (it was rumored) led to an illegitimate child who was
killed along with its mother during the blitz in London. A blasphemous
mock crucifixion at a drunken party got Merton expelled from Cambridge
University and sent back to the New World and New York City, where he
enrolled as an undergraduate at Columbia University in the mid ’30s.

Unlike the Baroness, who lived with the Communists for a year to leam
their strategy for the Negro so that she could better counter it at
Friendship House, Merton arrived at Columbia University in the winter of
1935 ready to become a Communist himself. In The Seven Storey



Mountain, Merton described both the attraction of communism to a
promiscuous twenty-year-old and why he ended up rejecting it. “Having
decided,” Merton wrote, “that God is an invention of the ruling classes, and
having excluded Him, and all moral order with Him,” the Communists
“were trying to establish some kind of a moral system by abolishing all
morality in its very source.”1 “Most Communists,” he would recount after
he had definitively rejected them, “are, in actual fact, noisy and shallow
and violent people, tom to pieces by petty jealousies and factional hatreds
and envies and strife.” At another point he recounted the story of a meeting
of Communists at “a Park Avenue apartment” which “was the home of
some Barnard girl who belonged to the Young Communist League.” “Her
parents had gone away for the weekend,” Merton recounted; however, the
book cases were full of “volumes of Nietzsche and Schopenhauer and
Oscar Wilde and Ibsen.” Even worse than the literature, Merton found
particularly annoying a young man who saw one of the apartment’s
windows as the ideal place for a machine gun nest.2

As in England so in New York. Sexual immorality led to social activism as
its palliative. Bloomsbury decadence during the 1920s and before had
provided the most fertile soil for the growth of Communism in the ’30s.
Kim Philby had just left Cambridge when Merton arrived for his short and
unhappy term there. Philby and fellow Cambridge students Guy Burgess
and Anthony Blunt, William Stephenson’s colleagues in Section D, were to
go on to make names for themselves as this century’s most famous
Communist traitors. Merton, who was ripe for the same type of recruitment
into the Communist cause, walked up to the brink of commitment and then
in a dramatic volte face chose Catholicism instead. The appeal in either
case was moral. Stephen Spender in The God That Failed talked about the
“doubly secured Communist conscience”3: “A conscience which tells us
that by taking up a certain political position today we can attain a massive,
granite-like superiority over our own whole past, without being humble or
simple or guilty, but simply by virtue of converting the whole of our
personality into raw material for the use of the Party machine!”

“Fortheintellectualof good will,” Spender concludes, “communism is a
struggle of conscience. To understand this explains many things.”5 Merton

never became as committed to communism as Spender did, but he was just



as much in need of something to calm his conscience. So much so in fact
that he had an episode on the train back to Long Island, during which it
seemed “as if some center of balance within had been unexpectedly
removed, and as if I were about to plunge into a blind abyss of emptiness
without end.”6

I had refused to pay any attention to the moral laws upon which all our
vitality and sanity depend: and so now I was reduced to the condition of a
silly old woman, worrying about a lot of imaginary rules of health,
standards of food-value, and a thousand minute details of conduct that were
in themselves completely ridiculous and stupid, and yet which haunted
me with vague and terrific sanctions. If I eat this, I may go out of my mind.
If I

do not eat that, I may die in the night I had at last become a true child of

the modem world, completely tangled up in petty and useless concerns
with myself, and almost incapable of even considering or
understanding anything that was really important to my own true interest.7

Catholicism and communism were two spiritual poles in Merton’s life
which, for a while at least, exerted an equal attraction on him. By the time
he arrived in Harlem to work with the Baroness, Merton saw the effects of
the same force field on the soul of the Negro. Modernity’s rejection of the
moral order, which began with the economic liberalism of the nineteenth
century, was the matrix out of which all of the twentieth-century ideologies
grew. Confronted with the decay of Protestantism’s version of
Christendom, Merton was forced to choose between a religion of the past,
Catholicism, which sought to restore the moral order in its completeness,
or a religion of the future, Communism, which chose to abolish it
completely. From his description in The Seven Storey Mountain, Merton
saw the Negroes of Harlem as confronted by the same choices he had
already made.

Here in this huge, dark, steaming slum, hundreds of thousands of Negroes
are herded together like cattle, most of them with nothing to eat and
nothing to do. All the sense and imagination and sensibilities and emotions
and sorrows and desires and hopes and ideas of a race with vivid feelings
and deepemotional reactions are forced in upon themselves, bound inward



by an iron ring of frustration: the prejudice that hems them in with its f our
insurmountable walls. In this huge cauldron, inestimable natural gifts,
wisdom, love, music, science, poetry are stamped down and left to boil
with the dregs of an elementally corrupted nature, and thousands upon
thousands of souls are destroyed by vice and misery and degradation,
obliterated, wiped out, washed from the register of the living,
dehumanized.

What has not been devoured, in your dark furnace, Harlem, by marihuana,
by gin, by insanity, hysteria, syphilis?8

Merton was taken by the Baroness’s plea to save Harlem from the
Communists. However, his contempt for the culture which created Harlem
was tempered by the recognition of the fact that much of the vice that went
on there was committed by the inhabitants themselves, often against one
an-

other. There is, in other words, a sort of double edge to Merton’s early
writing on race that seems to have all but dropped out by the end of his life
when his writings reflect an absorption of a specifically Catholic point of
view into the concerns of the civil rights movement.

Now the terrifying paradox of the whole thing is this: Harlem itself, and
every individual Negro in it, is a living condemnation of our so-
called “culture.” Harlem is there by way of a divine indictment against
New York City and the people who live downtown and make their
money downtown. The brothels of Harlem, and all its prostitution, and
its dope-rings, and all the rest are the mirror of the polite divorces and
the manifold cultured adulteries of Park Avenue: they are God’s
commentary on the whole of our society. Harlem is, in a sense, what God
thinks of Hollywood. And Hollywood is all Harlem has, in its despair, to
grasp at, by way of a surrogate for heaven.

Harlem may have been “a divine indictment”; however, it was also “full of
vice,” a place

where evil takes place hourly and inescapably before their eyes, so that
there is not an excess of passion, not a perversion of natural appetite
with which they are not familiar before the age of six or seven: and this by



way of an accusation of the polite and expensive and furtive sensualities
and lusts of the rich whose sins have bred this abominable slum. The effect
resembles and even magnifies the cause, and Harlem is the portrait of
those through whose fault such things come into existence. What was heard
in secret in the bedrooms and apartments of the rich and of the cultured
and the educated and the white is preached from the housetops of Harlem
and there declared, for what it is, in all its horror, somewhat as it is seen in
the eyes of God, naked and frightful.

Merton adverts to the sexual vice in Harlem in a way which places
virtually all the blame on the dominant white culture. At certain points he
descends into unwarranted sentimentality as when he claims “that if Our
Lady were to act according to her usual custom, Harlem would be one of
the first and only places I would expect her to appear.”11 Yet in spite of
lapses into sentimentality, Merton never loses his moral compass.
Hollywood is bad, but Harlem is also bad in its way. Both are
manifestations of modernity in their way. Hollywood may be a surrogate
for Harlem insofar as it manifests money and glamour. However, Harlem is
every bit as much a heaven for Hollywood in so far as it epitomizes sexual
liberation.

Implicit in Merton’s analysis of Harlem is a certain element of moral
condemnation, not just of white racist society with its jejune ideals but
also of the inhabitants of Harlem who have been taken in by those ideals.
Catholic action of the sort proposed by the Baroness had a dual value to the
inhabitants of Harlem. It was an antidote to communism, but it also
testified to the necessity of following the moral law. Harlem may not be as
culpable for its “furtive sensualities” as Hollywood; however, Merton
condemns the sexual

misbehavior of both. Merton seems to be saying that Harlem was aping
Hollywood, when in fact the opposite seems to be the case. Beginning with
the twenties, white cultural brokers saw jazz and the Negro as a type to
symbolize their liberation from small-town mores and Christian morals.
This portrayal was as accurate as the respective media would allow. It
could be as sleazy as Van Vechten’s Nigger Heaven or as innocuous as
Hollywood’s Mr. Bojangles.



By the time Thomas Merton arrived at Columbia, Harlem had evolved its
own cultural lingua franca, commonly known as jazz, a form of music
to which virtually every Columbia student in the 1930s and ’40s was
exposed willy nilly. Merton the would-be mystic, talks about taking the
subway with his fraternity brothers to the nightclubs on 52nd street and

letting yourself be deafened by the jazz that throbbed through the whole
sea of bodies binding them altogether in a kind of fluid medium. It was
a strange, animal travesty of mysticism, sitting in those booming
rooms with the noise pouring through you, and the rhythm jumping and
throbbing in the marrow of your bones.

At about the same time that Thomas Merton was emerging from the
subway on his way to Friendship House, a Columbia sophomore from
Massachusetts was all but fully recovered from a broken leg sustained in a
football game the previous fall. Jack Kerouac, like Merton, was a Catholic.
Unlike Merton, he was not a convert; he had been Catholic from birth,
coming from French-Canadian stock which had settled in the mill town of
Lowell. In fact, it might be said, that the two young men, seven years apart
in age, were being exposed to the same stimuli and as a result propelled in
radically different directions. Columbia, which had been a step down from
Cambridge, was the scene of Merton’s conversion. The same university,
which had been more than one step up for the proletarian from Lowell, was
the scene of what might be called Kerouac’s deconversion from
Catholicism. Both spiritual events took place in the shadow of Harlem with
jazz playing in the background. Roughly a year before, one of Kerouac’s
student friends had taken him to the Apollo Theater in Harlem to hear
Jimmy Lunceford. It was the first time that Kerouac had heard a black
musician in a live performance, and Jack was, in the words of his
biographer Dennis McNally, “instantly swept up in the whirlwind known as
American race relations.”13 Jack became one of those “alienated whites
who at least verbally reject racism and become respectfully interested,
sometimes obsessed with, Afro-American culture.”

Both Merton and Kerouac were contemptuous of “white” culture, which is
to say the prevailing mores in America in the 1940s. However,
Kerouac, perhaps because he grew up within the Church, was less able to
separate it from the culture at large. Even if Merton was able to slip into



sentimental idealizations of the Negro at times, he still shared the opinion
of the Baroness that the Negro needed the spiritual resources of the
Catholic Church. For

Merton and the Baroness, Catholicism and communism, the forces of good
and evil respectively, were fighting for possession of the Negro’s soul. If
the outcome was in doubt, that was only because the will was free, not
because either the Baroness or Merton had any doubts about the good or
evil of the respective alternatives.

With Kerouac, at this stage of his life at least, the situation was different.
Catholicism was part of the “white” culture which included Columbia
University and Hollywood. Given the times, it was not hard to see how the
confusion could take root in an impressionable nineteen-year-old.
Universities founded under Christian auspices, often as seminaries, still
functioned in loco parentis, and while modernity had taken root among the
cultural elites, those elites had not completed their march through the
institutions which supported them. Beyond that, the culture of the time
showed a remarkable ability to accommodate Catholic piety, an open-
mindedness which would have been unthinkable fifty years earlier - or fifty
years later for that matter. In 1928, the Ku Klux Klan had flexed its
political muscles and marched against A1 Smith, whose famous line after
losing the presidential election, “tell the Pope to unpack his bags,”
memorialized the bigotry that contributed to his defeat. In 1989, using
tactics which made the Klan seem tame by comparison, homosexuals in
New York City had attempted to shut down a talk given by Joseph Cardinal
Ratzinger, the Vatican’s prefect for the Congregation of the Doctrine of the
Faith. One year later, the same group of homosexuals, in an outburst
reminiscent of the nativist riots of over one hundred years earlier, invaded
Saint Patrick’s Cathedral in New York City during the celebration of Mass,
and after shouting down the celebrant, John Cardinal O’Connor, chewed up
communion wafers and spat them on the floor.

But in the ’40s things were different, and Catholicism enjoyed a public
esteem that was unprecedented in American history. In the early ’40s, two
of Hollywood’s biggest box-office successes were Going My Way and
The Song of Bernadette. However, the flip side of this unprecedented
esteem was guilt by association .Both Kerouac and Merton, but especially



the f ormer, assumed a linkage that was only apparent. In this respect both
men followed opposite trajectories. Kerouac was unable to distinguish
Catholicism, especially its redaction of the Christian moral code, from
what he considered “white” culture at large at the beginning of his career.
However, he began to identify himself as more and more Catholic toward
the end of his life as he became more and more alienated from the counter-
culture he helped launch. Merton, on the other hand, followed virtually the
opposite path, especially in regard to the Negro issue. The moral critique of
Harlem in The Seven Storey Mountain has all but disappeared by the time
a late work like Conjectures of a Guilty Bystander appeared. Merton’s
critical faculties were conquered by the categories of the emerging
counter-culture. If in the mid-’40s Hollywood was to come under Merton’s
condemnation, then a good deal of American

Catholicism was going to suffer from guilt by association. In 1964 Merton
was to write:

The confusion modem Catholics can fall into is to treat whatever culture
they are bom into as if its traditions - although they have nothing to
do with Christianity at all - were part of our religion. One clear instance
of this is the acceptance by some Catholics, of the American social
tradition of race prejudice, in complete and sin ful contradiction of the
doctrine of the Mystical Body of Christ.

Condemning something as multifarious as a culture is tricky business, the
main danger being throwing the baby out with the bathwater, for
each culture is a mixture of both good and bad. Merton’s balanced
assessment of Harlem in the ’40s degenerated by the ’ 60s into a critique
that was in no way uniquely Catholic and in many ways indistinguishable
from the civil-rights liberalism of the time. If Merton succumbed to
Bohemian ressentiment against the established order, it is not surprising
that Kerouac did the same at an earlier date. In fact, at the same time that
Merton along with the Baroness was proposing Catholicism as the antidote
for Harlem, Kerouac was adopting Harlem as the cure for “white” culture,
if not specifically Catholicism. By the 1940s, the Harlem Negro, primarily
through the medium of j azz, symbolized the antipode to the values
espoused by the dominant culture. A s early as 1929, Claude McKay could
write that “The American darky is the performing fool of the world



today.”15 With the end of World War II, New York became the cultural
capital of the world, and the Negro’s symbolic value increased
correspondingly.

In 1941, around the same time that Thomas Merton was working at
Friendship House in Harlem, Alfred Kinsey was also showing an interest
in the Negro. “Late in 1941,” writes Kinsey co-worker Wardell Pomeroy in
his biography of Kinsey,

Kinsey went to Gary, Indiana, where he secured seventy-one histories of
blacks, nearly all of them females, and in the process had his first
brush with the police, who were highly alarmed when they heard rumors of
what he was up to in the black neighborhoods. Unable to make the
patrolmen understand, Kinsey was taken to the station house, where he
made his explanation to the night captain, who called the University As
soon as Kinsey’s identity was established, there were no further
objections.1

Pomeroy neglects to tell the reader that the police were interested in
Kinsey because virtually all of his histories of black f emales were taken f
rom prostitutes. At another point in the same book, Pomeroy mentions
going with Kinsey to Indianapolis to measure the clitorises of black
prostitutes there. The fact is significant. Kinsey was drawn to the Negro
ghetto for the same reason Jack Kerouac was. He was intrigued by sexual
pathology, which he construed, like Kerouac, as a sort of liberation from
Christian morality. As early as 1942, Kinsey had heard of the homosexual
demimonde of Times

Square from prison inmates at the Indiana State Penal Farm. When he
arrived to take his sex histories, Kinsey ran into Jack Kerouac and his
crowd of “white Negroes” down slumming from Columbia University.
“Kinsey,” Kerouac wrote in On The Road, “spent a lot of time in Ritzy's
bar, interviewing some of the boys: I was there the night his assistants
came, in 1945. Hassel and Carlo were interviewed.O17

Carlo was the homosexual poet and countercultural icon Allen Ginsberg;
Hassel was the homosexual prostitute and petty criminal Herbert Huncke.
The man who proved to be the key link between Times Square
and Columbia was the homosexual drug addict William Burroughs, author



of Naked Lunch, which Burroughs characterized as a kind of “catharsis
where I say the most horrible thing I can think of.”18 Kerouac typed the
manuscript and thought it exceeded the efforts of the French homosexual
playwright Jean Genet, the Marquis de Sade, and the Satanist, Aleister
Crowley.

It was among people like this that Kinsey came to his conclusions about
the sexual behavior of the average American male. According to
Pomeroy’s account, Kinsey

came to Times Square with no contacts whatever, and hung around the bars
on Eighth Avenue that he recognized as gay. Observing for hours at a time
on different occasions, he noticed a man who also seemed to be constantly
hanging around. Going over to him, he said, “I am Dr. Kinsey, from
Indiana University, and I’m making a study of sex behavior. Can l buy you
a drink?”

Pomeroy concludes that “it was impossible ... to doubt this clear-eyed,
earnest, friendly man from the Midwest.” According to his own account,
Huncke only agreed to give his sex history after Kinsey agreed to pay $10
for it. After listening to Huncke’s story in his hotel room, “a sexual history
that must have stood out for its rich variety, from his first experience at the
age of nine,” Kinsey asked to measure the size of Huncke’s penis. He took
out a card with a phallus drawn on it and explained how he would mark the
length first when soft and then erect. Kinsey then said he would pay
Huncke $2 for every interviewee he could produce. Ted Morgan goes on to
say that Burroughs “may be the only writer of renown to have his sexual
history on file, including his penis size soft and erect, at the Kinsey
Institute for Research in Sex Gender, and Reproduction, in Bloomington,
Indiana.”19 Perhaps Morgan doesn’t consider William Faulkner a writer of
renown, but Faulkner’s history is on file at Bloomington as is a that of
number of other literary figures, who felt the need to show and tell all to
“this clear-eyed, earnest friendly man from the Midwest.”

Kinsey was driven to the ghetto, to prisons and to gay bars - his three
favorite sources for sexual histories - for two reasons: first of all, he liked
the variety he found there, being especially avid for homosexual deviance,
and secondly, because this sort of person was the only sort who would talk



to

him. Given the particulars involved in his interviews, something over
which he and his co-workers still maintain a veil of secrecy, it becomes
obvious that only a certain type of person is going to be willing to be
interviewed. Psychologist Abraham Maslow brought out this “volunteer
bias” in an article which appeared in The Journal of Abnormal and Social
Psychology in April 1952, maintaining that

the bias introduced into a sex study by the use of volunteers is, in general,
in the direction of inflating the percentage reporting unconventional
or disapproved sexual behavior - such as masturbation, oral sexuality,
petting to climax, premarital and extramarital intercourse, etc. The
more timid and retiring individuals, evidently, are apt to be privately, as
well as socially conforming. They are likely, it seems, to refrain from
volunteering for sex studies in which they are asked embarrassing
questions. The present study would lead us to conclude that the percentages
reported are probably inflated and that they should be discounted to some
extent for volunteer-error until reexamined.20

Maslow, who worked with Kinsey at the time he was gathering histories,
made his findings known to Kinsey while he was preparing his first
volume, but Kinsey ignored the objections. In a letter written in 1970,
Maslow said that he warned Kinsey about volunteer error but Kinsey
“refused to publish it and refused even to mention it in his books, or to
mention anything else that I had written. All my work was excluded from
his bibliography.” According to Maslow, “the whole basis for Kinsey’s
statistics was proven to be shaky,”22 by the findings on volunteer bias,
which Kinsey willfully ignored.

This self-selection bias was true of both whites and Negroes, but Kinsey
found out that this was true of the Negro first-hand when he tried to get
interviews from “educated Negroes” at Howard University. According
to Pomeroy’s account, Kinsey and Co. “were surprised to find a great deal
of resistance to giving histories, a rare occurrence. Kinsey quickly
understood why. These students thought Whitey was delving into their
lives in his own interest, not theirs; white researchers encounter the same
reaction today when they attempt to make ghetto studies.”23



This is the first of many contradictions of Pomeroy’s account of Kinsey’s
inclusion of Negro material in his reports. Pomeroy begins his section on
the Negro by saying that as of 1945 “Kinsey was acutely conscious that his
Negro sample at that point was too heavily loaded with poorly educated
and economically lower groups, and he was afraid that too many people
might take that picture as typical of Negroes as a whole.”24 Pomeroy
goes on to say that “[i]n time, however, we did get enough histories of
upper-level Negroes to compensate for the others.” However, he concludes
the section by quoting Kinsey’s claim that “our first published volume was
confined to the white male.”

On page 79 of the female volume, published in 1953, Kinsey, et al., write
that “[s]ome small portion of the discrepancy between our female and male

data may be accounted for by the fact that these interracial contacts were
included in the male volume but are not accounted for in the present
volume, because no Negro females are included in this volume.” That
disclaimer would seem to indicate that the Negro material did make into
the first Kinsey Report. On p. 213 of the same volume, Kinsey writes
concerning “sex dreams” that “some 13 percent of the females in the
sample (Negro and white) who had ever dreamed, had had sex dreams
which went beyond their actual experience,” again indicating that the
Negro material has been included in the female volume as well.

One Kinsey scholar reconciled this apparent contradiction by saying that in
the matter of race, Kinsey “wanted to have his cake and eat it too.”
Kinsey included the material on ghetto Negroes to tilt the norm toward
sexual deviance while claiming to have excluded it because he wanted to
insure the respectability of his data in the face of white suspicions about
Negro sexuality. Kinsey included the Negro material, which, as his
experiences at Howard University showed, was primarily drawn from
prisoners and prostitutes, because it weighed the reports’ results in favor of
deviance and helped in destabilizing moral norms. Kinsey deliberately
sought the ghetto as the locus of sexual pathology, every bit as much as he
sought out the denizens of gay bars and prisons. And when he sought out
whites in New York City, it was almost exclusively among those with a
heavy penchant for deviance. They were the only people willing to talk to
him, as Maslow had proven to his dismay.



If, as Kinsey claimed, there was no difference between the mores of black
and white, class being equal, then there was no more reason to
exclude blacks than whites from his database. The only thing which
affected the sample was volunteer bias, which Kinsey ignored, but which
affected both races equally. Furthermore, his sample of Negroes was more
than ten times the size of his sample of Orthodox Jews, a fact which in no
way prevented him from the most grandiose generalizations about the
latter group’s sexuality. Taken as a whole, Kinsey’s data were drawn
overwhelmingly from the pool of the sexually liberated, precisely the
alliance between ghetto-dwelling black and white bohemian described by
Kerouac in his novels. Both groups needed each other. Kinsey, et al, had a
craving for deviance, and the deviant groups he interviewed, especially the
homosexuals according to Pomeroy, needed toconfess to the all-enabling,
all-approving “scientist” from the Midwest. “Not far from the hotel,”
Pomeroy writes, describing a session of taking sex histories around Times
Square, “a towering Negro male prostitute came running after us, having
recognized Kinsey” as the “sex doctor” and then wanting to know” why
ain’t you come around to get my history.”25

Kinsey proved to be the role model of a whole generation of subverters of
sexual morality, including Masters and Johnson and Hugh Hefner,
who mentioned Kinsey as the inspiration behind the founding of Playboy.
Since

only the sexually liberated would talk to him, Kinsey’s reports proved to be
an expression of the hip-ghetto alliance in one of its purest forms.
When Kinsey tried to portray these results as an expression of what
everyone did, the sexually liberated culture brokers accepted it with avidity
that bespoke guilty conscience. After describing his own instincts as
essentially “lecherous,” Max Eastman went on to add “that I experienced
no glimmer of surprise or disbelief when Dr. Kinsey published his book of
statistics about Sexual Behavior in the Human Male26 - something which
should have come as no surprise since Kinsey was basically describing the
behavior of people who behaved just like Eastman. Norman Mailer’s
description of the “White Negro” could be just as easily applied to Kinsey
and Pomeroy’s nocturnal ramblings around Times Square. Both were
“urban adventurers who drifted out at night looking for action with a black



man’s code to fit their facts.”27 Beyond that, Mailer saw the emergence of
the “hipster,” the “White Negro,” as a crucial watershed in the history of
the Left in this century. Describing the decade which began with the
publication of the Kinsey Report in 1948 and ended with the publication of
Kerouac’s On the Road and the emergence of the beatnik as a mass cultural
phenomenon. Mailer opines that

the rise of the hipster represents the first wind of a second revolution in
this century, moving not forward toward action and more rational equitable
distribution [i.e., communism], but backward toward being and the secrets
of human energy, not forward to the collectivity which was totalitarian in
the proof but backward to the nihilism of creative adventurers____that first
revolution ... was conscious, Faustian and vain, enacted

in the name of the proletariat but more likely an expression of the
scientific narcissism we inherited from the nineteenth century.... the
second revolution . . . would be to tum materialism on its head, have
consciousness subjugated to instinct. The hipster, rebel cell in our social
body, lives out, acts out, follows the close call of his instincts as far as he
dares/

At some time during the late '40s or early ’50s, the sexual revolution, as
epitomized by the ghetto Negro and his white imitators, had succeeded
the Communist revolution as the Left’s preferred vehicle of social change.
Instead of Negroes having to become Communists - the status quo in the
1930s as demonstrated by people like Richard Wright, Langston Hughes,
and Paul Robeson - now the true left-wing revolutionary had to become a
Negro - as evidenced by people like Jack Kerouac and Neal Cassady. The
economic revolution had been superseded by a cultural revolution of
primarily sexual dimensions, with the ghetto Negro as its avant garde.

Bloomington, Indiana, 1942

Kinsey may have lost his battle with the Peoria school board in early 1942,
but his stature with the Rockefeller Foundation and its surrogates
continued to rise. In December 1942 Robert Yerkes and two of his
colleagues at the NRC made a trip to Bloomington “to get fully acquainted
with Dr. Kinsey and his methods of work.”1 Kinsey was now at the height



of his power as a sex investigator, and he used that power to ensnare the
people who held the purse strings which supported him, ensuring a steadily
increasing flow of foundation money for the next twelve years. Kinsey,
according to Jones, “had no intention of becoming an agent of social
control.”2 However, Kinsey’s behavior following the arrival of the “three
wise men from the east,” indicates otherwise. It also indicates that Jones
can’t read his own text, for the visit to Bloomington - what later became
known as “the treatment” -was an exercise in the use of sexual liberation as
a form of control from the very beginning, something which becomes clear
from Jones’s own description of it.

No sooner had his visitors checked into their rooms at the IU student union
than Kinsey had them over at Morrison Hall looking at pornography, which
was a prelude to taking their sexual histories. According to Jones, “Yerkes,
Comer and Reed agreed to give Kinsey their sex histories so that they
could evaluate his ability to secure accurate data.” But it is clear,
even from Jones’s account, that Kinsey had ulterior motives, motives
which Jones can admit to himself only reluctantly. Kinsey, according to
Jones, “would control and they would react; and at the end of the
interviews, he would possess their secrets ,but they would not know him....
Kinsey had built a life on the principle that knowledge is power. He
understood full well that taking their histories would give him leverage. . . .
Once they contributed their histories, they would surrender their privacy,
an act of trust that would force them to rely on his pledge of
confidentiality.”3

Jones describes Kinsey’s encounter with the three wise men using all the
rhetoric of psycho-sexual control without once admitting the most
obvious fact, namely, that once the foundation executives had told Kinsey
the most intimate details of their sex lives, they could now be blackmailed
if they ever had second thoughts about continuing their support. Kinsey
was using the sex histories as a form of control. Just as the people most
likely to fall into a scam are people who have perpetrated one themselves,
so those most likely

to be controlled by sex are those interested in using sex as a way of
controlling others. In this instance, Yerkes and the other scientists were
easy pickings. Yerkes and his colleagues entered the trap with their eyes



wide open. Kinsey later told a friend that Yerkes, et al., “everywhere made
it apparent that this is the study they have been waiting for more than
twenty years.”4 According to Jones, Yerkes “had never abandoned his goal
of using the CRPS to support scientists who could provide reliable data that
would hel^ society understand and control human sexual behavior [my
emphasis].” Kinsey not only allowed Yerkes to broaden the CRPS studies
to involve sexual research on humans at a time when it was considered
taboo, it also allowed him to save his own job by moving from “the
extension of knowledge disinterestedly, in accordance with the scientist’s
ideal and almost regardless of social values, applications and risks,” into
something dearer to the heart of the Rockefeller Foundation at the moment,
namely, “biological engineering.”

As Christopher Simpson makes clear in his Science of Coercion, the
immediate goal of this sort of research was the defeat of the Axis powers,
and shortly thereafter the defeat of international Communism during the
Cold War. But unlike World War II, the Cold War was not a declared war.
It may have had a middle and a clearly defined end in 1989, but it would
have been troubling to Aristotle because it had no clearly defined
beginning, other than a speech by Winston Churchill which served that role
with more of the benefit of hindsight than anything else. As a result, it was
the liberal cabal which inhabited the OSS/CIA, the foundations, the media,
and academe which determined more often than not how this research got
put to use and against whom. The Communists were the obvious targets,
but as the ’50s proceeded, it was also becoming increasingly apparent that
many of the black operations begun by this cabal also targeted segments of
the United States population which were from the point of view of the
psychological warriors needed to be subverted or enlightened.

The personal, in other words, is only half the story here. Professor Kinsey,
with all of his homosexual compulsions, would have remained just one
more geek with a bow-tie and crew cut if the Rockefellers hadn’t paid
his way to fame. Kinsey “had emerged at precisely the right moment to
capitalize on the foundation’s desire to use science as a tool for controlling
human behavior.”6 Jones goes on to say that “the decision to impress
science into the service of social control eventually backfired. Social
hygienists failed to recognize that scientific data could be used to support



sexual liberation as easily as social control,” but that is simply because
Jones fails to understand that sexual liberation is a form of social control,
and it is precisely for this reason that the Rockefeller Foundation was
interested in learning more about it. Sexual liberation fit in with the rest of
the research they were sponsoring on psychological warfare at the time,
and if the information didn’t get used dur-

ingthe ’40s or the ’50s, it most certainly got used during the ’60s, when
John D. Rockefeller III and the Population Council under Bernard Berelson
orchestrated what has come to be known as the Sexual Revolution,
beginning with Griswold v. Connecticut, through Roe v. Wade, up to Henry
Kissinger’s NSSM 200 in 1974, which established population control as the
pillar of United States foreign policy. Not surprisingly, since they
subsidized the research that went into the book, Jones’s biography of
Kinsey amounts then to an exculpation (perhaps unwitting) of the
Rockefeller Foundation; Kinsey is made the fall guy, for something that
would and in fact did take place without him.

Jones documents Kinsey’s use of sex as a way of controlling people
throughout his book, but he seems strangely incapable of understanding
all of its ramifications. “I think [Kinsey] liked secrets, that their possession
gave him a sense of power,” said one source who felt that Kinsey “could
have figuratively blown up the United States socially and politically” if he
had chosen to reveal the sexual histories of the “political, social and
business leaders of the first rank” he had interviewed during the course of
his research.7 Jones omits the f act that Kinsey threatened to do just this, a f
act mentioned by War-dell Pomeroy in his 1972 Kinsey biography. The
control was a two-way street. Kinsey controlled the men who controlled the
purse strings at the Rockefeller Foundation, and they in turn hoped to
capitalize on his insights by implementing instruments of sexual control
throughout the culture at large.

In this regard the controllers at the Rockefeller Foundation - Yerkes,
Comer and Gregg - got more than they bargained for in Kinsey, whose
modus operandi capitalized on the ideological commitment to science
they shared. To begin with, all of the above-mentioned men had jettisoned
religion in favor of science as a guide to life. That naturally led them to see
sex as just one more field of study, which led them to ignore its power over



them. Hence when Kinsey jerked their chains, they were unaware of what
was going on until it was too late. In this Kinsey played Dionysos to their
Pentheus. All the while they thought he was in their power, when all he had
to do was ask if they wanted to see the women dancing naked on the
mountainside to turn the tables on them.

Which is precisely what Kinsey refined into the standard treatment for
VIPs who came to visit the Institute in Bloomington. “I want you to see
our library and our collections of erotic materials in sufficient detail to
understand what bearing they have on the research project as a whole,”
Kinsey wrote to Alan Gregg, director of the Medical Science Division of
the Rockefeller Foundation and the man who held the purse strings.8 On
February 6, 1947 Gregg arrived in Bloomington. “Kinsey,” Jones tells us,
“took obvious delight in showing his visitor various books, photographs
and drawings.”9 Kinsey’s delight is not hard to understand when one
considered the

amount of both money and approval the Rockefeller Foundations would
shower on his compulsions. Kinsey understood how sex could be used as
a way of controlling Gregg and through him the virtually unlimited
financial resources he controlled.

The culmination of every trip to Bloomington was, of course, the moment
when Kinsey took his victim’s sexual history. (Actually, many of Kinsey’s
willing victims then went on to allow themselves to be photographed while
engaged in sexual activity, but this was the exception and not the rule.)
Yerkes had given his history before Gregg arrived in Bloomington and
afterward no matter how shabbily Kinsey treated him, Yerkes felt obliged
to support him. The word “blackmail” springs most immediately to mind.
Kinsey took sexual histories as a way of gaining power over people, and
scientists, those who f elt that sexual morality was an outdated remnant
of a bygone era, were his easiest picking in may ways. The threat of
blackmail was never far from the practice of taking sexual histories, which
is probably, in addition to his prurient interest in the subject matter, why
Kinsey was so avid to take them. Once he had taken their sexual histories,
Kinsey had a record of the most intimate details of the lives of men in the
public eye, men who could have been easily brought down by scandal.
Beyond that, he could also use the information as a way of working on their



weaknesses, something especially true of homosexuals.



Kinsey’s use of sex as a way of controlling people was not limited to
foundation executives. He did the same thing to the press in preparation
for the release of the male volume. Reporters were invited to Bloomington,
softened up by being shown pornography, then asked to sign a “contract”
which would allow Kinsey to read any article they wrote before it was
published -in the interest, of course, of scientific accuracy. To insure final
control over this willing group of Enlightened thinkers, Kinsey persuaded
them to give their sexual histories. Then in the event that one of the
journalists would somehow come to his senses and write something
unfavorable, Kinsey had a wealth of information on the most intimate
details of his life that could be used against him.

Kinsey tried the same tactic on the statisticians who came to Bloomington
to rip apart his claim that what he was doing was in any way representative
of the American population at large. In October of 1950, under extreme
pressure from the people at the Rockefeller Foundation, who by this point
were convinced that Kinsey’s data was statistically bogus, Kinsey agreed to
meet with a panel of experts from the American Statistics Association
which arrived in Bloomington for days of meetings. In this
particular meeting Kinsey was like a deer caught in the headlights. He
quite simply could not provide the statistical proofs for the arguments
which had appeared in the male volume two years before. Facing almost
certain humiliation, Kinsey could only save the day by shifting the
conversation to sex. “Things

did not take a turn for the better,” according to Jones, “until the
statisticians gave their sex histories. For the first time since they had
arrived, Kinsey finally had them were he wanted them - on his turf.”10

Kate Mueller, the dean at IU who eventually got Kinsey removed from
teaching and contact with students, was subjected to the same kind of
pressure . When Kinsey failed to persuade Mueller to back down, he
became enraged. “I was quite frightened,” Mueller recounted later. After
the threat of physical violence subsided, Kinsey told Mueller that she “was
unsuited for the job I had; he thought / ought to give him my own history ”
[my emphasis].11 Given Kinsey’s success with the people at the Rockefeller
Foundation, it’s not hard to understand why he wanted Mueller’s history as
well, nor is it hard to understand how the fact that IU president Herman



Wells gave Kinsey his history virtually insured support from the top for his
entire tenure there.

In the end, the only people at the Rockefeller Foundation who were capable
of pulling the plug on Kinsey funding were the people who had not given
him their histories. Those who had were completely under his control even
when it jeopardized their standing among their peers and even after
the controversy surrounding Kinsey’s project had introduced
unprecedented dissension into the group. The three wise men from the
Rockefeller Foundation - Yerkes, Comer, and Gregg - never knew what hit
them. The same premise undergirds contemporary phenomena like SAR
(Sexual Attitude Restructuring) of the sort that psychologists and medical
professionals are forced to undergo for certification as experts in the field
of sex. SAR means looking at pornography, and the sex educators who have
followed in Kinsey’s footsteps understand that if you look at enough
pornography, you will become desensitized; your attitudes will change;
you will be more likely to act on what you see and less likely to object to
what you see. If you follow the trajectory to its logical conclusion, you will
become someone enslaved to passion - a sexual addict, to use the
contemporary term. This is the strategy behind pom on the Internet; it is a
variant of the CIA psy-op strate^/ of targeting elites. TV is for lowbrow
propaganda. Computers for elites. Kinsey did the same thing with
foundation executives, academics, and journalists, insuring that the
publication of the male volume would be greatest PR coup in American
history. The success of this coup was insured by sexual manipulation, but it
was also engineered by the psychological warfare network, which would
later put his work to effect in the ’60s. Sexual manipulation was the sine
qua non of a whole new advance in the power of social control which the
psychological warriors had developed during World War II; however,
it would work only in a society whose sexual mores were more liberal than
the law permitted in the ’50s. Hence, the need to change the laws on
obscenity and contraception during the ’60s.

In January 1943, Robert M. Yerkes returned to New York to sing

Kinsey’s praises to Alan Gregg. Kinsey’s web of control was so light at
this point that none of the people caught in it knew that it existed. Yerkes
was full of enthusiasm for Kinsey’s work and hoped that Gregg would



approve long-term funding, something which Yerkes found especially
appealing since long-term funding for Kinsey would also be long-term
funding for the CRPS. At around the same time that Yerkes met with
Gregg, Kinsey met with Dr. Robert Latou Dickinson, an early devotee of
sexual liberation and author of book on contraception who had contact with
Magnus Hirschfeld’s world congresses on sexuality. Since Dickinson too,
independently of Yerkes, sang Kinsey’s praises into Gregg’s ear, an
increase in funding seemed like a foregone conclusion. In May of 1943, the
NRC announced that Kinsey had been awarded a grant of $23,000 to
continue collecting his sex histories. Before long that money would
increase to $40,000 per annum. By the time it cut him off in 1954, the
Rockefeller Foundation would pour hundreds of thousands of dollars into
the coffers of the Kinsey Institute, which by special agreement became an
independent entity on the IU campus in 1941 shortly after their first big
grant. The Kinsey Institute would then goon to have its cake and eat it too
for the next fifty years and more, taking in money from the public trough -
by 1990 they would get $500,000 per annum from the Indiana legislature
alone - but all the while behaving as if the materials which the state paid
for could be kept from the eyes of all but a few within the charmed circles
of Kinsey Institute certified experts.

Kinsey, in the meantime, continued to use his sex histories as a form of
controlling influential people and consolidating his power. In August
1943 the CRPS sponsored a conference on primate sexuality for Kinsey’s
benefit at the Hotel Pennsylvania in New York City. After introductory
remarks by Yerkes, in which he claimed that Kinsey’s research would
“contribute to the understanding and wise control of human sex
behavior,”13 Kinsey got down to business, which in spite of the
conference’s avowedpurpose, was not talking about monkeys, but rather
getting the sex histories of the scientists in attendance. Kinsey then lost no
time in putting what he found out to personal use. When Yerkes hinted that
there may be too much homosexuality in his survey and that it might skew
and nullify the applicability of the results, Kinsey shut Yerkes up by
informing him that there was no such thing as “normal” sexual behavior.
Kinsey then informed Yerkes that he knew whereof he spoke because he
had interviewed all of scientists at the recent primate conference and that
of the eighteen attendees, only two or three could be considered normal. “I



speak with some knowledge for I have the histories of most of that group,”
Kinsey informed Yerkes.1 As he expanded the web of his control, Kinsey
paralyzed all those who objected by claiming to be in possession of
knowledge which they subsidized but could only access through Kinsey
and his secret code.

While in New York forthe same conference, Kinsey met Alan Gregg in

person for the first time. Since Gregg had been hearing his trusted advisors
sing Kinsey’s praises for months now, it was not surprising that he was
completely won over by Kinsey in person, when he arrived at his office on
the morning of September 3, 1943. What followed was non-stop
“treatment” as Kinsey pressed all of the buttons which would elicit the
proper responses from a fellow WASP eugenicist who believed that science
should replace religion as the arbiter of morals. After so many years of
disappointment, after Watson’s defection to Madison Avenue and years of
Yerkes’s pointless subsidy of animal studies, Kinsey must have seemed to
Gregg like the answer to a prayer, if he had been disposed to pray. Gregg
was favorably impressed. Kinsey, as usual, had his own agenda. In courting
Gregg, he was conspiring to cut out Yerkes, the middle man, and thereafter
get all of this funding directly from the Rockefeller Foundation, or if that
failed, he at least assured that the funds wouldn’t dry up at their source,
now that he had Yerkes firmly under his control.

Alan Gregg, however, had a similar agenda of his own. His position at the
head of the medical division was secure, so the control he was interested in
was the control he saw flowing from Kinsey’s survey into the
foundation which controlled the purse strings for the benefit of the ethnic
group which it represented, a group which was now locked in struggle with
the Axis powers and would become, after their demise, locked into another,
less visible struggle with the Catholics and the Communists in its
continuing quest for world domination.

In February 1943, a social worker from South Bend, Indiana, by the name
ofWardell Pomeroy joined the Kinsey Institute staff. Pomeroy would later
become one of the administrators of the sex education and
certification empire, but in the fall of 1943 he had run into trouble. In the
fall of 1943, Wardell Pomeroy was told to report to Draft Board #6 in



South Bend to prepare for induction into the armed services. Kinsey was
attached to Pomeroy for a number of reasons. He had just trained Pomeroy
in his questioning techniques and secret codes, and, since it was difficult
enough to get anyone at all to work during the war, Kinsey was faced with
the prospect of a severe labor shortage just when the money started to flow
in abundance and the Rockefellers were looking for results. Kinsey was
also interested in Pomeroy because of his unconventional sex history,
something which made him “nonjudgmental” in Kinsey’s eyes, which
meant that Pomeroy would just as resolutely promote deviant sexual
behavior as Kinsey would. Pomeroy was also a willing participant in sexual
experiments, episodes that sometimes involved sex with Kinsey himself
but more often than not involved sex with willing participants which
Kinsey would observe first-hand. “The beauty of sex research,” according
to Jones, “was that it allowed Kinsey to transform his voyeurism into
science.”

To term what Kinsey did “science” required a large stretch of the imagi-

nation, but the Rockefeller Foundation was willing to make that stretch,
and so it was to them and to Gregg in particular that Kinsey turned in his
hour of need, asking Gregg to write a letter to Pomeroy’s draft board.
Gregg obliged and would do so for other Kinsey assistants when asked. In
each instance the letter he wrote gave the rationale for Rockefeller’s
support of Kinsey’s activities. Far from promoting “liberation,” the Kinsey
Institute was providing a form of control. On October 21, 1943, Alan Gregg
contacted Draft Board #6 in South Bend to inform them that Warded
Pomeroy was engaged in “providing information of quite exceptional value
to persons responsible for the control of soldier and civilian personnel.”15

After giving the rationale for Rockefeller subsidy of the Kinsey project,
Gregg continued by adding, “No investigative work in several years has
produced as much valuable information as the project employing Mr.
Pomeroy and I am in considerable measure depending on his experience
with its methods.”16 The local draft board ignored Gregg’s request, but
Pomeroy’s classification was reversed when it reached Washington,
probably because at the time the Rockefeller interests had more clout on
the national than on the local level.

In December 1943 Dr. Dickinson visited the Kinsey Institute in



Bloomington where he was given “the treatment,” which meant
extensive exposure to pornography in a world where it was rare because
owning it meant the threat of criminal prosecution, with all of the
predictable results. Dickinson, as a result, began sharing his contacts with
Kinsey and as a result, Kinsey met the man Jones identifies only as Mr. X.
and the Kinsey people as “Mr. Green.” Mr. X, identified elsewhere as a
government employee by the name of Rex King, was an omnivorous sexual
deviant who had, amon^ other sexual contacts, molested according to his
own account 800 children. The fact that he had recorded his crimes in some
detail made him even more interesting to Kinsey, who was writing to him
in May of 1944 to tell him in no uncertain terms “You must not, under any
condition, destroy your materials.”18 Kinsey was interested in Mr. X for
other reasons as well, not least of which was the fact that he seemed to
embody Kinsey’s ideal of the “natural man,” i.e., the man in whom moral
inhibition had evaporated completely. In Mr. X, Kinsey saw “a scientific
treasure,”19 which is to say, the living proof that his theory of sexuality was
not only theoretically possible, it had actually been lived by a man who
was now willing to share his records of sexual molestation with Kinsey. It
was as though “the second Darwin” had discovered the sexual equivalent of
“the missing link.”20

Contact with Mr. X. however, brought up some unsettling issues as well.
Chief among these was the fact that Kinsey was involved at the very least
in promoting criminal activity and at worst in committing it himself.
Victor Nowlis had begun work at the Kinsey Institute in June of 1944 with
his wife and two children. Nowlis was a Catholic, and he was also a
protdgd of Yerkes. Because of the latter fact, Kinsey had to overlook the
former fact and hire Nowlis in the name of preserving his funding. Perhaps
because of that fact, Helen Nowlis was the only staff wife who did not give
her sexual history to Kinsey, and the only one to object to the “degree of
control which somehow or other [Kinsey] felt he needed over his
colleagues.”21

In October 1944, Nowlis accompanied Kinsey, Clyde Martin, and War-dell
Pomeroy on a sex history collecting trip to Columbus, Ohio, during which
Kinsey “seemed to be setting up some kind of homosexual
activity.” Nowlis was amazed that even he hadn’t seen how the others were



already engaged in this kind of behavior with Kinsey.

Because he wasn’t sexually involved with Kinsey, Nowlis was able to see
other things as well. Nowlis considered Mr. X a “monster,” and counseled
against including his material in the male volume, but Kinsey was
determined to proceed. With that decision, which involved Mr. X’s
ongoing molestation of children, Kinsey became still more deeply involved
in criminal activity. Jones claims that had Yerkes got wind of what was
going on, the NRC and the Rockefellers would have cut off financial
support. However, since Yerkes was Nowlis’s mentor, and since Yerkes
himself had been to the institute and had seen the material, which at that
time probably included material on children, it seems clear that the
Rockefellers knew that Kinsey was involved in illegal activity and either
ignored it or f elt that it was necessary to advance their agenda.

In March of 1945, Kinsey offered to pay Mr. X’s salary, with Rockefeller
money, so that he could take a leave of absence to o^anize his materials.
Jones admits that Mr. X was a “predatory pedophile’”13 and that Kinsey
exhibited “a huge moral blind spot,”*4 by employing him, but goes on to
say that “Kinsey took the records of Mr. X’s criminal acts and
transformed them into scientific data.”2's Just how scientific the data were
which were acquired in the midst of perverted sexual activity would be
subject to later debate, specifically when questions on the source of the
child sexuality data began to be asked. All the while the involvement of the
Rockefeller Foundation in criminal activity deepened. Much of the outrage
against it has vanished with the laws against sexual deviancy which the
Kinsey reports help to overturn, but the animus against child molestation
remains, and as Table 34 on Kinsey’s study attests, someone was heavily
involved in molesting children during the gathering of data which led up to
the book’s publication.

Kinsey began writing the male volume during the summer of 1945 and
would continue that work for the next two years. He would claim that his
report was “first of all a report on what people do,”26 but he never really
got around to telling the nation which people were doing what. By claiming
that his report was simply an account of what the average person did while
basing it on his personal fascination with the mores of people like Mr. X,
Kinsey provided the perfect vehicle for the destabilization of morals and



the subsequent increase in political control which flowed from that change.

On April 3, 1946, the trustees of the Rockefeller Foundation met and, after
hearing about Kinsey’s work in detail, approved an unprecedented three-
year grant of $ 120,000. As soon as Kinsey got the grant, he went out and
hired photographers Clarence Tripp and William Dellenback as
“permanent members of the Institute staff.” He also purchased expensive
camera equipment, which both Dellenback and Tripp used to photograph
Kinsey and other staff members as well as outside volunteers in sexual
activity. The Kinsey Institute was now in the pornography business, and the
Rockefeller Foundation was footing the bill. One person who found this
unpalatable was Warren Weaver, a member of the foundation board who
would go on to become a determined foe of Kinsey. In a letter dated May 7,
1951, when the board was fatally polarized over Kinsey and ready to cut
him loose, Weaver reminded his colleagues that he had opposed the
funding for pornography, which means that they were aware that that was
what the money was being used for at the time. Weaver complains that
Kinsey’s “library of erotic literature has become sufficiently important so
that they have installed and equipped a complete photographic laboratory,
and have a full-time photographer (I almost said full-time pomographer)
who receives $4,800 a year.”"

Weaverconcludes his letter by contending “that it is perfectly realistic to
say that the RF is paying for this collection of erotica and for the activities
directly associated with it. And I say further that I don’t think we need to,
or ought to.”28

Just what “the activities directly associated with it” entailed would come
out later. In 1980, in an article which appeared in the homosexual
magazine The Advocate Samuel Steward discussed being filmed while
engaged in sadomasochistic homosexual activity.29 On October 8, 1998
England’s Channel 4 ran a documentary directed by Tim Tate entitled
“Secret History: Kinsey’s Pedophiles,” during which Clarence Tripp, the
man Kinsey hired with Rockefeller money, described an incident during
which Mr. X (or Mr. Green) had sexual relations with a child “who agreed
to sexual contact.” Tripp failed to mention that no child can legally agree
to sexual contact with an adult. Tripp goes on to say that the child “yelled
out when it actually took place” because “they were very young and had



small genitalia and Green was a grown man with enormous genitalia and
there was a fit problem.”30 If Tripp was observing the encounter, as his
testimony implies, then he was most probably filming it as well, since that
was his job. This means that the Rockefellers were funding, as Weaver
implies with considerable trepidation, the filming of the molesting of
children.

As Kinsey’s use of the Rockefeller name increased and their involvement
with him deepened, his benefactors would become increasingly nervous -
evidently with good reason. In spite of their desire to remain anonymous
behind-the-scenes agents of social change, the Rockefeller Foundation was
being lured into an unwanted public position primarily by Kinsey’s
manipulation, which was based in turn on his desire to legitimatize what he
was doing. On March 27, 1943, Senator Harry S Truman of Missouri stood
up in the United States Senate and accused the Rockefellers of treason
because of their business dealings with the German firm of I.G. Farben.
Before long, the same call would be heard again in the same halls, largely
as a result Kinsey’s obsessive desire to drape the mantle of social approval
over his hunched shoulders.

New York, 1947

In the summer of 1947 both Thomas Merton and Jack Kerouac had
completed books, and both books would end up with the same editor,
Robert Giroux, who was then with Harcourt, Brace and Company and fresh
out of a stint in the U.S. Navy. Within a year, Merton’s autobiography
would go on to become the bestseller of 1948 and the biggest-selling book
of Giroux’s career. Kerouac’s novel, The Town and the Country, wouldn’t
appear until one year later and then only to modest sales and politely
respectful reviews. But in the summer of 1947, the 25-year-old Kerouac
decided to embark on a cross-country hitch-hiking adventure that would
prove to be the basis for his one and only bestseller, On the Road, which
would not appear until 1957. Both books were to prove to be immensely
influential in their way. The Seven Storey Mountain was an enormously
sympathetic portrayal of Catholicism at a time when the world was weary
of modernity and its enormously destructive ideologically fueled wars. The
Seven Story Mountain was a Catholic best-seller in a country in which,



according to Michael Mott, “Catholics in the public eye, with a few
exceptions, had been anxious to underplay the fact that they were
Catholics.” The book coincided with the rise of Bishop Fulton J. Sheen in
the equally improbable role of a Catholic bishop as an American TV star.
The Seven Storey Mountain inspired a series of conversions among the
intellectuals and caused an overnight housing shortage at Gethsemane, the
Trappist monastery outside Bardstown, Kentucky, where Merton had
sought refuge from the modem world.

There is no indication that Kerouac read Merton’s autobiography or that he
was interested in what it proposed. At the same time that Merton was
writing about the “dark furnace” of Harlem with its “marihuana, gin,
insanity, hysteria, syphilis,” Kerouac was on his way to making what
Merton perceived as Negro vices into a new religion of hedonism that
would ultimately eventuate in the beatnik and hippie phenomena. Unlike
Merton who saw Christianity as the cure for the malaise of Harlem,
Kerouac saw negritude as the cure for white alienation. Both books began
in the shadow of Harlem and then proceeded in opposite directions in a
way which indicated how American culture found itself at the crossroads in
the 1940s.

On February 6, 1947, Alan Gregg arrived in Bloomington for the
“treatment.” Kinsey had written to him earlier telling him: “I want you to
see our library and our collections of erotic material in sufficient detail to
understand

what bearing they have on the research project as a whole.” Since Alan
Gregg was a human being, and since what Kinsey had to show was
hardly available on street comers at the time, the chairman of the
Rockefeller medical division was probably as unhinged by what he saw as
the three wise men from the east had been five years earlier. Whatever his
immediate reaction might have been, Jones tells us that Gregg was
“hooked.”1 and that meant that Kinsey was insured funding for the
foreseeable future. Gregg's decision may have been based on prurient
interest or it may have been based on the potential for blackmail as well,
but even admitting all that, what Kinsey was proposing was what the
Rockefellers had been seeking all along. From the point of view of the
Rockefeller Foundation, which had used Yerkes as a way of funding



Watson’s behaviorism as a way of understanding and controlling human
behavior, Kinsey was the man who was to deliver what others had only
promised. “He had emerged,” according to Jones, “at precisely the
right moment to capitalize on the foundation’s desire to use science as a
tool for controlling human behavior.” The Rockefeller interests may have
promoted Kinsey in the name of science, but their subsequent behavior
makes clear that they were not interested in the truth when it came to
sexuality. When it became obvious that Kinsey’s statistical methods where
fatally flawed, the Rockefellers arranged for a meeting with the American
Statistical Association so that Kinsey could regain some credibility by the
time the female volume appeared, but they did nothing to disabuse the
public that what Kinsey presented as a picture of the way Americans
behaved sexually was in reality nothing of the sort. In fact, at the same
time that it had become obvious to the Rockefeller board that the statistics
were just plain inaccurate, the Rockefeller interests were promoting
changes in laws across the country based on what they knew were bogus
statistics.

In addition to a secure base of financial support at the Rockefeller
Foundation, Kinsey had traded on the Rockefeller name with such skill that
the New York publishing world was beating down his door for the privilege
of publishing his book. Kinsey eventually settled on Saunders, the medical
publishing house from Philadelphia. In late 1947, W. B. Saunders
Company, a Philadelphia-based medical publishing house, did a market
survey to decide how large their first printing of a book on sexual behavior
by an Indiana University entomologist should be. They originally settled
on a first run of 10,000 but upgraded that f igure to 25,000 by the
publication date of January 5, 1948. By January 15, Saunders had ordered
its sixth printing, bringing its initial run to a total of 185,000, an unheard of
number for a medical publisher. The title of the book was Sexual Behavior
in the Human Male, but it came to be known as the Kinsey Report. Two
hundred thousand copies of the first Kinsey Report were sold in the first
two months following its publication. Perhaps nothing makes the moral
choices faced by this nation more strikingly apparent than the fact that both
a Catholic convert who eschewed the world for a monastery in Kentucky
and a notoriously anti-Catholic bigot who did probably more than any one
man in the postwar period to undermine sexual morality could both achieve



bestsellers by appealing to the same conflicted readership.

Over the summer and fall of 1947, Kinsey took the instrument of control
which he had forged so successfully in dealing with the foundations and
applied it to the press, and in so doing he engineered what has been called
the greatest public relations coup in American history. The technique was
simple: invite the reporters to Bloomington, show them pornography, then
get them to give their sexual histories. Lawrence Sanders found Kinsey’s
skill at handling the press little short of miraculous.2 Then as if that
weren’t enough, Kinsey got the reporters to sign a thirteen-point written
contract that allowed Kinsey final say over the articles they were writing.

In retrospect it has become clear that few people actually read the Kinsey
Report when it came out. Journalists were vetted before being given
access to it, and then had to clear their stories with Kinsey before he
allowed them to publish them. The result was a series of adulatory articles
that overlooked virtually all of the book’s shortcomings. In 1954, a group
of statisticians showed with devastating accuracy just how thin and
unrepresentative Kinsey’s samples were. To give just one example, Kinsey
based his statement that orthodox Jews are the least sexually active of all
religious groups in the United States on a sample of 59 Orthodox Jews in
the entire U.S., all of college level. Kinsey was portrayed as a thoroughly
conventional family man who was dedicated to nothing but scientific truth.
One of the unwittingly true things said of him is that he “possessed none of
the conventional vices.” Since Kinsey was fond of inserting, among other
things, a toothbrush into his urethra, and was filmed from the waist up
while doing it, one could hardly say that his vices were conventional. The
result, however, was a glaring case of journalistic oversight. Not until 32
years later did anyone seem to notice that Table 34 of the male volume
involved what had to be criminal activity involving the torture of children.

Just why the more than normally perceptive people at the New York Times
either ignored or suppressed or missed this fact may is traceable to
the behind the scenes connections the paper had with the report. Since
Arthur Hays Sulzberger, the publisher of the New York Times, had been on
the board of trustees for the Rockefeller Foundation during the time it
approved money for Kinsey’s experiments, it would have been
embarrassing, to say the least, to notice that that money had been put to use



for criminal activity. So it was not noticed. And in the New York Times-
Rockefeller-Kinsey connection we have just one instance of conflict of
interest, that allowed the book to become a bestseller.

On January 4, 1948, the Sunday before the male volume was published, the
New York Times ran an adulatory review of the book by Howard A. Rusk,

director of the medical center at New York University. Rusk ignored the
plain evidence of criminal behavior in the book and went on to tell the
American public that everything that they had been taught about sex was
wrong and had been proved so by “science,” as indicated by Kinsey’s
statistics. That statement was clearly false, but Rusk did have some true
things to say too. He informed the Times' readers that the “nation was in
for a major overhaul of its mores.”3 This truth bespoke first of all the
intentions of the social engineers who were plotting that overhaul with the
Kinsey Reports as their front. The Rockefellers were interested in social
engineering through the manipulation of sexuality, and the Kinsey Report
was the vehicle which would make that possible in the near future, with the
collaboration of a supine mass media culture.

Shortly after the Kinsey Report appeared, riding on the crest of a tidal
wave of covertly manipulated positive press, the Carnegie Institute made
a grant creating the American Law Institute as the educational arm of
the American Bar Association. The main function of the American Law
Institute was to promote something it referred to the as the “model penal
code,” and one of the purposes of the model penal code was the abolition of
sex crimes. In the year the Kinsey Report appeared and the ALI was funded
to implement its sex findings by changing laws in every state in the union,
Morris Emst, a lawyer for the ACLU published a book based on Kinsey’s
findings that, given the time lag in book publishing, could have only come
from inside information. Ernst’s book, American Sexual Behavior and the
Kinsey Reports, targeted 52 sex crimes for removal from the country’s
penal codes, including sodomy and the distribution of pornography. “It is
fair to say,” writes Judith Reisman, “that Emst book could not have
reached the public so quickly without prior arrangements and collaboration
with powerful individuals and institutions, including the influential media
agents of the Rockefeller Foundation.”4 Emst, who spent the rest of 1948
trying to get the ACLU to support his proposed changes, made it clear that



Kinsey was essential to the destabilization of the moral order which he was
proposing. “The whole of our laws and customs in sexual matters,” he
wrote, “is based on the avowed desire to protect the family and at the base
of the family is the father. His behavior is revealed by the Kinsey Report to
be quite different from anything the general republic had supposed
reasonable or possible.”5 Rene Guyon, a French jurist and pedophile, also
published a book calling for the restructuring of sexual morals in 1948.
Like Ernst’s book, it was also to include material from the Kinsey Report
which was released prior to the KR’s publication date. The introduction
was written by Kinsey promoter Harry Benjamin. Over and over, the same
truth was drummed into the heads of an unsuspecting American public.
“Unless we want to close our eyes to the truth or imprison 95 percent of
our male population, we must completely revise our legal and moral
codes.” When people hear the same thing from different

sources, they tend to perceive it as true. As a result of the combined PR
expertise of the Kinsey Institute, the Rockefeller Foundation, the New
York Times, and all of the alumni of the OSS who were now involved in
psychological warfare at either the foundations, academe, or the mass
media, people began to hear the same thing over an over again and
gradually their attitudes began to change away from traditional morals and
toward the biologist eugenicist views of the mandarins who controlled the
culture from behind the scenes.

New York, 1947

Kenneth Rose was so chagrined by Arthur Packard’s rebuke over the
“Catholic problem” that he lost no time in writing back to him to assure
him that his contribution of Saucony stock would be used exclusively for
Planned Parenthood’s Negro Program. Launched in February 1943, the
Negro Program was:

A nation-wide educational program [which] was launched simultaneously
to acquaint Negro leaders with the existence and purpose of these programs
and to enlist their active cooperation in creating among Negroes a greater
understanding of the importance of Planned Parenthood to their health and
welfare and economic security.1



The Rockefellers were avid supporters of the Negro Program, and Planned
Parenthood regularly received large infusions of Saucony Oil stock to keep
it going. On March 6, 1943, Jeannette Jennings Taylor wrote to Mrs. John
D. Rockefeller, Jr. to thank her for her contribution, noting that “at this
time especially it is very important to give every parent medically directed
birth control so that they may plan a strong and healthy family, thereby
improving the quality instead of the quantity of our race.”2

By funding programs like the Harlem Project, the Rockefellers hoped to
cut Negro fertility. Influencing Negro ministers would prove relatively
easy; however, there was no clear cut connection between what the
ministers preached and how their congregations behaved. The connection
between what the preachers preached and the unchurched was even more
tenuous. The Catholics, the other main dysgenic group in the United States
according to the Rockefeller interests, posed the opposite problem. The
connection between Catholic preaching and Catholic sexual behavior was
closer, but the opposition to contraception was adamant and all but
universal among Catholic priests. Both situations would change during the
'60s, the former as a result of government programs inserted into the War
on Poverty and the latter as a result of the subversion of Catholic
intelligentsia through payments to Catholic colleges and universities.

By 1947 the ruthlessly imperialist nature of Soviet communism had been
exposed. Communism had dominated intellectual circles in the
United States with increasing authority since 1917 when the until-then-
socialist magazine The Masses, under the editorship of Max Eastman,
came out in support of Bolshevism. By the 1930s, that domination was
virtually com-

plete. Then came the Hitler-Stalin Pact in 1939, causing widespread
disillusionment, and the denunciation of communism by both Churchill
and Truman after World War II. As a result, for the first time in thirty
years the Left found itself without a clear champion. The so-called Negro
question had been a large part of the left-wing agenda in the United States
ever since John Reed, at the behest of Lenin, invited Claude McKay to
address the Third Communist International in 1920. McKay wouldn’t
arrive in Moscow until two years later, and their collaboration never really
got off the ground. However, this failure does not change the fact that



advocacy of the Negro question fell solely within the agenda of the Left
during this period. In 1933, Nancy Cunard wrote that “the more vital of the
Negro race have realized that it is communism alone which throws down
the barriers as finally as it wipes out class distinctions. The communist
world order is the solution of the race problem for the Negro.”3

Beginning with a 1928 Comintern decision which decided that the Negro
race constituted a separate nation within the United States, the Communists
gave major priority to working with blacks. The Communists were behind
the massive publicity campaign in 1931 and the following years to save the
“Scottsboro boys”; they also helped create the National Negro Congress.
However by the late ’40s their dominance was on the wane. This
was partially the result of international politics; the Soviet Union was no
longer an ally in the war to defeat Hitler. But it was also a result of the
heavy-handed way in which the Communists attempted to control the
Negro issue. Richard Wright was expelled from the party during the ’30s.
Ralph Ellison gives some indication of Communist duplicity and
manipulation in his book Invisible Man. Harold Cruse in The Crisis of the
Negro Intellectual claims that “the profound ineffectiveness of
[communist] social action did not strike me forcibly until around 1950-
51.”4 The event which crystallized Cruse’s discontent with the party’s
policies was a left-wing-inspired boycott of the Apollo Theater for showing
the anti-Communist satire Ninotchka, with Greta Garbo in the starring role.
The decision had been ordered “by the communist hierarchy downtown”
and forced onto “the captive Negro leadership in Harlem.” Cruse found the
whole incident “ludicrous” because it showed how little the concerns of the
Communists coincided with those of the average Negro in Harlem, who
couldn’t have cared less about the Garbo film.

By the late ’40s a significant realignment in Negro-Left relations was
ready to occur. The Communists who had dominated black-white
relations were in the process of being swept aside as irrelevant to the
concerns of both. The Negro could see nothing to gain from picketing
Ninotchka, and the whites in the United States were more interested in
what the image of the Negro could provide culturally than in the
contribution he could make to the Communist Party, which was seen as an
increasingly irrelevant middle man



in the cultural sphere. Michael Harrington describes the change in political
terms:

There was ... a brief period in the thirties when it seemed that the
Communists and [Brotherhood of Sleeping Car Porters, President A.
Phillip] Randolph had the same idea: a class movement of black and white
workers. Norman Thomas, Randolph’s comrade, was playing a critical role
in organizing an integrated union of sharecroppers and poor farmers in
the South, and Randolph himself had emerged as a key black trade
unionist.

But when Randolph organized the March on Washington Movement and
forced Roosevelt to decree an antidiscrimination measure in the war
industries, the Communists, now supporting World War II with a fanatic
intensity since the Soviet Union was under attack, denounced him as
a “fascist.” After World War II, the Communists were viciously
persecuted by Democratic liberals, such as Harry Truman and Hubert
Humphrey, as well as by Joe McCarthy; the crimes of Stalin were partially
acknowledged by Khrushchev; and the party lost almost all of its previous
influence, in white America as well as black.5

What was true on the political front was a fortiori true on the cultural front.
The policies of the Communist Party in the United States were seen
as increasingly irrelevant to both blacks and whites. The blacks wanted
amelioration of Jim Crow, not revolution, and the whites intelligentsia, like
their prototypes Margaret Sanger and Max Eastman, decided they were
more interested in sexual liberation than economic improvement for the
working class. In effect, the two parties decided to eliminate the irrelevant
middle man that the Party had become. Communism had become
irrelevant, because with the advent of the Cold War, neither racial
integration nor sexual liberation were going to go anywhere under a
Communist banner. The Negro who had been proposed as a paradigm of
sexual liberation by the modems in the ’20s and then virtually taken over
by the communists in the ’30s, as evidenced by the career of Richard
Wright and as portrayed in Ellison’s Invisible Man, suddenly found
himself in a position where his weight as symbol outweighed the Left’s
ability to control it.



Sensing in a perhaps-inchoate way the change in the balance of power and
the new mood of the postwar period, Jack Kerouac stepped into the
situation and seized the day. The Negro had liberated himself from
Communist patronage and was increasingly free to dictate his own terms
on the cultural marketplace and hearken back to the images created during
the Harlem Renaissance, which were at once more relevant to the cultural
scene in the United States and more immediately appealing to what the
Left now wanted. In cultural terms, the Communist tail had stopped
wagging the dog. The Left opted out of its allegiance to the Communist
Party and began to throw its lot more and more with the Negro, whose
cause showed the most promise of discrediting the social and moral status
quo that needed to be delegitimatized in

their eyes. As Norman Mailer said in 1957 in “The White Negro,” “the
only revolution which will be meaningful and natural for the 20th Century
will be the sexual revolution one senses everywhere.”6 And then drawing
the conclusion that was forming in mind of the Left during the late '40s,
“the source of Hip is the Negro.”7 Jazz, the “working philosophy in the sub-
worlds of American life” has made “its knifelike entrance into culture, its
subtle but so penetrating influence on an avant-garde generation” whose
main tenets are “a disbelief in the socially monolithic ideas of the single
mate, the solid family and the respectable love life.”8 It was a
transformation which took place over twenty years. By the ’30s it hadn’t
started; by the late ’50s it was complete.

The pivotal point was the late ’40s when Jack Kerouac hit the road. Instead
of Bigger Thomas, the Negro hero of Native Son who aspires to become a
Communist, we have Sal Paradise, the white hero of On the Road, who
aspires to become a Negro.

“At lilac evening,” Kerouac wrote of his stay in Denver, where he was
visited by Robert Giroux, the same editor who worked with Thomas
Merton on The Seven Storey Mountain, who discussed changes in
Kerouac’s first novel The Town and the Country,

I walked with every muscle aching among the lights of 27th and Wellon in
the Denver colored section, wishing I were a Negro, feeling that the
best the white world had offered was not enough ecstasy for me, not



enough life, joy, kicks, darkness, music, not enough night.9

Roughly twenty years later, a convicted rapist by the name of Eldridge
Cleaver, professing to be impressed by both Kerouac and Merton, cited
both the lilac evening quote from On The Road and the dark furnace quote
from Seven Storey Mountain in his book Soul on Ice. Cleaver, who was
himself a Catholic once, found himself confronted by two Catholics who
were using the Negro as a way of proposing Catholic moral teaching and
sexual liberation respectively as the way out of the collapse of “white,” i.e.,
Protestant, ideals. In 1968, when Soul on Ice came out. Cleaver chose the
sexual libera-tionist point of view with a vengeance; however, ten years
later after exploring leftist, liberationist, and terrorist options, he chose the
Christian alternative in his book Soul on Fire.

Kerouac in Denver in the late ’40s finds himself wishing that he were
anything, even “a Denver Mexican, or even a poor overworked Jap,”
anything but a ‘“white man disillusioned.”10 He faults himself for having
“white ambitions,” and having had them all his life. As the antithesis of
“white ambitions” he fantasizes “the dusky knee of some mysterious
sensual gal.” When a “gang of colored women” pass by, he almost gets his
wish; one of them approaches him and mistakes him for someone named
Joe, perhaps because of the dwindling light, but scurries back to the group
when she recognizes her mistake. This gives Kerouac another occasion to
bemoan his

“whiteness.” “I wished I were Joe,” he continued. But unfortunately, “1
was only myself, Sal Paradise, sad strolling in this violet dark, this
unbearably sweet night, wishing 1 could exchange worlds with the happy,
true-hearted, ecstatic Negroes of America.”11

Writing in the late ’50s, when Kerouac’s novel had just spawned the
beatnik fad, Norman Podhoretz felt that “Kerouac’s love for Negroes
and other dark-skinned groups is tied up with his worship of primitivism,”
which seems fair enough, but then he goes on to call this Melanophilia “an
inverted form of keeping the nigger in his place.”12 With the benefit of
thirty some years of hindsight, however, it would be more accurate to say
that Kerouac was expressing the exact opposite attitude. Kerouac was
advocating the “negrification” of American culture. “Black” mores were



proposed as the new norm in America in a cultural revolution that had at its
heart the overturning of the moral order and the hegemony of the Judeo-
Christian God who created it. Here, as in the Harlem Renaissance twenty
years earlier, the Negro who believed in God and sexual morality and was
involved in raising a stable family was simply written out of his race by
those bent on implementing the de-Christianization of American culture.

If we take Merton, Kerouac, and Cleaver, all at least one-time Catholics, as
three separate representatives of rebellion who maintained a
sympathetic view of Christianity, it becomes easier to define what “white”
meant. White culture was essentially secularized Protestantism. Cleaver
talked about going to Mass in prison, as opposed to Protestant services,
even though that would have been a closer approximation of his own
background (his grandfather being a minister) because that was where the
Mexicans worshipped. He wanted non-white worship. Merton had similarly
unflattering things to say about the “progressive” Zion church congregation
of his grandparents on Long Island. Each of the three men was attracted in
variously coherent ways to the universality of Catholicism because
Catholicism was an internationalized Christianity in ways that
Protestantism was not. And because it was international, it was not “white”
in the way that the Protestant sects were. The Protestant churches, by the
facts associated with their inception, had became de facto national
churches. The Church of England was a national and therefore “white”
church in the way that the Catholic Church in Spain was not and could
never become. “The Catholic Church in the United States,” writes Cyprian
Davis in The History of Black Catholics in the United States, “has never
been a white European church. The African presence has influenced the
Catholic church in every period of its history.” 3 The consequences for the
slave trade in the new world were striking. In Protestant North
America, the Negro slave was never assimilated into church or society
because that society was based on a “national” church. Beginning with
Luther, who established a rigorously German national church in the
sixteenth century, Protestantism could only propose a particularly
ethnocentric brand of Chris-

tianity which lacked the cultural flexibility to absorb members of other
races. The French Jesuits arrived in the New World to convert the Indians.



The English Puritans who arrived at about the same time, arrived with
some notable exceptions (John Eliot, the “Apostle to the Indians,” comes to
mind) to conquer and not convert.

Because of their close alliance with secular authority, the reformed
churches were similarly unable to resist the pressures of the Zeitgeist. R.
H. Tawney and others talk about the gradual retreat of the Protestant
churches on the issue of usury, but this was only emblematic of changes in
doctrine across the board. This in combination with its voluntarist bias -
Luther’s position on free will is a good example - rendered most
denominations helpless when it came to preserving the historic intellectual
patrimony of the faith. As a result, the various churches found themselves
in a position where they could either be doctrinally “pure” or faithful to the
facts of human existence. Puritanism in America collapsed before the end
of the seventeenth century. Jonathan Edwards attempted a return to
Calvinist doctrinal purity and succeeded in a way that cut him off from any
effect on his peers. In the nineteenth century, Emerson imbibed enough
German idealism to lead an already etiolated Unitarianism to its logical
conclusion outside the bounds of Christianity. By the late nineteenth
century, Protestant belief in the United States had reached a state of crisis,
similar to the one in Victorian England. Belief had lost its connection to
mores, leaving those who believed open to the charge of hypocrisy, and
making a revolution of mores all but inevitable. During the course of an
intimate conversation with a female friend during which Mark Twain
explained what he believed, the woman asked why he didn’t publish these
beliefs. Mark Twain responded by asking a question of his own:

I asked her if she had ever encountered an intelligent person who privately
believed in the Immaculate Conception - which of course she hadn’t; and I
also asked her if she had ever seen an intelligent person who was
daring enough to publicly deny his belief in that fable and print the denial.
Of course, she hadn’t encountered any such person.

The passage appears in the first volume of Max Eastman’s biography.
Eastman is instructive for our purposes. He began his career as a socialist
and editor of The Masses, then converted to Bolshevism only to be
disillusioned by what happened to the Russian revolution. By the late ’40s,
Eastman was a committed anti-Communist who would later write for both



Reader’s Digest and National Review. Throughout all his political
permutations, however, Eastman remained a strong supporter of sexual
revolution. Eastman was the son of two Congregationalist ministers.
Twain’s wife attended their church. Bom in the 1880s, Eastman was part of
the proto-modem generation which carried the loss of belief into the public
arena. When Eastman and his generation advocated free love or birth
control or Bolshevism, he could be chided

by intellectual elders like Mark Twain as being indiscreet but not for
advocating anything that they thought was morally impossible.

In addition to being bom under the sign of ethnocentrism, the “white”
Protestant Churches fought a losing battle against the Zeitgeist to
maintain doctrinal integrity. Since the Enlightenment, which Protestantism
had absorbed as avidly as other cultural phenomena, believed in
“progress,” which is to say morals which were historically relativized, the
sins of the past could easily become the virtues of the future. Since
virtually all American blacks came from that same
Protestant/Enlightenment culture, and since most of them only knew
Christianity through the medium of one or the other Protestant
denominations, it was inevitable that they would make connections
between “whiteness” and Christianity. Christianity had become “white”
through its association with Protestant national churches. At the same time
it had become “white,” it had become secularized as well, leaving it prey to
pseudo-scientific racialist ideologies. Christian doctrine was succumbing
to ideologies like Darwinism and the related beliefs of racial superiority
that would flourish in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century. In
each instance, one had not only a “white” religion, i.e., one associated
with an ideology of race, one had likewise a hypocritical “white” religion,
which had proven incapable of maintaining doctrinal orthodoxy in both
faith and morals. When belief failed, pressure to change mores was sure to
follow. And the Left’s exposure of the ethnocentrism of the Protestant
churches was the surest way to undermine their credibility.

Dartmouth, 1947

In 1947, a little over two years after Kenneth Rose of Planned Parenthood



called Arthur W. Packard to goad him into action against the Catholics,
a middle-aged writer by the name of Paul Blanshard had just finished a
book on the Caribbean for Macmillan and was browsing through the stacks
in the Baker Library at Dartmouth University when he came across Moral
and Pastoral Theology, a four-volume work by an English Jesuit by the
name of Henry Davis. Blanshard was especially impressed by the sections
on what he called “priestly medicine,” so much so, in fact, that as he read,
his “eyes bulged with astonishment,” as Davis described “the most detailed
and viciously reactionary formulas for women in childbirth” as well as
prescriptions for “sexual intercourse without contraception.”1 Did the
public really know about this amazing stuff?” Blanshard wondered. And
then, as if to answer his own question by concluding that it did not,
Blanshard decided to embark upon “a deliberate muckraking job, using the
techniques that Lincoln Steffens and other American muckrakers had used
in exposing corporate and public graf t in the United States.”2 Blanshard
was going to do an expose on the Catholic Church.

Lincoln Steffens went on to become famous for his trip to the Soviet
Union, where he announced that he had seen the future and concluded that
“it works” a few decades before the Soviet Union, if not the future,
collapsed. Blanshard was evidently having similar thoughts. He was
looking at the demographic future of the United States, and he decided that
he didn’t like what he saw. Because the WASP aristocracy had adopted the
contraceptive as an integral part of their married lives, America was on its
way to becoming a Catholic country. As a result, Blanshard got on a train
shortly after his visit to the Baker Library and set himself up at a table at
the Library of Congress where he promptly devoted the next few months of
his life to immersing himself in the arcana of Catholic moral theology. “I
realized,” he said later, “that I had the best story of my journalistic
career.”3

What Blanshard doesn’t tell us in his memoir is that what he would go on
to term “the Catholic Problem” in his 1949 best-seller, American
Freedom and Catholic Power, was on the minds on many other people of
his class and background as well. The immediate catalyst for all this
concern was a 1947 Supreme Court decision which goes by the name of
Everson v. Board of Education, in which the Court, in a 5-4 majority ruling



written by Justice Hugo

Black, affirmed that the State of New Jersey could reimburse the parents of
Catholic schoolchildren for the cost of their bus transportation to and
from school. The decision provoked outrage among groups already
concerned about the rising political clout of American Catholics and
provoked articles and editorials in newspapers across the country which
saw therein the demise of American democracy, since American
democracy was predicated on the socialization which its citizens received,
as John Dewey had shown, in the halls of its public schools.

Everson eventually spawned a group known as Protestants and Other
Americans United for the Separation of Church and State (a name
which Blanshard ridiculed as “clumsy” and which was eventually changed
to the less unwieldy Americans United for the Separation of Church and
State). Blanshard would eventually become its spokesman in fighting what
the group perceived as a Catholic takeover of the country. Using the
vocabulary of the recently concluded war, Blanshard claimed that the
Catholic Church was sympathetic to fascism, if not itself a crypto-fascist
organization, and Blanshard cited concordats the Church had signed with
Franco’s Spain, Mussolini’s Italy, and Hitler’s Germany as evidence. In his
second book on the same topic, Communism, Democracy, and Catholic
Power, Blanshard also attacked the Church as totalitarian in the Stalinist
sense of that term, calling the Vatican and the Kremlin, “the two greatest
dictatorships in the world.”4 and calling in question as well the bona fides
of one of America’s partners in the anti-Communist crusade. “One of my
basic purposes in writing the book,” Blanshard would recall later, “was to
deprive the Catholic Church in the United States of its shopworn claim that
because it was such a bitter enemy of communism it was therefore entitled
to respect as a friend of democracy. My rather transparent conclusion was
that democracy should eschew both manifestations of totalitarian rule.”5

In addition to spawning organizations like Protestants and Other
Americans, Everson prompted the American Unitarian Association to stage
an elaborate tribute to Thomas Jefferson in Washington, which was
attended by four Supreme Court justices and broadcast across the nation on
the NBC radio network. Jefferson, as a both a Southerner and a slaveholder,
was an unlikely hero for Unitarians from Boston, but Jefferson was crucial



to their efforts because of the phrase which the Unitarians took from one of
his letters in 1801 which spoke about “a wall of separation between church
and State.” The main speaker at the 1947 Jefferson pageant in Washington
was Frederick May Eliot, a Unitarian spokesman who pleaded fervently for
a Christianity “free of all autocratic ecclesiastical control over the mind
and conscience of its individual members.”6 Fearing perhaps that his
reference proved too oblique to his audience, Eliot later explained that
“although I have named not names, I have no doubt that what I meant was
clearly understood by the members of the hierarchy,” i.e., the Catholic
bishops.

Blanshard’s articles on Catholic power appeared in the November 1947
issues of The Nation, a leftist journal which had taken sexual liberation
as one of it perennial themes. It should come as no surprise then to learn
that the real issue in the aid to nonpublic education debate which Everson
spawned was sexual, something which Blanshard makes clear in his
memoir. Conceding that “on the surface the Catholic arguments” in favor
of school aid were “persuasive,” Blanshard quickly got to the heart of why
“enlightened and progressive parents . . . should not support a Catholic
school system.” The reason is sexual: “That system is part of a great
conservative complex centering in Rome which, without giving American
Catholics the power to disagree effectively, stands for no birth control, no
divorce, no abortion and the promotion of many anti-scientific ideas which
liberals find repugnant.”7

If the separation of Church and State as applied to education, both Catholic
and public, had a distinctly sexual subtext, Paul Blanshard’s life had one
too. Blanshard was bom in Fredricksburg, Ohio, in 1892, minutes before
his twin brother Brand, to a preacher father and into a family which he
characterized later in life as “afflicted with too much religion.”8 That
Blanshard did not feel so at the time of his youth is evident from the fact
that he, like his father, became a minister himself. Like Max Eastman, who
came from the same milieu and underwent the same sort of conversion to
sexual libertinism, Blanshard can only view his early life in the light of the
choices which created the person he later became, choices which made his
early vocation to the ministry seem all but incomprehensible. “It is hard
for me now to understand why I chose the ministry as a career,” Blanshard



wrote in his autobiography at the end of his life. Then, as if to answer his
own question, he adds a few sentences later, “I think sexual continence had
something to do with it.”9 As with most sexual revolutionaries, Blanshard
has difficulty reading his own texts. Unlike Wilhelm Reich, who saw
clearly in his sex-pol work in Berlin and Vienna that the idea of God
evaporated from the minds of seminarians who became enmeshed in sexual
vice, Blanshard never understood that the absence of chastity in his own
life brought about his deconversion from Christianity and caused his
ultimate abandonment of the pulpit.

Blanshard would later write that his life had been dominated by three
themes: religion, sex, and politics. As his Christian namesake had said in
another context, the greatest of these was love. Sex was the driving force
behind Blanshard’s animus against the Catholic Church. He became
famous attacking the Church at the precise moment in history when the
Catholic Church in the United States was powerful enough to stand athwart
the eugenic Protestant juggernaut and say ‘no,’ and make that ‘no’ stick by
thwarting birth control legislation in every state in the union. Blanshard
was not a Protestant, in any religious sense, when he became a spokesman
for Protestants and Other Americans United for the Separation of Church
and State -by then he didn’t even believe in the existence of God - but he
was very

much a Protestant i n the ethnic sense o f the word, and since many o f h i s
peers had undergone the same sort of deconversion he had, he could
represent their ethnic interests without hesitation. Blanshard, more
importantly, was still committed to sexual liberation, and the separation of
Church and state as promoted by “Protestant” groups was simply a front
for sexual liberation. “Protestant” theology a la Blanshard was essentially
negative. It was the antithesis of what Catholics believed. This becomes
obvious in the case of birth control. “Blessed be the pill!” Blanshard wrote
as an old man. “Perhaps some future historian will hail it as our century’s
greatest contribution to happiness -and also the dissolution of Christian
monogamy.”10 By 1950 no one seems to have noticed anything anomalous
about the fact that Blanshard, the “Protestant” spokesman, was promoting
the demise of Christian marriage.

It was a task which came naturally to him since he worked avidly to



undermine his own marriages. As a young man, Blanshard married a co-ed
from the University of Michigan. Like Shelley and Engels and Max
Eastman, Blanshard took a page from Queen Mab, and both he and his
bride pledged “to live together only as long as love should last.”11 After
giving up his pulpit in Tampa, Florida, Blanshard arrived with his wife,
virtually penniless, in New York in 1917, where they, like Margaret Sanger
and Max Eastman before them, got swept up into left-wing politics and
free love, as espoused by The Nation. As some indication of what The
Nation stood for at the time, Blanshard cites Joseph Wood Krutch’s book
More Lives than One, in which he describes the “gay crusaders” (a term
which has taken on a different sexual connotation) at The Nation as “all
Liberals but even more conspicuously Libertarians or Libertines - in the
Eighteenth Century sense of the term, as well as, frequently at least, in the
modem sense also.”12 That meant, of course, “complete frankness in [the]
marital relationship,”13 which was a euphemism for rationalized adultery.
Krutch would later advocate more discretion and less forthrightness in
practicing adultery, but Blanshard found that he and his wife never had to
hide anything from each other. “After our children were bom,” Blanshard
wrote describing his arrangement with his first wife Julia, “we became
utterly typical samples of the sexual revolution of the 1920s, unashamed
and joyous in our defiance of orthodox sexual taboos.” By the end of his
life, Blanshard could play the role of prophet, claiming that “the world has
caught up with us - or gone down the moral drain with us.”14

Blanshard had been married three times by the time he wrote those words.
In addition to that he had had numerous extramarital affairs, and
in carrying out these affairs, Blanshard developed what has to be called a
certain amount of callousness, even brutality, in interpersonal relations:

I cannot say that my own sexual life outside of marriage was altogether
sensible or inspiring or even civilized. The male animal when
sexually aroused is not naturally a kindly animal. There is something very
cruel in

the selfish masculine impulse to woo the desired female with breathless
ardor, take her, then discard her. In this instinctive process I
occasionally was guilty of inflicting deep wounds without being entirely
conscious of my perfidy.15



The passage is crucial if we want to understand the connection between sex
“liberated” from the bonds of matrimony and sex as a form of control.
The libertine, if he persists in his sexual self-indulgence becomes, as the
above passage indicates, a sexual predator, preying on members of the
opposite sex, inflicting “deep wounds” on them, in fact, to gratify his
passions. Once that state of affairs becomes accepted, as it was by the time
Blanshard wrote his autobiography, it becomes only a short step from
personal domination of the other for pleasure to systematic domination of
other groups for political gain. The latter form of exploitation and control
is already implicit in the former. Since adultery, in effect “engineers” the
consent of the other party - if it did not, it would be known as rape - it
opens the door for social engineering on a larger scale.

This, at any rate, is the trajectory that sexual liberation took in Paul
Blanshard’s life. Blanshard ultimately backed away from his commitment
to socialism, but he never backed away from his commitment to sexual
liberation. In fact, the more he committed himself to sexual liberation, the
more its scope expanded from the personal to the political. Sexual
engineering in the form of adultery soon led Blanshard to the political form
of sexual engineering that came to be known as eugenics. The one led
naturally to the other, both for Paul Blanshard personally and for the ethnos
he represented in his writings - the ministers’ sons who had lost their faith
through decadence and now feared they would be shoved aside from their
position as the ruling class by an upstart group that still believed the
Gospel they abandoned and were outprocreating them as a result. The anti-
Catholic crusade was a war on sexual morals waged by people who had
learned sexual engineering in their dealings with the opposite sex and now
were intent on applying those lessons globally for political advantage.
“After birth control, voluntary sterilization, liberal abortion laws, and
easier divorce - all developments of my life span Blanshard wrote, “there
must come, I believe, the planned tailoring of the human gene to produce a
superior form of human life. I am still so much enamored of the
possibilities of this new eugenics that if I had my life to live over again I
would be a geneticist.”16

Like Margaret Sanger, who was a guest speaker at the Maverick Church in
Boston when Blanshard was assistant pastorthere, Blanshard began his



intellectual life as a socialist and a libertine in New York city in the period
of social upheaval before World War I. Like Sanger, Blanshard was deeply
affected by the Ludlow Massacre. But just as in Sanger’s life, libertinism
gradually won out over Blanshard’s concern for workers’ rights in
Blanshard’s life as well. By the end of his career, Blanshard, like Sanger,
thought of so-

cial justice totally in sexual terms. Like Sanger and Alexandra Kollontai,
he projected his desires onto mankind as a whole and determined that
they needed to be liberated just as he had been liberated, which is to say,
they needed to be subjected to the same form of domination. He would
dominate them in the same way that he was dominated by his unruly
passions.

Like Margaret Sanger, Blanshard found that sexual liberation led directly
to social engineering. Once eugenics replaced socialism as the prime
coordinate of his intellectual life, the Catholics replaced the capitalists as
the chief enemy of human happiness. “My interest in eugenics,”
Blanshard writes with disarming frankness, “was closely bound up with my
interest in Catholicism and my increasing doubts about the validity of my
earlier and rather naive socialism.”17 As evidence of his disillusionment
with socialism, Blanshard cites a quote from Romain Gary’s novel. The
Roots of Heaven-. “The only revolution I still believe in is biological
revolution. One day man will became a^possible thing. Progress can only
come from the biological laboratories.”1* In explicating Gary’s text,
Blanshard claimed that he still wanted a socialist society, “but I could not
visualize a successful socialist society unless the population problem could
be solved first.”19 The terms Blanshard used to explain the problem were
taken directly from the lexicon of the eugenics movement, which he
referred to euphemistically as the “movement for human quality.”
Eventually Blanshard would sign a contract with Beacon Press for a book
whose tentative title was Preface to Human Quality, which would explain
the deleterious effect of “the qualitative overproduction of inferior
types.”20 But the book never got written perhaps because Blanshard didn’t
“know enough even to popularize the thought of other men,”21 as he
indicates, but perhaps because he couldn’t face the implications of his
eugenic theory as squarely in the immediate postwar period as he could



twenty-five years later when he embraced the eugenic philosophy of the
Nazis without apology. “Hitler,” he wrote, “had set back the movement for
human quality for a generation by advocating the extermination of the
‘unfit’ and by defining unfitness in a such a way as to include Jews
and liberals.” ' Like the Rockefellers, Blanshard accepted all of the tenets
of the eugenic movement, but like the Rockefellers he also accepted the
change in tactics which Hitler’s imprudent embrace of the same principles
necessitated. Now the new methodsof mass-media persuasion as refined by
Watson and Bemays and a whole host of Rockefeller-funded experts in
“communications theory” would persuade the unwitting to do to
themselves voluntarily what Hitler had tried to foist on them by force.
Blanshard wanted to prevent the “unfit” from procreating every bit as
much as Hitler did, and in order to bring this end about he had at his
disposal both Watson’s behaviorism and Dewey’s pragmatism, which was
the political application of Watson’s psychology.

Blanshard met Dewey when he enrolled as a graduate student at Colum-

bia University in 1917, and he got involved in a form of Dewey-inspired
social engineering almost immediately. During the spring of 1918
Blanshard and his brother Brand had been chosen to attend “a very special
seminar in advanced philosophy under John Dewey at Columbia.”"4 One of
their fellow students was a wealthy eccentric from Philadelphia by the
name of Albert C. Barnes, who had amassed a fortune producing Argyll
ointment for the eyes and then amassed an equally impressive collection of
impressionist art, which he held under lock and key in his estate in Bala
Cynwyd, Pennsylvania, allowing only a fortunate elite to see it. Barnes was
so taken with Dewey’s theories of social engineering that he offered to set
up the entire seminar in a house in Philadelphia where they could
experiment on Polish Catholics. Blanshard describes Bames as “a fanatical,
almost unbalanced admirer of both John Dewey and Bertrand Russell” and
the project as “the establishment of a temporary settlement house.”
Inaugurated over the same summer as the Melting Pot Pageant which
Walter Lippmann described in Public Opinion, Barnes’s project failed to
divert Polish Catholics from either their ethnic allegiance or their loyalty
to their priests and both Blanshard and his brother Brand walked away
from the ill-conceived experiment with an abiding animus against ethnic



Catholics and a taste for social engineering which would receive ample
gratification during the rest of the century which coincided with its rise as
social science.

In 1925 Blanshard traveled to Russia to see one of the twentieth century’s
biggest attempts at sexual social engineering first hand. Later in life,
Blanshard would describe Stalin, who was then attempting to foment
revolution in China and as a result competing with Christian missionaries
from the West for the Chinese soul, as “an unrealistic fundamentalist of the
left; the missionaries from the other Georgia were unrealistic
fundamentalists of the right.”24 At the time, however, Blanshard was much
more sympathetic to what was going on in Russia, especially “the
revolution in sex and family standards,” a subject which “fascinated” him
precisely because everything seemed “wide open” once the regime began
promoting sexual liberation." Blanshard was especially impressed with the
efforts of Alexandra Kollontai, who was then holding up the losing end in
the debate over sexual morals. Blanshard claimed that the Russian sexual
revolution ended in 1936, but it was ending when he was there; he didn’t
recognize the fact because he couldn’t speak the language. All that he saw
as the sexually sympathetic outsider was that “Russia had become the first
great country in the world to attempt a quick change in ‘bourgeois’ sex and
family life by official action.” It was obviously a project in social
engineering which appealed to him as a student of Dewey and as a liberal
socialist. Had he listened more closely to the debate he might have learned
about the casualties which sexual liberation had caused, but given his
already stated attitude toward getting his way with women no matter what
wounds he inflicted, there is little reason to believe he

would have taken the lesson to heart. What is clear from his memoir is his
admiration for the Russian experiment and his complete omission of any
evidence which might prove embarrassing to the cause of sexual liberation.
Unlike Reich, Blanshard did not agonize over why the Soviet sexual
experiment failed. If that blindness were the case in 1973, when all of the
evidence against it was in, Chen it was a fortiori the case in the late ’40s,
when Blanshard was instrumental in launching the anti-Catholic campaign
as another form of sexual engineering, one which would culminate in the
sexual revolution of the 1960s. “The thing that impressed me most about



the new sexual code of the revolution,” Blanshard wrote, “was the utter
frankness with which the young people discussed serious sexual issue.
They were developing some of the same kind of frankness about sex which
appeared in the United States in the late 1960s, but there was at that time
less exhibitionism about it.”27

Following hard on the heels of Blanshard’s disillusionment with socialism,
the anti-Catholic campaign offered another chance at social engineering
but one in which the Americans had much more sophisticated
“engineering” tools at their disposal than the Russians had during the early
'20s. The anti-Catholic campaign coincided with the creation of the CIA as
the cold war sequel to the OSS, which was in its way a more sophisticated
revival of the world War I CPI. Even more crucial than the CIA itself and
its ongoing funding of “communications theory” at universities across the
country was the fact that the OSS alumni who did not graduate into the CIA
had dispersed into positions of influence in the mass communications elite;
these were people who shared the values and concerns of Paul Blanshard.
Recruited from elite clubs like Skull and Bones at elite universities like
Yale and now staffing both the communications industry and the tax-
exempt foundations, the psychological warriors came from Blanshard’s
ethnic group, and they shared Blanshard’s liberal biases when it came to
sex and Catholics.

The Catholics were becoming resentful as a result. Conflict was inevitable.
At the 1947 commencement at Fordham University, Francis Cardinal
Spellman, ordinary of the Archdiocese of New York, spoke of a
resurgence of nativism claiming that “bigotry is once again eating its way
into the vital organs of the greatest nation on the face of the earth, our own
beloved America.” Although Spellman’s attack preceded the appearance of
Blanshard’s articles in The Nation, Blanshard would later credit
Spellman’s attack on America Freedom and Catholic Power as the incident
which turned it into a best-seller. Spellman recognized that anti-
Catholicism was in the air and that it was fueled by WASP unhappiness
over the rise in Catholic political power. That political power was driven
by demographics, and the baby boom which had begun in 1946 and would
continue for the next sixteen years threatened, as the election of John F.
Kennedy made clear, to wipe the WASP aristocracy off the political map if



it played by str ictly democratic rules. The Catholics

counterattacked when Blanshard’s articles appeared by arguing for a
boycott of The Nation, which begat a counter-counterattack, an ad-hoc
committee to defend The Nation chaired by poet Archibald MacLeish and
having as members a host of liberal luminaries including Eleanor
Roosevelt and Leonard Bernstein. Bowing to Catholic pressure in general
and alluding to pressure from Cardinal Spellman in particular, Cyrus
Sulzberger refused to allow the book to be advertised in the New York
Times. The culture war was now on, but in keeping with the tenor of the
times, it was a covert war between ostensible allies in the anti-Communist
crusade. Then as later it was a covert psychological war, in which the
sexual issues which provided the subtext for this Kulturkampf were never
in the headlines but never far from the surface either. “I felt even in those
days," Blanshard wrote in his autobiography, “that the most serious flaw in
Catholic policy was sexual hypocrisy and suppression.”28 At the time,
Blanshard would defend the recently released Kinsey report by saying that
the National Council of Catholic Women denounced it in 1948 as “an insult
to the American people.”29 He also adverted to the legislative battles that
were heating up across the country, describing the defeat in 1948 of a
“birth control amendment” which “was described throughout
Massachusetts as immoral legislation and an ‘anti-baby law.’” All of this
led Blanshard to conclude that the “Church’ s opposition to birth control
has now become the most important part of its sexual code.” At least it
seemed that way to him.

Blanshard gives the impression that he came up with the idea of an anti-
Catholic crusade on his own, but it is clear that he was part of a
larger movement and in no way its initiator. It is also clear with hindsight
that the representation of OSS alumni and other psychological warriors in
the media made the battle in the press over sexual morals and which
educational system would determine which moral s got taught a foregone
conclusion. The Catholics were simply outgunned. The fight can only seem
fair by comparison with the situation twenty years later when even
Catholic organs of opinion had been subverted from within. Simpson make
clear that the intelligence community in the United States was a very
specific group of people with a very specific set of goals. Drawn largely



from Yale University in general and often from secret societies like Skull
and Bones in particular, the OSS drew much of its science of psychological
warfare from studies funded by the Rockefeller Foundation in the ’30s.
Many of the OSS alumni stayed with the agency when it became the CIA,
but many of its alumni drifted into the fields of communication theory,
which was a euphemism for psychological warfare, in either the theoretical
fields, as academics, or in more practical areas. In 1953 one OWI alumnus
described how his colleagues became

the publishers of Time, Look, Fortune, and several dailies, editors of such
magazines as Holiday, Coronet, Parade and the Saturday Review, editors of
the Denver Post, New Orleans Times-Picayune, and others; the heads

of the Viking Press, Harper & Brothers, and Farrar, Straus and Young;
three Hollywood Oscar winners, a two time Pulitzer prizewinner, the board
chairman of CBS and a dozen key network executives;
President Eisenhower’s chief speech writer; the editor of Reader's Digest
international editions; at least six partners of large advertising agencies,
and a dozen noted social scientists/

More importantly, OSS alumni also became the staff and oftentimes the
directors of the major foundations - Ford, Rockefeller, Carnegie - which in
tum funded most of the communications and social-science research at
the time. In 1939 the Rockefeller Foundation funded a series of secret
seminars on ways to “find a ‘democratic prophylaxis’ that would immunize
the United States’ lar^e immigrant population from the effects of Soviet
and Axis propaganda.”' 1 The use of vocabulary taken from the field of
social hygiene is instructive. The psychological warriors all valued science
highly and felt that the advances in physical hygiene might be matched by
similar psychological advances that would help them win the war. In 1939,
the Rockefeller Foundation organized a series of secret seminars with men
it regarded as leading communication scholars to enlist them in a effort to
consolidate public opinion in the United States in favor of war against Nazi
Germany. In these secret seminars, one sees a consistent modus operandi
which stretched from the work of the Bureau of Social Hygiene to the
Kinsey surveys of the ’40s to the secret conferences on contraception at
Notre Dame University in the early ’60s. In each instance, university based
“science” was used as a cover for psychological warfare against certain



targeted ethnic or religious groups.

Although the members of the interlocking network of psychological
warriors which staffed the CIA, the foundations and university
communications departments came to be as fervently anti-Communist
during the ’ 50s as they had been anti-fascist during the ’40s, this same
group was equally suspicious of the Catholic Church. In fact, they often
saw Rome as every bit as dangerous a foe to American freedoms as
Moscow, and said so publicly no matter how severely it jeopardized the
common front against communism. “To be honest,” said Karl Barth a
leading Protestant theologian who had a large following in the United
States, “I see some connection between them.” He was referring, of course,
to Catholicism and Communism. “Both,” he continued, “are totalitarian;
both claim man as a whole. Communism uses about the same methods of
organization (learned from the Jesuits). Both lay great stress on all that is
visible. But Roman Catholicism is the more dangerous of the two for
Protestantism. Communism will pass; Roman Catholicism is lasting.”32

Thoughts like this made it clear that the anti-Communist alliance between
the Church and the United States was just a fragile as the alliance between
the United States and the Soviet Union against fascism. Americans, it was
by now clear, were a diverse group of people who had to be mobilized in

certain ways to achieve certain goals, the war against fascism being a good
example. What emerged from the defeat of fascism in 1945 was a
complex alliance involving three parties who were determined to fight a
Cold War on two fronts. Each party got maneuvered into various alliances
depending on the exigencies of the moment. So after the successful
conclusion of the Great Patriotic War in 1945, the Soviet Union found
itself at war with both the United States (and its allies) and with the
Catholic Church, whose influence it sought to extirpate from Eastern
European countries like Poland and Croatia. The Catholic Church for its
part found itself in a two-front war as well, whose lines of battle could
have been predicted by a close reading of the Church’s social encyclicals
beginning in 1891 with Rerum Novarum, but as recently as 1931 with
Quadragesimo Anno. Leo XIII stated quite explicitly in the former
document that both liberalism, of the sort practiced in England in the
nineteenth century, and communism were antagonistic to a sound social



order; in fact, the pope would go on to claim liberalism was the cause of
bolshevism. Pius XII’s concern with communism, a concern which
went back to his days as nuncio in Munich in 1919 when he was almost
murdered by a Bolshevik mob, led him to strategic alliances with the
liberals, but even he never confused their interests with those of the
Catholic Church.

If the Communists were at war with both the Catholic Church and the
capitalist powers - even if they conflated the two in the early days of the
Cold War - the situation in the United States was even more complex,
because a large number - 18 percent in the late ’40s - of Americans were
Catholic and had also fought in the war as patriotic Americans. The
dominant class in America, the WASPS, which is to say the ruling elite
which came from the mainline Protestant denominations, however, had
never viewed Catholics without suspicion, and after the close of World
War II, their suspicions reasserted themselves as the Catholic birthrate
started to surge in what came to be known as the baby boom.

As a result, the rise of the CIA, with its penchant for psychological
warfare, coincided with the rise of anti-Catholic animus on the part of the
people who were staffing the intelligence community. A look at the
personnel involved makes it quite clear that the intelligence community,
the people running the anti-Communist crusade, were virtually the same
people concerned about the “Catholic problem.” Blanshard was very aware
of the communist threat, but he was far from willing to subordinate his
animus against Catholics to bring about a common front against the
Soviets. In fact, as even a superficial reading of American Freedom and
Catholic Power makes clear, Blanshard regards the Catholics as every bit
as dangerous to “American Freedom.” Hence, his conclusion early on in
the book:

Some readers who accept every fact that I have recorded in these pages
may still question the wisdom of discussing these matters in public at
the present time, because of the critical international situation which finds
the

Western democracies pitted against a Russian communist aggressor.

These critics would keep silent about the antidemocratic program of the



Vatican until the present crisis is resolved, because they regard the
Catholic Church, with all its faults, as a necessary bulwark against
militant Communism. I respect the sincerity of this view, and I share with
most Americans the conviction that Russian aggression must be met with
determined resistance. But I do not believe that fear of one authoritarian
power justifies compromise with another, especially when the compromise
may be used to strengthen clerical fascism in many countries. Certainly in
this country the acceptance of any form of authoritarian control weakens
the democratic spirit; and one encroachment upon the democratic way of
life may be used as a precedent for others. In the long run, the capacity to
defend American democracy against a communist dictatorship must
be based upon a free culture/'

Blanshard misconstrued the Church’s willingness to work under just about
any form of government as “opportunism” and wondered if at some point
in the future the Church might change its mind and decide to collaborate
with the Communists. “If we are to judge by the writings of the outspoken
apologists of Catholicism in Europe and America,” writes Sidney
Hook with Blanshard’s obvious approval, “they are just as ready, if
necessity arises, to baptize Marx as they once baptized Aristotle.” Hook
correctly predicted the rise of liberation theology in the ’70s and ’80s, but
he failed to understand that the emphatic condemnation of communism in
Quadragesimo Anno would carry the day in terms of theory and eventually
in terms of praxis as well.

But both Blanshard and Hook were right in their way. The Church was
committed to no one form of government, and certainly not to democracy
of the American variety, no matter how sacred that was in Blanshard’s
eyes. Nor was the Church committed to Fabian Socialism, where
Blanshard’s real political allegiance lay. What Blanshard failed to see was
that his book was in many ways a self-fulfilling prophecy. The rising anti-
Catholic animus among the elite, liberal classes in the United States,
almost guaranteed that the anti-Communist alliance would fall apart by the
end of the ’50s - and certainly by the mid-’60s - because the Church began
to realize that the most pressing danger to its well-being came from its
“friends.”

Blanshard cheered on the Masonic persecution of the Church in Mexico,



and he was galled by the Church’s ability to impose a weapons
embargo against Republican forces in Spain. Doubly galling in this regard
was the fact that Archbishop Fulton J. Sheen had a prime-time TV show
which allowed him “to broadcast, free of charge, innuendoes and
pronouncements against political and religious liberalism, birth control,
reasonable divorce laws, the government of Yugoslavia, and any other
target that inspires his wrath.” “Neither Monsignor Sheen nor the other
Catholic speakers on this program are censored,” Blanshard argued,
evidently proposing the same sort of censorship he decried when it was
practiced by Catholic priests.

Blanshard’s book was prompted proximately by the McCollum and
Everson Supreme Court decisions, which seemed to give aid to
Catholic schools, but his real concern was demographic, sexual and moral.
Catholics did not believe in artificial birth control; whereas their more
established and better off Protestant countrymen did. The result was what
people like Blanshard euphemistically referred to as “differential fertility.”
The ethnic Catholics were outprocreating the Protestants, and, if this state
of affairs continued, the United States would soon become a Catholic
country, a prospect which filled the dominant WASP class with dread.
“What are the actual prospects for Catholic control of the United States?”
Blanshard wonders:

Bertrand Russell said twenty years ago that he thought the Roman Catholic
Church would dominate the United States “in another fifty or one hundred
years" and “by sheer force of numbers.” Many Catholic leaders have
echoed that prophecy. Father James M. Gillis, editor of the Catholic World,
predicted in 1929 that “America will be predominantly Catholic before the
present younger generation dies."

Blanshard’s fears of Catholic power came not just from the number of
children they were having but from the fact that Catholics seemed so
“monolithic,” to use ’60s cultural-revolutionary Leo Pfeffer’s term, when
it came to values and organization, and that caused Blanshard concern
because “in our individualistic nation a closely knit political organization
does not need a majority of the people to control the government.” That
being granted “the hierarchy’s most substantial hope for transforming a
Catholic minority into a majority lies in a differential birthrate.” Blanshard



then goes on to cite Catholics who seem to confirm his deepest fears:

The Right Reverend John J. Bonner, diocesan superintendent of schools of
Philadelphia, boasted in 1941 that the increase in the Catholic births
in Philadelphia in the preceding decade had been more than fifty per
cent higher than the increase in the total population, and that Philadelphia
“will be fifty percent Catholic in a comparatively short time.”... If the
disparity in birth rates which he claimed should continue indefinitely, it
would not be long before the United States became a Catholic country by
default.35

After reading this sort of thing, McGeorge Bundy joined John Dewey,
Albert Einstein and Bertrand Russell in praising Blanshard’s book, calling
it “a very useful thing.”36 Bundy was a professor at Harvard at the time
he made the comment, but he had been a member of Skull and Bones at
Yale and would go on to head the Ford Foundation, and oddly enough join
the administration of John F. Kennedy, the first Catholic president of the
United States. Bundy would eventually become responsible for
investigating Kennedy’s assassination and was a key figure in the
interlocking circles that would make up the liberal establishment in the
United States that was at war with communism and Catholicism as twin
threats to American freedom.

During the early ’50s, the United States government spent as much as $1

billion annually on psychological warfare. Simpson makes clear that much
of this money was used illegally in “black” operations against American
citizens. What he doesn’t make clear, but what was obvious from an
examination of the interlocking nature of the groups which made up the
CIA, foundation, and academic establishments is that the psychological-
warfare community and the people concerned about the Catholic problem
were effectively the same group of people. This meant that when Rome
collaborated with the United States in the anti-Communist crusade, it also
collaborated in its own demise in the United States as a political power.
This became more and more obvious as first the Rockefeller-controlled
foundations and then the United States government and then the United
Nations got more heavily involved in the promotion of population control.
By the mid-’60s, Catholics who had identified themselves as patriotic anti-



Communists found themselves caught up in promoting something that was
in direct contradiction to Church teaching. The only thing that made the
contradiction less than obvious was the gradual way in which it had come
about.

Dr. Tom Dooley is just one example of the kind of anti-Communist
Catholic who was being promoted by the CIA at the time. His
connection with Notre Dame, another front forfoundation money which
was being used to subvert the Catholic Church’s teaching on contraception,
was memorialized in an engraved letter from Dooley to then-Notre Dame
president Theodore Hesburgh at the Notre Dame replica of the grotto at
Lourdes. On the other side of the coin, the same CIA which was involved in
promoting Dooley was equally involved in the assassination of Ngo Dinh
Diem, a man who was the anti-Communist President of Viet Nam but the
wrong kind of Catholic. By the beginning of the ’60s, anti-communism had
become in effect a way of managing the “Catholic Problem.” As the United
States became more aggressive in promoting population control throughout
the world, Rome slowly came to the conclusion that it had more to fear
from its friends than its enemies. The result was a change of heart as Rome
got out of the anti-Communist crusade and got into Ostpolitik.

Back in the United States, the hopes of Catholics were raised by Everson in
1947 only to be dashed by McCollum v. School Board one year later
in 1948. Hugo Black again wrote the opinion, but this time concluded that
the use of pubic school buildings by religious groups constituted a breach
in the wall separating church and state. In his memoir Blanshard praised
the Supreme Court as “the one institution in Washington which faced the
issue of the separation of church and state.”37 If Blanshard admired the
Court, the feelings were mutual. Hugo Black was an avid reader of
Blanshard’s books, and his personal library included a well-marked copy of
American Freedom and Catholic Power. “He suspected the Catholic
Church,” Black’s son wrote in a 1975 book on his father. “He used to read
all of Paul Blanshard’s books

IQ

exposing power abuse in the Catholic Church.” Together with William O.

Douglas, who dumped his first wife around the time Kinsey’s and



Blanshard’s books came out and embarked on a career of libertinism
thereafter, finally marrying an eighteen-year-old waitress when he was in
his seventies, Hugo Black would become the intellectual leaders of the
Warren Court, and, as Blanshard indicated, the court would become the
political vehicle for the third sexual revolution, the one which began -
judicially, at least - with the Roth decision in 1957, continued with
Griswold v. Connecticut, the 1965 decision striking down the ban on the
sale of contraceptives, and would culminate in Roe v. Wade in 1973. One
year later in 1974, when Henry Kissinger wrote NSSM 200, the state
department document making population control the central pillar of our
foreign policy, the revolution would be complete.



Part III, Chapter 7

Bloomington, Indiana 1950

In spite of the avidity with which the fourth estate promoted the sexual
liberation for which Kinsey proselytized in his male volume, Kinsey’s
book had antagonized a wide spectrum of influential Americans from
Norman Vincent Peale on the right to Lionel Trilling and Geoffrey Gorer
and his girlfriend Margaret Mead on the left. Once the media applause died
down, the reaction set it. Beginning in 1950 the FBI began looking into the
sexual habits of prospective civil servants, and this brought about the
creation of what amounted to a database on homosexuals. Since Kinsey
was without a doubt the country’s leading connoisseur of homosexual
activity, his name began to surface in FBI reports along with the suspicion
that he was “anti-FBI.”1 In 1950 Kinsey received a note from J. Edgar
Hoover, FBI director, informing him that “I would like to have one of my
assistants see you on the occasion of your next visit to New York.”2 Kinsey
was clearly shaken by the announcement. He was involved in all sorts of
criminal activity, everything from trafficking in pornography (for which
the institute would be prosecuted unsuccessfully) to child molesting. In
addition to that he was now as famous as any of the people whose sexual
histories he had taken and, therefore, just as vulnerable to blackmail as
they were. If the true nature of his activities had been made public in 1950,
when his name was well known and the reaction against him mounting in
intensity, his work would have been strangled in the cradle. Hoover,
however, seemed reluctant to publicize what he knew, leading Jones to
believe that Kinsey cut a deal with him, opening his confidential files and
giving him sexual ammunition that Hoover could use to blackmail his
enemies.3 Whatever the reason, Hoover did not move on Kinsey when
he could have damaged him most.

The fact that he indicated that he might, however, made the people at the
Rockefeller Foundation extremely nervous. Weaver had objected when
the Rockefeller Foundation got into the pornography business in 1946 by
giving Kinsey the money to hire Tripp and Dellenback and the movie
cameras they needed to film people engaged in sexual activity. Now
Weaver wrote to the board again in 1950 reminding them that he had told



them four years earlier that “it is perfectly realistic to say that the
Rockefeller] Foundation] is paying for this collection of erotica and for the
activities directly associated with it" [my emphasis].4 The Rockefeller
Foundation, Weaver was telling the

board, was involved in promoting criminal activity, and now the FBI was
looking into Kinsey and his work.

In October 1950, at around the same time that the FBI was getting ready to
investigate Professor Kinsey in Bloomington, a gorgeous southern belle by
the name of Bettie Page was walking along the beach at Coney Island, New
York, when she noticed a black weightlifter whose body she found
attractive. The feeling was clearly mutual because Jerry Tibbs, the weight-
lifting policeman who was also an amateur photographer, asked Page if she
had ever modeled before. Page said she hadn’t, but the alacrity with which
Page accepted his offer to do so must have indicated that she wasn’t telling
the truth, Since the result was the same, Tibbs didn’t press the matter when
she agreed to come to his studio. Lower Manhattan was full of second-
story lofts which could be had cheaply because of the post-war recession.
The war had created other dislocations as well, and New York was willing
to capitalize on them too. Just as the Civil War had created an opportunity
to exploit the sexual longings of soldiers, one which led then President
Lincoln to pass the nation’s first obscenity law, so World War II had
spawned a business in pinups, pictures of Hollywood actresses more or less
clothed which would be shipped to soldiers around the world. The demand
for this sort of thing did not cease with the end of the war. In f act, f ueled
by things like the Kinsey report, the demand increased and, as it did, the
demand for more and more nudity increased as well. What would become a
flood of pornography by the 1970s did not look like that at its beginning
any more than the mouth of the Amazon looks like its source, but the
trajectory was there even in its inception. The problem, however, was that
the numbing which this sort of obscenity brought about blinded the culture
to its effects. The more it saw the less it could understand.

Writing at around the same time that Bettie Page was on her way to
becoming the most popular pin-up model in New York City, which is to
say in 1948, Richard Weaver wrote in Ideas Have Consequences that



our most serious obstacle is that people traveling this downward path
develop an insensibility which increases with their degradation. Loss is
perceived most clearly at the beginning; after habit becomes implanted,
one beholds the anomalous situation of apathy mounting as the moral
crisis deepens. It is when the first faint warnings come that one has the
best chance to save himself; and this, I suspect, explains why medieval
thinkers were extremely agitated over questions which seem to us today
without point or relevance. If one goes on, the monitory voices fade out,
and it is not impossible for him to reach a state in which his entire moral
orientation is lost. Thus in the face of the enormous brutality of our age we
seem unable to make an appropriate response to perversions of truth and
acts of bestiality.... We approach a condition in which we shall be amoral
without the capacity to perceive it and degraded without means to measure
our descent.

Bettie Page’s photos, so innocuous looking by later standards, would be an
important index of that descent. Eventually one of them ended up in
the hands of a man named Irving Klaw, who had made his fortune
selling pin-ups to soldiers. Klaw recognized Page’s potential and was soon
doing his own studio sessions with her. After the war, the demand
increased for what Klaw would call “Damsel-in-distress” photos, which is
to say pictures of women bound and gagged for the sadomasochist crowd.
Soon Page was posing in costumes like this for Klaw. Klaw didn’t do
nudes, but, the times being what they were and the network of
“photographers” being resourceful, Page was soon doing that kind of
posing as well. She was also soon acting in 8 mm movies with titles like
“Jungle Girl Tied to Trees.” Those who look at the Bettie Page photos fifty
years later wonder what the big deal was all about without realizing that
the big deal lies in the very fact that the viewer can no longer feel the
passion the photos were intended to incite. Pornography is something based
on transgression, and the boundaries of 1950 have been so often and so
thoroughly transgressed, that no one can see that they were
once boundaries. This numbness has become the prime political problem of
our age. It has also become the main tool whereby the oppressors maintain
their hold on political power.

Richard Foster, author of The Real Bettie Page, mentions the phenomenon



of numbing but never really explains it in any coherent fashion because the
author himself has been numbed. “After a while,” Page’s biographer writes
without really understanding the implications of what he is saying, “the
impact of all that flesh is numbing.”6 Foster is writing here about the editor
of a girlie magazine which featured Bettie’s photos, but he just as
well might have been writing about the culture at large. He might have
been writing about himself as well, but the main issue here is the fact that
people who get numbed never realize that they are getting numbed. They
just notice that the imagery that was once so powerful now seems quaint.
They then go off on a search of more transgression, and what follows is the
trajectory of lust leading to death as one taboo after another falls by the
wayside. The mandarins of the liberal regime have unleashed a historically
unprecedented amount of transgressive imagery into the culture, hoping
that they will be able to profit from the dislocation it creates, by focusing
the isolation in economically profitable ways, i.e., pornography, but no one
seems to know how to stop this chain reaction once it starts, and so as a
result, people get murdered or go crazy when these unfettered desires get
the upper hand.

Which is what happened in the case of Betty Page. Betty led a dissolute life
beginning with her eighteenth year. While in high school she was one
of the top students in her class and planned at the time to become a teacher.
By the mid-’50s, when she was approaching forty, she had descended into
psychosis. She had become incapable of finishing any of the many Bible
courses she enrolled in and was a threat to the lif e and well-being of those
around her.

Foster gives all of the usual Freudian explanations, including the most
plausible - the one, by the way, which Freud rejected as the seduction
theory -namely, that she had been molested by her father as a child. No one
should minimize the trauma associated with events like that, but by the
same token, the trauma in this instance took on psychic importance the
further away it receded in time, which is a good indication that it
functioned as a screen memory for something more closely associated to
the present, namely, her sexual behavior as an adult.

If the particulars of modesty are culturally relative, the consequences of
lust are not. The final consequence of promiscuity, according to the order



of being, is the dissolution of the self. The self is constituted by its
relationships; the trauma of a father transgressing those boundaries might
have been healed by an understanding husband in a permanent
monogamous relationship, but that was not Bettie’s fate. The easy money
from the photo sessions must have made easy relationships seem equally
inconsequential, but at a certain point psychic reality caught up with Bettie,
and when it did the passions the self aroused at will began to assert their
hegemony over a self that was no longer in a position to control them.

On August 1, 1951, the Honorable E. E. Cox of Georgia stood up in the
United States House of Representatives and announced that he had
“introduced a resolution to create a special committee to conduct a full and
complete investigation and study of education and philanthropic
foundations and other comparable organizations which are exempt from
Federal income taxation.”7 Getting down to specifics, Cox cited the case of
“the Negro poet, Langston Hughes,” one-time protege of Carl Van Vechten
and one of the products of the Harlem Renaissance, which had been fueled
by prurient white interest in the sex lives of blacks there. Hughes, Cox
informed his colleagues, was the “author of the poem, ‘Good-bye Christ,’
which urges Jesus to ‘beat it on a way from here now’ and to ‘make way
for Marx, Communist Lenin, Peasant Stalin, Worker me.’” Cox announced
that Hughes had been “last heard of as a ‘poet in residence’ at the
Rockefeller supported University of Chicago.” In addition to that Hughes
was also “the recipient of a Guggenheim fellowship in 1935, and of
fellowships from the Rosenwald fund in 1931 and 1941” and Cox wanted to
know why foundations with names associated with the country’s leading
capitalist families were giving grants to Communists like Langston
Hughes. Cox denounced in particular the Rockefeller Foundation, “whose
funds have been used to finance individuals and organizations whose
business it has been to get communism into the private and public schools
of the country, to talk down America and to play up Russia.” As a result,
the Rockefeller Foundation “must take its share of the blame for the
sending of the professors and students in China to communism during the
years preceding the successful Red revolution in China.”8

Mr. Cox would spend the short time remaining to him on this earth bark-

ing up the wrong tree. By the time his poem achieved the fame which it did



not deserve, Langston Hughes was no longer a Communist. In fact, he
had never been anything more than an opportunist. Seeking patronage from
the wealthy and the influential - whether it was his first patron Mrs. Van de
Vere Quick, who used to commune with his African soul by mental
telepathy or the Communists who ran the Negro literati in the 1930s -
Hughes would tell them what they wanted to hear. Preoccupation with
communism would also obscure the eyes of the Congressional inquisitors
like Cox to what was really going on with the foundations, which were
most certainly involved in subversion but not of the sort he imagined. In
fact the main problem with the Cox and subsequent Reece investigations
was precisely failure of imagination. They simply could not conceive of a
conspiracy other than one run by Communists. To say that the wealthiest
families in the country were engaged in sexual subversion in the interest of
ethnic hegemony was an idea beyond Cox’s ken. And soon he would be
dead. This situation improved somewhat with Cox’s successor, Carroll
Reece of Tennessee, but the Reece Commission was handicapped with the
same set of ideological blinders. If subversion were taking place, the
Communists had to be behind it. Neither the Cox nor the Reece
Committees had the vocabulary to describe the type of subversion the
foundations were funding, and as a result their efforts where tinged with an
ineradicable hue of implausibility. This implausibility was exaggerated by
the media, who were in turn influenced by the network of OSS alumni who
drifted into the new media to practice the psychological warfare they had
learned there on their unsuspecting fellow citizens.

Because it lacked the vocabulary of sexual control, neither the Reece nor
the Cox commissions could make a compelling argument about the
subversion that was actually taking place. The Reece Committee at one
point referred to evidence produced by its predecessor, the Cox Committee,
which showed “that there had been a Moscow-directed, specific plot to
penetrate the American foundations and to use their funds forCommunist
propaganda and Communist influence upon our society.” It went on to
claim that there was also evidence “this plot had succeeded in some
measure.”9 If anything the emphasis on communism let the foundations off
the hook, giving the impression that they had been subverted by foreign
influence, when they were simply implementing an agenda fora class of
people, a stealth ethnos, which remained invisible to the investigators. At



one point, the Reece Committee even claimed that the Rockefeller
Foundation trustees “were not fully aware of what was happening.”10 The
Rockefeller Foundation had, in other words, no idea how its money was
being spent. “Like the trustees of so many large foundations,” the Reece
Committee surmised at one point, “they left most decisions to their
employees, the officers of the foundation.”11 If this argument applied at all
to other wealthy families, it most certainly did not apply to the Rockefeller
family, whose scion, John D. Rockefeller III had dedicated his life to the
cause of eugenic population control and would administer the family’s
funds and his own money through the Population Council with a
micromanager’s avidity for the next forty years. The argument may have
had some plausibility in the case of Rockef eller support for the
Institute for Pacific Relations, but it was most certainly not the case with
the money they gave to Kinsey. Kinsey was not a Communist, and the
Rockefeller Foundation supported him with their eyes wide open -
including their knowledge of his involvement in criminal activity - because
Kinsey’s information would help then in their ethnic warfare with their
enemies. This is the same reason they supported Planned Parenthood. Far
from being Communists, the subversives in the foundations represented the
exact opposite end of the political spectrum. They represented the
plutocratic ruling class who wanted to subvert the democratic institutions
of this country because they understood that political power in a
democracy is a function of demographic strength - sheer numbers - and
having embraced the contraceptive and the eugenics movement it spawned,
they understood that they were on the losing side of that equation.

If the trustees of the Rockefeller Foundation had been unaware of what was
happening in their own board meetings, that situation came to an end
on October 2, 1951, when the foundation received a letter from the
Honorable Mr. Cox asking them to open up their files for government
inspection. * All of the board members who had warned that Kinsey’s
trading on their name was going to get them in trouble could now say “I
told you so.” The foundation which liked nothing so much as working
behind the scenes was now blinking into the spotlight of a congressional
hearing, and feeling a bit like a deer in the headlights of an oncoming car.
A little over two weeks later, on October 18, the foundation responded by
saying that “no grant was ever made by the Rockefeller Foundation for Mr.



Hughes or his work.”13 On October 31, Dean Rusk wrote to Cox, asking for
time, explaining that the forty-year history of the Rockefeller Foundation
involved total grants of more than $470 million and that reporting in any
significant detail on how that money had been spent would require a
serious accounting effort.

When the Rockefeller Foundation’s board of trustees met on April 4, 1951,
the official letter from Cox was still six months in future, but the
handwriting was on the wall, and the reaction against Kinsey was
vehement. Virtually none of the new board members had given Kinsey
their histories, and it was these people, led by John Foster Dulles, who led
the attack. Eventually Alan Gregg prevailed, more by virtue of his age than
anything else, and Kinsey’s funding was passed by a narrow 9 to 7 margin,
but Kinsey must have known that with a margin like that his days were
numbered. In December 1951, shortly after the Cox Committee contacted
the foundation, the ASA rendered its negative verdict on Kinsey’s
statistics, and Comer tried to salvage the situation by claiming that
statistics were not all that significant a

part of Kinsey’s research, when in fact they were the heart of it. If the
Kinsey Report were not an accurate picture of what average Americans did
sexually, then it was worthless. The ASA, in other words, in spite of much
foundation-induced qualification, had just announced that the Kinsey
Report was so flawed it was worthless.

The directors of the Rockefeller Foundation, as dismayed as they had
become with Kinsey, were not going to change their long-range strategy of
using sex as a form of control simply because Kinsey’s statistics were not
accurate. Instead of repudiating his study, the Rockefeller
Foundation shifted the focus of activities to the law, funding now
organizations which would lobby for changes in the penal code based on
findings which the foundation now knew were bogus. Beginning in 1950,
the Rockefeller Foundation began granting funds to the American Law
Institute to help promote its model penal code. Manfred S. Guttmacher,
brother of Alan Guttmacher, who was to become president of Planned
Parenthood, and so in a position to know what was going on from the
inside, gave some indication that the Rockefellers’ desire to restructure the
country’s laws, particularly those regarding sex offenses, had been part of



their long-term strategy. “It was in 1950,” Guttmacher wrote in his 1968
book, The Role of Psychiatry and the Law, that

the American Law Institute began the monumental task of writing a model
penal code. I am told that a quarter of century earlier the Institute had
approached the Rockefeller Foundation for the funds needed to carry out
this project, but at that time, Dr. Alan Gregg, a man of great wisdom,
counseled the Foundation to wait, that the behavior sciences were on
the threshold of development to the point at which they could be of great
assistance. Apparently the Institute concluded that the time has arrived.14

The twenty-five-year hiatus would also explain the Gregg’s impatience
with Yerkes’s inability to persuade Watson to come up with the
behaviorist tools that would allow them to modify the law. It would also
explain their impatience with Yerkes for funding research on primates. The
Rockefellers, as Beardsley Ruml had told Watson, were interested in
results, and that meant strategies that would allow them to predict and
control behavior as Watson had promised. With Kinsey’s reports, the
Rockefellers had the social engineering tool they needed. Once the public
was made aware of Kinsey’s work and impressed with its scientific
plausibility, the Rockefeller Foundation could simply discard that tool and
move on to the next phase of social engineering, which involved changing
the law, especially the law as it concerned sexuality. This was so because,
in Guttmacher’s words, “the Model Penal Code holds that [sexual] matters
[were] to be handled by spiritual overseers rather than by the police and the
courts.”15 The scientists were to be the new “spiritual overseers,” and the
Rockefellers, since they controlled the purse strings, were to be the
overseers’ overseers.

In May of 1952 an article entitled “The Challenge of a Model Penal Code”
appeared in the prestigious Harvard Law Review. Its author,
Herbert Wechsler, was a professor at Columbia who had served as a
confidential assistant to Franklin Roosevelt and then as an aide to Francis
Biddle and the American judges at the Nuremberg War Crimes Tribunal.
Wechsler confirms the same timetable for social engineering that
Guttmacher mentioned in his book, explaining that “for almost 20 years,
the American Law Institute’s agenda” for a model penal code remained
“unfinished bustness,” until 1952, that is, when “the Rockefeller



Foundation ... granted funds which will permit the undertaking to
proceed.”16 Wechsler then goes on to explain just what that agenda entails
and how crucial Kinsey’s sex histories were to its completion. Just as
Kinsey had shown that science was superior to morals as a guide to life,
now Kinsey’s findings were going to show that science was superior to the
law as the ultimate arbiter of human conduct. This was so because

the law ... employs unsound psychological premises such as “freedom of
will” or the belief that punishment deters; that it is drawn in terms of a
psychology that is both superficial and outmoded, using concepts like
“deliberation,” “passion,” “will,” "insanity,” “intent”; then even when it
takes the evidence of psychiatric experts, as on the issue of responsibility,
it poses questions that a scientist can neither regard as meaningful or
relevant nor answer on his scientific terms; and finally that though the
law purports to be concerned with the control of specified behavior it
rejects or does not fully used the aid that modem science can afford.

By the time that Congress had got wind of what the Rockefellers had done
in funding Kinsey, the Rockefellers were ready to abandon Kinsey
and were already funding another instrument based on research they knew
to be false and a man they were ready to cut loose as a loose cannon. On
July 1, 1952, Dean Rusk succeeded Chester Barnard as president of the
Rockefeller Foundation. Rusk, it seems, had deep reservations about
Kinsey’s sampling techniques. Rusk had also not been in on the early
enthusiasm for Kinsey, nor had he given Kinsey his sexual history. Rusk
was, therefore, free to come to the conclusion that Kinsey was expendable,
especially in light of the unfavorable publicity that he had brought to the
foundation.

On January 20, 1953, the Rockefeller Foundation, under Rusk’s tutelage,
issued “Officer Procedures for Avoiding Grants to Subversive Individuals,”
which stated, “It is the policy of the Rockefeller Foundation to make no
grant, gift, loan contribution or expenditure, either directly or indirectly
to any organization on the list of subversive and related organizations
prepared by the Attorney General of the United States.618 The statement
was, of course, meaningless, and if it were meant to fend off the
congressional investigation, it failed. During the summer of 1953, the
House of Representatives passed a resolution creating a special committee



to investigate tax-exempt

foundations, with B. Carroll Reece, Republican of Tennessee, as its
chairman.19

The victors always write history, and subsequent accounts of the Reece-
Rockefeller battle prove this rule by impugning the motives of
the committee as a way of claiming that there was really nothing to
investigate in the first place. Wayne Hays, a Democrat on the committee
and a figure who played a crucial role in subverting its ability to get to the
truth and promote that truth to the American public, claimed that the whole
thing was motivated by political ambition. “I talked to Mr. Reece,” he
stated later, “when the [Reece] committee was being formed and he told
me that he believed that the foundations had conspired to prevent Senator
Taft from being nominated for President, and they kept him from being
Secretary of State.”'0 In an article which evidently impressed the board of
the Rockefeller Foundation,'1 Helen Hill Miller portrayed the Cox and
Reece Commissions as the return of the America First crowd who wanted
to steer the country back to isolationism. Miller never mentions Kinsey or
the crimes which he had committed in the name of science. Instead she
claims that Reece was upset by what he perceived as “propaganda for
globalism, including international communism,” and was acting as the
front man for “those who wanted to get rid of the United Nations, those
who wanted to get rid of Eisenhower and those who wanted to get rid of
Robert Hutchins chancellor of the University of Chicago.” In spite of
support like this from virtually the entire fourth estate, everyone at the
Rockefeller was “quite disturbed.”''

On August 20, 1953, Kinsey’s female volume appeared, and with its
publication Kinsey reached the high point of his fame. On August 24, 1953,
a flattering portrait of Kinsey, one which omitted the clear signs, visible
in photographs of Kinsey at the time, that he was suffering the
consequences of his outrageously decadent behavior, appeared
onthecoverof Time magazine along with an article which described what a
dedicated scientist and upright family man he was. The reaction to the
female volume, however, was not as favorable as the reaction to the male
volume. Part of the reason was undoubtedly that Kinsey’s homosexual
animus against women came through in the book. Women, Kinsey felt,



were essentially “undersexed moralists who served as willing agents of
social control.”'4 Bill Dellenback, Kinsey’s photographer, felt that the
female volume was typical of “the vicious approach to females” that
homosexuals have “in their nature.”24 Kinsey’s attitude toward child
molestation was also beginning to cause concern. “If children were
not culturally conditioned,” Kinsey wrote, “it is doubtful if it would be
disturbed by sexual approaches of the sort which had usually been involved
in these histories.”' Men and women, the great scientist concluded, were
“badly mismatched.”26 Or so it seemed to someone of his homosexual
proclivities. In fact, if Kinsey had had his way there never would have been
a female volume. He would have much rather followed the male volume up
with a book

on homosexuality, a topic much closer to his heart. Within two weeks of
the publication of the female volume, Kinsey had secured an agreement
with the homosexual Mattachine Society to get histories from its members.

But by this point Kinsey’s world was coming a part. Within months of his
apotheosis on the cover of Time magazine, the Reece Committee, in March
of 1954, made it clear that they intended to subpoena him to testify. The
commission also made it clear that they planned to investigate
Kinsey's financial backers, and that meant the Rockefellers, in an area
where, according to the memoranda of their own board members, they were
aware that they had been involved in criminal activity. On May 10, 1954,
the Reece Committee began its hearings before Congress. With a message
that was already all but incomprehensible to the general public - namely,
that the Rockefellers were Communists - the committee was also plagued
by a series of competing events which distracted attention from its
deliberations. This list included the McCarthy hearings, which were going
on at the same time, Brown v. School Board of Topeka, the Supreme Court
desegregation decision, and the fall of Dien Bien Phu in French Indochina.
Add to that a press that was universally hostile to what they had to say, and
you had the makings of a media blackout on anything of significance, and
that meant anything having to do with sexual subversion and sexual control
of behavior. In spite of the ideological limitations the anti-Communist
crusade placed on his deliberations, Reece was more subtle than Cox in his
understanding of subversion, which, the committee felt,



does not refer to outright revolution, but to a promotion of tendencies
which lead, in their inevitable consequences, to the destruction of
principles through perversion or alienation. Subversion, in modem society,
is not a sudden, cataclysmic explosion, but a gradual undermining, a
persistent chipping away at foundations upon which beliefs rest.... In the
modem usage of the term, “subversion," it is no exaggeration to state that
in the field of the social sciences many major projects which have been
most prominently sponsored by foundations have been subversive.27

Carroll Reece was handicapped by his inability to explain who “they” were
or what “they” believed, and hence had to rely on communism to fill in
the gaps, even to the point of proposing seriously that communists from the
Soviet Union had infiltrated the Rockefeller Foundation without their
knowing it. That being said, Reece did come up with the right villains in
this drama, even if he couldn’t articulate their plans very well, and even if
he couldn’t convince either Congress or the public to do anything about it.
He also understood that the sheer wealth they had generated was a problem.
Reece would compare the foundations with the Knights Templar and speak
favorably of the pope’s suppression of that organization. He would also
cite Justice Brandeis’s verdict about the growth of their concentrated
economic power, quoting Brandeis’s claim that foundations were a “state
within a state so

powerful that the ordinary social and industrial forces existing are
insufficient to cope with it.” Because they had the wealth of a state and
operated at the same time beyond the scope of public governance,
foundations could act as “venture capital” for subversive ideas which
would otherwise be subject to the police power of the state. Venture capital
also puts a premium on social change. As a prime example, Reece cited
Rockefellers support of Kinsey:

The Rockefeller Foundations supported the National Research Council’s
Committee for research in problems of sex, with a total of $1,755,000 from
1931 to 1954. Of this sum, the activities conducted by Dr. Kinsey received
some $414,000 from 1941 to 1949, as reported by The
Rockefeller Foundation to the Reece Committee. This amount is
microscopic compared with the total of $6,000,000,000 annually spent on
philanthropy in the United States. But the impact of this comparatively



small sum on one subject was quite out of proportion to the relative size of
the two figures.

One may approve or disapprove of Dr. Kinsey’s efforts, and judge
variously their impact upon our sex mores. But the Kinsey incident does
show that comparatively small donations may have big repercussions in
the realm of ideas.28

If big money were added to the burgeoning sciences of control that came
into existence during the twentieth century, the possibility of
“immense powers of thought control” emerged as a threat to the
democratic institutions of this country. Again the Reece Committee
pointed to Kinsey as the archetypal social engineer operating on tax-
exempt money beyond the police powers of the state as an agent of social
change, subverting morals as an instrument of control:

Thus, if Dr. Kinsey concludes that girls would be happier in the long run if
their marriages were preceded by considerable, and even unusual, sex
experience, then, say these “social engineers,” the moral and legal
concepts which proscribe it should be abandoned.... Political control is thus
to be left in the hands of the “elite,” the “social engineers.” What the
people want is not necessarily good for them; they are not competent to
decide.

The Fukrers must decide it for them, so that we can have a scientifically
based and intelligent society.

Claiming that the Rockefeller Foundation “became interested in systematic
support studies in sexual physiology and behavior” in 1931,30 Reece
warned his fellow citizens against a concentration of power, wealth and
influence much greater than that which brought about the trust busting of
the first decade of the same century. But perhaps because it was associated
with sex, the efforts of people like Kinsey were seen as either trivial or
benign, especially in comparison to an enemy like communism, which
seemed much easier to bring into focus. Sex has that numbing effect to it,
which is precisely why the West from the time of people like Euripides has
found it necessary to erect a fence of regulation around it. Now, weakened
by the corruption of morals that was the inevitable consequence of war, the
nation seemed either



titillated by the prospect of more sexual freedom or preoccupied by what
seemed like bigger issues.

On May 19, Albert Hoyt Hobbs of the University of Pennsylvania testified
before the Reece Committee. Jones dismisses Hobbs as “a right wing
sociologist,”31 whose testimony was made up of equal parts of invective
and paranoia. The charge is more indicative of Jones’s bias than Hobbs’s
testimony, which had some incisive things to say about the use of science
as a way of destabilizing morals, something which Hobbs saw as the clear
intention of Kinsey’s work:

Despite the patent limitations of the study and its persistent bias, its
conclusions regarding sexual behavior were widely believed. They were
presented to college classes; medical doctors cited them in lectures;
psychiatrists applauded them; a radio program indicated that the
findings were serving as a basis for revision of moral codes relating to sex;
and an editorial in a college student newspaper admonished the college
administration to make provision for sexual outlets for the students in
accordance with the “scientific realities” as established by the book/

Hobbs also zeroed in on the child molestation, a fact which had been
completely ignored by the media when the male volume appeared in 1948:

In the second volume it is stressed, for example, that we object to adult
molesters of children primarily because we have become
conditioned against such adult molesters of chiidren, and that the children
who are molested become emotionally upset, primarily because of the old-
fashioned attitudes of their parents about such practices, and the parents
(the implication is) are the ones who do the real damage by making a fuss
about it if a child is molested. Because the molester, and here I quote from
Kinsey,

“may have contributed favorably to their later sociosexual development.”

That is, a molester of children may have actually, Kinsey contends, not
only not harmed them, but may have contributed favorably to their
later sociosexual development.

Hobbs would later tell Judith Reisman that if the subsequent allegations
about criminal activity had been brought out during the hearings, the



course of history would have been changed. The fact that the truth did not
come out was in large measure due to the efforts of Wayne Hays of Ohio.
Hays was especially outraged by the allegations against the Kinsey
Institute. Hays asked to see the Committee file on Kinsey, whereupon the
material disappeared never to see the light of day. In 1954 before the
Committee’s funding had been approved Hays stated categorically to chief
investigator Dodd that “he would oppose any further appropriation to our
Committee unless the Kinsey investigation were dropped (his emphasis).
”34 Hays’s opposition was so vehement “that he threatened to fight against
the appropriation on the floor of the House.”35 Hays effectively shut down
the Kinsey investigation, and the press, instead of criticizing him for that
obstruction of the public’s right to know, praised him as “knight in shining
armor.”36

Hays had the power to “prevent an orderly hearing,” and he used that power
to its fullest extent, effectively sabotaging the Reece Committee hearings.
There is no indication that Hays had given Kinsey his sexual history, but
time would show that he had sexual skeletons in his own closet
when Elizabeth Ray, a mistress he had kept on the public payroll, made the
affair and certain portions of her anatomy public in an article which
appeared in Playboy years later.37

In December of 1954 the Reece Committee issued its final report, and
predictably the country’s newspapers took Wayne Hays’s side in the
dispute. The New York Times denounced the report for its “isolationist and
reactionary beliefs” without explaining the conflict of interest at the heart
of their own coverage. If it became known that Kinsey was involved in
criminal behavior when Arthur Hays Sulzberger was on the board of the
Rockefeller Foundation which funded his activities, it would have been at
the very least an embarrassment and perhaps, if public outrage were
awakened, more than that. Writing years later, Carroll Quigley, chronicler
of the WASP anglophile establishment and its aspirations wrote that

It soon became clear that people of immense wealth would be unhappy if
the [Reece] investigation went too far and that the “most respected”
newspapers in the country, closely allied with these men of wealth, would
not get excited enough about any revelations to make the publicity
worthwhile, in teims of votes or campaign contributions.



Sulzberger’s seat on the Rockefeller Foundation made his interest in
suppressing the truth about Kinsey more than lack of excitement, but the
result was the same. The information involving the relationship between
people of immense wealth and the sex researcher was suppressed and the
foundation which was funding sex research as part of its covert campaign
of subversion and ethnic warfare could breathe easier again. But not before
they had taken some action on their own. On August 24, 1954, months
before the Reece Committee would issue its report and years before the
appearance of Wormser’s book documenting the case against the
foundations, the New York Times reported that “funds for Dr. Kinsey were
dropped as of midsummer because his Institute for Sex Research did not
request a renewal of support.”

If so, this must have been news to Dr. Kinsey, who was bitterly upset about
not only the threat of financial loss but even more upset by the loss
of credibility which denial of Rockefeller money would mean. As a
result, Kinsey’s compulsive sexual behavior, which had never been
particularly stable, took a turn toward the lethal. Kinsey was a compulsive
masturbator, whose behavior rendered him impotent except when
stimulated by activity that was progressively more violent and self-
destructive. He was suffering at the time from orchitis, or inflammation
and enlargement of the testicles, which results from either venereal disease
or excessive masturbation or both.

Driven to more and more terrifying sexual practices in the source of ever
more elusive orgasms and severely depressed by thought of being
deprived of foundation support, Kinsey’s behavior became so bizarre it
became life threatening. In August 1954, at around the same time that the
New York Times announced that Kinsey was being dropped by the
Rockefeller Foundation, Kinsey tied a rope around his scrotum and after
throwing the other end of the rope over an exposed pipe in the sexual
torture chamber he had constructed to his own exact specifications in the
soundproof room in the basement of Wylie Hall, and holding the end of the
rope in his hand, he jumped off the chair and dangled from the pipe with
the full weight of his body supported by his already severely distended
genitalia. It was an act of perverse desperation, and it probably led to his
death less than two years later.39



There may, however, have been a method to Kinsey’s madness. His self-
mutilation coincided with the climax of the Reece Committee
hearings. When the Committee was ready to subpoena him in September,
Kinsey was in the hospital recovering from some undisclosed malady. He
was still recovering in October and, as a result, still unable to testif y.
Since Kinsey was also addicted to barbiturates and amphetamines, he had
reason enough to be in the hospital, but the timing remains, with the
benefit of hindsight, suspicious. Kinsey’s health would rally - once the
threat of congressional subpoena passed - and he would go on to make trips
abroad, where without knowing the language he would become an instant
expert on sexual behavior in whatever country he visited. Kinsey would
also visit Aleister Crowley’s Abbey of Thelema with Kenneth Anger, the
homosexual filmmaker. Kinsey was obsessed with obtaining Crowley’s
diaries for the institute, giving some indication that he was interested in
putting Crowley ’ s brand of sexual magic to use, perhaps to revive funding
for the institute. Kinsey’s health, however, never recovered, something
which is obvious in the pictures which were taken of him at the time.

If he tried to cast its spells, Crowley’s magic failed to work for Kinsey.
Rusk had abandoned Kinsey for good. On April 25, 1955, The
American Law Institute, funded by the Rockefeller Foundation, released its
first Model Penal Code draft on sex offenders (#4) modeled in large part
after Kinsey’s recommendations, which helped alter American sex-
offender laws and penalties. Jones claims that Kinsey “had little effect on
the sex offender codes” and then, as if catching himself in a statement
clearly at odds with the truth, adds, “at least not during his lifetime.”40 That
may be because the ALI issued its model penal code based on Kinsey’s
research a little over a year before he died, when Kinsey had served his
purpose. Kinsey’s posthumous effect on penal “reform” in the Rockefeller
mode was, however, enormous.

On June 1, 1956, Kinsey suffered a heart attack. On August 25, he died,
presumably from another heart attack and pneumonia, but the full details
surrounding his death have never been made public, probably because of
what

they would have revealed about his sexual practices. As if uttering at the
same time their own “nunc dimittis” with Kinsey in the subversion of



the moral order, Yerkes and Gregg died in the same year. The foundation
which had made their subversion possible, however, continued as
corporations often do, with a life of its own and bigger plans for the future.



Part III, Chapter 8

Washington, D.C., 1957

Eventually all of those photographers in all of those cheap lofts in lower
Manhattan taking pictures of women like Bettie Page would inevitably
draw attention on themselves through the entrepreneurial efforts of people
like Irving Klaw and, more importantly, a certain Mr. Roth, who was
convicted by a jury of his peers in the District Court of the Southern
district of New York on four counts of a twenty-six-count indictment
accusing him of mailing obscene circulars and an obscene book in
violation of the federal obscenity statute. When the case finally made its
way to the Supreme Court, Mr. Justice Brennan writing for the majority
declared that “the dispositive question is whether obscenity is utterance
within the area of protected speech and press.”1 Then, answering his own
question, Brennan wrote that the Court holds “that obscenity is not within
the area of constitutionally protected speech or press.”2 Not content to
leave well enough alone, however, the Court went on to opine that “sex and
obscenity are not synonymous,”' offering by way of explanation the
observation that “obscene material is material which deals with sex in a
manner appealing to prurient interest.”4 In order to determine what is
prurient and what is not, the Court proposed the following test: “whether to
the average person, applying contemporary community standards, the
dominant theme of the material taken as a whole appeals to prurient
interest.”5 In keeping with the spirit of the age in matters sexual,
the Supreme Court had taken something clear and enforceable and replaced
it with something muddy and dangerous. By claiming the ability to
distinguish between sex and obscenity, the court also placed itself in the
business of viewing pornography on a regular basis. According to Leo
Pfeffer, Roth v. United States meant “that the Court in every case in which
it accepted an appeal, would have to read the particular book or magazine
to sit through a showing of the film.”6 For fifteen years thereafter, randy
law clerks would gather in chambers of the Chief Justices and watch pom
films, shouting “1 know it when I see it,” the famous quote of Justice
Potter Stewart, at particularly outrageous passages.

Even worse than the muddied thought of the majority was the sexually



laissez-faire views of Hugo Black and William O. Douglas, who in the
their minority opinion in Roth claimed that obscenity was protected by the
First Amendment. To buttress his case, Douglas cited “two outstanding
authorities on obscenity,” Lockhart and McClure, who opined in their book
Litera-

ture, the Law of Obscenity, and the Constitution, that “The danger of
influencing a change in the current moral standards of the community, or
of shocking or offending readers or of stimulating sex thoughts or desires
apart from objective conduct, can never justify the losses to society that
result from interference with literary freedom.”' Douglas went on to say
that “the test that suppresses a cheap tract today can suppress a literary
gem tomorrow.8 What Douglas didn’tmention in his dissenting opinion is
that Lockhart based his findings on the Kinsey reports. “The Kinsey
studies,” Mr. Lockhart wrote in the book cited by Justice Douglas, but in a
passage not cited in Roth, “show the minor degree to which literature
serves as a potent sexual stimulant. And the studies demonstrating that sex
knowledge seldom results from reading indicates [sic] the relative
unimportance of literature in sex thoughts as compared with other facts in
society.”9

Lockhart’s fame increased when he became director in 1970 of the
notorious President’s Commission on Pornography, which concluded that
pornography did not influence behavior, a notion which sparked a violent
minority rejoinder by Morton Hill, S.J., when it appeared. The
President’s Commission came to this conclusion, at least in part, as a result
of a trip they made to the Kinsey Institute in Bloomington, Indiana, where
they were subjected, like many before them, to “the treatment.”

Roth's essentially unworkable judicial “test” for obscenity opened the
floodgates for both another fifteen years of bootless obscenity decisions
as well as a whole spate of porn films which sought to evade obscenity
convictions by including within them portions which bespoke redeeming
social value so that the material “as a whole” would not be deemed
obscene. I Am Curious (Yellow), for example, a Swedish film which
featured full nudity and simulated sex was given redeeming social value by
making repeated reference to the life of Martin Luther King, although what
that had to do with the film’s Swedish protagonist was never made clear.



By 1957, the year Roth was handed down, the civil rights movement had
become the liberal quintessence of “redeeming social value.” Hence, it
was not surprising that the enterprising Swedes would want to include it
one of their pom films to avoid prosecution. By 1957, the civil-rights
movement, using the Negro as the paradigm of sexual liberation which it
had inherited from the Harlem Renaissance of the '20s, was on its way to
becoming the prime vehicle for moral destabilization in the country. The
white churches in the South, particularly, were shown to lack moral
credibility because of their implication in segregation, and this was the
opening wedge in removing any form of behavior which foundation-funded
social engineers found repugnant. That they found Christian sexual
prohibitions repugnant goes without saying. If the civil-rights movement
was the thin end of the wedge in overturning and de-validating morality,
the sexual revolution was the thick end of

the same wedge. What went in as concern for the Negro came out at
repudiation of sexual morality.

Just as the foundations had no need of Communists to help them promote
their subversive activity, this venture into social engineering wasn’t a coup
engineered against the Protestant churches; it was one pulled off by
the churches themselves against their own traditions and beliefs. As Paul
Spike said of his father, the minister Robert W. Spike, the man at the
World Council of Churches, the pre-eminent Protestant association,
responsible for promoting racial harmony, “[M]y father encourage[d] me
to be a rebel. ... He sees civil rights as only one part of a vast social,
technological, sexual and moral revolution.”10 Spike the younger even
theorizes that his father “probably wished, in certain ways, he himself had
been” like him.11 And what was that like? Spike the younger tell us that
“my favorites are Beat writers” and that “1 have a special shelf with my
collection of their works. Kerouac, Ginsberg, Corso.”12 White culture as
imbibed by Paul Spike from his father was secularized Protestantism. Its
demise was engineered not so much by outsiders, as by its own ministers,
who had ceased to believe in what the churches they represented professed
to believe. This group of ministers included people like Spike and Paul
Tillich, whose wife reported on their forays to Small’s Paradise in Harlem,
where the distinguished Protestant theologian and his wife watched multi-



racial sex shows. For them, “blackness” meant not so much the overthrow
of Christian morality, although it certainly meant that; it meant the moral
certification of that overthrow in the name of social justice for the Negro.
But as Paul Spike’s memoir makes clear, modernity’s creation of the
Negro as a paradigm of sexual liberation paved the way for the acceptance
of the civil rights movement among the avant garde. “My father,” Paul
Spike writes, “actually knew Ginsberg and Corso and some of the early
‘Beats.’”13 The elder Spike met them when he was minister of Judson
Memorial Church from the late ’40s to 1955. Spike’s ministry to the
bohemians in Greenwich Village seems to have been a two-way street.
Instead of converting the bohemians to Christ, the minister went native and
started espousing bohemian theology himself. At Judson, his son says,
Robert W. Spike was transformed “from a conservative Baptist

into a modem pioneer in the wilderness of post-war American
society____He

became a rebel, on his way to becoming a revolutionary, he was one of the
most radical ministers in the American church.”14 “He is,” Paul says of
his father, “as typical of the sixties as any man was.” The younger Spike
remembers the 1963 Washington Civil Rights March as “one of the great
events of my life.” He recalls his father saying that he “felt for the first
time in my ministry that the church was where it belonged in the middle of
the street. There was an eschatological feeling about the whole day.”15 “I
hope you know you got a great daddy,” Floyd McKissick, then head of
CORE told the younger

Spike. “Your daddy is a great man. If it weren’t for him, hardly none of
these white folks would have marched today.”

But precisely which Negro were the Spikes marching to support? Their
image of the Negro was transmitted, as Paul Spike maintains, through
the lens of late ’40s Greenwich Village. Robert got his ideas from the
Beat crowd first-hand; Paul his through the writings of Ginsberg, Kerouac,
et al. Or even third-hand through the lyrics of Bob Dylan. (“All I listen to
this spring is Dylan,” says Spike of early 1965.) And Dylan? “It was
Ginsberg and Kerouac who inspired me at first,” he said.17 By the time
Kerouac became aware of who Bob Dylan was, he was too sick to be



interested and dis-missed him as just “another fucking folk singer.”
(Thomas Merton, to explore the Bob Dylan vein a bit more, was much
more favorably impressed with the folksingerfrom Hibbing, Minnesota. So
much so that when Jacques Maritain, the famous French Thomist, came to
Gethsemane to pay the famous monk a visit, Merton paid him the dubious
honor of playing Dylan’s Highway 61 Revisited album, much to Maritain’s
puzzlement if not annoyance. Mott says that Merton’s attempt to portray
Dylan as the American Francois Villon was not a great success. )

Kerouac’s portrayal of the Negro in On the Road was almost as influential
with the cultural revolutionaries of the 1960s as Harriet Beecher Stowe’s
portrayal of the Negro had been with the abolitionists a century earlier.
This is even more remarkable considering the fact there are no Negro
characters of any stature in the novel. The novel is simply about the
adventures of Sal and Dean (Jack Kerouac and Neal Cassady respectively),
and whatever Negroes appear, appear solely as a function of their needs.
They are repositories of the values which Sal and Dean attempt to invest in
them. At one point Dean admits that he hasn’t the faintest idea of what is
going on in the mind of a certain black he sees, but that ignorance makes
the need to project all the more urgent. After nearly running over an aged
Negro in a mule-drawn wagon on one of his high-speed transcontinental
journeys, Neal opines philosophically that “I would give my last arm to
know; to climb in there and find out just what he’s poor-ass pondering
about this year’s turnip greens and ham.”20 In other words, Cassady doesn’t
know what the Negro has on his mind, or, to express it better, what the old
Negro is actually thinking pales in comparison to what he can be made to
represent. Cassady was a crucial transitional figure the post-World War II
cultural revolution in the United States. His persona was Kerouac’s closest
approximation of the white man who implemented “Negro” values. After
becoming the prime Beatnik prototype with the publication of On The
Road in 1957, Cassady became one of the seminal hippie personae by
joining Ken Kesey for one more trip across the United States, this time in a
psychedelically painted bus, from which he would emerge periodically
juggling hammers and dispensing LSD. Tom

Wolfe memorialized the later Cassady in his book The Electric Kool Aid
Acid Test.



In another passage in On the Road, Sal and Dean “ended up with a colored
guy named Walter.”-1 The three drunken men barge into Walter’s bedroom
in the middle of the night to find his wife in bed. Unlike Cassady’s wives,
or Kerouac’s mother, Walter’s wife has no objections to their behavior.
“His wife,” Kerouac writes, “was ... about fifteen years older than Walter
and the sweetest woman in the world. Then we had to plug in the extension
over her bed, and she smiled and smiled. She never asked Walter where
he’d been, what time it was, nothing. . . . Walter’s wife smiled and smiled
as we repeated the insane thing all over again. She never said a word.”2-

As with the old man in the mule-drawn wagon, the attraction of Walter’s
Negro wife lies precisely in fact that she says nothing to dispute
either Dean’s behavior or the desires he wishes to project on her. Once they
are out in the street, Dean has turned the woman into the epitome of the
type of woman he is looking for, i.e., someone who will not object to his
adolescent irresponsibility. “Now you see, man,” Dean confides to Sal,

“there’s a real woman for you. Never a harsh word, never a complaint... ;
her old man can come in any hour of the night with anybody and have
talks in the kitchen and drink the beer and leave any old time. This is a man
and that’s his castle.” he pointed up at the tenement.”

Kerouac, like Merton, sees the ghetto as full of sexual pathology, drugs and
alcoholism, but unlike Merton, Kerouac likes it for precisely these reasons.
The Negro provides lapsed Catholics like Kerouac and Cassady with
a justification for their own sexual irresponsibility. That the fantasy of the
endlessly sexually enabling Negro woman should remain unfulfilled and
unful-fillable seems a foregone conclusion. It was put the actual test,
however, in Kerouac’s novel The Subterraneans, which recounts the story
of his affair with the Negro/American Indian Mardou Fox.

“By god,” Kerouac says when he sees Fox perched on the fender of a car in
front of the San Remo bar in Greenwich village, “I’ve got to get
involved with that little woman” and then adds significantly “maybe too
because she was Negro.” Kerouac, however, would have done better to
regard Negro women from afar. He did better with the black girl in the
Denver twilight who thought he was Joe. After his sexual conquest
ofMardou Fox, he writes: “I awake . . . and see beside me the Negro woman



with parted lips sleeping, and little bits of white pillow stuffing in her
black hair, feel almost revulsion, realize what a beast I am for
feelin^anything near it. .. so I feel like leaving at once to get ‘back to my
work.’”-

So interracial sex turns out to be less than the cosmic experience Kerouac
anticipated. Interracial sex turns out to be pretty much like the intraracial
variety, which is to say either licit or illicit depending on the mari-

tal state of the participants. On the far side of the cosmic experience that
sex with the Negress promises to be, Kerouac finds the same old problems
of love and commitment and family responsibility that had caused him so
much trouble when he slept with white women. Kerouac had to learn the
hard way that race does nothing to change the moral dynamics of sexual
intercourse. Racial categories of black and white are no substitute for the
more significant moral categories of licit and illicit. The latter variety of
sexual activity led to feelings of guilt and revulsion, and race and the
romance of the ghetto with its kicks and “blackness” did little to palliate
those feelings the morning after.

Leo Percepied, the Kerouac persona in The Subterraneans, finds that after
he has consummated the relationship, “the adolescent cocksman having
made his conquest,” he has this compulsion to run home to his
mother. Kerouac finds himself in the painful situation of being attracted to
a situation caused by family pathology which he can only replicate in his
relationship with Mardou. Kerouac’s compulsion to leave, his inability to
persevere in the relationship to the point of some permanent commitment,
only brings out the family pathology that Kerouac found so attractive in the
first place. Only now he is exposed to it from Mardou’s point of view. The
ghetto as the locus of sexual irresponsibility is what both Kerouac and
Cassady found attractive in the first place. But this sexual irresponsibility
looks different when seen from the point of view of the woman and child
who get abandoned, and since Mardou fits into both of those roles it is not
surprising that she sees things differently. “Why do you have to rush off so
fast, as though almost hysterical or worried?” she wonders. Whether she
ever finds out is a question difficult to answer, given the fact that
everything is strained through Percepied’s distorting psyche. However, she
does get annoyed enough to say at one point after Percepied announces that



he is leaving: “I’m jealous that you have a home and a mother who irons
your clothes and all that and I haven’t.”

It seemed like a particularly unhip thing to say. Kerouac is interested in the
Negro purely because of the sexual pathology he finds in the
ghetto. Mardou Fox, on the other hand, is interested in having a mother
who will iron her clothes. She is interested in domesticity. He
consummates the relationship only to discover that the Negress who
epitomized this liberation is interested in the home he abandoned or, more
importantly, refused to replicate. He chose instead to live with his mother
in the suburbs and have an affair with the black girl in the Village, who is
jealous because she can’t have the home that the beatnik refused to provide
for her.

Kerouac wrote The Subterraneans in three nights on a teletype roll.
Whenever the muse flagged, Kerouac sought to augment her absence with
a steady supply of Benzedrine. As a result, the work has the drugged,
manic quality of a speed freak going to confession, much stream-of-
consciousness smoke but little fire of either art or insight. So when the
nervous energy starts

to wear down at the end of the short book, the best Percepied can do in
assessing the relationship and the meaning of the race of his lover is to tell
her:

as part Negro somehow you are the first, the essential woman, and
therefore the most, most originally most fully affectionate and maternal
-“Eden’s in Africa,” I’d added one time - but now in my hurt hate turning
the other way and so walking down Price with her eveiy time I see a
Mexican gal or Negress I say to myself, “hustlers,” they’re all the same,
always trying to cheat and rob you - harking back to all relations in the past
with them - Mardou sensing these waves of hostility from me and silent.

Eden may be in Africa, but it is clear that this particular affair with this
particular Negress is going to be another Paradise Lost. Percepied gets ugly
in the accusations he makes, and it’s not difficult to see a kind of racism
arising that is simply the projected disgust of someone who failed to
adhere to the moral law and then was incapable of placing the blame where
it belonged. It is interesting to speculate whether this rebound from



miscegenation contributed to the culture of racism in the South (Faulkner
seems to think it did) but that is the scope of another book. As for Kerouac,
the black Eden descended into one long, hung-over guilt trip, revolving
around “the weight of my need to go home, my neurotic fears, hangovers,
horrors.” In the end, The Subterraneans is nothing more than what he finds
most reprehensible about bohemia, namely, “the Talking Class trying to
rationalize itself out I suppose out of a really base almost lecherous
materialism.” That or an especially graphic description of the effects of
alcoholism on social interaction. In one of the many lucid moments that
pop up out of the generally turgid, drug-crazed prose of the book, Kerouac
ruefully admits that “now you threw away a little woman’s love because
you wanted another drink.”27

It was not surprising that his interracial love affair should fail because by
1953 Kerouac had a string of broken relationships behind him already.
In November of 1950, Kerouac met an attractive woman by the name of
Joan Haverty and impulsively married her before the month was out. Joan
worked at a department store and read novels for possible use as movie
scripts while Jack wrote. He had just received a $1,000 advance for his
novel The Town and the Country and was looking forward to a life in
which all he would have to do was write. But things didn’t end up the way
he expected. In May of 1951, Robert Giroux rejected the manuscript that
would eventually become On the Road, and in the same month Joan told
him that she was pregnant. The shock of losing both his status as a writer
and the financial support he was getting from his wife compounded by the
fact that he was now going to have to become the family breadwinner and
might even have to get a normal job to support the family was too much for
Kerouac. In an action that would prove characteristic of his life, Kerouac
moved out. Dennis McNally tells us that “the idea of eight-hour wage
slavery in support of a child frightened Jack too much in his vulnerable
state.”28 Rather than face the prospect of getting a job,

Kerouac contested the paternity. He, in McNally’s words, “decided that it
wasn’t his child and ravingly denied paternity to his closest friends.”29

Janet Michele Kerouac was bom on February 16, 1952. Kerouac
contributed nothing to her support until she was ten years old. In fact, he
never saw her until she was a teenager. In 1968, a sixteen-year-old hippie



girl airived in Lowell and went to the house of the only Kerouac in the
phone book, Jack’s cousin Herve, whose wife saw the unmistakable family
resemblance, brought her to visit with Jack.

There was no big scene of reconciliation. She was on her way to Mexico
and all he could think to ask her was if she had been getting the $12 a
week child support payments he had been sending her lately. It was too late
for Kerouac to be a father in any meaningful sense of the word anyway.
Within a little over a year, Kerouac would die of a ruptured vein in his
esophagus at the age of 47. It was a classic alcoholic’s death, and the
visitation of his daughter, absorbed into the hippie movement which
Kerouac’s writings had helped spawn, was the crowning act in the flight
from sexual responsibility which characterized his life.

Oikophobia, the fear of the household, had became the defining
characteristic of the modem writer. Virtually all of the writers of the
Harlem Renaissance (with the exception of Ama Bontemps) had what
might be characterized as a morbid fear of paternity, if by paternity we also
include the responsibility of raising the child after it has been fathered.
This rejection of the family became the defining act of the modem writer.
It was the matrix out of which virtually every aspect of modem ideology
grew. By the late ’40s, Kerouac had any number of literary models, both
black and white, to chose from, including Carl Van Vechten, Max Eastman,
Claude McKay, and Nancy Cunard. In each case, the defining act which
launched their careers as literary subverters of moral norms was desertion,
followed by divorce and the refusal to care for offspring. In each instance,
the question of sexual responsibility got caught up in issues of race. Race
became the cover for the rationalization of what was basically sexual
dereliction.

The same was true of Kerouac. The dream of a “fellaheen” existence far
from white ambitions and in close proximity to “the dusky knee of
some mysterious sensual gal” simply did not work out when he was given
his chance with the actual Negress Mardou Fox. Given the nexus of
unrestrained appetite that Kerouac’s life had become, his vision of the
good life, “a pornographic hasheesh daydream in heaven,” could only be
fulfilled in a whorehouse, as it was in the climactic sequence of On the
Road. By the end of his life, Kerouac only consolation was that he had



become brutally honest about the whole Beatnik phenomenon: “We didn’t
have a whole lot of heavy abstract thoughts. We were just a bunch of guys
who were out trying to get laid.”30

In On The Road, Neal/Dean tells Jack “we know time - how to slow it up

and walk and dig and just old-fashioned spade kicks, what other kicks are
there?”31 “Spade Kicks” entailed the lapsed white Catholic’s attempt to
replicate ghetto pathology, complete with illicit sex, drugs, alcohol, and
jazz playing in the background. Whites could have done this by themselves
without mixing with other races; however, the racial background added a
certain metaphysical element which was essential in anesthetizing their
troubled conscience. At one point Jack/Sal tells Neal/Dean, whom he
describes as a “Jesuit” and “ex-altar boy,” that “You can’t go all over the
country having babies like that. Those poor little things’ll grow up
helpless.”32 Considerations like this, however were quickly forgotten, as
Sal and Dean moved across the country from one ghetto to another (where
illegitimacy seemed to have lost its stigma) on their way to Mexico, where
drug consumption had lost its stigma as well. In Lonesome Traveler (the
title is a telling description of Kerouac’s spiritual state), Kerouac talks
about “this fellaheen feeling about life, that timeless gaiety of people not
involved in great cultural and civilizational issues - you can find it almost
anywhere else, in Morocco, in Latin America entire, in Dakar, in Kurd
land.”3

In On the Road, Sal describes “driving across the world and into the places
where we would finally leam ourselves among the Fellahin Indians of the
world, the essential strain of the basic primitive, wailing humanity
that stretches in a belt around the equatorial belly of the world.” 4 Once Sal
and Dean arrive in Mexico all the metaphysical issues get resolved into a
few easy questions: “Hey, kid, you got ma-ree-wa-na?”35 for starters, and
how far to the whorehouse? as a follow up. Once inside, Sal describes
“trying to break loose to get at a sixteen-year old colored girl who sat
gloomily inspecting her navel through an opening in her short shirty dress
across the hall.”36 But the colored girl proved to be unapproachable, and so
he had to content himself with one of the Mexican women, who was not
quite as valuable symbolically. That and listening to the background music
of the sexual revolution, “the mambo beat is the conga beat from Congo,



the river of Africa and the world; it’s really the world’s beat.”37 The
whorehouse is the terminus ad quern of the novel. It symbolizes the
aspirations of the main characters; it is, in fact, the end of the road; “this
strange Arabian paradise we had finally found at the end of the hard, hard
road.” It offers sex without guilt because it is suffused with the ideology of
solidarity with the world’s oppressed peoples. It is sex disconnected from
social awareness, from culture, from “civilizational issues.” Given enough
dope, sex, and loud music, the palliation of conscience almost works, but
suddenly a sound intrudes from the real world. “Somewhere,” Sal tells us,
“I heard a baby wail in a sudden lull, remembering I was in Mexico after
all and not in a pornographic hasheesh daydream in heaven.”38 The sound
of a baby crying reminds Sal that sex has issue and consequences after all,
and it forces our heroes back onto the road

again. The only way to repress this truth is by hopping into the car, turning
up the volume on the radio, and rolling another cigar-sized, opium-doused
joint.

If this is heaven, then it is a lot like the Nigger HeavenCarl Van Vechten
described twenty years earlier. The whorehouse at the end of the road
in Kerouac’s novel is Nigger Heaven Revisited. However, now the whites
are not the voyeuristic spectators at the cabaret of Negro decadence. Now
the whites have become characters in the novel itself, trying to become
“Negro” by aping the sexual decadence they see. The goal is the same,
flight from “white” values; the means is also the same, jazz-inspired
decadence and the use of race relations as a palliative for the sexually
troubled conscience. “All Mexico,” Sal tells us in an example of projection
equal to anything produced by Carl Van Vechten, “was one vast Bohemian
camp.”39 Sal’s trip to the third-world whorehouse has since become a
common cultural phenomenon; German travel agencies now send whole
plane-loads of homy Germans off to Thailand for cheaper thrills than are
available on the Reeperbahn in Hamburg. It is a particularly crass form of
Third World exploitation, but since it involves sexual license it is rarely
portrayed as such. Kerouac provided one of the main rationales for this
type of sexual tourism. But beyond that, his popularity was tied up with the
fact that he portrayed the aspirations of the rising postwar generation. On
the Road provides a glimpse of what America was to become over the next



quarter century. The aspirations of bohemia became a mass phenomenon
after the war. A cultural revolution would transform all of America’s
institutions. “White” values, which were primarily an enculturation of
Protestant Christianity with reference specifically to the family and work,
were replaced by “spade kicks,” or a white man’s attempt to replicate the
pathological mores of the ghetto. The family home was replaced by the
automobile, drugs, sexual liberation, loud music, and the notion of race as
the holy cause whereby guilt-ridden whites could achieve authenticity.

Viking accepted On the Road for publication in mid-December of 1956. By
mid-January the media were beginning to react. There was an interview in
the Village Voice, followed by a February 1957 article in
Mademoiselle which was little text and mostly pictures of the intriguing-
looking Beats outside the City Lights Bookstore in San Francisco. Jack was
annoyed by the picture because the cross he had been wearing outside his
shirt had been air-brushed away. If Beat was going to make it into the mind
of impressionable teenage girls, it would do so only after it had been
sanitized of religious associations. By the fall of 1957, On the Road was on
the bestseller list, sharing space with James Gould Cozzens’s By Love
Possessed and Grace Metal-lious’s Peyton Place, and the idea of the
“beatnik” (the term was coined by San Francisco columnist Herb Caen,
who considered the Beats and Sputnik equally far out) was on its way to
becoming a national phenomenon. For

those who would never read Kerouac’s novel, there were mass cultural
phenomena which would convey a message based on the mass media’s
reading of what he was trying to say. Max Schulman’s Dobie Gillis books
were adapted for TV with the specific addition of the “beatnik” Maynard
G. Krebs, whose prime characteristic in addition to a sparse goatee and a
cut-off sweatshirt was an aversion to work. The movie On the Road was
never made, although Mort Sahl expressed an interest. Kerouac would have
preferred Marlon Brando in the lead role, but what he got instead was the
sanitized TV series, Route 66, which seemed to be more of an extended
advertisement for the Chevrolet Corvette than the quest for spade kicks.
The series proposed automobile-powered Wanderlust purged of the sexual
compulsion which made it a psychic imperative. The Village Voice lauded
On the Road as “a rallying point for the elusive spirit of rebellion of these



times.”40

Perhaps no one expressed the metaphysics of this transformation better
than Norman Mailer. In his essay “The White Negro,” also published
in 1957, Mailer cleared away much of the hype and obfuscation that had
been created by the popular culture’s rendering of Beat, by claiming that
“the source of Hip is the Negro.”41 And lest the reader think that Mailer is
referring to just any Negro, he goes on to make it clear that it is the sexual
mores of the ghetto which he and his generation of hipsters find
particularly attractive.

By the mid-fif ties with the death of Stalin and the repudiation of his
legacy by Khrushchev as well as the slowly accumulating evidence of the
massive nature of his crimes, Communism had all but lost its hold on
intellectuals in the West. However, the matrix which made
Communism flourish, the rebellion against God and the moral order that
was coming into its own with the first modem generation around the time
of the outbreak of the First World War, was still there and in fact
flourishing as it never had before. The itch for sexual revolution paved the
way for the acceptance of Bolshevism among America’s radicals in 1917,
and that itch, if anything, was becoming more imperious. The longing for
sexual liberation, which had been the prerogative of the few in the years
before the First World War had become the obsession of the many in the
period following the Second World War. And with the failure of
Bolshevism to inspire the Left, the Left looked to the Negro as the
paradigm of the newly-liberated man, in a liberation that was more sexual
than economic. The ghetto Negro became influential through his music, but
the main attraction was the breakdown of family life which characterized
life in the ghetto. According to Norman Mailer,

the presence of Hip as a working philosophy in the sub-worlds of American
life is probably due to jazz, and its knifelike entrance into culture, its
subtle but so penetrating influence on an avant-garde generation’s...
disbelief in the socially monolithic ideas of the single mate, the solid
family and the respectable love life.

As with Van Vechten and the proto-modem decadents who created the
Harlem Renaissance in the ’20s, the whites who created the beatnik



mass phenomenon of the ’50s were also attracted to the Negro race
primarily because of the family pathology and the promise of sexual
liberation and “spade kicks” which they found in the ghetto. Beat bespoke a
rebellion against “white” civilization, which is to say against the Christian
moral code, and most specifically Christian prohibition against sexual
activity outside the confines of marriage. By the time the ’50s arrived, the
economic crisis of the ’30s had been resolved, and the sexual pull of a
society which abolished the moral law was emanating more strongly from
the ghetto than it was from the Soviet Union. According to Mailer, who
articulated the aspirations of his class,

the Negro (all exceptions admitted) could rarely afford the sophisticated
inhibitions of civilization, and so he kept for his survival the art of
the primitive, he lived in the enormous present, he subsisted for his
Saturday night kicks, relinquishing the pleasures of the mind for the more
obligatory pleasures of the body, and in his music he gave voice to the
character and quality of his existence, to his rage and the infinite variations
of joy, lust, languor, growl, cramp, pinch, scream and despair of his
orgasm. For jazz is orgasm, it is the music of orgasm, good and bad, and so
it spoke across a nation, it had the communication of art. .. it spoke in no
matter what laundered popular way of instantaneous existential states to
which some whites could respond, it was indeed a communication by art
because it said, “I feel this, and now you do too.”

Writing in 1957, Mailer effectively writes the Negro who aspires to lead a
moral life in an intact family out of the race, presaging in an uncanny
way how the NAACP would attempt to do the same thing thirty some years
later to Clarence Thomas. The crux of the matter is culpability. According
to Mailer, “the Negro was forced [my emphasis] into the position of
exploring all those moral wildernesses of civilized life which the Square
automatically condemns as delinquent or evil or immature or morbid or
self-destructive or corrupt.”44 Since the Negro was forced to do what
Mailer, et al., wanted to do of their own free wills, then he wasn’t culpable.
He was the victim of racism. However, in becoming a victim of social
injustice, the Negro thereby calls into question the whole moral credibility
of the social order which victimizes him. As a result of the moral
discrediting of white society which came about as a result of segregation,



the white imitator of ghetto sexual mores can feel free of guilt. He is only
reacting to a corrupt society too. The White Negro stands on the sidelines
and applauds as the Negro moves “in that other direction where all
situations are equally valid.” Mailer obviously find some sort of vicarious
consolation in the fact that “in the worst of perversion, promiscuity,
pimpery, drug addiction, rape, razor-slash, bottle-break, what have you, the
Negro discovered and elaborated a morality of the bottom.” 3 The “hipster”
was, “a new breed of adventurers, urban adventurers who drifted

out at night looking for action with a black man’s code to fit their facts.
The hipster had absorbed the existential synapses of the Negro, and for
practical purposes could be considered a white Negro.”46

The real Negro does not interest people like Mailer. Mailer is only
interested in someone who is willing to symbolize what he wants
symbolized, namely, sexual liberation. Insofar as the Negro wants to lead a
moral life, or raise a family or believe in God or thank the nuns who taught
him in grade school, as Clarence Thomas did, or do any of the things
Mailer rejects as “square,” he is rendered invisible. This is accomplished
with the help, of course, of Negroes who are willing to collaborate in their
role as sexual revolutionaries.

The story of Eldridge Cleaver presents an interesting case in point. Cleaver
went from being a convicted rapist to a literary phenomenon overnight on
the strength of one book, Soul on Ice. Cleaver in the late ’60s was
the Negro du jour every bit as much as Langston Hughes was during the
Harlem Renaissance and Claude McKay was during the Fourth Congress of
the Third Communist International because he was willing to espouse
sexual revolution and praise all the right people. Like the poor
sharecropper in The Invisible Man, Cleaver found himself lionized because
of his sexual sins. Cleaver was a spokesman for his race precisely because
he was a rapist and because he was willing to claim that “rape was an
insurrectionary act.” This was the sort of thing that Norman Mailer had
been writing all along. Cleaver was promoted because he was willing to be
used as cannon fodder in the frontal assault on sexual morality. “It
delighted me,” Cleaver wrote, telling the Left exactly what it wanted to
hear, “that I was defying and trampling upon the white man’s law, upon his
system of values, and that I was defiling his woman.”47 It should come as



no surprise after reading Mailer, et al., that this was precisely the sort of
attitude they found delightful too. Calling sexual morality the “white
man’s law” had a not-so- subtle relativizing effect that made further
transgressions a lot less hard on the conscience.

In his introduction to Soul on Ice, Maxwell Geismar refers to Cleaver as
“one of the discoveries of the 1960s,” “a black soul which has been
‘colonized’ ... by an oppressive white society that projects its brief, narrow
vision of life as eternal truth.” However, the main attraction lies in
Cleaver’s “Lau-rentian sexual mysticism” and the fact that he “never
misses the sexual core of every social (or racial) phenomenon.”48 Cleaver,
for his part, is only too happy to reciprocate with compliments of his own.
He is fulsome in his praise of all the right people, i.e., those involved in the
cultural revolution which was helping to abolish Christian sexual mores. “I
have been terribly impressed by the youth of America, black and white. ... I
have come to feel what must be love for the young people of America,”
said Cleaver who was in his early thirties at the time, “and I want to be part
of the good and greatness that they want for all people.” Cleaver also sees
“beauty” in the “demonstrations all over the country, the FSM [Free
Speech] movement, the teach-ins” and would “just love to be in Berkeley
right now, to roll in that mud, frolic in that sty of funky revolution ..as a w^
of learning the intricacies of “the stymied upbeat brain of the New Left.”4

Cleaver was to get his wish every bit as much as he would find out that
what he wished for was not what he really wanted. As a result of the
publication of Soul on Ice, he was made Minister of Information of the
Black Panther Party and as a result catapulted into the center of left-wing
politics just as the civil-rights movement with its commitment to
nonviolence fell apart. In Soul on Ice, Cleaver proved that he could cite all
the right passages from all the right people. Cleaver cited “Norman
Mailer’s ‘The White Negro,’ which seemed to me to be prophetic and
penetrating in its understanding of the psychology involved in the
accelerating confrontation of black and white in America.” He also cited
“the remarkable passage from Jack Kerouac’s On the Road, in which Jack
walked through Denver “At lilac evening... wishing I were a Negro, feeling
that the best the white world had offered was not enough ecstasy for me,
not enough life, joy, kicks, darkness, music, not enough night.” Cleaver



saw Kerouac as one of the leaders of the cultural revolution that was to
bring ghetto mores to the middle class. The Negro, with his association
with the civil rights struggle, was the symbol which made this subversion
of values palatable: “The non-beat disenchanted youth were attracted
magnetically to the Negro revolution.” The older generation, Cleaver tells
us, are alarmed to “see these white youth taking the initiative,
using techniques learned in the Negro struggle to attack problems in the
general society.” And the techniques they learned were the working
vocabulary of the cultural revolution which was reaching its climax in
1968: “the long hair, the new dances, their love for Negro music, their use
of marijuana, their mystical attitude toward sex - are all tools of their
rebellion.”50 These are precisely the “spade kicks” advocated by Dean
Moriarity in On the Road. The Negro was at his symbolic best when he
provided both the vocabulary and the moral force behind the movement to
overthrow the Christian God and his moral code.

As Cleaver was to leam, though, this was the only reason the liberals were
interested in the Negro. If particular individuals were to wander of f
the reservation (or plantation), they would incur the wrath of the powers
that had promoted them in the first place. It was a lesson Cleaver would
have to leam the hard way. Writing in the late ’70s, Cleaver claimed that
his influence in the Black Panthers “came from two sources: my celebrity
status as the best-selling author of Soul on Ice and my ghetto background
which never choked at the sight or sound of a gun.”51 There was, of course,
outside help as well. The Panthers allied themselves with the increasingly
violence-prone SNCC, which, as an erstwhile civil-rights group, had access
to “the generous money support of many liberals,” without which “we
could not have operated as long as we did.” From there, the center of
balance quickly shifted to support from the Communist Party and the
Socialist Workers Party, which led to more disillusionment. “Marxists in
America,” Cleaver writes, were interested in supporting the programs of
the Black Panther Party, but they also wanted something in return, to the
point where Cleaver “began to sense that the Reds were opportunists for
their own enhancement rather than activists in search of social justice for
blacks.”52 The lack of help from the Communists along with the
increasingly violent episodes that the Panthers were organizing and the
threat of a new prison term eventually drove Cleaver into exile in Cuba and



Algeria. His experiences with the “revolutionary” governments of these
countries and the subsequent involvement of the Black Panther party in
illegal activities as a way of raising money (in Algeria they forged
passports, having been instructed on how to do this by the
German Terrorist organization the Rote Armee Faktion, and fenced stolen
cars) simply accelerated the downward spiral of his disillusionment with
the cause of the Left as in any way a solution for the problems of the
Negro.

In Soul on Fire, Cleaver gives a fairly detailed analysis of how ghetto
pathology ended up in left-wing politics. He was raised by a father who
was authoritarian but often absent from the home. As a result of that and
the fact that the family moved to Los Angeles when Cleaver was a
teenager, ghetto mores began to supplant parental authority. Cleaver found
himself attracted to the Chicano gangs in East LA because “they had more
freedom from family restraint than the black boys had, at a time when I
was beginning to break away from the controls of my home.” The bone of
contention became the time which Eldridge had to be home each night. If
Clever would arrive home late, his father would beat him, which confirmed
him in his determination to rebel. One night Cleaver fought back
effectively enough to intimidate his father. The victory proved to be
Pyrrhic though. The father’s authority already weakened by lack of
economic opportunity wasn’t able to withstand the attack from his own
son. Cleaver resolved to kill his father with a knife if he ever threatened to
beat him again, but the precautions were unnecessary. Instead of
reasserting his authority, Cleaver’s father simply abandoned the family.
“He disappeared, went away,” was Cleaver’s way of describing his father’s
reaction to his own adolescent rebellion. “It was five years before I saw
him again.”

The disappearance of the father was the green light for the young Cleaver’s
involvement in ghetto pathology and the criminality which landed him in
prison. Cleaver traces “my own personal fascination with Joseph Stalin” to
the fact that Stalin too had an authoritarian father. However, left-
wing politics came only later, after the decline in family life led to
criminality and prison. It is not difficult to see how family pathology got
Cleaver in prison and how his own experiences were not untypical for the



black family of the 1940s and early ’50s. The beleaguered black father had
a respect threshold

below which he would not go. Most of that respect was taken from him by
the society at large. When the rest of it was denied by a rebellious family,
he reached a point where he could or would take no more and simply left.
The prime source of the challenge came from Cleaver’s postwar-era peers,
a group which was becoming more and more involved in the sort of
behavior portrayed in On the Road. Cleaver was twelve years old when
Kerouac started hitchhiking to Denver to link up with Neal Cassady. The
“spade kicks” of the ghetto, sexual license, drugs, criminality, the mystique
of the automobile, provided the challenge to parental authority and filled
the vacuum that was created when the father left. By the time that the
ghetto gangs supplanted the authority of the father, the decline into
criminality was, if not predetermined, then at least predictable. That that
criminality would turn into political activism is also understandable, given
the cultural revolution that was going on at the time. As at the time of the
French Revolution, the prison became the symbol of the illegitimacy of the
established order. Just as the Marquis de Sade was freed from the Bastille
to confirm the new order, so the Left would spring a like-thinking Negro to
rule over the new order, or at least over the shortlife of the Black Panther
Party.

But in a curious way, the family proved to be the undoing of ideology in
Cleaver’s life. Throughout his revolutionary period in Cuba, Algeria,
and France, Cleaver remained loyal to the pre-eminently
counterrevolutionary institution; he remained married to the same woman
the whole time. In spite of his posturing in Soul on Ice about white women
- “I’d jump over ten nigger bitches just to get to one white woman. ... I love
a white woman’s dirty drawers.”53 - Cleaver married Kathleen Neal, who is
black (albeit light-skinned) in 1967. From the point of view of left-wing
politics, her race was less significant than the fact that Cleaver continued
to stay married to her. Cleaver’s obsession with white women was first of
all a function of being a black male in prison in a world in which virtually
all of the pinups of the time portrayed white women. Playboy did almost
exclusively white women in its centerfolds. His use of the white woman as
goddess was simply a way of attacking the white man’s God, which is to



say the God of Christianity. “He who worships the Virgin Mary,” he wrote
in Soul on Ice, “will lust for the beautiful, dumb blonde. And she who
yearns to be rocked in the arms of Jesus will bum for the blue eyes and
white arms of the All-American boy.”54 So attacking the white woman as
the black rapist is simply a way of attacking the moral prohibitions of the
“white man’s god.”

Much more relevant to his revolutionary point of view was the fact that
Cleaver stayed married to the same woman for all those years, and
beyond that that she bore him two children. Cleaver reckons the birth of his
children as the turning point in his disillusionment with Marxist ideology.
It spelled the end of his atheism and the end of his commitment to the
cause of the Left as the only vehicle for Negro liberation.

The most powerful, single breakthrough, in my Communist-held position,
was the birth of my children. Forme, each one was sort of a cosmic,
spiritual event. A miracle... first, Maceo, and then my daughter. I didn’t
come out of the Marxist philosophy all at once. But this crack appeared
like a breach in the wall - and the crack which never closed was the
affirmation of lif e that gripped me at my children ’ s birth and kept saying
to me: here i s a soul, here is a link in the chain of life. . . . And when that
opening appeared, other questions followed and hastened the crumbling of
the Communist intellectual empire.

This passage provides an interesting counterpoint to the deconversions of
virtually all of the prominent modems, especially those who came to
support the cause of the Negro, in that their deconversions were almost
invariably associated with abandoning a spouse. Carl Van Vechten, Max
Eastman, Claude McKay, Nancy Cunard, Jack Kerouac, all abandoned
spouses and oftentimes children as the definitive act which launched them
on their careers as sexually liberated modems in general and advocates of
negritude in particular. In the case of McKay and Eastman, the
abandonment of wife and child was followed by an almost immediate
departure for the Soviet Union and immersion in the political struggles of
the early years of the Bolshevik Revolution.

Cleaver, by remaining married, committed the archetypal
counterrevolutionary act, an act which was to undermine his whole



commitment to left-wing politics. By following the exigencies of human
sexuality through the commitment that perfects it to its fruition in children,
Cleaver found that Marxist atheism no longer made sense. In both cases,
belief followed behavior. The normal social order made no sense in light of
sexual liberation put into practice, and failure to repent led inexorably to
social activism that tried to mandate that behavior for the society at large.
Similarly, revolutionary activism made little sense to Cleaver when viewed
from the point of view of the father of a stable family. Character had come
to supersede race as the prime criterion of value. After the birth of his
children, Cleaver “learned that without inner control, a moral perspective,
and a spiritual balance that flowed out of Christian love, justice, and
caring, the Communist promises were to become the largest fraud of all.”56

Becoming a parent was a subversive act; it subverted the entire ideology of
the Left which was based to a hitherto unsuspected degree on actualizing
the tenets of sexual liberation in one’s life. Without the engine of sexual
liberation, the train of leftist ideology came to a halt. “My own experience
as a parent,” Cleaver writes about his conversion, “was basic enough
philosophy to instruct me that there was a Supreme Being, with or without
Karl Marx’s endorsement. My convictions jelled so that I was willing to
acknowledge that there was a God who had designed and ruled over this
universe, much to the chagrin of my French revolutionary drinking
friends.”57

The reaction of the Left was swift and predictable. Cleaver was excom-

municated from the Negro race. Cleaver relates a conversation with the
white homosexual and cultural revolutionary Jean Genet, hero of
Sartre’s Saint Genet and author of the theater of the absurd classic, The
Blacks. Cleaver made the mistake of saying “some positive things about
France,” which “absolutely pushed Genet’s button.” ‘“Not only are you a
child,”’ Genet said, trying to think up the worst insult he could imagine,
“‘you’re white!”’58

Cleaver’s former Black Power fellow travelers were of much the same
opinion. Black Representative Ron Dellums, whom Michael Harrington
describes as “in 1986 the only card-carrying member of the Democratic
Socialists of America on Capitol Hill” and someone whose involvement in
the civil rights struggle went back to family connections with the



Brotherhood of Sleeping Car Porters, “concluded that there was no place
for me in the United States.” When Cleaver announced that he was
returning to the United States to face trial, “Members of the Black Panther
Party held a series of press conferences denouncing me as an FBI informer
and a CIA agent, claiming that I had secretly testified before a session of a
Senate Judiciary Committee. To top it off they asked the black people not
to help me.”

So much for racial solidarity. In the years during which Cleaver was in
exile, the revolution had succeeded in this country. But it was not the
revolution Cleaver had anticipated when he settled in Algeria. The
revolution did not so much adopt the structures of communism, as much as
the matrix out of which communism drew its sustenance. Instead of a
replay of the Bolshevik Revolution of 1917, America found itself in the
throes of a cultural revolution against God and the Christian moral order
based on race and sex. The Negro was needed as a front for sexual
liberation. Those Negroes who “confessed the name of Jesus Christ” were,
as Eldridge Cleaver found out, advised to remain in France.

Cleaver discovered to his surprise that “my old friends were getting elected
and gaining nice appointments. Friends were getting elected to Congress;
another became lieutenant governor of California; some were now mayors
of cities that were once in flames. Talk about a brave new world; it looked
as if it was on its way.” All this gave Cleaver some hope that things might
be changing for the better. What he soon came to realize though was that
things were improving only for Blacks of a certain persuasion.
When Cleaver asked for their assistance in getting back into the country, he
was told, “The black people in charge don’t want to hear your name,
Eldridge. There is no place for you, so why don’t you just settle down and
become a black Frenchman and enjoy all those French pastries.”59

Cleaver remembers the advice as “like a sentence - another era of serving
time.” Only this time the jailers were former fellow-travelers who had
succeeded at the cultural revolution while Cleaver was outside the
country failing to bring about a political one. “What is this cultural
revolution you’re

talking about,” Mick Jagger asked William Burroughs in 1980. “Do you



realize,” said Burroughs speaking “as if to a backward child,” “that thirty
or forty years ago a four-letter word could not appear on a printed page?
You’re asking what cultural revolution? Holy shit, man, what’d you think
we’ve been doing all a these years.”60 Cleaver had missed the cultural
revolution, but he succeeded in bringing about a spiritual one in his own
life and as a result of his commitment to monogamy.

It was in 1959 or ’60 while serving time in San Quentin that Cleaver read
Thomas Merton’s The Seven Storey Mountain. Cleaver was a Catholic at
the time (“I chose the Catholic church because all the Negroes and
Mexicans went there. The whites went to the Protestant chapel.”) but
appalled nonetheless at the prospect of the monastic life which he equated
with a self-imposed prison sentence. Cleaver was “mystified by Merton,”
but “could not believe in his passionate defense of monkhood.”61 “Let me
say it right out,” Cleaver wrote expressing the judgment of the boys in San
Quentin, “we thought Merton was some kind of nut.”

Cleaver was, however, impressed “with Merton’s description of New
York’s black ghetto - Harlem,” specifically the passage “What has not
been devoured in your dark furnace, Harlem, by marijuana, by gin, by
insanity, hysteria, syphilis?” which he cited in Soul on Ice. If he was
impressed, however, the impression was not deep enough to prevent
Cleaver from becoming a Black Muslim, “chained in the bottom of the pit
by the Devil” or prevent his subsequent slide into Marxism. He never
explains why he went from being a Catholic to being a Muslim and a
Marxist revolutionary, but if he had been keeping up with the writing of
Thomas Merton he would have found little to keep him within the Catholic
fold. In Conjectures of a Guilty Bystander, which appeared around the time
Cleaver was writing Soul on Ice, Merton proposes nothing but the most
standard liberal apologies for the civil-rights movement as his contribution
to race relations. The specifically Catholic critique which at least
adumbrated a moral dimension to the problems in Harlem as sketched out
in Seven Storey Mountain had all but completely disappeared by the ’60s,
and in its place we had little more than an etiolated Catholicism which can
do nothing but advocate what the liberals are perceived as doing much
better. It was typical, in many ways, of the insecurity which seized the
Catholic Church in the period immediately following the Second Vatican



Council.

“No matter how we may criticize Europe and America,” Merton says, “they
are still in f ull strength, and in their liberal minority the hope of the future
still lies.”62 Merton wrote this at about the same time that the “liberal
minority” was busy attacking the Moynihan Report because of the
connection it made between the ghetto and family stability. If Cleaver was
looking for a reason to remain in the Catholic Church, it was clear he
wasn’t going to find

it in a book like Conjectures of a Guilty Bystander, because all Merton
could offer there were sentimental nostrums which ignored the moral
dimensions of ghetto life he had adumbrated twenty years earlier. “There
are things the Negro knows,” Merton tells us in Conjectures, “that the
white man can never know.”63 Just how Merton knows these things “the
white men can never know,” he never gets around to telling us. This sort of
thing is either sentimental, or patronizing, or racist depending on how
much charity one wants to expend in construing it. Merton is also not
above discerning “this secret heritage, this revelation of God” [my
emphasis] “in the singing of Mahalia Jackson as well as in some of the
very great, obscure artists of jazz.”64

It is Merton at his bathetic worst. Mailer was more acute in the “White
Negro” when he called jazz “the music of orgasm, good and bad.” This
description is hardly great art either. It is the sort of cultural commentary
that gives orgasm a bad name, but at least it does not attempt to see
something mystical in what is essentially the cultural protocol of the
disintegration of Negro family life in America. As a cultural commentator,
Merton had become absorbed by the society he had fled twenty years
before. It is a commentary on two things: the power of the popular culture
of the times and the decline of Thomas Merton, and by extension the whole
of Catholic social action. By the time the ’60s arrived, even hermit monks
were listening to Joan Baez and Bob Dylan and, what is worse, allowing
their cultural categories to be formed by them. Thomas Merton wasn’t any
more capable of understanding what was going on in the civil rights
movement than Joan Baez was, and that was because they were both
listening to the same records and singing the same songs.



That music, mild by comparison to what would come later, would have its
effect on Merton. Those who came to visit, a not insignificant number
of people for a man who considered himself a hermit, soon learned to
bring along a case of beer and a bottle of whiskey. Merton went drinking
and then swimming with more than one female visitor. At one point he
referred to the Goliards, whose ribald medieval poetry was put to music in
the ’30s by Carl Orff in his Carmina Burana, as “beat monks.” Merton was
on his way to becoming one himself.

In Catholic Counter Culture in America 1933-62 James Terence Fisher
refers to both Kerouac and Merton as “the last Catholic romantics.”
Merton became a “beat monk” under the influence of the emerging
counterculture which took as its paradigm “spade kicks” and the ghetto's
debilitating effect on family life and sexual morality. When, toward the
end of his life, Merton founded the poetry magazine Monk’s Pond, he was
insistent on having Kerouac contribute to it. Unlike Merton, Kerouac
seemed more and more drawn to the vocabulary of his childhood
Catholicism as he approached the end of his life (they died within a year of
each other). When one of his mis-

tresses taught him to paint, Kerouac insisted on doing portrait after portrait
of then Pope John XXIII. In a similarly religious vein, Kerouac always
insisted that the term “Beat” came from “Beatitude.”

In a TV interview conducted for CBS, a skeptical Mike Wallace asked:
“You mean that the Beat people want to lose themselves?” To which
Kerouac responded: “Yeah. You know, Jesus said to see the Kingdom of
heaven you must lose yourself.”65 On another TV show, Kerouac said that
every night he prayed to “my little brother, who died, and to my father, and
to Buddha, to Jesus Christ and to the Virgin Mary____I pray to those five
people.” If

this was Catholicism, and in some sense it was, then it was a singularly
syn-cretistic variety. Kerouac had stopped practicing the faith when he left
for New York on his quest for “spade kicks” in the early ’40s. By 1953, the
sexual excess, the drinking and the drugs, and general dissipation were
getting to him, and he felt the need of some spiritual alternative, some way
out, but not one evidently that threatened the status of his vices. As a



result, he turned to Buddhism. Fisher says that “Kerouac turned to
Buddhism as justification for his fear of success and the world because
there was no usable Catholic alternative.”66 However, it is easier to see in
Kerouac’s choice of Buddhism a sort of spiritual compromise. He wanted a
spirituality without a morality to go along with it, or at least he didn’t want
the Catholic spiritual package with its prohibitions against lust and
drunkenness. With Buddha as his guide Kerouac plunged into a regimen of
complete isolation in the woods - as a forest ranger on a fire tower, to give
just one example - followed by the loneliness which drove him back to bars
and further drinking bouts in the city. If this was a spiritual regimen, it’s
difficult to discern what its opposite might be. But Buddhism as practiced
by the Beats was anything but a rigorous endeavor, especially not in the
moral realm. In fact, this proved to be its chief attraction. Describing the
attraction that Buddhism held for William Burroughs, Ted Morgan claims
that

The attractive feature of Buddhism was that it had no gods, it was not a
religion like Christianity or Islam or Judaism, there was no bearded
authority figure threatening you with eternal damnation if you did not
confess your sins, there was no powerf ul institutional church with its
mosques and cathedrals and its army of priests.... Buddhism was flexible
and formless enough and had enough different branches, to appeal to men
as different as Jack Kerouac, Allen Ginsberg, Gary Snyder, and John
Giomo.67

Buddhism also exerted a powerful appeal on Thomas Merton. Fisher
attributes this to Merton’s “gradual rejection of Catholic triumphalism. . . .
Merton’s turn to the East signaled a new era of personal force and
maturity.” A reading of Conjectures will, I think, lay to rest any doubts
about Merton's “new era of personal force and maturity.” All Merton can
do is weakly second the liberals (“the hope of the future”!) from what he
now perceived as the sidelines of life. Merton’s attraction to Buddhism can
be seen on one level at

least as simply another manifestation of his absorption into beatnik culture.
Merton had become a Beat monk. He was influenced by Kerouac every bit
as much as Bob Dylan and David Bowie were. Because the soon-to-be
dominant popular rock/drug/sex culture seemed so different from what he



had come to see as mainstream America in the ’30s and ’40s, Merton was
fooled into thinking it somehow different. Like Eldridge Cleaver, Thomas
Merton failed to note the arrival of the cultural revolution.

At another point Fisher claims that “Merton’s pursuit of Eastern wisdom
freed him from his role as exemplar of selfless Catholic obedience,”68 an
assertion which gets closer to the heart of the matter. For Kerouac,
Buddhism was an alcohol-sodden attempt to get back to the Catholic
spirituality of his boyhood. For Merton, it was an attempt to move in the
exact opposite direction on the part of someone who was reverting to
bohemian type. In both cases, we witness a massive failure of Catholic
culture to inform the categories of two of its most talented sons. In Merton,
the situation had come full circle. The man who in 1941 had taken flowers
to Harlem and had railed against the “dark furnace” which devoured its
inhabitants with marijuana, gin and syphilis, ended his career by becoming
a “White Negro” in search of “spade kicks.” The man who began his
apostolate to the Negro by bringing flowers to Friendship House ended it
by falling under the spell of the junkies and alcoholics who were the front
men for the sexual revolution which would transform this country into a
extended ghetto of broken families and sexual license according to their
notion of “spade kicks.”

The disintegration of the Catholic Negro apostolate caused a double
impoverishment. First of all, Catholic intellectuals lost their identity as
Catholics in the cultural revolution which adopted the Negro as its
paradigm of liberation. Kerouac and Merton were characteristic of the
early and late phases of this development. Kerouac used the Negro image
explicitly in a way that was adopted by the entire culture through the Beat
movement. Merton, who had some sense of the moral dimension of the
problem in the ’40s, ended by being absorbed into the liberal desire to
expunge the notion of sexual morality from the picture. The Negro suffered
as well. In the flush of success from the civil-rights victories, the Negro
leadership forgot that there was a moral dimension to the problem. As the
Negro became the broker of moral legitimacy in the secular world, the root
of ghetto pathology in family breakdown resulting from sexual immorality
got lost in the sentimental portrayals of marches in the South.

By the mid-’60s, it would have been considered downright impious to



suggest that Catholics might be able to make their own contribution to
race relations apart from their participation in officially sanctioned civil
rights marches and protests. In this regard, Thomas Merton was only
symbolic of a whole generation of Catholic clergy in this country. The Rev.
George H. Dunne, S.J., wrote about his impressions of a recent march in
Montgomery,

Alabama. “The average Alabaman is convinced that the only people in the
civil rights movement are queers, beatniks, and communists. The three
girls with identical Joan Baez type melancholy hairdos, whom I saw
padding the street in their bare feet after James Baldwin as the
demonstration dispersed were not, I thought, helping to weaken this
opinion.”69

Neither was James Baldwin for that matter, who made no secret of his
homosexuality. Whether Father Dunne knew this or not is uncertain. In
this one instance, we needn’t have feared for the virtue of the three Joan
Baez look-alikes. Father Dunne, however, goes on to get the whole
message coming out of the march exactly wrong. “The cause here,” he
opines in direct contradiction to what his senses have just made apparent,
“was not the freedom to act like a beatnik ... but the freedom of the
Alabaman Negro to enjoy the full rights of American citizenship.”70 In the
light of the evidence Father Dunne himself presents, it is unlikely that the
young ladies had anything that abstract on their minds. Being a beatnik was
a way to enjoy sexual liberation while at the same time believing that that
activity was leading to increased voting rights. If the girls had been
sleeping with white racists or stockbrokers, their consciences would have
reacted differently.

Ellen Tarry, a black Catholic writer who arrived in Harlem when it was
still in vogue in the late ’20s, saw blacks seventy years later as “without
a champion” and having been without one since the death of the Rev.
John LaFarge, S.J., editor of America, founder of the Catholic Interracial
Council Movement, and the man who invited Baroness de Hueck to found
Friendship House in Harlem. “We have not had a leader since that time,”
Tarry said. Nor have they had a program since the mid-’60s. “The whole
movement has been splintered, whether you are Catholic or Protestant,
since the death of Martin Luther King,” Tarry said. Tarry remembers the



Moynihan Report, but never identified it as a “Catholic” initiative, much
less as the initiative of someone who was also inspired by the same Father
LaFarge who inspired her.



Part III, Chapter 9

South Bend, Indiana, 1962

During the ’50s, especially before Roth v. United States lamed obscenity
prosecution, a curious double bind arose in relations between the
American and Italian film industries and their respective cultures.
Hollywood was bound by the production code, largely a Catholic enterprise
which came into being during the early ’30s. They could not portray nudity
or profanity. In order to break the code, producers like Joseph E. Levine
would bring over Italian films, by directors like Federico Fellini, made
largely in Rome, the headquarters of the Catholic Church. One of Fellini’s
short films was part of a trilogy which provoked the Bur sty n court case in
New York in the early ’50s, where the Catholics went to the barricades to
defend the culture against what they saw as a deluge of degenerate films
coming from Catholic Italy. Certain Italians, however, were equally upset
by the effect that American films were having on Italy. One of the people
most upset was Pope Pius XII, who had much to say on the role of
television and film. But as Pius XII slowly slipped into his dotage during
the ’50s, others took up his cause. Alfredo Cardinal Ottaviani was so
concerned about the effect of film that he created his own chain of movie
theaters, to insure that only films that had no detrimental effect on morals
would be shown.

Writing in 1950, at a time when Pius XII and Cardinal Ottaviani were
preoccupied with the Communist menace, W. W. Charters talked about
the effect that film had on children in dark theaters:

Watching in the dark of the theater, the young child sits in the presence of
reality when he observes the actors perform and the plot of the drama
unfold. He sees the actions of people living in a real world - not of
actors playing a make-believe role. His emotions are aroused in ways that
have been described. He forgets his surroundings, he loses ordinary control
of his feelings, his actions, and his thoughts. He identifies himself with
the plot and loses himself in the picture. His “emotional condition may
get such a strong grip that even his efforts to rid himself of it by
reasoning with himself may prove of little avail.” He is possessed by the
drama.



The quote comes not from an indignant Catholic prelate concerned about
the manipulation of passion but from a collection of essays edited by
Bernard Berelson, one of the prime psychological warriors of the ’50s and
eventually the head of John D. Rockefeller’s Population Council. In many
ways, Cardinal Ottaviani couldn’t have framed the case against Hollywood
better himself, and over the course of the ’50s, as the threat of Communism
waned, the

threat from Hollywood grew in inverse proportion. Ottaviani became so
concerned at the effect that Hollywood culture was having on Catholic life
in Italy that he and Cardinal Tardini went to Pius XII’s successor, Giuseppe
Roncalli, during the very conclave which named him Pope John XXIII,
and told him that he must convene an ecumenical council to deal with the
sclerotic state of Church administration and the threat to the Church from
the outside, a threat just over the horizon but no less palpable for that.
Ottaviani was responsible for the writing of all of the preliminary
documents of Vatican II, most of which were scrapped by the Council,
which was looking for new ways of dealing with the problems facing the
Church. The issue of methodology, however, should not distract us from
the intention that drove the convoking of the council. Ottaviani and Tardini
were convinced that the Church was not prepared to face the onslaught
against morals and family life that was being orchestrated through the
media by the United States, their ostensible partner in the anti-Communist
crusade. In his document on “The Moral Order,” dated January 15, 1962,
Ottaviani criticizes the attempt

to substitute the useful, the agreeable, the good of the race, the interests of
a class, or the power of the state, as the criterion of morality. Thus,
philosophical systems, literary fashions, and political doctrines have been
created and propagated. These try to substitute for the Christian moral
order the so-called morality of situation or individualistic morality, often
condemned by Pius XII and finally condemned by a decree of the Holy
Office in February of 1956. These also try to substitute the morality of
independence (i.e. divorced from the Christian morality) f or the idea of
God, sanction and obligation/

The reference to those who elevate “the interests of class” seems clear
enough. However, as one reads further, it becomes clear that Ottaviani’s



preliminary document on the moral order is best seen as an attack on both
sides of the Cold War, and before long the attacks on the Church’s
supposed ally in the anti-Communist crusade take precedence over the
attacks on their putative common enemy. Ottaviani attacks those who
create “so-called conflicts. . . between art and morality, or between
freedom of expression and conscience,”3 an oblique reference to the
increasingly beleaguered situation of the Legion of Decency in its efforts
to uphold moral standards in cinema in the face of Hollywood’s
determined efforts to bring nudity to the big screen. Ottaviani attacks
finally all “errors which degrade human dignity under the false pretext of
freeing man from all bonds that would restrict his nature in some way. The
moral order has the task, not only of leading man to his true end, but of
defending him against all doctrines and practices that would enslave him to
the minds, modes and passions that are contrary to the dignity of his
intellect.”4

Enslaving the mind to passions which are contrary to the intellect was
precisely the project that was being pursued by the psychological warriors

throughout the ’50s. The whole point of advertising was to have its
messages elude the mind’s rational control, to manipulate the customer
into buying something he didn’t need, or into buying something for reasons
other than utility. Throughout the ’50s the OSS alumni were putting their
discoveries at the lucrative service of American corporations who were
using them to coerce consumers into making choices that were not in their
own interest. “Since World War II,” Simpson writes,

the U.S. government’s national security campaigns have usually
overlapped with the commercial ambitions of major advertisers and media
companies, and with the aspiration of an enterprising stratum of
university administrators and professors. Military, intelligence and
propaganda agencies such as the Department of Defense and the Central
Intelligence Agency helped bankroll substantially all of the post-W.W.II
generation’s research in to techniques of persuasion, opinion measurement,
interrogation, political and military mobilization, propagation of ideology
and allied questions. The persuasion studies, in particular provided much
of the scientific underpinning for modem advertising and motivational
techniques.5



As Ottaviani continues, the object of his ire becomes more apparent. After
telling us that “the moral order defends the immutable principles of
Christian modesty and chastity” he goes on to say,

we know the energies spent at the present time by the world of fashion,
movies and the press in order to shake the foundations of Christian
morality in this regard, as if the Sixth Commandment should be considered
outmoded and free rein should be given to all passions, even those
against nature. The council will have something to say concerning this
subject. It will clarify and eventually condemn all the attempts to revive
paganism and all the trends that in the abuse of psychoanalysis tend to
justify even those things which are directly contrary to the moral order.

Moscow was hardly known as a leader in the fashion word, nor was it
known as a significant producer of movies. The attack here is against
the West in general and Hollywood in particular. Ottaviani condemns “the
modem world” just about in toto, along with its emphasis on “technical
progress, its modes of life, and its growing means of propaganda and
publicity” in a way that would have prompted Paul Blanshard to say “I told
you so,” even at the ecumenical council which had the reputation of
opening up the windows of the Church to the winds of Liberalism.

Propaganda and publicity, it should be remembered, were the stock in trade
of the United States regime and of the CIA, which was ostensibly
the Vatican’s ally in the war against communism. But by the time of the
Council in the early ’60s, the alliance was over. And it was over primarily
because it was becoming increasingly clear that the “propaganda and
publicity” Ottaviani warned against were being used more effectively
against Catholics than against Communists. There were signs on both sides
- Ostpolitik on the

part of the Vatican, and the contraceptive campaign on the part of the
Rockefellers - that a new era was dawning, an era which reached its
culmination in 1974 at the United Nations’ sponsored Bucharest
Conference on World Population, where the Vatican forged an alliance
with Communist-bloc countries and the third world to block Rockefeller’s
attempt to institute Malthusian birth quotas throughout the world.

John D. Rockefeller Ill’s interest in the Catholic Church reawakened in the



early ’60s for a number of reasons. To begin with, the Catholic Church was
the only enemy to the Rockefeller eugenics campaign left standing. With
the defection of the mainline Protestants on sexual issues, Catholics were
the only obstacle to the policies Rockefeller wanted to
implement throughout the world. JDR III was also intrigued by the news he
was hearing about the impending Vatican Council. Rockefeller’s
biographers, Harr and Johnson, mention that “the papacy of John XXIII,
who was elevated in 1958, seemed to promise a liberalizing of Roman
Catholic doctrine.” During the early ’60s it had become virtually a
foregone conclusion among liberal Catholics that the Church would change
its teaching on birth control. If so, JDR III was willing to do whatever he
could to help that process along.

But the attraction was mutual. At the same time the Rockefeller interests
were looking for an opening whereby they could undermine the
Catholic Church’s opposition to eugenic sexuality, certain American
Catholics were looking for more acceptance from the Protestant consensus,
and that meant acceptance by the people who ran the foundations. Rene
Wormser complained that Catholics were frozen out of social science
research as a result of the conscious policy of the foundations. As of 1957,
Wormser could claim,

There are thirty million Catholics in this country, who maintain scores of
universities and colleges. Their institutions do not figure among the
favored of the foundation complex, nor are academicians connected
with them likely to receive research grants from the complex. Perhaps
there is a good reason for this discrimination. If so, I cannot guess what it
might be.

True, Catholic institutions were included among the institutional donees to
which The Ford Foundation recently donated a huge aggregate of money, a
step which deserved the most enthusiastic approval of the general public.
But when it comes to special, individual grants, to find a Catholic
institution as a donee is a rarity indeed.7

For some time during the late ’50s Father Theodore Hesburgh, CSC.,
president of the University of Notre Dame, had been as concerned about
this lack of support from the foundations as Wormser was. Father



Hesburgh was willing to do whatever it took to get that support and,
according to one source, went to the foundations, who told him that to
qualify for money he would have to remove certain faculty members.
Hesburgh proved amenable to the suggestion and as a result not only
started to get grant money but also

was appointed a trustee of the Rockefeller Foundation in 1961. He would
later become its chairman during the years when the Rockefeller
Foundation was heavily involved in abortion advocacy.

By the early ’60s, it was clear that both Catholics like Hesburgh and the
eugenic foundations felt that they had something to gain by
collaborating. What Catholics like Hesburgh wanted was obvious. They
wanted money, but they also wanted an entrde to the interlocking world of
foundation respectability of the sort that had transformed Kinsey from an
obsessive masturbator and voyeur into a great scientist. Grantsmanship,
certain Catholics were learning, was in many respects an all-or-nothing
proposition. Because the foundations were, in effect, a conspiracy of
interlocking directorates serving a common ethnic interest, once a
university got money from one, it was in the position of getting money
from all of them, and as the ’60s progressed and the government expanded
its role in funding higher education, foundation acceptance meant access to
government money as well. Finally, in the early ’70s, that arrangement was
codified into law when the Supreme Court decided in Lemon v. Kurtzman
that it was unconstitutional to give government money to Catholic grade
schools, but, as ratified in the Tilton decisions, acceptable to give it to
Catholic universities. The main difference between the two schools was
secularization. Catholic universities had secularized themselves, largely by
alienating themselves from the Church, and Father Hesburgh was the
architect of that secularization. What the foundations wanted was just as
specific. They wanted the Catholic Church to drop its opposition to
contraception, and people like John D. Rockefeller III felt that Father
Hesburgh could play a crucial role in accomplishing that end.

On October 10, 1962, one day before the opening of the Second Vatican
Council, Rockefeller’s Population Council, “following discussions
among leading Catholic authorities, representatives of Planned Parenthood,
and the officers of the Population Council” granted $5,000 to the



University of Notre Dame to host a “two-day meeting in December which
would bring together representatives of different religious and other points
of view to discuss problems of population growth, with particular interest
in exploring areas of possible convergence in approaching these
problems.”8

The conference would actually not take place until early 1963, but the
groundwork preparing for it took place throughout the summer of 1962.
The initial impetus for the conference came not from Hesburgh but from a
CBS documentary, “Birth Control and the Law,” which aired on May 10,
1962. One of the participants was the Reverend John A. O’Brien, C.S.C., a
Notre Dame theologian who had caught the eye of the pro-contraceptive
crowd when an article of his entitled “Let’s Take Birth Control Out of
Politics” had appeared in the November 10, 1961, issue of Look magazine.
The CBS documentary was widely denounced in the Catholic press as pro-
contraceptive

propaganda. Rev. John B. Sheehin criticized moderator Eric Severeid’s
fawning attitude toward Planned Parenthood and called the documentary
“an extended commercial for that organization.”

The Reverend John C. Knott, family-life director of the National Catholic
Welfare Conference in Washington, claimed that “CBS gave evidence of
having become a public relations medium for a particular philosophy of
life with an oversimplified solution to human problems” and went on to
wonder why CBS didn’t allow Catholics equal time. Evidently he missed
the contribution of Father O’ Brien, or perhaps he didn’t f eel that Father
O’ Brien’s suggestion that a group of Catholic and Protestant experts
should get together to “try to iron out the problem” qualified as the
Catholic position. Either way he was evidently not impressed with Father
O’Brien’s position.

Other people were, however. On July 6, 1962, Cass Canfield, Chairman of
Planned Parenthood Foundation of America and a board member of
the Population Council, wrote to Father O’ Brien to tell him how he had
been following his writings on birth control for a number of years and had
been impressed with what O’Brien had to say on the recent CBS telecast. In
the interest of fostering “dialogue” in this area among religious groups,



Canfield invited O’Brien to take part in a “small discussion - primarily of
Catholic, Protestant, and Jewish clergymen” at a New York hotel on the
morning of October 25 “to discuss fertility regulation in the context of
responsible parenthood and population growth.” In closing, Canfield added
a few “very general questions” which might be discussed at the meeting,
such as “what is the general thinking from various viewpoints on the
‘population problem”* and “what are the opportunities - among religious
groups themselves, and between religious groups and the Planned
Parenthood Federation - for cooperative thought and action on these vital
matters.”9

On July 24, Canfield received a response not from Father O’Brien, but
from George Shuster, assistant to Father Hesburgh at Notre Dame,
informing him that O’Brien’s attendance at the Planned Parenthood
conference was out of the question. “It is impossible, as matters stand
now,” Shuster wrote

for Catholic priests and laymen who follow directives (and this is the kind
you doubtless want) to attend a meeting sponsored by Planned Parenthood.
The time is not yet ripe for that. Those invited would have to
secure permission from the New York Chancery Office to attend, and
there would seem no possibility that the answer would be affirmative.

Shuster’s objections, upon closer inspection, revolved more around foim
than substance.10

Consequently, instead o f the New York meeting, Shuster proposed holding
virtually the same meeting at Notre Dame, implying that the name Notre
Dame would somehow purge the meeting of disagreeable associations
as weil as helping Catholics eager to collaborate on birth control to evade
the watchful eye of Cardinal Spellman:

This arrangement would enable prominent Catholics to attend without
difficulty, for any problem involving participation in a meeting
sponsored by Planned Parenthood would have been removed. The
University has arranged and is currently doing so in a series of meetings in
various fields at which important problems are being discussed on a basis
of parity between Catholics and others.



In a letter to JDR III on July 31, Canfield can hardly contain himself,
calling Shuster’s response “the answer to a maiden’s prayer.” Canfield
was no maiden, and he probably didn’t pray much either, but an opening of
some significance had finally been found with the Catholics, the last
roadblock to universal acceptance of contraception. During the ’50s the
Population Council had had contact with a Jesuit from Baltimore by the
name of William J. Gibbons, who requested funding for a “New York
Professional Sodality” from the Population Council which would attempt
to study the problem of overpopulation as essentially a moral problem. The
Population Council was underwhelmed by Fr. Gibbons’s proposal. Frederic
Osborn in a memo to Dudley Kirk opined that “it is hard to see how there
could be much serious exchange of ideas on such premises,” especially
since Father Gibbon was proposing that each meeting start with a pledge
“to respect the right of each parent to participate in the creation of lif e.” If
this was what the Catholics had in mind, then the Population Council
wasn’t interested. What Shuster was proposing at Notre Dame was a whole
new ball game, however, and Canfield urged JDR III to fund it claiming
that it “should serve a very useful purpose.”

Frank Notestein, who was in on the discussion, seemed to concur with
Canfield and listed a number of potentially positive outcomes as
resulting from it. To begin with the Population Council and the pro-
contraception Protestants who were invited could exert pressure

of the supportive sort on the liberal Catholics attending, to strengthen in
the Church those elements which recognize a) the need for tolerance
of non-Catholic views, b) the desirability for restraint on the part of
Catholics seeking legal restrictions that prevent non-Catholics from
following their own moral views, and c) the need for greater attention to
parental responsibility in Catholic teaching.

Beyond that, the conference would provide “an opportunity for the
Catholics to educate non-Catholics in their position, particularly with a
view to letting us see, in sophisticated form, the almost immutable
constraints faced by the Church in certain parts of its position and the
operations which are amenable to change.”13

Notestein felt that it was unrealistic to feel that a conference of this sort



could get the Church to change its teaching on birth control, but it could
help

to strengthen that element in the Church with which we have many
common aspirations and a minimum of differences. [With this in mind,] it
would be pointless to publish the results of the conference because that

would incur the wrath of episcopal authorities and harden the positions into
two immutablefronts. The only influence the pro-contraceptive^party can
have is on those influential Catholics who attend the meeting.

Notestein adds, “[I]t is also important, on these premises, that we select for
attendance not representative Catholics but Catholics who represent the
position nearest our own. This is the group whose influence we would be
endeavoring to enlarge.”15 The Population Council would fund the Notre
Dame meeting, in other words, on the condition that only “liberal”
Catholics, i.e. those willing to work for a change in the Church’s position
on birth control, be invited. Notestein even suggests “leaving out people
such as Father Zimmerman,” evidently referring to the Rev. Anthony
Zimmerman, S.V.D., a noted opponent of population control. In another
letter to JDR III on August 2, Notestein reiterated his opposition to inviting
“representative Catholics.” The only people to be invited were Catholics
“who represent the position nearest our own.”

Personally 1 would like to re-emphasize my opinion that an endeavor be
made to have this group include only the liberal-minded Catholics. We will
get simply nowhere if right-wing groups are involved. These conversations
should be between the people on both sides who have minimum differences
of opinion.16

Throughout the negotiations for the conference, there is no indication that
either Shuster, who conducted the correspondence, or Hesburgh,
whose approval is noted throughout, objected in any way to the Population
Council’s dictating to Notre Dame the type of Catholic Notre Dame was
allowed to invite to its conference. Evidently Notestein’s specification that
only liberal Catholics should be invited was not construed as an offense
against Hesburgh’s principle of “true autonomy and academic freedom in
the face of authority of whatever kind lay or clerical external to the
academic community itself,” the principle he enunciated in his Land o’



Lakes statement in 1967 when he alienated the University of Notre Dame
from the Catholic Church by placing it under a lay board of trustees. When
it came to the demands of the Population Council, Hesburgh’s truculence
evaporated and was replaced by the most supine amenability. Notestein
obviously feels that Father Hesburgh is precisely one of their kind of
Catholic and nominates him as chairman of the conference in place of JDR
III, whose connection with contraception and population control might
prove too controversial. “My guess,” Notestein wrote referring to
Hesburgh, “is that he would be effective in blocking long-winded
arguments in theology, which are useless once the positions are
understood. No one is going to make converts at the theological level.”

JDR III was evidently persuaded by Notestein’s arguments. In a letter to
Cass Canfield on August 6, JDR III characterized Shuster’s proposal as
“an encouraging next step in an important and sensitive area.” He is also
per-

suaded by Notestein’s suggestion “that the individuals who might attend be
selected from those who have liberal views; otherwise it would be
difficult for the meetings to be very constructive.”17

By early August the Notre Dame Conference was pretty much a done deal,
at least in the higher echelons of the Population Council. By
September 1962 the Population Council was dictating not only who was to
be invited but what books were to be displayed and discussed (e.g., A
Citizen’s Perspective on Population by J. D. Rockefeller and Does
Overpopulation Mean Poverty? by Joseph Jones) as well as the questions to
be asked and without too much stretching of the imagination the answers to
those questions as well. Hesburgh’s abject acceptance of Rockefeller’s
terms gives some indication that academic freedom was essentially a
pretext which would allow Notre Dame to get foundation money. In one of
his memoirs, Hesburgh talked about defending American theologian John
Courtney Murray against Cardinal Ottaviani. In many ways, the example
was paradigmatic in Hesburgh’s mind. Academic freedom meant
protecting Catholics against the influence of Rome. It meant as well supine
acceptance of whatever schemes the eugenic regime proposed whether it
was the contraceptive or affirmative action, which Hesburgh supported in
the Bakke case in the 1970s. In 1962, as the final plans were being made



for the Notre Dame Conference, Hesburgh offered no objections to
stipulations from the Population Council on who might attend their
contraception conference. Hesburgh offered no objections to the fact that
they dictated what materials were to be displayed, who was to be invited
(and not invited), or what would be discussed. “Conferees,” Can-field
wrote in his memo ‘Some Random Suggestions about the Notre
Dame Conference,’ “should discuss question of whether the adherents of
any faith have a right to try and influence legislation, except as individuals
expressing their own views.”

It didn’t take a genius to figure out the right answer to a question phrased
in that tendentious manner. Catholics of the liberal sort were to
proclaim publicly that their opposition to contraception was “personal” and
that they wouldn’t dream of imposing their views on others, and most
certainly they would not try to influence legislation. The fact of the matter
is that at this point Rockefeller did not feel he could get the Church to
change its teaching on contraception; at a later date he would be of another
opinion on the matter. He did f eel though that the Population Council
might persuade liberal Catholics to persuade their less enlightened co-
religionists that they as Catholics had no business trying to influence
legislation concerning contraception in the United States. Planned
Parenthood had already targeted the Connecticut contraception statute for
overturning, as a prelude, Leo Pfeffer would later say, for state-subsidized
contraception aimed at primarily Negro welfare recipients. The main
obstacle in the implementation of this design was the opposition of the
Catholic Church.

Canfield kept hammering home the point that when it came to
contraception, reasonable Catholics - i.e. the kind who wanted money from
the Rockefellers - were supposed to keep their opinions to themselves. This
was the purpose of the conference, and by accepting the Population
Council’s money on their terms, Hesburgh showed that he acquiesced in
the arrangement. The conferees were to understand that if “a religious
group, as such, should try and influence legislation, [that] would bring up
the question of tolerance.” The reason, according to Canfield, the
Population Council was putting up the money was in the “hope that the
liberal views of certain Catholics will gain greater currency within the



Church and that practical considerations in connection with limiting
population (as well as biological research, partly or wholly sponsored by
Catholics) will lead them to become less and less restrictive as to
methods.”18

Fred Jaffe, associate director of information and education at Planned
Parenthood, took part in the memo dialogue and came to pretty much
the same conclusions. The conference should “focus on objectives rather
than methods.” This would pare the differences down to size and also,
although he doesn’t state this, make the Church seem unreasonable by its
insistence that certain methods are illicit, whereas the Population Council
could give the impression to being open to them all. Jaffe concluded by
submitting his list of acceptable Catholics. These would include the
already mentioned Father Gibbons, S.J., Father Joseph Gremillion of the
National Catholic Welfare Conference, who would have a long association
with Notre Dame, Father Hesburgh, and Father Walter Imbiorski of the
Cana Conference in Chicago, who would eventually run off and get married
and die without a Catholic funeral.

On October 29, Shuster again wrote to Canfield discussing publicity and
indicating that he was involved in not a little duplicity in this regard. He
requested that no advance publicity be given to the conference lest the
wrong people get wind of it, including perhaps the local bishop. In the
same letter, however, he indicates that in the hope of “indirect benefits” he
has invited “one or two editors of key Catholic periodicals.” This echoes
pretty much what Shuster said to Canfield in August when he claimed that
“we are walking upon relatively difficult terrain and a measure of caution,
in the hope of better things to follow is indicated.” Shuster was not so
much interested in keeping the symposium secret as he was in managing
the way the information on it came out. Publicity would only be harmful if
the wrong people showed up beforehand. Notestein in a note written after
the conference hopes that “there were no unfortunate leaks so far as
publicity is concerned,” and Shuster assures him that “there were no leaks,
thank heavens.”

“Hope of better things to follow” from Shuster and Hesburgh’s point of
view meant more money from more foundations for more conferences
undermining the Church’s position on contraception. On June 5,1963,



Shuster

submitted a proposal asking for funding for virtually the same conference
to the Ford Foundation. The conference was “to achieve a consensus
which would first serve as a firm and clear basis for dialogue, and second
point out areas for future study and discussion.” which is pretty much what
the first one had done. However, this time Shuster sweetens the pot by
adding that “the objective is to prepare a final statement and distribute it
widely.” The statement would, it was understood, be Catholic academe
calling for a change in the Church’s teaching, something that would most
probably not change the teaching but something which would prove
embarrassing to the Church nonetheless, especially if it were promoted by
the media. “I am not going to stress further the obvious importance of this
effort,” Shuster wrote to Oscar [Bud] Harkavy, head of the Ford
Foundation, “The interest of Cardinal Meyer [Shuster’s emphasis] - which
is the only part of this letter which is at present confidential - suffices to
indicate that these deliberations may find an echo far beyond the confines
of the United States.”19

The Rockefeller crowd got the proposal passed on to them directly from
Harkavy (something which indicates just how close the interlock
between the foundations was). Harkavy was in effect asking the people at
the Population Council whether he should fund Notre Dame’s grant or not,
and the Population Council seemed less than enthused by the prospect of
another conference much less a whole series of conferences. The
Population Council had gone to bed with Notre Dame and in the morning
decided that it didn’t respect her anymore. Ford would eventually go on to
sponsor a whole series of conferences during which the Catholics
assembled at Notre Dame denounced in increasingly strident terms the
Church’s position opposing contraception. But the contempt in which the
Population Council held Notre Dame is evident in the tone of their memos.
Dudley Kirk after suggesting that they might “sponsor this and play it
further by ear” goes on to wonder “whether to feel flattered or otherwise at
being the only heretic proposed for inclusion in the first conference.”
Which prompts Marshall C. Balfour to add, “Hooray for the heretic: the
cards are surely stacked against him! That

is, unless, the way is being prepared for Pope Paul to change the rules of



the

»20

game.

The wing of the Catholic Church whose conferences were sponsored by
Rockefellermoney were clearly planning for such an eventuality. Since
most of the players were both old and ostensibly celibate, there is no
reason to believe that they were hoping to benefit directly from such a
change. But a change in the Church’s teaching would mean that they as
Catholic academics would be acceptable to the foundation power brokers
and an acceptable member of the American Protestant consensus, the
WASP ethnos, as well. They would be considered Americans in full
standing, which has always been the aspiration of a certain kind of Catholic
in this country. With people like Father Hesburgh calling the shots for
Catholics in the United States, the

pope could unpack his bags for good this time. Changing the Church’s
teach-ing on contraception would furthermore show that Hesburgh and
company had considerable clout among their co-religionists. If they could
show that they had delivered the vote on contraception, they might be
valuable for wringing other concessions from the Church further down the
line - in case the Protestant consensus did a 180° turn on abortion, for
example. Perhaps this is why people like Shuster and Hesburgh pursued the
idea of the contraception conferences with such avidity throughout the
mid-’60s.

Throughout the entire degrading process of applying for a grant which
specified not only who Notre Dame could and could not invite, the books
that were to be discussed as well as the questions and (by implication)
answers that were to arise during the course of discussion, there is not one
indication that Father Hesburgh thought that the academic freedom of
Notre Dame was being compromised. His vigilance for academic freedom
virtually ceased to exist when it came to the Rockefellers, who set much
more stringent stipulations than any proposed by Cardinal Ottaviani or the
Vatican. This policy of no enemies to the left was to have several far-
reaching consequences. First of all, academic freedom was defined as
defacto the right to proselytize for sexual liberation. This was true not only



of Catholic universities but across the board. Political correctness is in the
final analysis the use of academe to justify sexual engineering. Secondly,
through Hesburgh’s efforts, the Church lost control of Notre Dame and in
the place of Catholicism liberalism was installed as the university’s
regnant ideology. Thirdly, sexual liberation would come home to roost at
Notre Dame as the theology department was plagued by a series of sexual
scandals throughout the period following the 1967 Land o’ Lakes
statement, its declaration of independence from Church control.
In September 1987, Rev. Niels K. Rasmussen, O.P., head of the liturgy
program at Notre Dame, was found shot to death in the basement of his
home surrounded by homosexual pornography, the paraphernalia of sado-
masochism, and automatic weapons. When Notre Dame tried to give
Rasmussen a Christian burial - against the express wishes of his will-cum-
suicide note - a bomb threat interrupted the services and emptied Sacred
Heart Church on campus. Rasmussen’s case is only the most spectacular
instance of a series of sexual scandals which take place with such
regularity that no gets very upset about them anymore.21 As a result,
blackmail has become a common if unacknowledged form of intimidation
influencing the governance of the university to the detriment of Catholic
principle, turning the university into an instrument of the WASP ethnos to
the detriment of Catholic interest both political cultural.

Congressman Carroll Reece of Tennessee had become so alarmed at the
power of tax-exempt foundations like Ford, Carnegie, and Rockefeller
that he convened Congressional hearings on the role these foundations
were playing in undermining the democratic institutions of the United
States. By

the mid-’50s it was clear that the CIA/Foundation/Anti-Catholic cabal was
heavily involved in “black operations,” i.e., operations against citizens of
the United States, which clearly constituted illegal activity. The threat of
communism had allowed this door to be opened, and now anyone who
opposed the goals of the above group or threatened to expose their methods
were fair game to be targeted. Congressman Reece had to leam this the
hard way. But he was only an individual. In terms of groups that were
going to be targeted, the next victim after black operations were tolerated
against domestic communism was obvious. It was the Catholics, and the



psychological warfare waged against the Church in the United States would
be the battle over contraception, which reached its culmination in mid-’65
when the Supreme Court handed down its Griswold v. Connecticut decision
and Senator Emest Gruening of Alaska started holding hearings about
overpopulation and how the government meant to solve this problem.

Congressman “Reece,” Simpson writes,

took as his theme that major US foundations - including the Rockefeller
Foundation, the Ford Foundation, the Carnegie Corporation and the Social
Science Research Council - were engaged in a campaign to
promote socialism and “one World” government through funding social
science studies Reece regarded as critical of the US and the "free
enterprise” economic system. He singled out John Dewey, Samuel
Stouffer, and Bernard Berelson , among others as the purported ringleaders
22

Bernard Berelson was trained as a librarian but by the late ’40s was
considered an expert in public relations and the manipulation of public
opinion. One year after the publication of Blanshard’s book on Catholic
power, Berelson co-edited Public Opinion and Communication with
Morris Janowitz, one of the seminal works on communications theory, and
a good indication of how the psychological warfare techniques refined
during World War II were now going to be turned on the American public
as a way of controlling them through the manipulation of the new media,
i.e., radio and television. Berelson establishes the book’s major premise in
his introduction: “Growing secularization has meant that more and more
areas of life are open to opinion rather than divine law and to
communication rather revelation. Growing industrialization has not only
extended literacy; in addition, it has provided the technical facilities for
mass communication.”23

The goal of secularization was the reduction of all of life’s imperatives to
“opinions,” which is to say not the expression of moral absolutes or
divine law. Once this “secularization” occurred, the people who controlled
“opinions” controlled the country. Berelson is equally frank about where
the new science of public opinion originated:

Research in the field was accelerated during World War II by demands for



studies on the effect of communications upon military personnel,
adjustment to army life and attitudes toward military leaders, enemy
propa-

ganda, and civilian morale. After the war this growing interest led to the
establishment of additional university centers for the study of public
opinion and communication by the methods of social science. Together
with the continuing activities of industry and government, they now
represent a large scale research enterprise.*

Just how large scale would become clear before long. But before that
happened some significant changes had to be made to the realm of what
was communicable. In 1959 Berelson wrote that “the ‘great ideas’ that
gave the field of communications research so much vitality ten and twenty
years ago have to a substantial extent worn out. No new ideas of
comparable magnitude have appeared to take their place. We are on a
plateau.”2' The way off of this plateau was clear enough if one read
Berelson’s 1950 book carefully, particularly his claim that “there is a
virtual pro-religious monopoly on communications available to large
audiences in America today.”26 Religious belief meant ipso facto the
opposite of opinion, and therefore ideas not subject to the manipulation of
the people who controlled the communications media. What needed to be
done then was move large areas of thought from the realm of religion to
the realm of opinion if any significant breakthroughs in political control
through manipulation of the media were to take place. Sexual morality was
the most important area of religious thinking that needed to be moved into
the realm of “opinion,” where it would then be under the control of
psychological warriors like Berelson and those who paid his
salary, namely, the Rockefellers.

And this is precisely what happened. During the 1960s, at the same time
Hollywood was trying to break the production code and introduce nudity
to the big screen, Berelson was hard at work for John D. Rockefeller III
running opinion polls whose purpose was to change the attitude of the
American public toward contraception. Of particular interest in this regard
were the attitudes of Catholics, whose opinions Berelson manipulated
through a series of leading questions that were put to Catholics in the wake
of Pope Paul Vi's appearance at the UN in 1964. Question number eight of



the survey Berelson was working on at the time asked: “The Roman
Catholic Church does not approve many methods of birth control. Do you
believe that the Church should change its position on this matter?” It didn’t
take a brain surgeon to figure out the right answer to this and other
tendentious questions, whose purpose was to insinuate the idea that the
Church should change her teaching into the mind of the population at large.

The Population Council was working behind the scenes in other areas as
well. Through the Notre Dame Conference Notre Dame sociologist
Donald Barrett made contact with the Population Council, to whom he
applied for a grant. The Population Council, in another instance of the
same interlock we have already seen, then forwarded the application to the
Ford Foundation which granted Barrett $500,000 in the mid-’60s. The story
becomes more

complicated when Barrett, with Hesburgh’s help, got appointed to Pope
Paul Vi’s birth control commission. Now someone who was receiving
money from the foundation establishment at the very time it was trying to
change American laws and Catholic teaching on contraception was voting
on the commission Paul VI had established to decide whether the Church
should change its position on the same topic. It was a flagrant case of
conflict of interest, but no one seems to have noticed at the time. The same
can be said of Pat and Patti Crowley, head of the Catholic Family
Movement at the time. The Crowleys had also been appointed to the birth-
control commission because of their connection to Notre Dame while at the
same time getting money from the Rockefellers to undermine the Church’s
teaching on contraception. According to Robert McClory, their biographer,
just as the Church was about to issue Humanae Vitae, “the Crowleys, with
a grant from the Rockefeller Foundation [my emphasis], made plans for an
international forum on the Christian Family in the World to be held in Italy
during the summer of ’68.”"7



Part III, Chapter 10

Washington, 1964

In November of 1964, around the time the secret conferences on
contraception were being held at Notre Dame, Lyndon Johnson had just
been swept by a landslide into the White House, and the nation, as it had
been during the Great Awakening and periodically ever since, found itself
in the midst of one more moral crusade, this one being known as the civil-
rights movement. Like abolition, multiculturalism and the anti-smoking
campaign of the 1990s, the civil-rights movement received the blessing of
the WASP ethnos, and, largely through the instrumentality of foundation
funding, especially the Ford Foundation, it was prosecuted with their
interests in mind. This meant that it would have an inevitable sexual
subtext, one that would become painfully apparent when it came to the
sexual mores of the black family.

The conventional explanation of that movement was somewhat different.
By 1964, the end of the Second World War was almost twenty years in the
past, and there was a sense in the nation had acquired enough materia! and
spiritual capital to move forward toward a solution to one of its most
persistent problems, namely, the race issue, especially its economic
dimensions. Four years earlier John F. Kennedy had been elected on a
platform which seemed to capitalize in a vague way on this desire to do
something. Michael Harrington had written The Other America, which
brought attention to the people who had been left behind by the increasing
wave of post-war prosperity. The largest and most easily identifiable
segment of those left behind was the Negro, and their cause had maintained
an increasingly commanding grip on the nation’s attention over the
previous ten years. Beginning with the Brown v. Board of Education of
Topeka decision in 1954, the federal government had increasingly thrown
its weight behind the struggle to dismantle the legacy of racial segregation
which the South had erected after the Civil War. In 1963 President
Kennedy was assassinated in a southern city, and in 1964 Lyndon Johnson,
his successor, actualized the legacy of his predecessor by enacting the
civil-rights bill that would bear that year’s name.

During the summer of 1964, the civil-rights struggle captured the nation’s



attention in Atlantic City, when the Mississippi freedom delegation tried to
unseat that state’s delegates to the Democratic Convention. It was
a significant sour note in what was otherwise a love feast celebrating the
foregone conclusion that Lyndon Johnson was going to get the party’s
nomination and the presidency a few months later. If that note of discord
seemed out

of place in Atlantic City, it was a note that was to be heard with increasing
frequency over the next four years, as the liberal sense of purpose that
captured the nation with the rout of Barry Goldwater and his brand of
conservatism turned increasingly sour. In the course of those four years,
President Johnson would go from a man who was an avid supporter of the
black cause to someone bitterly disappointed by it and its leaders, leaders
he would come to feel were only interested in political posturing and
handouts from the government. The liberal establishment, which in the
early ’60s included the civil-rights movement, was content to destroy its
working relationship with the president in the name of opposition to the
war, ideological purity, and racial separatism. Black leadership, decimated
by the death of Martin Luther King, drifted into evermore self-defeating
political posturing and an even more self-defeating espousal of various
forms of leftism and violent revolution. During the Johnson administration,
a revolution of sorts did take place, but it was cultural in nature and not the
political revolution the Left expected. The people who began the decade by
asking not what their country could do for them but what they could do for
it ended the decade by calling for the government’s overthrow, and when
that failed focused their revolutionary zeal on their own lives looking for
ways to eradicate any traces of the social order there.

In late 1964, racial politics and demagoguery were only synonymous in
reference to white southern politicians. Blacks, by adhering to a strategy
of non-violent resistance, were in firm possession of the moral high
ground. The civil-rights movement was not then perceived as just another
group interested in shaking down money from the federal government. It
was not then perceived as something solely within the Negro’s sphere of
interest either. It was rather seen as the cutting edge of social reform in this
country. The dark legacy of the past was finally going to be expunged as
the sunlight of interracial cooperation spread across the land. Freedom was



a concept taken from the days of slavery and applied not only to the
descendants of the slaves but to those who looked upon this movement as a
paradigm of social progress as well. Experience, Ben Franklin had warned,
keeps a dear school, but fools will learn in no other. The children of this
century of failed utopian experiments, many of which were based on race,
showed no inclination to being anything but slow learners in this regard.
The grim experiences of twenty to thirty years before were swept away in
the euphoria of the moment that was the ’60s and the certitude that the
South in this country was backward, an embarrassment, and just plain
wrong.

Never before in recent memory was the conservatism which dominated
American politics in the aftermath of Wilson’s failed foreign policy
looked upon with such disfavor. Just what was it that these Southerners
wanted to conserve? If it was something other than ill-gotten privileges
based on race, that something was not making it into the mainstream of
American public

opinion. Similarly, was it really possible to portray Barry Goldwater as a
defender of the common good and social order? Was that possible with
George Wallace? No, in 1964, conservatism was synonymous with
reaction, and the prime reaction was against the noble southern Negro and
his quest for political equality. That same sense of fairness that would be
outraged thirty years later by affirmative action was outraged then by the
flagrant attempt to deny the Negro his rights.

However, the general sense of liberal good will vis-a-vis the race issue at
this time did little to hide the fact that the civil-rights movement
had achieved pretty much what it set out to do by 1964, and, in terms of
strategic initiatives, was running on empty. The legal structure of
segregation had been dismantled. The civil-rights movement had trained its
moral forces for a campaign in the South that had been largely won, not
without sacrifices but won nonetheless over a remarkably short period.
Now they were suddenly at a loss. Or stated less dramatically, they were at
the very least at a crossroads. Should they concentrate their efforts on the
strategies which had proven tried and true in the past? Should they agitate
for the passage of more bills based on protests in the South? Or should they
broaden the movement to include the status of the increasingly large



numbers of Negroes in the large cities of the North, whose problems
seemed particularly intractable and related to the fast disappearing Jim
Crow laws of the South in a way that was not immediately apparent.
Bayard Rustin, to give just one example, found jobs for 120 teenagers in
Harlem after the Harlem riots of 1964. “A few weeks later,” this report
continues,

only twelve of them were still working. One boy told Rustin he could make
more playing pool than the $50 a week he had been earning; another could
make more than his $60 salary by selling “pot"; another turned down a
four-year basketball scholarship to a major university because he preferred
to be a “pimp.”1

Just how did anecdotes of this sort fit in with the image of the noble Negro
of the South who seemed so Christian in his determination to be nonviolent
in the face of enormous provocation that he put an entire nation to shame?
It was a problem that not only blacks found perplexing.

During the fall of 1964 a Catholic undersecretary at the Department of
Transportation in the Johnson Administration devoted his time to
pondering the question of Negro poverty and the connection between that
poverty and the family. Daniel Patrick Moynihan had arrived at the White
House as a part of the previous administration’s New Frontier and had
stayed on into the Johnson Administration after Kennedy’s assassination.
His original theater of operations was the Department of Labor, and so as
part of his study he began to examine that department’s statistics on the
correlation between unemployment rates and rates of marital disruption.
Late in November of 1964, after Lyndon Johnson had been returned to the
White House in a landslide of

public approval, Moynihan decided to write an internal government
document on the Negro family, one that might provide a policy alternative
to the growing and increasingly unfocused demands of the civil-rights
establishment. Moynihan felt that anti-segregation bills, no matter how
effective they were in assuring the moral high ground and funding for the
civil-rights movement, were not an adequate way to get at the heart of the
problem. “I woke up a couple of nights later,” Moynihan recounted
describing the after-math of the Johnson landslide,



at four o’clock in the morning and felt I had to write a paper about the
Negro family to explain to the fellows how there was a problem more
difficult than they know and also to explain some of the issues of
unemployment and housing in terms that would be new enough
and shocking enough that they would say, “Well, we can’t let this sort of
thing go on. We’ve got to do something about it.”

The opportunity to do something was unique. A significant constellation of
situations both domestic and foreign had created a major window of
opportunity. According to Moynihan, in 1964 the nation had reached a
moment “that had never occurred before.” It was a moment, Moynihan
would later relate in a postmortem on the report in Commentary, which
combined “a willingness to accept a considerable degree of social
innovation” with “genuine feeling for the problems of Negroes.”

The world was at peace. The president had enormous majorities in
Congress. The success of the New Economics was by then manifest: the
Bureau of the Budget was already forecasting a $45 billion increase in the
level of federal revenues by 1970- an increase, further, which doctrine
ordained had to be spent in order to accrue. No demonstrators were
abroad, no confrontation between white power and black protest was
building up anywhere. In this atmosphere of maximum reasonableness and
calm, an atmosphere in which the President could without great risk do
nothing, and which for that very reason provided an opportunity for history
to be made, the President, seizing the opportunity, set in motion a major
initiative.3

The initiative was based on Moynihan’s research that fall. From December
1964 through March 1965 Moynihan and his staff put together the
document that would eventually bear his name. During the course of the
research and planning involved in creating the document, Moynihan shared
his ideas with Press Secretary Bill Moyers, who relayed enthusiastic
comments from the President. Encouraged by the initial reaction,
Moynihan eventually came up with a thesis that would challenge some
fundamental assumptions about American political life. One of the most
significant challenges was to the notion of American individualism. In the
place of the dyadic structure of government and individual, Moynihan was
proposing the intermediary structure of the family as the prime criterion of



social health among the Negro and the prime locus of government activity
in raising them to economic parity with

whites. The thesis at the center of the Moynihan Report had to do with
family policy: “At the heart of the deterioration of the fabric of Negro
society is the deterioration of the Negro family.” The Moynihan Report
proposed economic help for heads of black families. Family health,
specifically increasing intactness and decreasing illegitimacy, was to
become the government’s criterion of social improvement. In February
1965, Moynihan told a conference on poverty that “the question of poverty
is leading us to a major reassessment of the effect upon family structure of
the way we do things in this country.” Initial reaction was positive. The
president was reported as saying, “Pat, I think you’ve got it.” In March of
1965, 100 copies were printed. Johnson had decided to make the ideas in
the Moynihan Report, specifically the key claim that Negro poverty was
related to “the deterioration of the Negro family” the cornerstone of his
new civil-rights policy. The period of legislation, it was thought, was over.
Race relations were to enter a new stage. In less than a year, a
revolutionary change had taken place in social policy in the Johnson
administration. Racial issues were subsumed into the larger question of
poverty, and the family became the criterion for social health and the basis
for social programs. A family policy was commonplace among Europeans
nations, but it had never existed in any coherent fashion in this
country before. Now it was to be inaugurated as a way of solving the race
problem that had plagued this country for the past 100 years.

In early June 1965, Johnson presented his new program to the civil-rights
establishment in the form of a speech at Howard University,
the traditionally Negro university in Washington, D.C. Before giving his
speech, Johnson had it cleared with the major civil-rights leaders in the
land. The reaction was overwhelmingly positive. According to Yancey and
Rainwater, Martin Luther King, Roy Wilkins, and Whitney Young
“expressed their enthusiasm and anticipated other civil rights leaders’
pleasant surprise on hearing the speech.” Robert Carter, general counsel for
the NAACP, called it “an amazing comprehension of the debilitation that
results from slum living.” “The family,” Lyndon Johnson told the
assembled civil-rights leaders in launching his new initiative,



is the cornerstone of our society. More than any other force it shapes the
attitudes, the hopes, the ambitions, and the values of the child. When
the family collapses it is the children that are usually damaged. When it
happens on a massive scale the community itself is crippled.

So, unless we work to strengthen the family, to create conditions under
which most parents will stay together - all the rest: schools and
playgrounds, public assistance and private concern, will never be enough
to cut completely the circle of despair and deprivation4

In retrospect, it seems clear that Johnson looked on the family as a
motherhood issue at just the time when motherhood and the family were on
their way to becoming the most divisive issues in the nation. It seems just
as clear

that neither Johnson nor the Negro leadership were aware of this at the
time. If the Johnson Administration had been looking for a revolution in
American social policy, they could have chosen no paradigm so
revolutionary as defining the family as the criterion for social health.
Moynihan was correct in seeing the United States as virtually alone among
the civilized nations in having no family policy, yet in proposing family as
the criterion of social policy, no one seems to have anticipated the
antipathy of the forces that were behind the civil-rights movement, or to
what extent that movement had become a pawn of the Left. Moynihan saw
it with hindsight in the postmortem he published in Commentary. “For the
first half of the 1960s,” he wrote,

the liberal Left, for the most part white, very nearly dominated the Civil
Rights Movement, most conspicuously of course in SNCC and CORE, but
also in the older-line organizations. Therelation was not unlike that of the
Marxist Left to the trade unions of the 1930s. The mass of the movement in
each instance was made up of rank-and-file persons, with, on the whole,
quite conventional views and expectations. But surrounding the leaders was
an echelon of intense, purposeful, powerful, and dedicated persons of a
quite different character. And behind them was a community of sorts, in
universities, in churches, in large cities, small businesses, and assorted
journalistic enterprises that provided funds, ideas, support, followings. all
those things that make for effective political action. There is no need to



exaggerate its coherence in order to perceive that something like a
community of opinion has existed here.

Moynihan does not deny the strife in such a community, but claims
nonetheless that this coalition could achieve “substantial accord” on
issues that mattered to it. As it would turn out, the family meant a great
deal to these people, but not in the way that Lyndon Johnson anticipated.
Although no one seemed to notice it at the time, support for the family
meant curtailment of the sexual revolution, which was just then spreading
across the nation with the help of the foundations and universities and
journalistic enterprisesNin short, the “community of sorts” Moynihan
failed to notice at the time. Moynihan in particular andthe Johnson
administration in general failed to see the connection between the Left-
dominated civil-rights movement and the commitment to sexual liberation
and eugenics which had always been close to the heart of the eugenic
foundations that were funding the civil rights movement. In terms of the
personalities driving the civil rights movement, it was Sanger and
Rockefeller all over again, with latter day Claude McKays and Max
Eastmans thrown in as well. In 1967 Moynihan could still refer in a naive
way to the Left as the nation’s “secular conscience,” without seeing
how that conscience was burdened by sins against sexual morality, and how
that sort of conscience was particularly sensitive to government initiatives
which sought to foster family stability. As Michael Harrington, a key
player in the link-up between the Left and the civil-rights movement, said:
“this was not at all a sour-faced, pietistic [endeavor].... Everybody was out
getting laid.”6

This blindness vis-a-vis the Left’s “secular conscience” was a fortiori the
case in 1965. No one in the Johnson administration was prepared for
the change of opinion which took place over the summer. Since the
administration wasn’t prepared, it could mount no defense against the force
of opinion among the civil-rights elite as it turned against its new family
policy. The conventional explanation of why prevailing liberal opinion
changed usually has to do with the escalation of the war in Vietnam. The
same liberal constituency that ran the civil-rights movement was becoming
increasingly disenchanted with Johnson’s foreign policy and began using
the civil-rights movement as a platform from which they could denounce



the war. The riot at Watts is also sometimes offered as an explanation, but
that in itself is one of the main things that still needs to be explained. The
civil-rights movement was faced with an increasingly paradoxical
situation: the more legislative victories they achieved, the more the restive
the rank-and-file Negro became in northern cities. Some began to feel that
the civil-rights movement was raising expectations that it could not fulfill.
In the end, Martin Luther King was unable to contain the violence his final
march had spawned in Memphis. The uprising in the northern ghetto was
proving to be a particularly destructive counter-image to the saintly
nonviolent Negro set upon by police dogs in the South. In the summer of
1965 when the Watts riots followed the passage of that year’s landmark
civil-rights bill by a matter of days, it was becoming increasingly clear that
no one had a convincing explanation of why black violence followed so
closely on the heels of such legislative victories.

Perhaps it was in just this spirit of perplexity that Press Secretary Bill
Moyers gave a copy of the Moynihan Report to Washington columnists
Evans and Novak. Or maybe Moyers gave Evans and Novak the Moynihan
Report because he felt that the rioting in the cities of the North could best
be explained by family pathology. At any rate, once their column
describing it appeared, the scrutiny increased, and as that happened the
Left increasingly made it known that they did not like what they saw.

Yancey and Rainwater in their analysis lead the reader to believe that the
heart of the issue was a public-relations problem. The chief difficulty lay
in the fact that the Moynihan Report was a document written originally for
a small group of government officials and then publicized by journalists,
who wanted to achieve maximal punch for their articles by emphasizing
the most inflammatory aspects of the report. Yancey and Rainwater feel
that the Evans and Novak article which appeared on August 18, 1965 with
lurid quotes like “exposes the ugly truth about the big city Negro’s plight”
was “the most influential news story connecting the report.” They also feel
that it was the most damaging. It did the most damage by diverting the
public’s attention away from the report’s proposal on unemployment to a
criticism of “the breakdown of the Negro family.” The implication is that a
more successful public-relations job might have saved this initiative. The
verdict is based on



the perception that the real nature of the proposal was misunderstood,
whereas a reading of the opposition shows that the opposite may have
been true. The opposition mounted because the critics understood only too
well the message of the report and the fact that it was based on sources the
Left found uncongenial. In this regard, the critics of the report were more
perceptive than its defenders. Yancey and Rainwater try to place the blame
on the welfare establishment and their desire for increased budgets;
however, a look at the forces opposing the Moynihan Report leads one to
believe that opposition was wider and deeper than that. More was at stake
here than the ability to increase one’s departmental budget. The more one
reads the sources of the document, the more one is impressed with
hindsight at how antithetical they were to the values which pervaded the
civil-rights movement and its liberal supporters.

One major source for the report, one conveniently overlooked when the
charges were made that Moynihan was a white racist, was the writing of
E. Franklin Frazier, the Negro sociologist from Howard University and
classmate of Langston Hughes and Thurgood Marshall. Frazier claims that
large segments of Negro family life were fatally weakened by a succession
of slavery, Reconstruction, and the rootless life of the urban North. Frazier
in many ways looked upon the last manifestation as the most devastating,
but the common consequence of all of these historical forces was a
weakened family and - the point that Yancey and Rainwater tried to
minimize - moral turpitude. Frazier does not downplay the effects of
slavery, segregation, and racism; however, he makes it clear that the
pathology which got its start under those conditions is not likely to
disappear as soon as those conditions go out of existence. The pathology
may have come about under those systems, but it has taken on a life of its
own.

In his study The Negro Family in the United States, Frazier claimed that
“In the new environment [i.e., the slave states of the South] the Negro’s
sexual impulses ... were liberated from group control and became subject
only to the external control of the master and the wishes and attitudes of
those with whom he formed unions. . . . When the sexual impulses of the
males were no longer controlled by African customs and mores, they
became subject only to the periodic urge of sexual hunger.”7



In many ways Frazier seems to prefer slavery to the period immediately
following because of the stability of the social order and the ties
between slave and master. “When the yoke of slavery was lifted, the
drifting masses were left without any restraint upon their vagrant impulses
and wild desires. The old intimacy between master and slave, upon which
the moral order under the slave regime had rested, was destroyed forever....
Promiscuous sexual relations and constant changing of spouses became the
rule with the demoralized elements in the freed Negro population.”8

The alternative to this social chaos was the traditional family which

owned income-producing property, often a farm, and which was under the
authority of a father. This particular family constellation was congruent
with Negro prosperity both during and after the fall of slavery and the
Reconstruction period. Emancipation, in this regard, had little effect on
Negro prosperity. Those who had stable families and acquired property
under slavery did well then and under reconstruction in spite of the
enormous handicaps they faced at both times. The “well-organized family
under the authority of the father” was able to make the transition from
slavery to freedom in spite of the overwhelming odds against it. One
hundred years later the country was to learn that those who lacked this
starting point were unable to prosper or in many cases survive in the face
of an overwhelming number of government programs and policy as much
in its favor as the regime in the South had been to its detriment. “Following
the collapse of the slave regime,” Frazier wrote, “the families that had
achieved a f air degree of organization during slavery made the transition
without much disturbance to the routine of living. In these families, the
authority of the father was firmly established, and the woman in the role of
mother and wife fitted into the pattern of the patriarchal household. . . . The
father became the chief, if not the sole breadwinner.O9 Frazier’s view, it
should be clear by now, goes counter to both the glorification of freedom
which lay at the heart of both the civil-rights movement of the ’60s and
movement for the abolition of slavery of a century before. The Negro
patriarchal family was the prime criterion of Negro prosperity. In the
struggle to keep that family together, the comparative freedoms of
the North - freedom, for example, from the moral restraints imposed by
rural churches - proved more detrimental to the Negro than the system of



slavery imposed by the whites. Much of black culture in this century -
Frazier cites the blues and jazz as an example - is an expression of the
inability to weather the challenges which freedom placed before the Negro.
In many ways, the situation described in the North was worse than that of
the South because in “the northern city he had not only escaped from the
traditional subordination to white overlords but had also cut himself loose
from the moral support of relatives and neighbors. . . . Family desertion has
been one of the inevitable consequences of the urbanization of the Negro
population.”10

Frazier is in many ways true to the pastoral tradition, which condemns city
life in general; however, in doing so he misses the transvaluation of
traditional values that was part and parcel of the culture of modem cities
in America in the twentieth century. Modernity put a premium on
rebellion against God and escape from the moral norm, and as this
philosophy spread through the instruments of culture, it began to permeate
urban centers throughout the north. Indeed, the attraction of the city was
seen specifically in terms of escape from the tyranny of Christian sexual
morality in its Protestant redaction as enculturated in the rural South and
small-town Midwest. The Negro was not immune to this sort of seduction.
It is portrayed viv-

idly in a work like DuBose Heyward’s Porgy, specifically in Sportin’
Life’s seduction of Bess. In the Gershwin musical version, Bess is told, “In
Harlem we’ll go struttin’/and there ain’t nuttin’ too good for you.”

Frazier’s vision is consonant with the other source of the Moynihan Report,
namely, Catholic social teaching. “As the result of family disorganization,”
Frazier wrote in 1950, “a large proportion of Negro children and youth
have not undergone the socialization which only the family can provide.”
He then goes on to describe the dislocation in the Black family in a way
that is reminiscent of the writings of Pope Leo XIII:

The disorganized families have failed to provide for their emotional needs
and have not provided the discipline and habits which are necessary
for personality development.... Since the widespread family
disorganization among Negroes has resulted from the failure of the father
to play the role in family life required by American society, the mitigation



of this problem must await those changes in the Negro and American
society which will enable the Negro father to play the role required of
him.1

The role of the father which found emphasis in Frazier had special meaning
for Moynihan as well, who had grown up in a broken family in Hell’s
Kitchen in New York City and had become a shoeshine boy at the age of
thirteen. It was while working with other black shoeshine boys on street
comers that he First became aware of the similarities of between “the wild
Irish slums” of the late nineteenth century and the Negro ghettos of the
mid- to late twentieth.

Moynihan was raised without a father, but as a Catholic he became
cognizant of Catholic social teaching on the family. He mentions the
writings of the Jesuit John LaFarge during the ’30s. LaFarge was
associated with Friendship House and the Baroness de Hueck Doherty, the
woman whose efforts in Harlem made such an impression of Thomas
Merton. Moynihan’s proposal grew out of Catholic initiatives like that, a
fact soon noticed by his opponents in the culture wars of the ’60s, which
were in many ways the culmination of the eugenic anti-Catholic campaign
which Blanshard publicized in the late ’40s. Yancey and Rainwater are less
specific but make the connection more emphatically: Moynihan’s views,
they wrote,

were strongly influenced by Catholic welfare philosophy, which has
emphasized the idea that family interests are the central objective of social
welfare and of social policy in general. He had observed that most
European nations and Canada had adopted family allowance programs to
cope with difficulties of income maintenance at low-income levels.1

The connections between the Moynihan Report and Catholic social
teaching are neither abstruse nor difficult to find. Writing in
Rerum Novarum, the encyclical which inaugurated the entire modem
tradition of Catholic social teaching, Pope Leo XIII states that “the right of
ownership, which we have shown to be bestowed on individual persons by
nature, must

be assigned to man in his capacity as head of the family.”13 In the same
paragraph, Pope Leo XIII goes on to say that “the family, like the State, is



by the same token a society in the strictest sense of the term, and it is
governed by its own proper authority, namely the father.”

In keeping with the hierarchical nature of Catholic teaching, the authority
of the father is subordinated to the authority of the moral law, which is just
one manifestation of the will of God, the ultimate Father. All of
these various orders find their congruence in the common good of a well-
ordered state:

It is vitally important to public as well as to private welfare that there be
peace and good order; likewise, that the whole regime of family life be
directed according to the ordinances of God and the principles of
nature, that religion be observed and cultivated, that sound morals flourish
in private and public life, that justice be kept sacred, and that no one
be wronged with impunity by another, and that strong citizens now up
capable of supporting and, if necessary, of protecting the State.4

According to the principle of subsidiarity, the state was free to intervene in
the affairs of the family only if the family had failed in some radical
way. One example of such massive failure was “if the natural bonds of
family life should be relaxed among the poor... the power and authority of
the law, but of course within certain limits, manifestly ought to be
employed.” The Moynihan Report was proposing just this sort of
intervention. Yet even in this instance, those government programs should
have as their First and primary goal the reinstitution of the moral law:
“First and foremost Christian morals must be re-established, without which
even the weapons of prudence, which are considered especially effective,
will be of no avail to secure well-being.”15 Anyone who was even remotely
aware of Catholic social teaching could hardly be unaware that when the
popes talked about strengthening the family, they were talking about the
strengthening of the moral law. In Quadragesimo Anno Pius XI claimed
that “all that We have taught about reconstructing and perfecting the social
order will be of no avail without a reform of conduct.”1

If the discussion of Yancey and Rainwater proves anything, it shows that in
many ways the Left was more aware of this fact than Moynihan or his
supporters, and they wanted no parts of any “reform of conduct” that
infringed on the ever-burgeoning forces of sexual liberation. In addition to



regretting the lack of better public relations, Yancey and Rainwater try to
distance themselves from the moral message that was at the heart of what
Moynihan was proposing. In this instance, one has more sympathy for the
liberal critics. At least they knew what was involved, and they fought
against it in a way completely consistent with their ideology of personal
freedom. Yancey and Rainwater, however, can only complain that

In the public version of the report, it would have been well to reduce the

discussion of illegitimacy because of the inflammatory nature of the issue
with its inevitable overtones of immorality. ... Certainly in many of
the newspaper accounts a sensitive reader will note veiled accusations of
immorality. .. ,17

In the aftermath of its failure, it became apparent that the Moynihan
report’s defenders seemed embarrassed to the point of apology by the
moral implications the report itself raised. Perhaps because it did not count
as good sociology, there was a shyness in dealing with the moral
underpinnings of the report. Instead of dealing with the issue directly by
saying, in effect, yes, social reform is impossible without a reform of
conduct, Yancey and Rainwater pretended that one could have a program
which calls for strengthening family life without mentioning the moral
underpinnings of family life, namely sexual morality. “One has a right to
expect,” Yancey and Rainwater opine, “that intelligent social observers
will deal with the problem by taking it out of a Puritan moral-immoral
dialogue and placing it in the context of social causes and social costs.”18

But of course this is precisely what the Left was unwilling todo. Instead of
dealing with the issue of sexual morality openly, the report’s
defenders could only seek refuge in their status as social scientists. In
attempting to defuse the “gut reaction” of the Left, the Johnson
administration only exacerbated it, by not dealing forthrightly with the root
cause. “Few social scientists,” Yancey and Rainwater claim,

would admit to a personal conscious view that having an illegitimate child
is “immoral.” But the reactions of a great many social scientists to the
use Moynihan made of illegitimacy data would suggest that they are
struggling with such a view within themselves which they project on the
larger public. They seem to be saying, “It’s not that I think there’s



anything wrong with having an illegitimate child, it’s just that
conventional people do and therefore we ought not to talk about this.”19

The fears of liberals went deeper than that. What Moynihan was proposing
attacked the root of what they believed in every bit as much as Catholic
social teaching did. If social progress for the Negro meant proclaiming
the necessity of personal morality, particularly in the sexual sphere, then
that was a price too high to pay. The Negro could go back to his ghetto and
stew in his own juices if racial justice meant something as radical as all
that.

In his own postmortem, Moynihan cites an article by Marcus Raskin in
Ramparts, attacking him and the notion that the government had any
concern with the morality of its citizens. Likewise, Christopher Jencks
traced the Moynihan Report to the conservative tradition, where “the
guiding assumption is that social pathology is caused less by basic defects
in the social system than by defects in particular individuals and groups
which prevent adjusting to the system.... The prescription is therefore to
change the deviants not the system.”20 Jencks, who was a fellow with the
Institute of Policy

Studies in Washington at the time, and therefore in a position to know,
claimed that “radicals have maintained . . . that involvement in such
issues [i.e. those concerning the family] is a first step toward 1984. (This
hostility ... seems to derive largely from a fear that the government will try
to impose sexual continence and fidelity - virtues which almost all critics
think greatly over-rated.)”21

What the liberal Left saw in the Moynihan Report was an attempt to roll
back their hard-won sexual freedoms. This particular attempt to
strengthen the Negro family proposed a sexual morality that they had
deliberately jettisoned en route to becoming part of the sexually
enlightened Left. One of the main reasons they were interested in the
Negro in the first place was because the Negro (or certain Negroes)
exhibited such guilt-free, uninhibited sexual lives. The liberals were
willing to choose the ghetto in 1965 because they had in effect been
choosing the ghetto all along. Their interest in the Negro grew out of an
interest in Negro jazz, and all that that stood f or in imagery f ostered by



whites interested in overturning the social order. The liberals had basically
the same point of view toward the Negro as the Ku Klux Klan but with the
values completely inverted. For the liberal, the uninhibited lives of
the lower class in touch with primitive (i.e., sexual) nature were superior to
lives lived according to “white” (i.e., Christian) morals. Like the hero of
Jack Kerouac’s novel On the Road, the liberal walked the halls of Congress
or the Ford Foundation “wishing I were a Negro,” searching for “spade
kicks.” The Negro provided an alternative gospel, according to which
family responsibility was to be eschewed in favor of “ecstasy, joy, kicks,
darkness [and] music.” Like the Ku Klux Klan, the Left was ready to write
the moral Negro out of the race as an irrelevant aside. The “real” Negro,
the one the disaffected whites wanted most to emulate, was the pimp and
the stud. Negritude meant sexual license without guilt.

Freshly arrived in New York as a refugee from Nazi Germany, Paul Tillich,
the liberal Protestant theologian, found himself in a similar situation. The
mise en scene is related by his wif e Hannah in a memoir that exposes
the sexual roots of modernity with devastating clarity, so devastating in
fact that Tillich’s reputation as a theologian has yet to recover from the
blow its publication dealt. Whenever they traveled or moved, the Tillichs
were in the habit of first visiting the red light districts of their new
surroundings. Hannah found whorehouses “a window into hidden truth.”
When they arrived in New York as refugees from Nazi Germany in the
’30s, they were disappointed that New York didn’t have a red-light district
in the same way that, say, Amsterdam did, but then they found Harlem.
“We found some sort of consolation in Harlem,” she wrote.

Somebody must have taken us to Small’s Paradise, where one went up a

steep staircase, watched by an old pockmarked Negro, whose muddy uni-

form with gold braid we feared a little. Later we would shake hands with
him. Inside the dark, long room, we sat facing clouds that drifted behind an
orchestra of Negroes, who played noisily and shrilly. It was as if we had
entered a tropical forest with parrots screaming, dark faces peering out of
the jungle, falsetto voices, and brilliant colors. A Negro danced with me, a
Negress with Paulus.

We felt relaxed at Small’s and returned there with our friends, grateful



voyeurs, taking in the primeval charm of the hearty men and
swaying women. We considered it an aesthetic show. We did not think at
all in economic, political, or social terms.

Once we dared to go to a show in a basement where there were mostly
Negroes. In the dancing space at the center of the room occasional
performances were given. A nude Negress painted gold, having danced
with a Negro twice her size, leaned her body against a post and
masturbated with violent snakelike movements, while her former partner
and another girl unmistakably performed the acts of intimate sex. It did not
seem vulgar or fleshy. It was Filled with the natural vivacity of these
beautiful black people.

People at the seminary did not think our adventures such a good idea.

They had misgivings about our dancing with Negroes. Later, others
objected to our aesthetic attitude concerning Negroes. Paulus and I had
talked about the black image from piimeval times on, the dark people
being considered the least aristocratic ... in psychic circumstances,
the black or dark one always the devil. . . the black soul against the
white soul... black as a magic color expressing evil or dark, underground
powers/

In the eyes of the modern elite, the Negro had become the instrument for
overturning of Christian values. That most Negroes themselves were
Christians meant little to people like the Tillichs, little in relation to what
they could be made to symbolize. And as for actual Negroes, there were
plenty who were willing to collaborate with the arbiters of modernity in
return for financial and other gains. In the mid-1920s, that alliance was
known as the Harlem Renaissance. It was promoted chiefly by white
decadents like Carl Van Vechten, whose novel Nigger Heaven found its
climax in a young black writer attending a Black Mass. It was a touch
which Hannah Tillich would have appreciated, but it offended the Negroes
who were interested in the family life Van Vechten disdained. W. E. B.
DuBois and others complained that the only Negroes who got through to
the white publishing world were those who pandered to the modem whites’
craving for decadence.

In a memoir written after Tillich’s death, Rollo May described the



influence Tillich had on his life as a result of meeting him in January of
1934 at Union Theological Seminary, which was not far from Harlem. “A
wave of freedom swept over me,” May said describing Tillich’s influence
on his personal development, “ - freedom from all the futile arguments of
undergraduate days.” Most of these foolish arguments had to do with the
existence of

God and His moral law. “I felt freed also from the nagging inner
compulsion to believe,” May continued, and then went on to describe some
of the “futile arguments” which fell by the wayside under Tillich's
tutelage:

Paulus- statement took away my security, that childish belief to which,
against all intellectual development, I apparently still clung. I knew
that God for most people was the guarantor of the status quo; he
protected them from fundamental upset, from moral anarchy. God guarded
the sanctity of marriage, he was against crime, he protected property
(especially if you belonged to one of the sects that sprang from Calvinism).

The word “atheist” conjured up all the opposite things: a satanic person
who is antimoral, who believes in free love, who is dishonest and
would torture your grandmother, plus all the invective hurled at “atheistic
communism” in our day. Infantile as were these vestigial remnants of my
early imprinting, and outrageous to my reason as they still are, I cannot
deny that they existed somewhere in my consciousness. It required not
logic but living, and time, to mature beyond such superstitions. It also
required living and time to absorb what Paulus was trying to say."

In place of all that, according to May, Tillich promoted the idea that “the
concept of god is continually changing; it is flexible, dynamic, always ‘in
process.’ . . . [TJhe phrase ‘god above God’ does express the eternal in a
metaphor which does not crystallize into dogma.”24

Obligingly enough, “god above God” doesn’t ask much of us, certainly not
much in the realm of sexual restraint. In this regard, He is remarkably
like Paul Tillich himself, and this was his prime attraction to modems like
May, who wanted belief without restraints. May gives the following
account of one of Tillich’s sermons:



Nothing is demanded of you - no idea of God, and no goodness in
yourselves, not your being religious, not your being Christian, not your
being wise, and not your being moral. But what is demanded is only your
being open and willing to accept what is given to you, the new Being, the
Being of love and justice and truth, as it is manifest in Him Whose yoke is
easy and Whose burden is light/5

“The meaning of this statement quoted above,” May goes onto tell us, is
“that there is demanded of us no belief in a particular god, nor of being
religious in a particular sense, nor being Christian, nor being moral. ... My
faith and hope is that this new religious outlook will be characterized not
only by internationalism but by interracism and intersexism as well.”26

At Union Theological Seminary, liberal race relations were well on their
way to replacing Christianity as the orthodoxy of the 1940s and ’50s.
Tillich’s influence is hard to minimize. Martin Luther King wrote his
dissertation comparing Tillich and Henry Wiemann. Tillich was still alive
in the ’60s, but more importantly his influence had been institutionalized
in institutions like the National Council of Churches, and it was precisely
the National Council of Churches which led the opposition to the
Moynihan Report.

Washington, 1965; Rome, 1965

Emboldened by the sense that they now had a combination of state-of-the-
art contraceptive devices at their disposal, John D. Rockefeller, 3rd and the
Population Council began to press their advantage. Within days of
Johnson’s landslide victory in November of 1964, and right around the
time Daniel Patrick Moynihan was mulling over the plight of the black
family, Rockefeller and Bernard Berelson traveled to Washington seeking
an audience with Lyndon Baines Johnson. What they got was a meeting
with Dean Rusk, secretary of state under John F. Kennedy, and the
Rockefeller operative who had pulled the plug on Kinsey when Kinsey’s
sex surveys became a matter of public embatrassment in the wake of the
Reece hearings. Through Rusk’s ministrations, a sentence was inserted into
Johnson’s January 4, 1965, State of the Union message, in which the
president announced to the world that he would “seek new ways to use our



knowledge to help deal with the explosion in world population and the
growing scarcity in world resources.” Rockefeller’s biographers see the
statement as “a decisive fuming point” in changing the public’s aversion to
contraception and paving the way for the government’s involvement in
disseminating at first information about contraception and then the
contraceptives themselves.

Grisn'oldv. Connecticut, handed down in the early summer of 1965, was
another crucial step in this process. Writing after the victory had been
safely won, Leo Pfeffer was completely candid in explaining why a law
prohibiting the sale of contraceptives which never got enforced had to be
struck down. This was so “because their presence made it impossible for
the state to encourage contraception, something it now increasingly deems
necessary to do. The middle income and the affluent, married and
unmarried, use contraceptives; the poor have babies. When the poor, often
racial minorities, are on the welfare rolls, taxpaying Americans rebel and
expect the state to do something about it____The national government
already established this policy as

part of its program of aid to underdeveloped countries, but the States could
hardly follow suit as long as their own laws forbade the practice.”

The liberals were, in effect, playing a double game here. They were using
race to overturn the notion that the social order was somehow dependent on
the moral order, and then they were using the loosened sexual morals as
a way of prosecuting a eugenics campaign against the same blacks who
had made that loosening possible in the first place. The South had
condoned seg-

regation, and they were all Christians; therefore, Christianity had been
discredited as a force with anything to say about how this society should be
structured. The mainline Protestant denominations were completely
in agreement with this strategy even if it seemed on the surface to be to
their detriment, because they were just as avid for sexual liberation. To the
extent that the mainline Protestants capitulated on the sexual front, they
sought to compensate by increasing their efforts for racial justice.

Part II of the double game had to do with eugenics. Once the social order
had been weakened by the liberals using race as a cover for sexual



liberation, contraceptives were prescribed as the cure for welfare, by
cutting back on the number of blacks, i.e., welfare recipients, that were
being bom. The blacks, who were used as the pretext to change social
mores, became the first victims of the change as they were targeted by the
population controllers as the “beneficiaries” of expanded government
services which were more often than not just a pretext for the
legitimization of contraceptive eugenics. Griswold v. Connecticut was the
major breakthrough in this regard. Now the government could push
forward with its population-control programs without coming into conflict
with state laws.

Perhaps emboldened by this string of stunning success, JDR III decided to
take his struggle for contraception a step further. He decided to
confront the enemy in his own lair. With the help of Father Theodore
Hesburgh, president of the University of Notre Dame and board member of
the Rockefeller Foundation, JDR III arranged an audience with Pope Paul
VI, who was mulling over the issue of birth control at the time and, it was
hoped according to the Enlightenment view of history, might prove to be
even more liberal than John XXIII, who was as different from his
predecessor as day was from night. Hesburgh, who is described as
“decidedly liberal in his own views on population although he would not go
as far as JDR on some aspects.”2 was only too happy to oblige. After being
briefed by a number of Jesuit professors from Georgetown university on
“the complexities of the Catholic Church that curtailed the freedom of any
Pope,” Rockefeller met with Pope Paul VI for forty-five minutes in mid-
July of 1965.

Years later in a letter to Henry Cabot Lodge, the man who arranged for the
murder of Ngo Dinh Diem, the Catholic president of Vietnam, when Lodge
was appointed U.S. emissary to the Vatican, Rockefeller described the
meeting as “warm and friendly,” but at the same time “not too meaningful
or constructive in terms of the population question as I did not feel that
I could push too hard and he obviously could not be entirely frank with me
as to his own personal views when he had the major decision on birth
control pending.” The decision in question, as expressed in the papal
document which would eventually come out under the name Humanae
Vitae in 1968, must have been a bitter disappointment for Rockefeller. Five



years after his meeting with the pope and two years after the appearance of
Humane Vitae,

Rockefeller was still obsessed with the Church’s opposition to birth
control. So much so that he was willing to trade on his friendship with
Lodge as a way of getting his point across to the same pope who had so
pointedly ignored his views in the summer of ’65. “The population
question,” JDR III wrote to Lodge, “is the most important subject which
you would have to discuss with his Holiness, assuming that you have a
close and informal relationship.”3 One gets the impression that Rockefeller
never got over the fact that the pope never took him up on his offer to help
co-write Humane Vitae. Rockefeller wrote to Lodge in 1970 explaining
that “still today the Church could make a major contribution if it were
willing to make a positive statement.”

The Church's failure to make what Rockefeller considered a “positive”
statement could hardly be ascribed to lack of zeal on the part of
Mr. Rockefeller. Within minutes of his brief meeting with the pope in July
of 1965, Rockefeller was reproaching himself out loud for not having
expressed his case forcefully enough. In an attempt to calm him down,
Msgr. Paul Marcinkus, later head of the Vatican bank, suggested that JDR
write the pope a letter expressing any points which might not have been
made during the meeting. A day later on July 16, 1965, JDR duly sent off
his letter on “the importance of the population problem ... and the role that
the Church might assume in its solution.”

The incident read like a chapter out of an unpublished Henry James novel.
The earnest Protestant American with his two newly invented
contraceptives and a boundless faith that technology and progress will
solve all of the world’s ills confronts the head of the old world’s seminal
institution, an Italian gentleman by the name of Montini. “There is no
problem more important facing mankind today,” Mr. Rockefeller informed
the pope earnestly. If the pope failed to heed Mr. Rockefeller’s advice “we
will face disaster of an unprecedented magnitude.”5

Mr. Rockefeller then went on to explain his invention to the pope, calling
the IUD “a breakthrough of truly major proportions, making available a
method which is safe, effective, inexpensive and feasible underthe most



difficult living conditions. Experience with its use to date indicates that it
will prove highly acceptable to great masses of people everywhere.”6 The
IUD was driven off the market in the United States within a matter of years
as a result of product liability lawsuits. Those who claim that the Church
missed a historic opportunity by issuing Humanae Vitae would do well to
ponder the consequences for papal credibility, much less infallibility, if
Paul VI had taken Mr. Rockefeller's advice and endorsed the IUD as a
means of Catholic-approved birth control. When it came to giving advice,
JDR was used to the undivided attention of religious leaders, who in
general seemed to benefit financially in direct proportion to how avidly
they implemented his agenda through the agencies of their denomination.
The Quakers, whose idea of missionary work included installing IUDs in
Mexican women, are a good exam-pie in point. It was perhaps the
accommodating nature of the mainline Protestants which led JDR to
dispense with niceties and get blunt with the pope and point out to His
Holiness what might happen if the pope failed to see things JDR’s way.
“As I see it,” Rockefeller wrote to the pope,

if the Church does not supply this leadership, there will be two
consequences: one, the present accelerating pace toward population
stabilization will proceed, country by country, without over-all guidance or
direction, particularly on the moral side: on the other, if I may speak
perfectly frankly, the Church will be bypassed on an issue of fundamental
importance to its people and to the well-being of all mankind. The
flooding tide cannot be stopped or even slowed, but it can be guided.
Because I believe so keenly in the importance of the role which your
church has to play in our troubled world of today, I am deeply concerned to
see a situation developing which in the long run, it seems to me, inevitably
will be harmful to the Church’s position around the world.7

One wonders what was going through the pope’s mind as he read these
lines. Was he supposed to feel a sense of gratitude at being saved, along
with his Church, from being swept aside by the flooding tide of progress
and history? Or was it something more like the Italian version of “If you’re
so damn rich, why aren’t you smart?” Either way, history shows that the
pope passed on JDR’s suggestion. History shows just as conclusively that
many liberal Catholics in the United States were much more willing to



accommodate JDR’s wishes than the pope was, especially if the institutions
they ran might benefit from the largesse of Rockefeller funding or that of
other foundations. Father Hesburgh, who arranged the meeting between
Rockefeller and the pope, is a good case in point.

In his letter to the pope, Rockefeller wanted to know if it were possible “to
shift the focus of this concern from the method itself to the uses to
which the method will be put. Would it be feasible to state that the Church
will leave to the discretion of the individual family its choice as to the
method it will use to determine the number of its children provided the
method is not harmful to the user and provided it does not interfere with
the meaning and importance of sexual union in marriage?”8 This, of course,
was the position the Population Council took as the condition for
sponsoring its conference on population at Notre Dame. Father Hesburgh
had proved to be as amenable on this point at the pope would later prove
intractable. (Mr. Rockefeller’s visit had other consequences as well. It
convinced the pope that his main enemy lay now to the west and not to the
east and brought about as a result the end of the anti-Communist crusade
and the beginning of the Vatican's Ostpolitik. On June 26, 1966, less than a
year after the pope’s meeting with John D. Rockefeller III, Agostino
Casaroli, the generally acknowledged architect of the Vatican’s Ostpolitik,
flew to Belgrade and signed an agreement normalizing relations between
the Vatican and Yugoslavia.9

Since sex was simply an instrument- something like a knife - according

to the Rockefeller view of things, “could not the full weight and prestige of
the Church be brought to bear on prescribing the circumstances under
which the chosen method will be used? ... To express the above more
concisely, what I am suggesting is that specific methods be regarded as
merely instruments, like knives, whose use is morally good or bad
depending on the intentions of those who employ them.”10 It was the sort of
consequentialism which Father Charles Curran would advocate roughly
two years later in a book published by the University of Notre Dame Press.
The pope was, however, not buying. The Catholic Church did not buy the
view implicitly in 1968 with the issuance of Humanae Vitae, and it still did
not buy it twenty-five years later, this time explicitly, with the issuance of
Veritatis Splendor. Of course, the Catholic universities and theologians



bought into the Rockefeller view at around the same time that Father
Hesburgh arranged Rockefeller’s meeting with the pope. They made their
break with the Church explicit when Hesburgh issued his Land o’ Lakes
statement in the summer of 1967.

Rockefeller went on to add that dissemination of contraceptives would
diminish recourse to abortion, implying that he opposed the practice,
when in fact he was already involved in funding abortion advocacy in the
United States. What he was proposing as his contribution to the pope ’ s
birth-control encyclical would later come to be known as
consequentialism, the notion that the good or evil of any action is
ontologically free of its essence and solely determined by the intentions of
the moral agent and the consequences which flowed from the act. This
would become a prominent feature of Catholic dissent as the decade
progressed. It would be the cornerstone of the position of Charles Curran,
the man who would mount the most effect protest against Humanae Vitae
in the United States, and it could be picked up at any number of
conferences being sponsored by foundation money in the United States.
JDR didn’t succeed with the pope, but his arguments were heard
with increasing frequency coming from the mouths of Catholic theology
professors.

In October of 1965 the whole series of conferences on contraception at
Notre Dame which began under the aegis of the Population Council in
1962 and whose continued funding was provided by the Ford Foundation,
finally emerged from the secrecy under which they were held with the
issuance of what George Shuster had promised Rockefeller three years
earlier, namely, a statement by Catholic academics contesting the Church’s
position on birth control. In October 1965, Religious News Service
announced the publication of a “remarkable statement on birth control
prepared this Spring by thirty-seven American scholars, the very existence
of which was not revealed” until seven months after it had been written.
Catholic scholars, at least thirty-seven of them, were now on record in
calling the Church’s position on contraception “unconvincing.” The
statement had been delivered personally by

Rev. Theodore Hesburgh to the Rev. Henri De Riedmatten, secretary of the
papal commission on birth control. The story broke in the Paris edition of



the New York Times, in an article written by John Cogley which included
the text Hesburgh carried to the birth-control commission as well.

Not surprisingly the Notre Dame statement, which was hammered out from
March 17 to March 21,1965, claimed that “the crisis of world population”
was the main reason that the Church’s teaching had become
“unconvincing.” The statement went on to list a number of propositions
endorsed by the members of the conference, specifically:

•    The members of the conference, respectful of the authority of
the Church, are convinced that the norms established in the past are
not definitive but remain open for further development. (Point # 2)

•    The members of the conference do not find convincing the arguments
from reason customarily adduced to support the conventional position.
These arguments do not manifest an adequate appreciation of the findings
of physiology, psychology, sociology, and demography, nor do they reveal
a sufficient grasp of the complexity and the inherent value of sexuality in
human life. (Point #3 )

•    The majority of the members were of the opinion that there is
dependable evidence that contraception is not intrinsically immoral, and
that therefore there are certain circumstances in which it may be permitted
or indeed even recommended. (Point #5)

•    The members were persuaded that in matters of public policy in
a morally pluralistic society, Catholics while rendering witness to their
beliefs need not for reasons of private morality oppose governmental
programs of assistance in family limitation, provided that the consciences
of all citizens are respected. (Point #7)

The last point was especially important. It was one of the suggestions laid
down by the population Council as a condition for funding the 1962 Notre
Dame conference. Now, mirabile dictu, it appeared as if a group of
“responsible” Catholic scholars had arrived at the same conclusion all
by themselves, simply by pondering the exigencies of Catholic theology.
With all of the crucial links in terms of funding and personnel tucked
invisible behind the scenes, the fact that the same ideas kept cropping up in
such seemingly unrelated places was simply ascribed to the fact that great



minds always traveled in the same circles. As we shall see, the notion that
Catholics should not oppose government f unding of contraceptives would
soon rear its head again before the summer of ’65 was out.

The ideas which came out of the ’65 conference were, of course, not the
sole property of Rockefeller and the Population Council. By the summer
of ’65 a consensus was emerging which had a number of interested parties
involved. One of the signers of the Notre Dame statement, for example,
was

Notre Dame graduate and trustee, Thomas P. Carney. Camey was at the
time of the conference vice-president in charge of research and
development for C. D. Searle Company of Chicago, a major
pharmaceutical house which was involved in marketing the birth-control
pill at the time. When the deliberations of the Notre Dame conference on
birth control became public, one person who was particularly outraged at
Notre Dame’s duplicity was a lawyer from Harrisburg, Pennsylvania by the
name of William Bentley Ball. Ball was also legal counsel for the
Pennsylvania Catholic Conference, and it was in this capacity that he wrote
to Archibishop John Krol, head of the conference, and ordinary of the
Archdiocese of Philadelphia. Claiming that the conference at Notre Dame
“does not make my task any easier,” Ball related the experience of a
Catholic physician who attended the conference “and was sickened by what
he heard” which “involved a unified attack on the position which Your
Excellencies have taken, even to the point of referring to me in a prepared
paper.”11

‘The conference,” Ball continued, “was chaired by a Notre Dame graduate
named Camey, who is vice president of Searle, perhaps the leading
manufacturer of contraceptives in the USA.”12

When it came to the discussion of birth control at Notre Dame, the field
was hardly level, nor were the observers disinterested. In addition to
academics eager for grants, pharmaceutical companies like Searle had
representatives at the conference to insure a favorable outcome from their
point of view. Notre Dame seems to have been happy with the
collaboration as well. In 1967, Thomas Camey, who graduated from Notre
Dame thirty years earlier with a degree in chemistry, was appointed to the



board of trustees; in 1969 he was given an honorary degree; in May of 1971
he was awarded the Edward Frederick Sorin Award, the highest award
granted by the Notre Dame Alumni Association.

The Catholic press for the most part took the belated announcement of the
secret Notre Dame conference as if it were an encyclical from the
pope. “For the first time in my reading experience at least,” wrote Msgr.
George W. Casey in The Boston Pilot, “a committee of responsible moral
theologians and sociologists meeting under Catholic auspices have made a
public declaration giving endorsement, however qualified, to
contraception.” Msgr. Casey was much taken with the boldness of the
Notre Dame statement even if it had been hammered out in secret seven
months before. The fact that it was being publicized in the fall of ’65
meant for him that a change was in the offing. The fact that people could
say things like this and suffer no consequences meant that the teaching
must be in doubt. In other words, the monsignor was reacting more to how
the statement was propagated and how it was disseminated through the
media and how the Church reacted to that dissemination than to the content
of the document itself or the reasoning behind its assertions. The fact that
the statement was signed by experts who claimed to

be Catholic in effect took care of the problem of content, since most people
would not presume to call themselves experts. The reaction to the
Notre Dame statement was also a tribute to the loyalty which Catholics had
toward institutions sponsored by the Church. In the minds on most people
at the time, there was little difference between Notre Dame and the Church,
a fact which the foundations sponsoring the conference used to maximal
effect. The combination of residual trust in Catholic institutions along with
a sense that the Church was changing as a result of the Council, along with
the population explosion drumbeat that Rockefeller and others were
orchestrating in the media, all contributed to the sense that some sort of
glacial unstoppable movement was in progress, and that one’s attitude
toward contraception was some indication of whether one sailed with the
tide or got swept away in the flood. “Signs are mounting,” Msgr. Casey
opined with specific reference to contraception, “that the reform and the
renewal instituted by Pope John will be best remembered from what it does
or doesn’t do with regard to this agonizing problem.”14



One indication that the efforts of Rockefeller and the Population Council
were having their effect was the fact that the government was starting to
get involved on their side of the issue. Johnson’s endorsement of
population control in the 1965 State of the Union message was followed six
months later in June of 1965 with Griswold v. Connecticut. Then following
Griswold, throughout the summer of 1965, Sen. Emest Gruening of Alaska
chaired a Senate committee which held hearings on what was coming to be
termed the “population explosion.” The hearings were orchestrated with
two major effects in mind: first of all, the populace was to have the dangers
of overpopulation impressed on it in the direst terms possible, and
secondly, there was to be virtual unanimity among those addressing the
Gruening committee. The fact that there were no dissenting voices was to
give the impression that a consensus of the best and the brightest already
existed on the issue and that the only thing left for the Senate to do was to
put the recommendations of the population-control solons into action.

The predictions were nothing if not dire. The teeming masses were
portrayed as an imminent disaster, something on the level of nuclear war.
“Deluge” was a term frequently heard. Senator Gruening himself was of
the opinion that “[I]f our population growth does not stabilize, we may
reasonably assume that we will lose the freedoms, privileges, and good life
we enjoy today.”15 Senator Joseph S. Clark of Pennsylvania, bringer of New
Deal politics to Philadelphia, whose second wife was on the board of
Planned Parenthood of Philadelphia, had become by the mid-’60s a tireless
proselytizer for government-funded contraceptives. “In my opinion,” said
Senator Clark before the Gruening hearings, “with the exception of the
problem of war and peace, this is the most critical matter which confronts
our country today.”16 Robert C. Cook, president of the Population
Reference Bureau, told the

Gruening hearings that “the point of demographic no return” was “not far
in the future.” For the uninitiated, the point of demographic no return was
“that moment when mushrooming population growth makes disintegration
and despair unavoidable.” General William H. Draper, Jr. vice chairman
of Planned Parenthood - World Population, told the committee that he
conceived of population as a “bomb” which must be defused “so that
mankind does not multiply itself into oblivion.”



“Like cancer cells multiplying in the human body,” Draper continued
changing his metaphor but not the pathological condition it hoped to
portray, “it will, unless slowed down, destroy our present day civilization
just as surely as would a nuclear conflict.”

Not surprisingly, given the attitude that Gruening was trying to foster, John
D. Rockefeller III, chairman of the board of the Population Council, was
called to testify as well. And just as unsurprisingly, JDR told the
Senator from Alaska that “no problem is more urgently important to the
well-being of mankind than the limitation of population growth. As a threat
to our future, it is often compared with nuclear warfare.”17

On the evening of August 10, Ball watched the NBC evening news with
Huntley and Brinkley and listened to Stuart Udall, formerly of the
Department of the Interior, and Alan Guttmacher of Planned Parenthood
announce that the hearings were proceeding smoothly and that so far no
opposition had surfaced. That, of course, was precisely the point of
orchestrating the hearings so that only the pro-population-control side got
heard. But Ball, who was responsible for representing the Church in the
State of Pennsylvania was wondering if the people at the National Catholic
Welfare Conference in Washington hadn’t fallen asleep at the switch. Was
it really true that the Catholics were planning to sit this one out? Ball
wondered. A few phone calls indicated that this was precisely the case, and
he was taking the time to register his alarm with Archbishop Krol. Ball had
contacted William “Bud” Consedine, the legal counsel for the NCWC in
Washington, only to find out that the NCWC was “staying out of this”
because they felt, so Consedine said to Ball, that the bill wasn’t going to
pass anyway. Ball was dismayed at what he heard. With the summer
drawing to a close, it looked as if the hearings would conclude with not one
voice expressing any opposition, and not one representative of the Church
allowed to testify, not so much because Gruening refused to permit such
testimony but rather because the National Catholic Welfare Conference
decided that it had nothing to say on the matter.

The more Ball probed for answers on this perplexing matter, the more
alarmed he became. After his initial contact with Krol and after
receiving permission to testify on behalf of the Pennsylvania, Ball
contacted Msgr. Francis Hurley, who attempted to discourage Ball from



following through with his intention to testify. Speaking as a representative
of the Pennsylvania Ordinaries, according to Hurley, would create friction
in other states where

welfare departments had already instituted birth-control programs under
the anti-poverty program with the express consent of bishops in those
areas. Hurley felt that the position Ball was planning to take would be an
embarrassment to those bishops.

As the date set for Ball’s testimony neared, it became clear that Hurley’s
objections were more than just procedural. The procedural
maneuvering, i.e., Hurley telling Ball that the NCWC wanted to pick its
own time and place to take a stand on birth control, was complicated by the
fact that they claimed to waiting for “directives from Rome” on the matter.
Behind both procedural objections there was the matter of substance.
Hurley in particular and the NCWC in general did not agree with Ball’s
confrontational attitude on government involvement in contraception. The
sticking point was again racial, or at least this was the excuse given for not
opposing what was going on at the Gruening hearings. Hurley wondered if
it were right to kill the anti-poverty program just because it included
elements that promoted birth control. Hurley, in other words, accepted the
poverty programs at face value, whereas Ball saw them as a f ront f or
expanding the power of the secular state at the expense of the Church, and
beyond that something inspired by the even darker motivation of eugenic
suppression of the Negro birth rate.

The impasse was never resolved. Ball continued to think of Hurley as an
intelligent dupe who was out of his depth because he wasn’t trained in
the law. As a result, Ball felt that Hurley should not have been negotiating
for the Church. Because the impasse never got resolved, mistrust started to
build on both sides. Hurley and the NCWC put forward their own candidate
as a spokesman for the Church, a Jesuit at the Georgetown by the name of
Dexter Hanley. Ball and Krol, for their part, began to feel that the NCWC
was working to undermine their position.

On the eve of Ball’s testimony as a spokesman for the Catholics bishops
before the Gruening hearings in August of 1965, Ball announced to Krol
that on August 12 the Economic Opportunity Act had been amended to



include, at Senator Clark’s request, specific authorization for birth-control
projects. Ball used the rest of his letter to complain bitterly to Krol about
how the NCWC was handling (or failing to handle) the whole issue of
government funding for contraceptives, a policy whose blame he lays at the
feet of Msgr. Hurley point by point:

1)    the NCWC never opposed the introduction of birth control into
the anti-poverty program.

2)    Msgr. Hurley’s personal position (which appears to be carried out
in NCWC policy) is that the Church should not oppose publicly
financed birth control.

3)    he approves the enclosed family planning statement by Father
Hanley et al.

4)    he expressly disapproved the view against family planning
expressed by me in Commonweal.

5)    he thinks that I should not testify at the Gruening hearings upon
behalf of any bishops, but solely as an individual.

6)    the NCWC has taken no position at the Gruening hearings.18

During the time in which the NCWC did nothing, ostensibly while
“awaiting further indications from Rome,” the Gruening Commission
spent the entire summer giving the impression that the case in favor of
government-funded contraception was virtual unanimous. As the summer
passed day by day, with no response from the Catholics, Ball can hardly
contain his amazement.

“I cannot believe,” Ball told Krol, “that after 50 years of preaching against
birth control, the bishops of the USA have handed Planned Parenthood a
total triumph____Yet that is the fact. There is little point in protesting

the use of state funds for birth control by the Pennsylvania Department of
Health when national Catholic policy has sanctioned such use.” 9

Ball was scheduled to testify before the Gruening Commission on August
24, but it was clear that he felt demoralized from the lack of support
coming from the NCWC in Washington.



“I am woefully tired of being a self-starter insofar as the NCWC is
concerned,” he told Krol. ‘The basic weakness, of course, lies in the fact
that the horse seems to have gotten out of the bam already.”20

On the eve of Ball’s testimony before the Gruening committee, Krol wrote
to Vagnozzi again complaining specifically this time about “Father Hanley,
S.J.” who had testified on August 9 before the family law section of the
American Bar Association on “Problems of Public Policy Arising out
of Tax-Supported Family Planning.” As Krol had come to expect, Hanley’s
position, which was sympathetic to the idea of tax-supported family-
planning programs, was widely publicized and was as a result widely
regarded as the Catholic position on the issue. Krol went on to complain to
Vagnozzi that this sort of misinformation was making dramatic inroads on
the way Catholics viewed the issue. He cited a Gallup poil in 1953 which
claimed that 53 percent of Catholics said that birth-control information
should be available to anyone who wanted it. In January of 1965, 78
percent of Catholics polled expressed the same view. Similarly, 60 percent
of Catholics felt that the Church would approve some method of birth
control like the birth-control pill, and 81 percent believed that that
approval would come within the next ten years.

Vagnozzi, for his part, can only respond by sharing “Your Excellency’s
concern about the attitude of some individuals with regards to the Holy
Father’s directive on birth-control discussions. Unfortunately, these
persons or self-styled experts are succeeding in creating a false impression
as to the Church’s position on this subject. Frankly, I think that there
should be more concern.’”

“As you say,” Vagnozzi concluded, “this is a serious problem.”

It was clear from their correspondence, that both Krol and Vagnozzi felt
that the misrepresentation of the position of the Church and the ban on
discussion, which was, in effect, only being followed by those who adhered
to Church teaching, was having serious repercussions among the faithful
because of the malformation of public opinion by the pro-contraceptive
media. This in turn was having serious ramifications in the realm of public
policy. The only countermeasure which the Church was able to mount
during an entire summer of contraceptive propaganda, Krol told Vagnozzi,



would be Bill Ball’s testimony, which was scheduled for the morning of
August 24.

When Ball finally arrived at the subcommittee hearing room at the capitol
on the morning of August 24, he was surprised to find that he was
no longer to testify as scheduled. He had been replaced in the line-up by
none than the Rev. Dexter Hanley, S.J. A look a Father Hanley’s testimony
give some indication of why Gruening found his views more congenial
than Ball’s. Father Hanley began his testimony on a note that was
Catholic enough. He claimed that “the only morally acceptable form of
voluntary f amily regulation is through continence, either total or periodic.
Any public program which will either directly or indirectly challenge these
premises will meet opposition from Catholics.” But after saying that,
Hanley effectively took the teeth out of the Catholic position by claiming
that it affected them alone and that in a pluralistic society the good
Catholic would not seek to impose his will on society as a whole. Hanley’s
idea of “a practical and political accord” meant in effect the
marginalization of the Catholic Church on the issue of birth control and the
further secularization of culture with its concomitant decline in social
order. Catholic opposition to contraception was portrayed as the moral
analogue to their refusal to eat meat on Fridays. While “it would be ideal,”
Father Hanley opined, “if all citizens could share the same basic moral
codes and convictions,” the fact that they don’t somehow means that the
Catholics should withdraw their objections to anything which the secular
state wants, but which the Church opposes. “Government,” Hanley
claimed, “is not the proper organ to decide the truth of conflicting views.”

Hence, while firmly maintaining my basic moral positions as a Catholic, I
believe that I can support a government program which, in its
legitimate concern about education, health and welfare in a rapidly
expanding population, permits each citizen a fully free moral choice in
matters of family planning and aids him in implementing this choice.22

Now it may be that Father Hanley hammered out his position in his room
all by himself with nothing but an open copy of Denzinger before him,
but the fact remains that there are remarkable similarities between his
position and the position Mr. Rockefeller and the Population Council
specified as the necessary condition for the grant he gave for the Notre



Dame conference in 1962. The other fact which remains is that Hanley was
invited to precisely

these conferences, so in all likelihood he knew the “progressive” position
on the matter of birth control, and he knew the position that would insure
Catholics a welcome response from people like Rockefeller on the matter.
It didn’t take a genius to figure things like this out; in fact, it would take a
moron not to figure them out, and Father Hanley was not a moron. Beyond
that Hanley ’ s position had the blessing of Msgr. Hurley and the
bureaucrats at the NCWC, who were increasingly inclined to push their
own agenda at the expense of the teaching of the Church and beyond that
inclined to make policy behind the bishops’ backs. The insertion of Hanley
into the line-up at the Gruening hearings was just one indication of them
pursuing their policies at the expense of their employers, the bishops.

Bill Ball did eventually get to testify on August 24, but as the last speaker
of the day. As if that weren’t bad enough, the fact that the
Church’s position was, in effect, represented as two different points of
view - his and Hanley’s - gave the impression that the Church was of two
minds on the issue of government-sponsored birth control. In the face of an
artificially orchestrated unanimity of opinion on the part of the secularists
on the dangers of a population “bomb” which was about to go off
momentarily, the Church’s position seemed vacillating and unsure by
comparison.

Of course, that was only the case if one ignored Ball’s actual testimony,
which was a powerful indictment of government-sponsored birth-
control plans as both detrimental to the citizens’ freedoms and covertly
eugenical as well. Hamstrung by both the Vatican’s prohibition on the one
hand and an increasingly prohibitive notion of the separation of church and
state proposed by the secularists on the other, Ball did a brilliant job of
portraying government-sponsored birth control as a threat to civil
freedoms. Ball’s argument was based on two Supreme Court cases of
recent memory. From Griswold he established the right to privacy and
from the Engel and Schempp cases, he talked about the freedom from
government coercion when religious issues were concerned. If the Supreme
Court could argue that prayer or Bible reading being offered in school was
intrinsically coercive to those who did not share the Judeo-Christian view



and, therefore, an impermissible infringement on the separation of church
and state, then a social worker probing his client’s views on sexuality and
procreation could hardly be construed as less invasive or less of a breach of
that separation. This was true of anyone on welfare, according to Ball, but
it was especially true of Catholics on welfare, or in any other capacity
affected by a public entity.

According to Ball’s testimony, “the main features of the bill pose serious
dangers to civil liberty while offering no genuine prospect of relieving
the problems of poverty, crowding and disease which they purport to
solve.”23 Beyond that, birth-control programs were necessarily coercive, as
that term was defined in the recent school prayer decisions. This was so
because the main target group in birth-control programs had always been
the poor.

Telling a person he is free to reject the proffered birth control is not
ameliorated by adding that he is free to refuse. The very fact that the
government, which is the source of the person’s livelihood, is offering the
services means that the government feels that the contraceptive is a good
thing to offer, and by extension that the welfare recipient would do well to
accept. The exchange is by its nature coercive. For the Catholic, the state is
intruding into a sphere around which it just erected a very high wall of
separation.

If the Court were sincere in its concern overthe separation of church and
state, it doubtless would have accepted Ball’s argument. With the benefit
of hindsight, however, it is difficult to see how the government was being
sincere in the matter. The doctrine of privacy, invoked by Justice Douglas
in 1965, seven years later was used to justif y the decriminalization of
abortion, but it was not used to stop the government’s ever-deepening
involvement in funding contraceptives. The lesson seems plain enough in
retrospect. Privacy meant in effect the protection of sexual liberation
against the threats posed to it by organized religion. Eventually, the
doctrine of privacy would be invoked to protect two homosexuals caught in
flagrante dilectu in an automobile parked on a street in Albany, New York.
The doctrine of privacy in this instance was used to strike down that state’s
law prohibiting sodomy. It was just one more example of how the terms the
secular state used to widen the acceptance of sexual liberation could never



be used at face value to threaten the aforementioned expansion.

In this regard, one could fault Ball for naivete, but that would invite undue
cynicism, especially in light of the evidence of the time. In 1965 it was not
apparent that Justice Douglas was not sincere when he referred to marriage
as something sacred and private in Griswold. Ball was simply using
the language available to him as a lawyer, in a country that ostensibly
placed great regard in the notion of rule by law.

Ball also mentioned the fact that in recent times both the courts and the
legislatures had simultaneously broadened the definition of social
welfare and narrowed the power of government over individuals. Common
to both features was a “concern for the weaker members of society ... most
recently this concern has been more emphatically extended to the
criminally accused, the alien, the Negro and the poor.” Gruening’s bill was
calling for something which went contrary to both trends. “S. 1676,”
according to Ball, “is, plainly and simply, a bill for the establishing of a
domestic and international birth control program and for the creating of
permanent federal governmental organs for the carrying out of the same.”
Ball complained that not only would such an entity be of its nature
intrusive and coercive, he went on to say that the onus of its intent would
fall on the Negro.

“The note of racial eugenicism..,” Ball continued, “is inescapable in the
proposal of S. 1676. ... In this hour of the painful emergence of our Negro

brothers into the American society, surely this consideration should be
weighted in the balance with the assumed but unproved benefits of S.
1676’s birth control proposal.” Ball concluded by saying the whole bill
reflected the psychology of “the White Man’s Burden” and should be
rejected as a r&-suit.24

Ball’s approach to the birth-control issue seems to have taken the secular
establishment and its Catholic Amen Comer by surprise. John Cogley,
who can safely be categorized as representing both bodies in his capacity
as religion writer for the New York Times, was favorably impressed by
Ball’s testimony - at least at first. In an article which appeared two days
after Ball’s testimony, Cogley not only mentioned that Ball “heavily relied
on decisions of the Supreme Court” in his presentation, he also gave the



impression that the argument about the intrinsically coercive nature of
government-funded birth control was persuasive. Ball’s decision to fight
fire with fire seemed to be bearing fruit, at least in the impression it made
on Cogley at the New York Times, who seconded the notion that
someone’s rights were bound to be violated and that that someone would
invariably be the “client.” “The fact that the citizen,” Cogley opined, “was
in the position of ‘client’ of an all-powerful government put him in the
danger of being ‘susceptible to subtle pressure.’”25 One gets the impression
that Cogley was expecting a frontal attack on the morality of birth control
conducted by Ball in the name of the bishops, and that when this did not
occur he was caught a bit off balance.

Within a matter of days, however, Cogley changed his mind about Ball’s
testimony and went on the offensive by accusing Ball of making it
under false pretenses. Since he couldn’t very well go back on what he said
about the content of Ball’s presentation, Cogley decided instead to attack
the auspices under which he spoke.'6 Cogley intimated that Ball was lying
when he claimed that he had spoken on behalf of the American hierarchy.
Cogley’s article was full of innuendo and unnamed sources, but the intent
was clear. Discredit the messenger by claiming that he did not represent
the Catholic position

“At least one member of the administrative board of the National Catholic
Welfare Conference,” Cogley wrote without naming names, “the only body
that can speak for the American bishops, had no knowledge that
the statement was to be made with the conference’s authorization.”

On the Sunday (August 29, 1965) immediately following Ball’s testimony
before the Gruening Hearings, Patrick Cardinal O’Boyle delivered a
sermon on “Birth Control and Public Policy” at St. Matthew’s Cathedral
in Washington. The sermon got widespread coverage in the press, and its
influence was felt in Washington. The Church in the person of
Archbishop O’Boyle was taking a stand on the poverty program and the
attempt by the government to deal with the plight of the poor in general
and the Negro poor

in particular through eugenic means. The sermon was a clear attempt on
O’Boyle’s part to draw a line in the sand, and the line had to do with the



insinuation of birth-control programs into the budget of the War on
Poverty.

“In the United States,” O’Boyle began, “progress in the field of racial and
social justice has been nothing short of phenomenal.”28 O’Boyle’s sermon
was intended to put Washington on notice that no matter how phenomenal,
no matter how “holy” a cause the civil rights movement had become,
the Catholic Church was not going to tolerate it as a front for advancing
public acceptance of birth control.

Implicit in O’Boyle’s challenge was a rebuke of the accommodationist
polices of the NCWC up until that time. “Committees of the Congress
and other public bodies,” O’Boyle said, “hearing no official expression to
the contrary, have assumed that ‘silence gives consent’ and have initiated
programs intruding on the private lives of citizens - programs in which, to
put it bluntly, the government has no business.” In addition to breaking
with the policies of the NCWC, O’Boyle called into question the whole
notion of a “population explosion,” conceding at the very most that “there
may well be at this moment areas of relative overpopulation in certain
parts of this country - the so-called Negro ghettos of some of our northern
cities, for example.” Even if this were the case on a widespread basis,
O’Boyle made it clear that birth control, especially in programs sponsored
by the government, was not going to alleviate social problems.

A program of such dubious benefit is clearly outweighed by its negative
side, which involves a threat to the American family, specifically as a
result of “the gradual intrusion of government into the private lives of its
citizens.” Taking his cue from Ball, O’Boyle cited Supreme Court cases to
bolster his arguments. Justice Brandeis’s “right to be left alone” was given
modern application in Griswold v. Connecticut: “Now,” concluded
O’Boyle, “if the government is enjoined by this decision from forbidding
the practice of birth control, it logically follows that it is likewise
forbidden to promote it.” O’Boyle then went on to attack the Gruening bill
specifically, if not by name.

In spite of these unmistakable constitutional roadblocks, a bill is now
before the Senate sub-committee on Foreign Aid expenditures that would
formally and directly involve the federal government in birth



prevention programs, including he dissemination of information and
materials at

public expense.....In a number of cities, there have been attempts to link

promotion of birth control with the new antipoverty program, on the theory
that, as one senator put itjg“the poor are more likely than any other group to
have large families.”

“That,” O’Boyle thundered from the pulpit, “is not the government’s
business. The choice of how many children a couple should have is the
sole, personal responsibility of the spouses. It is not less their
responsibility if they happen to be poor.”

The line in the sand was clear. The Church would support the civil rights
movement’s War on Poverty and the concomitant expansion of the
welfare state only if that expansion remained within the bounds of the
moral law. Once that line was crossed, the government could expect
opposition from the Catholics. This, of course, is precisely what the
secularists had feared all along. Rockefeller and his minions at the
Population Council were only interested in Catholics who were willing to
relegate their moral beliefs to the realm of personal predilection. This had
been the sine qua non for funding the contraception conferences at Notre
Dame, and it was the heart of Hanley’s position in front of the American
Bar Association and the Gruening hearings. It was also at the heart of the
NCWC’s strategy, which, Krol suspected, had gone out of its way to
insinuate Hanley and his position into the Gruening hearing lineup in place
of Bill Ball.

O’Boyle was, in effect, arguing for an honest interpretation of the
separation of church and state, and on sexual matters this is precisely what
the church would never get because, in virtually all important aspects, the
separation of church and state was nothing more than a pretext for the
establishment of the secular agenda as the law of the land, and sexual
liberation as a front for eugenic control was, as time would show with
increasing clarity, one of the secularists’ non-negotiable demands.

“For a government agent,” O’Boyle stated, “to inquire respecting details of
their sexual life, or in any way to suggest to them practices respecting



sex which may do violence to their religious belief s, is a clear violation of
the sacred right of privacy which the Supreme Court held to be
inviolate.”30 O’ Boyle was arguing, in other words, that it was inconsistent
to ban prayer as a violation of religious beliefs but at the same time
promote contraception. This was, of course, true, but it was also true that
this self-contradiction lay at the heart of the secular agenda.

“In great issues of this kind,” O’Boyle continued, “where opinion is
sharply divided the first and most important consideration in searching
fora solution is the preservation of the God-given right of conscience.
Catholics, for example, have no right to impose their own moral code upon
the rest of the country by civil legislation. By the same reasoning, they are
obliged in conscience to oppose any regulation which would elevate to the
status of public policy a philosophy or practice which violates rights of
privacy or liberty of conscience. The citizen’s freedom cuts both ways. ...
In situations, like this, involving serious moral issues in which people
strive to form a right conscience, the role of government is clear - strict
neutrality. . . . The moment the government presumes to ‘give advice’ in
this delicate area, it opens the door to influencing the free decision of its
citizens. And from influence it is only a short step to coercion.”31

Unfortunately, Archbishop O’Boyle, like all the bishops, was fighting a
war on two fronts on this issue. In addition to warning the government
away

from funding birth-control programs, he had to admonish the Catholics to
adhere to the Church’s position. “A Catholic,” O’Boyle claimed turning
his direction to the second front for a moment, “accepts voluntarily, by the
very fact of his membership, the official teaching of the Church in matters
of faith and morals. And, my dear good people, the Church’s teaching with
regard to contraception has been both clear and consistent.”32 As an
indication that that teaching was not going to change, O’ Boyle quotes the
statement of Pope Paul VI that “we do not have a sufficient reason to
regard the norms given by Pope Pius XII in this matter as surpassed and
therefore not binding.”

“If next week,” O’Boyle asked in concluding his homily, “you were asked
to sacrifice one of your children to ease the ‘population explosion,’ which



one would you choose? . . . Surely in the glorious history of this
great nation, we have found better guides to the Great Society than the four
horsemen of artificial birth control, abortion, sterilization and euthanasia....
This is the philosophy of defeatism and despair.”33

In a letter expressing satisfaction over the reception of his sermon,
O’Boyle mentioned the outrage his mentioning the Great Society in a
negative light caused. The light, of course, was only contingently negative.
If the Johnson Administration continued on its current course, it would
have to deal with the Church casting doubts on its moral bona fides. But
O’Boyle nonetheless decided to take the criticism to heart and in future
publications backed off any mention of the Great Society. The message
was clear without it anyway.

Over the fall of ’65 Ball, Krol, and O’Boyle collaborated on a policy
designed to thwart the entrance of the United States government into the
field of birth control. On October 29, Ball had a four and a half hour
meeting with O’Boyle in Washington during which he laid out three
possible responses to the birth-control issue. The first response was
“peaceful coexistence,” which Ball characterized as the position advocated
by Msgr. Hurley and the NCWC. The arguments in favor of this policy
were the ones the liberals found most congenial, namely, ecumenical
cooperation, civil peace, and avoiding jeopardy to the antipoverty program.
Pursuing this policy would cause minimal damage to the interest of the
liberals in benefits from the welfare state because it in effect would
remove the Catholic Church from the fight. Option number two was the
policy of limited opposition advocated by Father Hanley. This policy
would resist government birth-control programs unless provisions were
made banning coercion, protecting privacy, and excluding abortion and
sterilization. Ball was skeptical about both strategies, feeling that the birth-
control movement was already gaining power to the point of being
uncontrollable by any means and that government funding would make
them so powerful that they would effectively be beyond any legal
apparatus designed to control them. His objection to limited
opposition policy was of the same sort. And he cited his experiences with
Planned Parenthood as an indication that legal controls of the sort Hanley
was urging, even if accepted on paper would prove worthless in practice. In



applying for a $90,000 grant in Philadelphia under the Economic
Opportunity Program, Planned Parenthood targeted the plan for a 100
percent Negro area in the north-central part of the city. In addition to that,
the people staffing the program were not medically trained but had been
trained to pursue Planned Parenthood’s social program. According to the
grant application, the “home visitors” trained by Planned Parenthood go to
the houses of their “clients” to “note the conditions under which the family
lives and [to] seek the information necessary for effective future
programming.” If grants were funded under those conditions, it seemed
foolish, according to Ball’s reasoning, to expect such programs to be
neither intrusive nor coercive no matter what the safeguards.

As a result, Ball advocated a policy of “full opposition,” but not without
first adding a few caveats. Full opposition was going to be uphill work
because birth control had become a billion-dollar industry which was
willing to spend a considerable amount of time and money to create a
mentality in favor of government funding for its services. Krol, who had
serious doubts of his own about both the effectiveness and the loyalty of
the NCWC staff, seemed undeterred by the grim picture Ball painted.
Without hesitation, he opted for the strategy of full opposition. In a letter
dated November 2, 1965, responding to Ball’s description of his meeting
with Archbishop O’Boyle, Krol agreed that “the policy of peaceful co-
existence and even the policy of limited opposition would be a waste of
time and effort, and implicitly conceding victory to our opponents. Full
opposition is the only reasonable course left open.”34

Within two weeks of Krol’s decision, Ball was in Rome giving a
confidential briefing to the general body of bishops there on the dangers of
government-funded birth control and the best strategy in dealing with it.
Perhaps because he could speak his mind without fear of reproach from the
media, Ball sketched out a very cynical picture of the War on Poverty. The
Economic Opportunity Act, the main funding vehicle for antipoverty
programs had become, according to Ball, “a major artery for government
birth control in the United States.” This money was directed exclusively to
the poor and would be used against them in ways both coercive and
intrusive. Ball cited the $90,000 program proposed by Planned Parenthood
for the North Philadelphia ghetto as an example.



When Ball returned from Rome he had not only the support of key bishops
but the blessing of the Holy See as well. Dealing with Catholics in the
Johnson Administration was to prove more difficult, though than getting
a blessing from Rome. On December 13, 1965, at 3:45 P.M., Ball met
with Sargent Shriver, head of the Office of Economic Opportunity, to
discuss the bishops’ concerns. Ball got immediately to the point. There
was, he said, strong support among the bishops for the antipoverty program
but deep dissatisfaction over the use of the program to promote birth
control. Ball then challenged the legal authority of the birth-control
funding directly. There was, Ball said, no legal authority to use the
program to fund birth control in terms of statutory interpretation and
construction. Shriver, in other words, was acting illegally and had been
acting so all along. Implicit in the statement was the threat that Ball acting
on behalf of the bishops’ might take the OEO to court if Shriver did not
prove amenable to less contentious means of persuasion.

Shriver responded by dismissing the threat from the Church and making it
clear that he felt he f aced an even more potent threat from the Left. As a
result he “could not venture to defer even for a moment the approval of
pending applications.” Shriver made it clear that the OEO would approve
any birth-control project that had been recommended by a local
antipoverty council. Because of the inaction of the NCWC at the program’s
inception, a precedent had been set, and Shriver could not now go back on
that precedent without indicating that he had been acting illegally all along.
Shriver continued by saying that he was anxious to “make a good record”
by funding as many applications “of every sort possible” prior to the end of
the year.

When asked by Ball whether he could hold off until February 1, Shriver
replied in the negative, and then indicated that he was “under pressure”
from Dr. Guttmacher of Planned Parenthood and others who wanted
funding for projects which involved financing for abortion and
sterilization. In addition to that, Shriver informed Ball that he was under
pressure from Protestants and Other Americans United to defund any
project sponsored by the Catholic Church. POAU felt that any involvement
of the Church in welfare activity supported by the government was a
violation of the separation of church and state. Shriver ref used to accede to



POAU ’ s demands and tried throughout the interview with Ball to portray
himself as a man who was trying to tread the reasonable middle ground on
the issue. But it was just as evident that he was defining the middle in
terms of the political forces being brought to bear on him at the time, and
in the absence of a strong policy on the part of the NCWC he was being
pushed considerably to the left of what the Catholic bishops found
acceptable.

As a final attempt to sway Shriver, Ball brought up the fact that the
Congress had refused to adopt the Clark birth-control amendment that
September, and that this reflected Congress’s intention to exclude birth
control from the poverty program, but Shriver was not only unmoved, he
also went on the offensive by warning Ball that the more the Church raised
a fuss over the birth-control issue, the more unlikely it would be that her
agencies would be included in poverty projects. On that not-so-veiled
threat, the meeting ended.

Ball left the meeting convinced of two things: first of all, after talking to
Shriver and his assistant, Ball was convinced that the authorization for
birth

control was lacking, and secondly, that Shriver and the OEO would
continue to fund birth-control programs because reversing themselves on
the matter would expose them to greater legal and political jeopardy than
continuing would. As a result, Ball drew a number of conclusions. Most
significantly, he concluded that further attempts at persuasion were
pointless and that the bishops should look into the possibility of litigation
as a way of making their point. Given the Congress’s veto of the Clark
amendment, this approach stood a good chance of success. Beyond that,
Ball concluded that the bishops missed a golden opportunity in the
beginning of 1964, but even with that as the case, they had no choice but to
take a stand on the OEO birth-control programs because “if no resistance is
offered to the OEO programs, Planned Parenthood should soon be ‘in
business’ at public expense throughout the U.S.A.” Once programs like that
got rolling they would only increase in scope to include abortion,
sterilization, and “birth rationing,” the idea that everyone should be made
sterile unless otherwise permitted by the government to have children. It
was an idea that was making its way through the media through the efforts



of people like William Shockley, who received the Nobel Prize for
inventing the transistor and then promptly used that as a platform for
increasingly strident calls for racial eugenics. As before, the Church was
outgunned on just about every front, but Congress’s reaction to
Ball’s testimony and O’Boyle’s sermon gave reason for hope.

The hope proved to be short-lived. According to Ball, the bishops had a
historic opportunity in the fall of 1965. But largely as a result of
the footdragging of the NCWC legal staff, the winter months passed and
the Church has “taken an historic non-step.” By May of 1966, Ball felt
that “many will look back with horror upon what can only be described as
an historic default.” Especially galling from Ball’s point of view was the
fact that the NCWC was fleeing from a very beatable opponent, from “a
legion of kapok dragons,” as he put it in a letter to Krol. If the Church were
able to present the case that government birth control created a threat to the
right of privacy, Ball felt that a large segment of public opinion might be
won over. But Ball found himself more often than not engaged in a one-
man campaign, while at the same time Father Charles Whelan, S.J., with
the backing of the NCWC, was claiming that it was absurd to fear
government’s involvement in the birth-control issue. The Hanley-Whelan
faction, Ball complained, was so fearful of “imposing Catholic morality”
on others, that they were opening the door to abortion, sterilization, and
racial eugenics - all in the name of making peace with the liberal social
agenda. Disbelief is the characteristic emotion of Ball’s increasingly
exasperated correspondence with Krol. “This whole question of
government birth control has become to me a thing like death,” he writes.
“You look at it and you can’t believe it’s so.”



Part III, Chapter 12

Washington, D.C., November 1965

There was a sense in which the “beloved community” of black and white
together took on concrete reality in the intimacy of the bedroom.

Sara Evans, Personal Politics

In his autobiography, Paul Blanshard criticized what he called Pope Paul’s
“bachelor psychosis.” As a prime manifestation of that psychosis,
Blanshard mentioned the pope’s “dramatic appearance before the United
Nations in 1965,” and the fact that instead of promoting birth control as the
solution to the world’s problems, he suggested instead that the wealthier
nations “must strive to multiply bread so that it suffices for the tables of
mankind” rather than promote contraception, “in order to diminish the
number of guests at the banquet of life.” “The Pope,” Blanshard continued,
“even had the temerity to maintain his dogmatic position on birth control
when he went to India.”

In November 1965, one week before the White House Conference that was
part of the original plan proposed by Lyndon Johnson in his spring of 1965
speech at Howard University, and around the same time Bill Ball
was urging Sargent Shriver to keep birth control out of the War on Poverty,
a coalition of sixty representatives of New York churches and civil-rights
organizations held their own pre-conference conference, demanding that
the issue of “family stability” be struck from the agenda of the upcoming
White House meeting. Leading the opposition were Benjamin Payton, a
Negro sociologist and minister, and Robert W. Spike, executive director of
the National Council of Churches’s Commission on Religion and Race,
Suddenly the civil-rights leaders who had been positively fulsome in praise
of the Johnson initiative in the spring were undergoing a change of heart.

“My major criticism of the report,” said Floyd McKissick, the new director
of CORE, “is that it assumes that middle class American values are the
correct ones for everyone in America.” “Moynihan,” McKissick
continued, evidently unaware that Moynihan himself came from a broken
family, “thinks everyone should have a family structure like his own.
Moynihan also emphasizes the negative aspects of the Negroes and then



seems to say that it’s the individual’s fault when it’s the damn system that
really needs changing.”2

Clarence Mitchell, of the Washington office of the NAACP, objected to the
report because it “implied that it was necessary for the improvement of

the Negro community to come from within.”3 Among those who took part
in the criticism at an Executive Office Building meeting on October 30
were Whitney Young, who approved of the proposal in the spring, and a
young Washington, D.C., activist by the name of Marion Barry. Barry, who
would achieve dubious fame of his own twenty-five years later, when as
mayor of Washington, D.C., he would be arrested by federal agents for
possession of crack cocaine, was on his way to carving a career as civil-
rights leader and shaker down of federal funds. Given the evidence on his
sex life that would come out during his trial, it is not surprising that Barry
would object to aid to the Negro being tied to “family stability.” If those
criteria had ever been enforced, it is unlikely that Barry would have got a
dime of federal money.

But with hindsight, it’s hard to see how anyone would have got any money,
if those criteria were applied rigorously to the people asking for the grants.
Barry in this regard was the rule and not the exception. The civil-rights
movement saw in the Moynihan Report a roll-back of its sexual freedoms.
And, in short, it was afraid. They could not confront the problem honestly
because to a large extent the problems under discussion were their own. In
the end, the civil-rights movement decided to back away from
any initiative that dealt with sexual morality and asked for government
money instead. In addition to asking that the issue of family stability be
struck from the agenda, they decided to ask the president for an “Economic
Development Budget for Equal Rights in America” which would cost the
country’s taxpayers a mere $32 billion per year in 1965 dollars. This move
confirmed Johnson in his belief that the only thing the civil-rights
establishment could do was bitch and moan about white racism and then
stick out their hands for government conscience money. In his 1967
postmortem on the Moynihan Report, Daniel Patrick Moynihan expressed a
note of ambivalence about the civil-rights movement. He claimed that “the
nation needs the liberal Left” as a “secular conscience,” yet at the same
time he faulted the liberals for destroying what was clearly a promising



opportunity for this nation’s underprivileged Negroes: “this was the point
of unparalleled opportunity for the liberal community and it was exactly
the point where that community collapsed.”4 Just why it collapsed
Moynihan never explains; however, in retrospect, it had become clear that
the civil-rights movement was deeply involved in the same sort of behavior
that Moynihan was criticizing in ghetto blacks. The last thing the people
like Martin Luther King, Jr., wanted to hear in 1965 was that there were
social consequences to sexual misbehavior.

In his Commentary postmortem, Moynihan claimed that Robert W. Spike
had played a “decisive” role in defeating the notion that Black progress
was tied to family stability: “The reaction of the liberal Left to the issue of
the Negro family was decisive (the Protestant reaction was clearly
triggered by it). They would have none of it. No one was going to talk
about their poor people that way.”5

One year after the Moynihan Report had been defeated, Spike was found
bludgeoned to death in a newly dedicated campus-ministry building in
Columbus, Ohio. Spike, it turns out, was a homosexual and had been
murdered by a man he had picked up while in town for the dedication
ceremony. In a book which was published in 1965, Spike talked about the
spiritual condition of the men of his generation and, by extension, himself.
“Their sins rise up to haunt them,” he writes.6 “Not since the abolitionist
period,” he continues, “have the churches and their people become as
conscious of their guilt and their need for action as in recent months.”7 In
an article which appeared in February of the year he died, Spike talked
about how the civil-rights movement arose in the ’60s, composed of the
“long-suffering Negro population” and “large numbers of guilt-stricken
whites.” At the heart of Spike’s quarrel with the Moynihan Report lay his
quarrel with “family stability.” “It is no wonder,” Spike writes, “that his
report is so much resented by Negroes. Faulty generalizations about white
and black families are never qualified by any reference to other norms of
family stability than having a father in the house.”8 In retrospect, it is not
difficult to see behind Spike’s complaint his own “guilt-stricken” reaction
to the double life he was leading as homosexual and head of a household. It
is clear that he is getting his own sexual payoff from this “revolution in
human freedom,” which, he complains, first tells people that they are free



and then keeps “pulling on the almost invisible wires that direct their
motion.”9

In The Content of Our Character , Shelby Steele gives a fairly conventional
and unconvincing explanation of the concept of “white guilt.” It is
unconvincing for a number of reasons, but primarily because the evidence
of the times indicates that there was a more conventional explanation of
the same phenomenon. Ockham’s razor, it seems, should apply in moral
matters as well. With the help of people like Paul Tillich, Spike converted
to the values of modernity, probably sometime in the late ’40s when he
became pastor of Judson Memorial Church in Greenwich Village and an
associate of Jack Kerouac and Allen Ginsberg and the other founders of
Beat. Spike had been living the double life of a homosexual pastor for
some time, something which had led to a great deal of personal torment.

In a memoir published in 1973, Spike’s son Paul reminisced about his
father’s tormented life and gives us interesting hints about the connection
between social activism and the troubled conscience. Paul remembers his
father telling him “that Baldwin and others had said to us for the first time,

‘ You are the man! ’ We felt a sense of personal guilt, of personal
responsibility for the denial of full justice to Negro citizens, resulting in
the deterioration of relationships between the races to the place it was in
the spring of 1963.”10 The younger Spike criticizes white involvement in
the 1963 March on Washington as “getting a contact high off black
nightmares,” but he never gets around to telling us why those who were so
active in pursuing equal

rights for the Negro were the ones who were most plagued by “white guilt.”
The elder Spike, however, makes clear that the civil-rights movement is
just a part of a larger revolution of morals, one that presumably had its
roots in the late ’40s beat culture the then-young minister from Ohio
encountered when he became pastor in Greenwich Village. “He sees,” Paul
says of his father, “civil rights as only one part of a vast social,
technological, sexual and moral revolution.”11 “Working to free black
Americans, he has become free. . . . The civil rights struggle gives the
church a new chance to act in a ‘Christian’ way withoutthat implying
narrow-minded or prudish behavior. It may even be the last chance for the



Protestant Church in America.”12 It is clear from the testimony of his son
that the elder Spike saw the civil-rights movement as just one part of a
general transformation: “the crusading minister of Judson has written
many articles for national publications, worked hard in the civil rights and
antiwar movements, and has been perhaps the key man in reforming the
abortion law in New York state.”13

The source of Spike the elder’s guilt is much easier to explain than the
conventional explanations of “white guilt,” proffered by people like
Shelby Steele:

In the sixties ... White guilt became so palpable you could see it on people.
At the time, what it looked like to my eyes was a remarkable loss of
authority. And what whites lost in authority, blacks gained. You cannot feel
guilty toward anyone without giving away power to them. So, suddenly,
this huge vulnerability opened up in whites and, as a black, you had the
power to step right into it. In fact, black power all but demanded that you
do so.

Spike was a homosexual leading a double life as both a minister and a
family man. He used the Negro as the front for his sexual dereliction,
which is what the WASP ethnos had been doing ever since it bankrolled the
Harlem Renaissance. That is reason enough for guilt feelings. But there is
more to it than that. At the same time it was acting out its version of
“spade kicks,” the WASP ethnos was also using the War on Poverty as a
covert eugenic attack on black fertility and subverting initiatives like the
Moynihan Report, which attempted to strengthen the black family. All in
all, Spike and the National Council of Churches were involved in behavior
that should have troubled even the laxest conscience.

Modernity means sexual liberation. Sexual liberation creates guilt. The
only way to deal with guilt among those who refuse to repent is the
palliation that comes from social activism. Involvement in social
movements like the civil-rights, abortion-rights, and gay-rights movements
became a way of calming troubled consciences. The relation between the
liberal Left and the civil-rights leadership was symbiotic. The guilt which
accrued from carrying out the agenda of the Left, which invariably
involved some form of sexual liberation, was anesthetized by involvement



in fighting for the Negro’s “freedoms,” which invariably meant some form
of eugenic sterilization to weaken black demographics and the political
power which accrued from it. As Paul Spike said of his father, “Working to
free black Americans, he himself became free.” The right racial politics
allowed him to justify the particular sexual vices he craved. His particular
craving had to do with homosexuality. Fighting for freedom meant that his
conscience was momentarily freed from the burdens that living a double
life placed on it. Social activism on behalf of the Negro was the palliative
which calmed the sexually burdened conscience of the liberal Left. The
Moynihan Report stepped right into the middle of this complicated psychic
equation and threatened to expose the sexual roots of Liberal adherence to
the cause and the main leverage whereby blacks could extort concessions
from their guilty white, sexually liberated collaborators. No amount of tact
or public relations could disguise this fact from the Left. As a result, they
united in opposition to the notion of family stability, and all but made
inevitable the spread of family pathology among the Negro. The liberals
chose to perpetuate the ghetto as a bulwark to preserve the sexual
revolution.

Of course, the civil-rights leadership was not exempt from this dynamic
either. They too were subject to the same moral laws, and as subsequent
biography has shown, they too were as heavily involved in sexual
liberation as the liberal Left. Bayard Rustin, like Spike, was a homosexual.
Rustin, a close associate of A. Philip Randolph, president of the
Brotherhood of Sleeping Car Porters and the most noted national black
leader, was a former member of the Young Communist League and had
been convicted in the early ’60s of homosexual activity with two other men
in a parked car. Blacks in this situation needed the high moral ground to
calm their consciences every bit as much as the whites did. And as a result
they were just as eager to defeat a proposal which necessitated a reform of
conduct as the whites were. As the militants raged, less radical black
leaders were unable to lead because they were compromised sexually, and
they knew that the militants knew it.

The situation of Martin Luther King is a good case in point. In 1965 King
flew to Miami for a Ford Foundation-funded Leadership Training
Program for black ministers. King spent much of his time holed up in his



hotel room, probably because of the controversy below. One of the
speakers was Daniel Patrick Moynihan, whose report King had endorsed a
few months earlier. Moynihan later described the meeting in a letter to a
Ford Foundation executive as “an atmosphere of total hostility.” It was, he
wrote, “the first time I have ever found myself in an atmosphere so
suffused with near madness.... The leadership of the meeting was in the
hands of near-demented Black militants who consistently stated one
untruth after another (about me, about the United States, about the
President, about history, etc. etc. ) without a single voice being raised in
objection. King, Abernathy and Young sat there

throughout, utterly unwilling (at least with me present) to say a word in
support of non-violence, integration, or peaceableness.”1'

King, who supported the initiative that spring, could not support it now
because he was too sexually compromised himself. As a result, the
black leadership capitulated to the militants, and the civil-rights movement
chose to perpetuate family pathology rather than relinquish sexual
liberation. Garrow makes abundantly clear that King’s reputation as a
womanizer was common knowledge among the SCLC leadership and
beyond. He cites an account as early as the ’ 50s in The Pittsburgh Courier,
a widely read national black newspaper, warning a “prominent minister in
the Deep South, a man who has been making the headlines recently in his
fight for civil rights,” that he “had better watch his step.” According to
Garrow, “the paper announced detectives hired by white segregationists...
were hoping ‘to create a scandal by catching the preacher in a hotel room
with a woman other than his wife, during one of his visits to a Northern
city.’” As a result of his sexual involvement, King could not object to the
vilification of Moynihan at the Miami ministers’ meeting. When it came to
sexual issues, the very issues the Moynihan Report raised, King was unable
to lead. He was too badly compromised. The militants knew his weakness
and exploited it to their own advantage.

On the issue of sexuality, King was a deeply divided man. On the one hand,
when confronted, he would attempt to justify his behavior. When a friend
raised the subject of what Garrow calls “his compulsive sexual
athleticism,” King answered, “I’m away from home 25 to 27 days a
month. Fucking’s a form of anxiety reduction.”16 However, publicly King



would espouse the Christian view. “Sex,” he said in one of his sermons at
Ebenezer Baptist Church,

is basically sacred when it is properly used and . . . marriage is man’s
greatest prerogative in the sense that it i s through and in marriage that
God gives man the opportunity to aid him in his creative activity.
Therefore, sex must never be abused in the loose sense that it is abused in
the modern world.17

The disparity between his private life and his public pronouncements
would leave King wide open to charges of hypocrisy should the black
militants choose to make such charges. J. Edgar Hoover was engaging in a
similar form of blackmail from the other end of the political spectrum, a
source of constant anxiety for King and his supporters. King could little
afford to have the same sort of charges emanating from his own movement.
So it is not surprising that he would remain silent.

More often than not King simply gave expression in his sermons to the
conflicts between inclination and belief in his personal life rather than
taking a stand for either the Christian or the sexual-liberationist options:
“Because

we are two selves, there is a civil war going on within all of us,” he said at
Ebenezer. “There is a schizophrenia . . . within all of us,” he said in
another sermon. “There are times that all of us know somehow that there is
a Mr. Hyde and a Dr. Jekyll in us.” However, “God does not judge us by the
separate incidents or the separate mistakes that we make but by the total
bent of our lives.”18

It is no surprise that what has come to be known as the fundamental-option
theory would seem attractive to King. It has an attraction to people who
fail to get control of some bad habit, as well as those who feel
compromised by the double lives they lead. In addition to adumbrating the
conflict in his sermons. King was drawn to theories which seemed to
rationalize his behavior. Garrow cites one source who points out that King
“was eager to leam systems of thought about God which he could connect
with to rationalize and fill out his own inclinations - inclinations shaped by
his experiences.” “When Schleiermacher stressed the primacy of
experience over any external authority,” King wrote to one of his former



seminary professors, “he was sounding a note that continues to ring in my
own experience.”19

Garrow also notes that King’s womanizing was a constant source of strain
in his marriage and goes on to indicate that at the time of his death, King’s
marriage was in danger of ending in divorce. “Had the man lived,” one
staffer remembered, “the marriage wouldn’t have survived, and everybody
feels that way.”20 King was simultaneously headed in the two directions
that the Moynihan Report highlighted with painful clarity. King, the public
figure, was fighting against segregation in the South, but King the private
figure was heading in the direction of the absent, sexually
irresponsible father which Moynihan claimed was the root of social
pathology in the ghettos of the North.

Three relationships had flowered to the status of something more than
occasional one-night stands, and for almost the past two years King had
grown closer and closer to one of these women, whom he saw almost daily.
The relationship, rather than his marriage, increasingly became
the emotional centerpiece of King’s life, but it did not eliminate the
incidental couplings that were a commonplace of King’s travels/

As a result King felt increasingly tom and increasingly unable to take
control of a movement that was heading toward violence and racial
separatism. Moynihan remembers King toward the end of his life as “still
wanting a bill.” Both Stanley Levison and King’s wife Coretta referred to
King as “guilt-ridden.” Chicago businessman and King associate in SCLC
William A. Rutherford remembers SCLC as “a very rowdy place” and felt
that “the movement altogether was a very raunchy exercise.” Garrow
relates that

Rutherford’s first shock stemmed from reports of an Atlanta group party
that had featured both a hired prostitute as well as the unsuccessful
ravishing of a seventeen-year-old SCLC secretary. Rutherford raised the
subject

at an executive staff session, “and the meeting cracked u p in
laughter____”

King was laughing too, a further reflection of SCLC’s “very relaxed



attitude toward sex” and the “genuine ribald humor” that predominated.22

Subsequent studies and memoirs of those involved in the civil-rights
movement have confirmed that the behavior King exhibited was typical
of the SCLC in particular and the Civil-rights movement in general. In
Personal Politics, Sara Evans traces the birth of the feminist movement to
the sexual liberation practiced in the civil-rights movement, particularly
during the summer of 1964. According to Evans, “the sit-in movement and
the freedom rides had an electrifying impact on northern liberal culture”
with the result that “the children of northern liberals and radicals” joined
the movement “with passionate commitment.”23 Just how passionate the
commitment was comes out in the various accounts of white women Evans
draws on. One young woman described how

a whole lot of things got shared around sexuality - like black men with
white women - it wasn’t just sex, it was also sharing ideas and fears,
and emotional support. . . . My sexuality for myself was confirmed by
black men for the first time ever in my life, see. In the white society 1 am
too large.... So I had always had to work very hard to be attractive to
white men. . . . Black men . . . assumed that I was a sexual person . . . and
I needed that very badly.24

Both sides in this sexual equation, according to Evans, “were hungry for
sexual affirmation and appreciation.” 5 So much so that in retrospect,
Martin Luther King’s term “the beloved community” took on a whole new
meaning: “A generation steeped in ideas drawn from existential theology
and philosophy translated the concept of ‘beloved community’ into a belief
in the power of transforming human relationships.... There was a sense in
which the ‘beloved community’ of black and white together took on
concrete reality in the intimacy of the bedroom.”26 According to Evans, one
male black leader described how white female volunteers “spent that
summer, most of them, on their backs, servicing not only the SNCC
workers but anybody else who came. . . . Where I was project director, we
put white women out of the project within the first three weeks because
they tried to screw themselves across the city.” “Guilt lurked in all
directions,” Evans claimed, “and behind that guilt lay anger.” And behind
the anger lay the rise of feminism, and abortion rights, and homosexual
activism, and affirmative action and a whole culture of grievance fueled by



sexual guilt and the various movements which extort blackmail as a result
of it.

The situation came to a head in the fall of 1964 following the voter
registration drives of that summer. In November 1964 around the same
time that Daniel Patrick Moynihan woke up in the middle of the night with
an idea for the new direction of the civil-rights movement, Stokely
Carmichael was regaling white admirers with his ideas on the position of
women in the movement at a SNCC staff retreat at Waveland, Mississippi.
He was responding to a position paper (number 24) presented at the
meeting: “SNCC Position Paper (Women in the Movement)"; the authors’
names (Casey Hayden, pre-Jane Fonda wife ofTom, and Mary King, whose
husband would later murder Allard Lowenstein, had written it in discussion
with Mary Varela) had been “withheld by request.” After a day of
acrimonious discussion, Carmichael took a bunch of female admirers and a
bottle of wine to a dock overlooking the Gulf of Mexico and after asking
rhetorically about the position of women in the movement, answered by
saying: “The only position for women in SNCC is prone.”28

“Carmichael’s barb,” Evans recounts, “was for most who heard it a
movement in-joke. It recalled the sexual activity of the summer before -
all those young white women who supposedly had spent the summer ‘on
their backs.’”29 Even though she disagrees with much of Evans’s
assessment, Mary King thought Carmichael’s remark was funny at the
time. “We all collapsed with hilarity,” she wrote in her memoir.

Funny or not, the remark is often taken as the opening shot in the war
between the sexes that has come to be known as the feminist movement.
The women had learned their lesson well. They were in an even better
position to extort concessions from sexual guilt than the blacks were.
Evans had learned the lesson first hand. She reports on one conference,
where “The politics of moralism reached new heights as the moralism of
middle-class guilt clashed head on with the morality of righteous anger.. . .
Each time the conference capitulated to black demands, the majority of
whites ajrplauded enthusiastically in apparent approval of their own
denunciation.”

Mary King does her best not to drive a wedge between the politically



correct coalition of feminist and black; however, the evidence in her
book points to the sexual exploitation practiced in the civil-rights
movement as the cause of feminism every bit as much as it does in Sara
Evans’s book. King feels that the interracial sexual relationships also led to
black separatism because the black women in the civil-rights movement
were having their boyfriends taken away from them by the accessibility of
too many liberal white women of easy virtue.

This complex dynamic created stress between the veteran black women and
white women on the SNCC staff, because the black women could see the
allure of the white women volunteers to black male staff. Such desire was
unacceptable intellectually, but, psychologically, for some men, it was
compelling. I have often wondered whether resistance to this pattern might
not have contributed to the surge toward black nationalism that showed
itself in SNCC after the November 1964 Waveland meeting.

Black men, suddenly exposed to large numbers of white women volunteers
- with many of the local men talking to a white woman for the first time in
their lives as an equal - suddenly had the real or hypothetical opportunity
to break an old taboo. Black women who were field secretaries and project
directors, working side by side with black male colleagues all day, found
that after hours some of the latter sought the company of the white women
volunteers.31

32

“Our lives,” Mary King concludes, “defied conventional morality.”
“‘Freedom’ and ‘liberation,’” writes Sara Evans, “were absolutes - to
be fought for and won.” What neither lady can bring herself to see is the
consequences of that “freedom” from the moral law, especially among the
people who were supposed to be its beneficiaries. The primary victim of
this project was the Negro himself. When Undersecretary Moynihan
proposed the choice between a cure based on a reform of morals and
further decay, the Left chose decay as a way of saving the sexual
revolution. In the years since the civil-rights movement made that
decision, illegitimacy among all blacks increased from 20 percent to over
70 percent. The situation which Moynihan described as an epidemic for
blacks in 1965 has become the norm for American society as a whole,



which now has an illegitimacy rate of 21 percent. The civil-rights
leadership, deeply compromised sexually as well, acquiesced in that
choice. Rather than give up their stake in the sexual revolution and
the money which they got to orchestrate the eugenic engineering of their
own people, they condemned the black underclass to a prolonged term in
the ghetto by averting their eyes from their own sexual degradation and
focusing the nation’s attention instead on white racism as the radix
malorum. Even the blacks who are the beneficiaries of the liberal
conscience money that affirmative action has become seem enmired in the
self-defeating and self-con-ferred image of themselves as helpless victims.

In the end, it turns out thatthe feminists were right after all. At least as far
as the civil-rights movement was concerned, the political was personal.
Both the black and the white leadership had too much invested in sexual
liberation to take an honest look at the pathology of the ghetto and its cause
in family breakdown. The white Left had always been interested in
promoting the Negro as a paradigm of sexual liberation. It was in many
respects their only interest in the Negro. Promoting Negro decadence as
“primitive” and closer to nature was the best way to bring about the
transvaluation of all values and the demise of the Christian ethos of the
West.



Los Angeles 1966

Prologue in Louisville, March 1966

Toward the end of March 1966, Thomas Merton was brought to St. Joseph
Hospital in Louisville for a an operation to unfuse two of his
vertebrae. While luxuriating during his recuperation in the ability to lie on
his back without pain, Merton looked up six days after the operation, on the
last day of March, to notice that a student nurse had come into his room.
She was there, she told him, to give him a sponge bath. She was thirty
years younger than he, and, in spite of the fact that she had been told to
respect his privacy, she announced that she was familiar with his work. A
conversation ensued, and continued throughout his stay in the hospital. By
the time he left to go back to Gethsemane, the Trappist monastery fifty
miles to the southeast, the world’s most famous monk was in love.

If the idea of the ascetic author of The Seven Storey Mountain falling in
love with a woman young enough to be his daughter seemed
implausible, that was because much of what Merton wanted to tell about
his youthful sexual indiscretions had been edited out of the book by the
censors at Gethsemane. As Merton made clear in his diaries, he was being
haunted by sexual ghosts at the time of his operation. By the time of his
operation, Merton was also the author of Conjectures of a Guilty
Bystander, which was also being serialized in Life magazine. If there were
ever an indication of what had happened to American Catholics in the
period after the war, the gap between Merton’s two books gives some
indication of what it was. Catholics had survived the anti-Catholic
campaign of Paul Blanshard and his Ivy League supporters and had taken
their place at the center of the national stage, only to be undone by their
own success. Merton’s access to the mainstream media would prove, when
looked at with the gift of hindsight, to be a two-way street. If it meant that
he had a large national audience, it also meant that the media had access to
him - something of significant consequence for a man who chose to
become a monk, leave the world behind and immure himself in a hermitage
in the woods of rural Kentucky.

The steady stream of visitors that Merton entertained there gave some
indication that his isolation was less than that of the desert Fathers. In



addition to undergoing psychoanalysis at the hands Dr. Gregory Zillborg -
something which precipitated a flood of psychoanalytic jargon into his
writing -

Merton and his hermitage became a stopping-off point for spiritually
inquisitive celebrities of all sorts who wanted to spend time with the
famous monk and author. In the summer of 1959, Natasha Spender, wife of
poet Stephen Spender, “blew in with a girl from the Coast, Margot
Dennis.”1 As had become his custom by then, Merton took his guests and
some food and drink to one of the nearby ponds, where Margot,
“transformed into a Naiad-like creature, smiling a primitive smile through
hanging wet hair,” went swimming, evidently without a bathing suit. In
terms of asceticism, Merton was no Simon Stylites; he wasn't even keeping
pace with his Trappist brothers, even though the hermitage he inhabited
alone was supposedly an indication that he had gone beyond them.
Eventually the laxity would catch up with Merton in his infatuation with
the student nurse he referred to in his diaries as M.

On May 5, Merton had his friends James McLaughlin and Nicanor Parra
drive him to the Louisville airport, where

M. and I had a little while alone and went off by ourselves and found a
quiet comer, sat on the grass out of sight and loved each other to ecstasy.
It was beautiful, awesomely so, to love so much and to be loved, and to
be able to say it all completely without fear and without observation (not
that we sexually consummated it).2

The entry gives some indication that sexual consummation was on
Merton's mind. On May 7, at a picnic at a nearby lake celebrating the
annual running of the Kentucky Derby, Merton’s behavior with M. caused
discomfort to everyone in attendance. The relationship reached its
consummation on May 19, the feast of the Ascension, when a nurse friend
dropped M. off near the monastery and the two of them found a secluded
place in the woods around the Vineyard Knobs where they ate ham and
herring, drank wine, read love poems and “mostly made love and love and
love for five hours.” Merton later wrote in his journal that through the
encounter his

sexuality has been made real and decent again after years of rather frantic



suppression (for though 1 thought I had it all truly controlled, this was
an illusion). I feel less sick, I feel human, I am grateful for her love which
is so totally mine. Ail the beauty of it comes from this, that we are not
just playing, we belong totally to each other’s love (except for the vow
that prevents the last complete surrender).'

By June, Merton’s behavior was so out of control that it had come to the
attention of his Trappist superiors. One of the monks had overheard a
telephone conversation between Merton and M. and had reported him to
Dom James Fox, Merton’s abbot. Fox was understanding but demanded a
“complete break.” And Merton, like many religious at the time, was faced
with the unenviable prospect of either repudiating his religious vows or
cutting himself off from the woman he loved.

During the summer of 1966, at the end of the Second Vatican Council and
the beginning of the sexual revolution, the world seemed alive to new

sexual possibilities, especially for Catholic nuns and priests, many of
whom confidently expected that the Catholic Church’s discipline on
celibacy was about to be lifted. Joining them in a chorus of mute
anticipation were the Catholic laity, who were just as confident in their
expectation that the ban on artificial birth control would be lifted soon as
well. Pope Paul VI had appointed a layman-staffed advisory board, and it
was assumed - correctly, it turns out - that they would vote to overturn the
Church’s long-standing ban on contraception, a ban which had been
reaffirmed as recently as thirty years before in Pius XI’s encyclical Casti
Canubii. Because of Pope John XXIII, President John F. Kennedy, and the
Vatican Council, Catholics had become the focus of so much media
attention, they failed to see distortions in the mirror which the media,
dominated by alumni of the OSS and other psychological warfare
operations, held up to their collective face. They failed to understand how
seriously malformed their opinions were becoming at the hands of people
like Xavier Rhynne and Michael Novak and other media enthusiasts who
felt to a man that the long reign of anti-Catholic bigotry in the United
States had come to an end and that all the Church needed to do to create its
own happy ending was join hands with the liberal Zeitgeist, as reported in
places like Time and the New Yorker, drop a few medieval
sexual prohibitions, and walk off into the sunset.



During the summer of 1966, right around the time that Merton was
grappling with the competing claims which his religious vows and the
young student nurse were making on him, the Immaculate Heart nuns of
Los Angeles invited a New York psychiatrist to their retreat house in
Montecito to conduct an encounter workshop. The nuns liked the
workshops so much that a year later they invited a psychologist by the
name of Carl Rogers and his associates to begin something they called the
Education Innovation Project with the entire order and all of the schools it
ran for the archdiocese of Los Angeles.

Rogers had become famous in 1961 with the publication of his book On
Becoming a Person. He along with Abraham Maslow, whose book Toward
a Psychology of Being came out one year later in 1962, had become the
two leading proponents of what came to be known as humanistic or third-
force psychology. The third force referred to a therapy that was based on
both Freud and Watson but was more “client centered.” In Rogerian
therapy, the client solved his own problems with minimal interference
from his therapist guide, who gave little more than non-committal answers
as a way of guiding the patient to truths that the client knew but chose not
to see. Another name for this therapy was nondirective counseling, A
creation of the early 1940s, it had been proposed, according to Rogers’s
assistant W. R. Coulson “as a humane replacement for behaviorism in the
laboratory and Freudian psychoanalysis in the clinic.”4

In 1965 Carl Rogers began circulating a paper entitled “The Process of

the Basic Encounter Group” to some religious orders in the Los Angeles
area. One group which found his ideas intriguing was the Sisters of the
Immaculate Heart of Mary. This should not be surprising because the
California-based IHM nuns had already established the reputation of
being “innovative.” In the early ’60s, Sister Aloyse, the order’s superior,
had brought in the Dutch psychologist-priest Adrian van Kaam for retreat
exercises during which “all community rules were suspended.”5 The results
of this sort of innovation were predictable. After allowing the
psychologists in, the nuns became aware of “how dictatorial superiors were
and in turn how dependent, submissive and helpless nuns were when it
came to working with the outside world.”6 By the spring of 1965, James
Francis Cardinal McIntyre, archbishop of the archdiocese of Los Angeles,



had become upset at the large number of Immaculate Heart nuns who had
asked to be dispensed from their vows. Large, as time would show, was a
relative term in this respect. Soon the number of nuns asking to be laicized
would tum into a flood, and the sensitivity training which Carl Rogers
would unleash on the order under the auspices of the Education Innovation
Project would play a major role in their leaving. By the time the
experiment was over, the order would cease to exist, leaving subsequent
generations to puzzle over an incident which had become a classic instance
of renewal gone wrong in the aftermath of Vatican II.

With the benefit of hindsight, anyone who read Rogers’s paper should have
been aware of this possibility from the beginning. In a version of that paper
which appeared in the July 1969 issue of Psychology Today,
entitled “Community: The Group Comes of Age,” Rogers explained that

In mixed intensive workshops positive and warm, loving feelings
frequently develop between members of the encounter group and, naturally
enough, these feelings sometimes occur between men and women.
Inevitably, some of these feelings have a sexual component and this can be
a matter of great concern to the participants and... a profound threat to
their spouses.

Or to their religious vows, Rogers might have added.

Right around the time that Rogers was circulating “Involvement in the
Basic Encounter,” a draft of a paper published two years later as “The
Process of the Basic Encounter Group” among the Immaculate Heart nuns
in 1965, the Vatican Council came to a close. A close reading of the
pertinent documents would show they reaffirmed Catholic tradition. But at
that time close readings had been eschewed in favor of readings in keeping
with the spirit of Vatican II, which seemed eager to second whatever the
secular Zeitgeist was proposing at the time. On September 2, 1966, Pope
Paul VI implemented the earlier conciliar decree on religious life,
Perfectae Caritatis, by issuing a Motu Proprio in which he urged all
religious “to examine and renew their way of life and towards that end to
engage in wide-ranging experimentation.” The pope added the following
caveat: “provided that the purpose, nature and character of the institute are
safeguarded.” In keeping with the spirit of the times, the caveat was all but



universally ignored. In fact, those most eager to experiment were those
also most likely to ignore it. The IHM sisters were among the first to
respond, and within six weeks, the pontiff’s letter had been circulated
among the 560 members of the community. A number of commissions
were appointed to study caref ully all aspects of their religious
commitment.

Religious orders like the Immaculate Heart Nuns, already bigger than they
had ever been in the history of their existence, now seemed on the verge of
even greater accomplishments as they renewed themselves by getting rid of
outmoded forms of dress and behavior. Now the same baby boom
which their schools had educated was providing nuns to staff the order. A
generation of demographic increase was beginning to pay off. One member
of that generation who had decided to become an Immaculate Heart nun
was Jeanne Cordova. Cordova graduated from high school in the spring of
1966, and on a sunny September 6, 1966 she and four of her nine brothers
and sisters drove up to the novitiate in Santa Barbara where she was to
begin her life as a nun.

On January 1, 1967, Jean Cordova was called into the mother’s superior’s
office and told that she and her fellow novices were being sent to live in
the “real world,” which in this instance meant a building surrounded
by chainlink fence and barbed wire in downtown Los Angeles near skid
row, where Cordova would lie awake at night watching the pulsing red
light on top of Los Angeles city hall and wonder what had happened to her
and the convent she had chosen in lieu of this “real world.” Cordova
arrived at the novitiate expecting something different from what she
eventually got. Her bitterness at what amounted to bait and switch tactics
(even if perpetrated inadvertently) was still palpable twenty years later.

They promised me monastic robes, glorious Latin liturgy, the protection of
the three sacred vows, the peace of saints in a quiet cell, the sisterhood of a
holy family. But I entered religious life the year John XXIII [sic]
was taking it apart: 1966. The fathers of the Holy Roman Catholic and
Apostolic Church were sitting at the Vatican Council destroying in the
name of CHANGE, my dreams. Delete Latin ritual. Dump the habit. Damn
holy obedience. Send nuns and priests out into the REAL world. If I had
wanted the real world. I’d have stayed in it.'



As part of her entry into the real world, Cordova was enrolled at
Immaculate Heart College, the flagship school of the order, where she was
subjected to the Education Innovation Project first-hand through sensitivity
training and second-hand through the teachers who had also taken the
sensitivity training. Perhaps no one epitomized the new nun better than
“famous people like Sister Corita [Kent]” an artist nun who was famous for
her graffiti-inspired paintings which illustrated passages from the Bible
like the Beatitudes in updated language, i.e., “Happy the poor in spirit,”
instead of the more traditional term “Blessed.” Cordova remembers one art
course in which she and other nuns were required to run across the tops of
desks while dabbing paint onto canvases. She remembers being told that in
doing this she and the other nuns were “expressing ourselves.” She also
remembers taking a course with Sister Richard, “a great brain in
philosophy,” who “tied the sacrament of baptism in with the order of the
cosmos.”

Similarly, nothing epitomized the new spirituality better than sensitivity
training. One of Sister Richard’s colleagues in the English department
wrote that as a result of the sensitivity training she had received as part of
the Education Innovation Project, she had redesigned all of her courses.
“My classroom behavior,” she wrote, “is radically different now. I have
been able to confess anxiety to my classes and consequently feel more
comfortable in the classroom than ever before. I invited the girls to call me
by my first name, and after a couple of weeks they are doing so. This
allows for a lot of free exchange. I am not giving grades and I am not even
giving exams. They are writing their own questions, the ones that are
meaningful to them. Then they are discussing them.”

In their enthusiasm for Rogers’s encounter groups, the older sisters seem to
have missed the fact that students like Jean Cordova found the whole
experience more troubling than exhilarating. “A lot of times,” wrote one
of Cordova’s fellow students, “I’ve heard that faculty felt they were
being forced ... to say things they didn’t want to say; I myself feel very
uncomfortable about being shut in with people who break down and say
things I feel I shouldn’t have heard. I think it creates a kind of
embarrassment, which would seem to be a hindrance in relationships rather
than a help. Still I do feel that I’ve gained a lot of insight into other



peoples’ behavior.” Another student was even more troubled. “I felt at a
loss today in that encounter group: very naked, as though everyone knows
too much about me.”

Before long, many of the nuns started to feel naked as well, mainly because
as a result of the loosening of controls in the order in the name of Cali-
fomia-style openness, they were taking off their clothes and having sex
with other nuns. Instead of doing a close reading of Rogers’s paper on
groups, especially the passage about how encounter groups often led to
“feelings which have a sexual component” and acting according to
procedures consonant with the vow of chastity, the Immaculate Heart nuns,
in the name of openness and innovation, decided that they had to leant the
same lesson about human passion in the expensive school of experience. In
the name of openness, religious asceticism vanished from convent life.
Cordova stopped going to Mass at 6:30 in the morning because nuns
weren’t “required” to go to Mass anymore. As religious practice
evaporated from their lives, the nuns turned to each other for support.
Particular friendships flourished, and in the atmosphere of the times, some
of these friendships inevitably turned sexual.

This, of course, meant that life in the convent became both mean-spirited
and chaotic. During the spring of 1967, Cordova noticed that many of the
nuns weren’t going to Mass anymore. This meant the beginning of

lots of particular friendships, a whole sub-culture of in-group and out-
group, who they were and how they did it and how you could just lie your
way out of anything. To a lonely postulant in a miserable friendless world,
it was an absurd outrage. I fell out of love with Jesus and the IHMs, who
betrayed and mocked my innocence. ... I was sinking in the quagmire of
broken dreams.... All I have ever wanted to be was a nun. Now I was, and it
was hell.

Jeanne Cordova found that she couldn’t talk to her parents about the
changes, probably because her parents were as bewildered by the
unprecedented sequence of events as she was. “Mom was a sheltered, upper
class convent raised Irish Catholic from Queens, Long Island, who
probably first read about birth control in the LA Times between her ninth
and tenth kid.” In the bewildering atmosphere of the up-dated chaotic



convent, where the IHM nuns were told to be open to their feelings in the
encounter groups they were attending, Cordova found solace in sexual
contact, with one of the other nuns. Both embittered and sexualized by her
experience in the convent, Cordova converted to lesbian activism with the
same fervor which she offered to the pre-conciliar Church.

I harnessed my anger into lovef or gays as an oppressed people. My
bitterness demands the straight world to move over and accept our rights. I
have learned that my anger takes me where others are af raid to go and that
outrage is good in the eyes of whatever Higher Power gives us righteous,
if misguided, anger to protect us.11

Other IHM nuns had similar experiences. Sister Mary Benjamin, like Jean
Cordova, was driven to the IHM novitiate by her large Catholic
family, who piled out of the station wagon “like a baseball team” when
they arrived there in 1962. Like Jean Cordova, Sister Mary Benjamin was
enrolled as a student at Immaculate Heart College, where four years later,
during the summer of 1966, she was “introduced to sensitivity training, the
order’s first venture into the human potential movement.”12 In her
encounter group, Sister Mary met Eva, “a heavy, dark-skinned women with
deep brown eyes and black hair.” Given the spirit of the times, the alchemy
of this relationship was just as predictable as that which seduced Jean
Cordova: “The order no longer prohibited particular friendships,” Sister
Mary recounted matter of factly, “so the contact turned sexual.”13 Sister
Mary sought council from a priest, but apparently he had been infected by
the spirit of the times as well and “refused to pass judgment on my actions.
He said it was up to me to decide if they were right or wrong. He opened a
door, and I walked through, realizing I was on my own.” When Sister Mary
told Eva that she was “worried that I had a terrible crush on her,” Eva
responded by saying, “Great! Enjoy it!”14

Sister Mary’s relationship with Eva turned out to be less than enjoyable,
however. After the friendship became sexualized, a painful breakup
ensued, which in tum precipitated a break with the Catholic Church. Sister
Mary, like most lesbians, was then cast adrift on a sea of transient
relationships, and one relationship which proved just as transient was her
relationship with the Catholic Church. “In loving Eva,” she wrote, “I was
growing in a direction at odds with convent goals of obedience and service



to the Church. I began to make decisions, not out of guilt, but according to
the voice of my intuition and the wisdom of my body. I began to see the
Church more objectively. It was run by men, not God. My allegiance to the
Church was no longer fate but choice.”1

Actually, if Sister Mary had been reading Wilhelm Reich, she would have
realized that once she started acting on her illicit sexual impulses,
her break with the Church was more fate than choice. Once she began
acting out her lesbian impulses, her break with the Church was inevitable.
Because she was subsequently dragooned into feminism, Sister Mary
simply lacked the intellectual categories to understand what had happened
to her. Everything was now a question of “liberation” from oppression, and
since the culture she emhraced had hundreds of years of experience in
portraying convent life as a form of oppression, it is not surprising that she
would see matters that way too. If there were sinister forces at work in
precipitating Sister Mary’s departure from the convent and the Catholic
faith, the lesbianism which replaced her Catholicism as the religious center
of her life precluded any clear understanding of them. The categories of
lesbian politics took control of her mind and precluded any other
explanation of what had happened to her.

Like Jean Cordova, Jean O’Leary entered the convent in 1966. Like Jean
Cordova, she was immediately plunged into the regimen of the
“renewed” religious order, which meant “we were together constantly,
talking endlessly and intensely in sensitivity and encounter groups about
love and hope and philosophy.”16 As with the two previous examples, all
this “intensely emotional talk” about “great thinkers and modem
psychology” inevitably led to sexual feelings, which inevitably led to
sexual activity, which inevitably led to a religious crisis when it became
apparent that the nuns were acting in ways which were incompatible with
the vows they had taken. At this point, the nuns had to make a choice,
either to conform their lives to their principles or their principles to their
lives. For those who persisted in their sexual activity, the result was a
foregone conclusion. As Reich had predicted in the Mass Psychology of
Fascism, illicit sexual activity has loss of faith as one of its inevitable
sequelae. Like Sister Mary, Jean O’Leary turned to a priest for guidance,
but as in the previous instance, the priest was himself a psychologist who



had been brought into the order to facilitate the very encounter
groups which were the catalyst for the sexual activity which was causing
the problem. Unsurprisingly, no spiritual help was forthcoming from this
comer, and

Jean O’Leary began another affair, this time with the novice mistress,
before eventually drifting out of the community and into political
lesbianism as its surrogate.

At around the same time that Jean O’Leary was acting out her sexual
impulses, Abe Maslow, one of the creators of the psychology which
enabled her and other nuns to act on their newly discovered sexual
impulses, was having second thoughts about the whole encounter-group
phenomenon. “I’ve been in continuous conflict,” he wrote in his diary, “for
a long time over this, over Esalen-type, orgiastic, Dionysian type
education.” Maslow had not always had conflicts of this sort. Writing in
the Journal of Psychology in 1949, Maslow said confidently that “I can
report empirically the healthiest persons in our culture . . . are most (not
least) pagan, most (not least) instinctive, most (not least) accepting of their
animal nature.”

Three years before Carl Rogers’s paper on encounter groups circulated
among the nuns in Los Angeles, on April 17, 1962, Abraham Maslow gave
a lecture to a group of nuns at Sacred Heart, a Catholic women’s college
in Massachusetts. Maslow noted in a diary entry of the same date that the
talk had been very “successful,” but he found that very fact troubling.
‘They shouldn’t applaud me,” he wrote, “they should attack. If they were
fully aware of what I was doing, they would [attack].”17

Just why the nuns should have attacked him becomes evident from a
reading of other journal entries written around the same time. Maslow
was aware that encounter groups were toxic for Catholics in general and
especially toxic for Catholic religious. Anyone who promoted encounter
groups among Catholics was promoting ipso facto their demise as
Catholics, even if he did so in the name of liberation and with that as his
intent. For the liberal Jew or Protestant, the nun was the textbook case of
someone in need of “liberation” and in the context of Catholic religious
life and the vows upon which it was based, liberation could only mean



annihilation. On February 25, 1967, Maslow wrote in his diary, “Maybe
morons need rules, dogmas, ceremonies, etc.” He then made a note to order
a book entitled Life among the Lowbrows for the Brandeis library. He may
have ordered it because the author of that book noted in it that
“feebleminded clients behaved much better and felt better being Catholic
and following all the rules.” Since the nuns weren’t feebleminded, this
meant that bringing “self-actualization” to the nuns meant destroying their
commitment to their vows and the Catholic Church. Perhaps this is why
Maslow felt they shouldn’t have applauded his talk in 1962. Maslow, who
had spent time at the National Training Laboratories’ headquarters in
Bethel, Maine, where encounter groups, with the help of subsidies from the
Office of Naval Research, had been created, knew that they were funded as
a form psychological warfare, and he had an inkling of the effect they
would have on nuns, but it was up to his colleague Carl Rogers to do the
actual experiment.

“I guess what I’m trying to say here,” Maslow wrote in his journal in 1965,
the same year that Carl Rogers began circulating his paper on the
psychology of small-group encounters among the IHM nuns and around
the same time that the nuns started to leave the convent, “is that these
interpersonal therapeutic growth-fostering relationships of all kinds which
rest on intimacy, on honesty, on self-disclosure, on becoming sensitively
aware of one’s self - and thereby of responsibility for feeding back one’s
impression of others, etc. - that these are profoundly revolutionary devices,
in the strict sense of the word - that is, of shifting the whole direction of a
society in a more preferred direction. As a matter of fact, it might be
revolutionary in another sense if something like this were done very
widely. I think the whole culture would change within a decade and
everything in it.18

What was true for the culture was a fortiori true of religious orders in the
Catholic Church. The whole culture did change, as a matter of fact, after
implementation of encounter groups became widespread, but nowhere was
the change as dramatic as in the Catholic Church, where it literally
destroyed the orders which tried to experiment with it. After making
contact with their inner selves, the nuns all wanted to leave their orders and
have sex, although not always in that order. “A sign of this potency,”



Rogers’s assistant W. R. Coulson wrote some thirty years later, “was the
conversions that followed Rogers’s workshops. A Catholic priest took part
in a five-day workshop in the 1960s, then left the priesthood to study
psychology with Rogers, who had been his group facilitator. It happened
repeatedly. Of the workshop that converted him, the priest wrote that he
began somewhat skeptically, but “by Wednesday. . . something new and
intriguing and intoxicating as well as frightening has become real all
around me ... . [It] seemed like a beautiful birth to a new existence.... I had
not known how unaware I was of my deepest f eelings nor how valuable
they might be to other people .... Never in my life before that group
experience had I experienced ‘me’ so intensely.”19

The priest may not have noticed it, but both Maslow and Rogers were
involved in the sexual engineering of behavior. Catholic religious, who
were expected to lead ascetic lives while at the same time being told that
love was the reason for their asceticism, were now experiencing the “love”
they had always talked about in previously abstract and rarefied terms, and
they were for the most part unhinged by the experience. The effectiveness
of the encounter group was based on the deliberate violation of the sexual
inhibitions which made everyday life possible. When the inhibitions
dropped, the emotion which flooded in to fill the vacuum seemed a lot like
the love which Christians were supposed to practice on their neighbors,
when in point of fact it was more akin to unfettered libido, which could
now be used by the facilitator as the energy which brought about the social
engineering they desired. Maslow was never shy in proposing sexual
activity as a form of social engineering. In a passage which appeared in his
book Eupsychian Management

(but was subsequently deleted by the editors who reissued it in 1998 as
Masloxv on Management), Maslow said:

it always struck me as a very wise kind of thing that the lower-class
Negroes did, as reported in one study, in Cleveland, Ohio. Among those
Negroes the sexual life began at puberty. It was the custom for an older
brother to get a friend in his own age grade to break in his little sister
sexually when she came of a suitable age. And the same thing was done on
the girl’s side. A girl who had a younger brother coming into puberty
would seek among her own girl friends for one who would take on the job



of initiating the young boy into sex in a nice way. This seems extremely
sensible and wise and could also serve highly therapeutic purposes in
various other ways as well. I remember talking with Alfred Adler about
this in a kind of joking way, but then we both got quite serious about it, and
Adler thought that his sexual therapy at various ages was certainly a very
fine thing. As we both played with the thought we envisaged a kind of
social worker in both sexes, who was very well trained for this sort of
thing, sexually but primarily as a psychotherapist in giving therapy
literally on the couch, that is for mixing in the beautiful and gentle sexual
initiation with all the goals of psychotherapy.

Maslow’s use of the Negro as a paradigm of sexual liberation was part of a
long tradition of race-based sexual engineering which surfaced in the
1920s with the Harlem Renaissance and reached its culmination the civil-
rights movement of the ’60s. So was his idea of the psychotherapist
“giving therapy literally on the couch.” Both tactics would be waged
against Catholics in the Kulturkampf of the 1960s as a way of changing
their outmoded attitudes and moving them in a direction more congenial to
the progressive facilitators.

By the late ’60s, which is to say, shortly before his death, Maslow was
confronted not with the theory of encounter groups and third-force
humanistic psychology, but with its ever-increasing and more widespread
practice, and what he saw appalled him. The reverence for learning which
he associated with Jews had all but dried up at Brandeis, where he was
teaching and could measure the effect of his theories on students first-
hand.

One trouble with liberals, humanists, psychology 3 [humanistic
psychology], McGregor, Esalen, Rogers, et al. is in their giving up of evil,
or at least their total confusion about it. As if there were no sons of bitches
or paranoids or psychopaths or true believes in the world to crap things
up, even in a Utopian environment. M y class has lost the traditional
Jewish respect for knowledge, learning and teachers.201 don’t want it21

By 1967, Maslow was referring to the self-actualization which encounter
groups were supposed to bring about as “S. A. stuff,” which had become in
turn, just part of the “Esalen-Dionysian” enterprise. One year before



his death, he could now detect in all of these activities the odor of “insanity
and death.”22

The misgivings expressed by the creators of humanistic psychology

T

were not shared by their more enthusiastic epigone, who were more bent on
“giving therapy literally on the couch,” especially among the nuns, than
in expressing the misgivings about the consequences for higher things
which flowed from this sort of behavior. In Hollywood Priest, his memoir
of his years as a TV producer and Paulist Priest, Rev. Elwood “Bud” Kieser
describes meeting a nun he identifies only as “Genevieve” at the 1HM
retreat house in Santa Barbara in 1964.23 (Kieser’s story has uncanny
similarities with the story of James F. T. Bugental, one of Rogers’s
followers who had a practice in Los Angeles and ended up marrying former
IHM nun Elizabeth Keebler.)'4 During the fall of 1965, Kieser was in Rome
covering the end of the Vatican Council. When he returned at the end of the
year, he realized that he had fallen deeply in love with Sister “Genevieve,”
who announced when they met again at the retreat house that she was going
to begin psychotherapy. Kieser was taken aback by the announcement, but
claims that he “admired her courage in facing the situation and trying to do
something about it.” Kieser never gets around to explaining just what “the
situation” was or why it required treatment in 1966, but a large part of the
reason was the encounter groups the nuns were involved in. According to
the tenets of encounter psychology, you had to be crazy to repress your
libido. Since all nuns repressed their libidos, they were all ipso facto crazy
and therefore candidates for therapy, although only the bravest had the guts
to descend into their unconscious to prove the point.

Not surprisingly, Genevieve found therapy painful. As a result, she turned
to Father Kieser for guidance, wondering whether she should continue
because she was not sure she could trust her therapist. Kieser, who had read
a book the therapist had written, assured her that she could trust Harry, the
pseudonym Kieser applied to the therapist. It was advice that Kieser would
live to regret. To begin with, the prime result of Genevieve’s therapy was
convincing her that her decision to enter the convent had been based
on “repression rather than the sublimation of her sexual drives.” And now,



in the midst of the sexual revolution of the ’ 60s, when Genevieve was in
her late thirties, “those mechanisms of repression seemed to be coming
apart.”

Just why those mechanisms were coming apart becomes apparent when
Kieser describes the type of therapy to which Sister Genevieve was
being subjected:

Very early in her therapy, her therapist - let’s call him Hairy - had
suggested a degree of sex play to help her with her repressions. Almost all
therapists would today consider this a serious breach of professional ethics.
But in the 1960s such procedures were not uncommon. She went along.
When she told me, I was furious. She decided to stop. But she
was vulnerable. So was he. Once started this kind of thing is difficult to
keep in check. It became a problem that plagued her therapy.26

By the summer of 1967, the problem became so serious that Harry ar-

ranged another therapist for “Genevieve.” But by the fall, they started
seeing each other outside therapy, and the sexual relationship only
intensified, something which “Genevieve” shared with Father Kieser, who
was now consumed with both “pure masculine jealousy” and justifiable
indignation at a flagrant abuse of the doctor-patient relationship.

Harry the Therapist was, of course, married to another woman at the time,
a woman whom he would eventually abandon to marry Sister Genevieve.
Father Kieser, for his part however, has a difficult time deciding whether
his feelings are motivated by moral outrage or by simple jealousy. He is so
upset that he contemplates killing Harry the Therapist, but for all that, he
never really understands what is happening, even though he mentions the
fact that the sexual revolution of the ’60s might have something to do with
it:

We were both caught up in the cultural revolution that characterized
American society and the Catholic Church during the 1960s. The consensus
that characterized both society and Church was beginning to come undone.
On every side authority, creed, and institutions were being challenged.
Dogmas were suspect, certainties rejoiced, absolutes called into question,
values rigorously scrutinized, and rules routinely broken.



The sexual revolution was in full swing, and its initial message seemed to
be: If it feels good, go with it.

Kieser was not only caught up in the cultural revolution of the 1960s, he
was witnessing the engine which drove it first-hand, and yet he
remained blind to what was right in front of his eyes. Wilhelm Reich could
have explained it to him. Adultery and religious vows don’t mix. People
involved in both have to choose eventually one or the other. Since sex of
this sort is highly addictive, the choice often goes against the vows
religious made to serve the Church. Sex was the best way of “liberating”
nuns from the their convents. As Leo Pfeffer would say in 1976, the
cultural revolution of the '60s was a battle between the Enlightenment (as
espoused by liberal Protestants and Jews) and the Catholic Church. Sex was
simply the most effective weapon the Enlightenment would bring to bear in
this battle. Reich had explicated the use of sex as a way of destroying
religious faith, especially among the clergy, in his magnum opus of sexual
politics, The Mass Psychology of Fascism, which was undergoing a revival
around the same time that Kieser was puzzling over Sister Genevieve’s
behavior. But Kieser hadn’t read Reich, and even if he had he was probably
incapable of understanding it. The reason is simple enough. Kieser has so
adopted the psychological categories of his oppressors, he couldn’t
understand what was happening right in front of his eyes to Sister
Genevieve and her order. Because of his closeness to Sister Genevieve,
Kieser in fact became the chief enabler of her demise as a nun, something
which he perceived dimly - “I felt somehow responsible. If
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I had decided differently, would she be deciding differently?” - but only
after it was too late.

Kieser tried valiantly to understand what is going on, but failed each time,
thwarted by the categories the culture had given him. Who could
argue with liberation after all? Even if it meant the repudiation of vows. In
each instance, Kieser’s attempt to understand what is happening to his nun
friend was thwarted by the categories of the plumbing psychology which
allowed him to get her in trouble in the first place. “Were her faith
difficulties connected to her sexual ones?” Kieser wonders, making a wild



stab and hitting the bull’s eye at the same time.30 But even when he comes
up with correct answer, he can’t pursue it because of the psychological
categories he has imbibed from California culture. “I do not know, but I
know that when you repress any one facet of your humanity, you do
violence to every other facet. Sexual repression not only inhibits your
ability to relate to someone of the opposite sex. It also inhibits your ability
to relate to God.”31 So in order to remedy her inability to relate to God,
should Sister Genevieve engage in sexual activity with her therapist
because that breaks down repression? Kieser seems incapable of doing
anything other than pouring more gasoline on the fire. In order to get a
better grip on what is going on, Father Kieser decided to attend “one of the
marathon therapy sessions then in vogue” which Sister Genevieve had been
attending. The encounter lasted twenty-two hours, but by the end of it,
Kieser still can’t understand the connection between encounter groups and
Sister Genevieve's loss of faith and subsequent sexual bondage. In fact, not
only did Kieser not see the encounter as part of the problem, he came away
from it “exhilarated.” Kieser himself had been sucked into the mechanism
that was destroying the IHM order, and he wasn’t even aware of what
happened to him. “Her therapy continued to be painful,” continued
the ever-clueless Father Kieser. “Sometimes it seemed that she was caught
in a whirlpool that was sucking her down and down into extinction.”32

At Thanksgiving of 1967, Genevieve informed Father Kieser that Harry the
Therapist had left his wife and was filing for divorce. Sister Genevieve was
now living with her therapist until the divorce became Final,
whereupon they planned to marry. One more IHM nun was headed out the
door, and encounter-group therapy was what enabled her to leave. Kieser
described himself as shattered by the revelation “because this marked her
definitive breach with the Church and seemingly with those values - love,
fidelity, self-sacrifice, respect for the rights of others, honesty - that the
church had nurtured in us, and which I had always thought we had in
common.” Genevieve didn’t seem too happy either, admitting to Kieser
that “she would feel guilt for what she was doing to his wife for the rest of
her life.”''

The flagship of the Immaculate Heart order, Immaculate Heart College,
was located right in the middle of the therapy and psychology which would



find in California the best exemplar of the lifestyle it promoted. Los
Angeles was, more or less, halfway between Esalen in Big Sur just south of
San Francisco, and it was just north of La Jolla, where Carl Rogers was
located at the Western Behavioral Sciences Institute. It was also in the
immediate vicinity of a number of therapists, some of whom were
associates of Rogers, who would play a major role in the Education
Innovation Project. According to W. R. Coulson, Rogers’s assistant in the
EIP, “the Team from WBSI was on the Immaculate Heart campus to teach
and exemplify what would soon begin to be called their ‘quiet revolution’
in education.” According to Coulson, “WBSI wasn’t the only alien
presence. Other consultants arrived, having heard that the nuns were ripe
for psychological experimentation.”34

If the implication of “psychological experimentation” sounds sinister, it
should be added that the nuns were eager to become guinea pigs. The
nuns had reached the pinnacle of their power as an organization at the same
time that Catholics were enjoying the unprecedented political acceptance
of which the election of John F. Kennedy to the White House was the most
obvious example. The Immaculate Heart order had 560 nuns at an early
point in the project and ran a system of 60 schools. Like nuns across the
United States, which numbered 186,000 at the time, the Immaculate Heart
Order had reached the apogee of its size and influence in the twenty years
since the end of World War II.

Since both the Immaculate Heart Nuns and Carl Rogers reached the height
of their influence at around the same time and around the same place, it
was inevitable that they would come into contact. Bom in 1902, the
same year as Paul Blanshard, Rogers, like Blanshard, was drawn early in lif
e to the ministry, but also like Blanshard, he abandoned the ministry - after
two years at Union Theological Seminary - in lieu of studies at Columbia
University. Unlike Blanshard, Rogers did not study with Dewey directly,
but he imbibed his spirit from Dewey’s disciples, one of whom, William H.
Kilpatrick, ran his classes on the philosophy of education in ways similar
to later encounter groups. For both men, science at Columbia University
(for Blanshard, sociology; for Rogers, psychology) became the vehicle
which would achieve what the liberal Protestant pulpit promised but could
not deliver. During the 1930s, Rogers was working as a guidance counselor



in Rochester, New York, when, almost by accident, he discovered a
technique which would help neurotics move forward with their lives.
Leading them by subtly manipulative questioning to the issues that had
stalled them. Rogers called his key insight “the clarifying response.” “The
main aim of the counselor,” he wrote in his 1942 book, Counseling and
Psychotherapy: Newer Concepts in Practice.

is to assist the client to drop any defensiveness, any feeling that attitudes

should not be brought into the open, any concerns that the counselor may

criticize or suggest or order. If this aim can be accomplished then the client
is freed to look at the situation in its reality without having to justif y or
protect himself.35

In 1965 Rogers wrote that his first involvement with encounter groups was
“an intensive post-doctoral workship in psychotherapy in 1950.” In
Carl Rogers on Encounter Groups, he moved the date back to when the
encounter group was first conceived in the aftermath of World War II.
During the years 1946 and ’47, Rogers and his associates at the Counseling
Center of the University of Chicago were involved in training counselors
for the Veterans Administration, when he was asked to come up with a
psychological-training mechanism which would help these counselors
reintegrate soldiers returning from the war into civilian life. Rogers soon
discovered that intensive group experiences were more effective in
changing behavior than cognitive training. Rogers goes on to say that the
Chicago group did nothing to expand this approach. Even granting that,
however, it is clearthat other people were pursuing the same ideas at the
same time and that gradually over a period of twenty years, all of these
elements came together in the encounter group of the 1960s.

By 1966, when Carl Rogers began experimenting with the Immaculate
Heart nuns and the effect that encounter groups had on them, the
encounter group or sensitivity training or the T-group had been in existence
for about twenty years and had been modified by those who made use of it.
Rogers describes the mix as “Lewinian thinking and Gestalt psychology on
the one hand, and client-centered therapy on the other.”36 Rogers’s
“clarifying response” had become one of the standard tools for encounter
groups. According to Rogers, Sensitivity Training was:



relatively unstructured, providing a climate of maximum freedom for
personal expression, exploration of feelings and interpersonal
communication. Emphasis is upon the interactions among the group
members, in an atmosphere which encourages each to drop his defenses
and his facades and thus enables him to relate directly and openly to other
members of the group - the basic encounter/

By the 1960s, Rogers was using encounter “therapy” not on neurotics, as in
the ’ 30s in Rochester, and not on returning GIs, whose disorientation at
civilian life may have resembled neurosis, but on “normal” people. In fact,
in terms of their orientation toward other people and the altruism of their
motivation, the IHM nuns were clearly above normal. That being the case,
the desire to have a client “drop his defenses” takes on meaning that at the
very least needs clarification or at worst begins to sound slightly sinister,
in the same sense that Maslow mentioned its revolutionary capacities in
regard to the nuns he met a few years earlier. The value judgments Rogers
makes -mask vs. real person, etc., - become more questionable, the more
normal his

“clients” become. If the criterion in dealing with “clients” is not health,
what are we to make of the value judgments scattered throughout the
following passage?

[I]t becomes increasingly evident that what they have first presented are
facades, masks. Only cautiously do the real feelings and real
persons emerge. The contrast between the outer shell and the inner person
becomes more and more apparent as the hours go by. Little by little, a
sense of genuine communication builds up, and the person who has been
thoroughly walled off from others comes out with some small segment of
his actual feelings.38

Were the Immaculate Heart nuns “real persons”? Or were they hiding
behind “facades”? How was Carl Rogers supposed to decide, since the
nuns were not suffering from mental illness? The only sense in which these
questions have therapeutic value is if the person is suffering from some
sort of mental disorder. If that is not the case, then the vocabulary all
points in the direction of social engineering. Carl Rogers may very well
have thought that the nuns were mentally ill simply by the fact that they



were nuns, but in this instance, therapy has clearly entered the realm of
politics (or religion). Rogers is involved, in this instance, not in trying to
heal them but to change them into something he feels is better than a nun.
Even if he decides to change them into “better” nuns, he can only act on
that premise in light of what he considers good and bad politically and not
psychologically, since the nuns were not ill, nor was Rogers claiming that
they were. All of the value judgments in Rogers’s description of encounter
groups need a context before they can be properly understood. If the client
is neurotic, the context is health. If the clients are healthy - which was
presumably the case with the IHM nuns - the context is politics, and what
goes by the name of therapy is really social engineering, no matter how
“nondirective” the therapist/facili-tator claims to be. Rogers’s own
testimony makes it clear that he saw encounter groups in precisely this
political light, which is another way of saying that he saw them as social
engineering and not therapy.

By 1968, which is to say two years into the Education Innovation Project,
Rogers and Coulson got the sense that something was wrong. By that point
in the program over three hundred nuns had asked to be laicized, and the
order had been split into two mutually antagonistic groups who
were fighting over the order’s financial assets. The progressive faction was
also waging a publicity campaign against Cardinal McIntyre. The only way
in which the project could be looked upon as a success was by adopting
the public-relations jargon that was currently being used to describe the
war in Vietnam. Like the U.S. troops over there, Rogers had to destroy the
order in order to save it. The only way the Education Innovation Project
could be termed a success if its intent was to destroy the order in the first
place.

Eventually, Coulson would go on to apologize publicly for his efforts.

and become a vocal opponent of the very thing he promoted in the ’60s.
Instead of apologizing, however, Rogers got defensive. By the lime he
wrote his book on encounter groups in 1969-70, Rogers would claim his
enemies were all right-wing nuts. The incongruity of the non-directive Dr.
Rogers attacking his political opponents so intemperalely gives some
indication that there was a political agenda at work in the encounter groups
from the very beginning. But if that were the case, it was an agenda that



was all but invisible to the untrained eye. In this Rogers was a typical
example of the English ideology, which claimed like Newton, that it
“framed no hypotheses” and then worked out an intricate system of control
behind that facade. “Putting it in my own words,” Rogers wrote, “encounter
groups lead to more personal independence, fewer hidden feelings, more
willingness to innovate, more opposition to institutional rigidities.”39 Just
how Rogers is to say an institution is rigid, in the absence of medical
criteria, never gets explained. What does come out in the subsequent
discussion is a clear profile of his political enemies, who at the time he was
working with the IHM nuns were accusing him of “brainwashing.” “All
types of intensive group experience,” he opines, “have come under the
most virulent attack from right-wing and reactionary groups. It is, to them,
a form of ‘brainwashing’ and ‘thought control.’” Turning the tables on his
critics, Rogers accused them of orchestrating a right-wing takeover of the
country, showing that his “therapy” had a political component after all. It
seems that Dr. Rogers framed some hypotheses after all, and they had a
very distinct political tinge to them:

CuiTently, the possibility of a takeover by the extreme right seems more
likely in this country than a takeover by the extreme left. But the encounter
group movement would be led out of existence in either case, because rigid
control, not freedom, would be the central element. One cannot imagine an
encounter group in present-day Russia or even Czechoslovakia, though
there is ample evidence that many individuals in those countries yearn for
just the kind of freedom of expression it encourages.... If there is a
dictatorial takeover in this country - and it becomes frighteningly clearer
than it might happen here - then the whole trend toward the intensive group
experience would be one of the first developments to be crushed and
obliterated.41

Rogers then gives some indication that his political categories were formed
in the immediate aftermath of World War II by claiming that his right-
wing adversaries were examples of the “authoritarian personality,” which
Theodor Wiesengrund Adorno had described in a book which had been
funded by CIA money right around the same time that Paul
Blanshard’s book came out, and could be seen as another indication of the
desire among the thinkers who had been funded by foundations to link



Catholicism and fascism. According to Rogers:

James Harmon, in a carefully documented study, concludes that there is

ample evidence that the right wing has a large proportion of authoritarian
personalities. They tend to believe that man is by nature, basically
evil. Surrounded as all of us are by the bigness of impersonal forces
which seem beyond our power to control, they look for “the enemy,” so
that they can hate him. At different times in history “the enemy’ has been
the witch, the demon, the Communist (remember Joe McCarthy?), and now
sex education, sensitivity training, “nonreligious humanism,” and other
current demons.

As a way of countering the suspicions of his critics that sensitivity training
was some conspiracy to brainwash the unsuspecting masses, Rogers
claims that the movement just grew like Topsy:

One factor which makes the rapidity of the spread even more remarkable is
its complete and unorganized spontaneity. Contrary to the shrill voices of
the right wing (whom I will mention below), this has not been a
“conspiracy.” Quite the contrary. No group or organization has been
pushing the development of encounter groups.... There has been no
financing of such a spread, either from foundations or governments4'

Rogers is not being honest here. First of all he knew that, although the IHM
nuns contributed something toward funding of the Education
Innovation Project, it was being paid for in part by the Merrill Foundation
and the Mary Reynolds Babcock Foundation, which was based on the R.J.
Reynolds tobacco fortune. Rogers in addition must have known that he had
veteran psychological warriors on his staff because the EIP team cited his
credentials in the proposals they wrote up to obtain funding for an early
version of the project. Rogers’s associate in the IHM Education Innovation
Project, Jack Gibb, wrote on the grant proposal that while attending the
University of Chicago in 1949, he had “developed an intensive program of
laboratory and field research into the nature and determiners of defense
levels in small groups. This research was supported by the Office of Naval
Research between 1953 and 1962.” It was the Office of Naval Research,
along with the notorious Carnegie Foundation, which funded the original
National Training Laboratories project from 1947 to 1950. Not only had



encounter groups, contrary to what Rogers said, been subsidized by both
government and foundations, they had been subsidized by them
specifically as a form of psychological warfare.

Encounter groups, as Rogers himself indicates by his oblique reference to
Kurt Lewin in describing the sources of sensitivity training, were a creation
of the CIA’s psychological warfare campaign. Like Wilhelm Reich, Kurt
Lewin was a German Jew who left Germany in 1933 when Hitler came to
power. Like Rogers, Lewin had been influenced by both Freud and Watson.
According to Kleiner, Lewin “believed with the Freudians that
subconscious echoes of past traumas drive our deepest feelings, and he also
believed with the behaviorists, that people could be programmed to
respond predictably to stimuli.”44 Unlike both Watson and Freud, Lewin
felt that “many other forces could affect a person’s ability to decide.”45

Unlike both Freud and Watson, Lewin felt that a number of forces, a whole
“forcefield,” in fact, composed of “the person’s marriage and family
relationships, fears and hopes, neuroses and physical health, work situation
and network of friends’’46 controlled the decisions he made.

Perhaps because of all the psychic forces which got brought to bear on an
individual, Lewin felt that social groups were the most effective means to
influence behavior. In the ’40s, he and his assistant Ron Lippitt set out to
prove this by experimenting on YMCA groups in Iowa City. Once the war
broke out, isolated social scientists like Lewin and Lippitt were gradually
drawn into the orbit of research on psychological warfare. “The war,”
according to Kleiner, “was generally an immense catalyst for social
science in American (and England), because it pulled university
researchers from their isolated posts. They worked together on real-world
problems such as keeping up military morale, developing psychological
warfare techniques, and studying foreign cultures.”47 Also drawn into the
psychological warfare orbit was Lewin’s assistant Ken Benne, who, like
Blanshard, had studied under John Dewey at Columbia. Gradually, a
consensus emerged among the psychological warriors that, in Kleiner’s
words, “social change had to be managed intelligently - not through force,
manipulation, or greedy exploitation.”48 Encounter groups were simply the
most effective instrument science had yet devised to manage social change
through the manipulation of peer pressure. How that instrument got used



would depend on the social priorities of the class of people who had
invented it, and after the successful conclusion of World War II, those
people shifted their concerns from fascism to the “Catholic problem,” most
specifically the demographic threat which Catholic sexual teaching posed
to continued WASP hegemony in the United States.

The second main source of Encounter Groups was Gestalt Therapy, a
creation of Fritz Peris and Paul Goodman which was just as antithetical
to Catholic sexual morality as the psychological warfare of the WASP
elite. Gestalt Therapy was based to a large extent on the psychological
ideas of Wilhelm Reich, who saw unfettered sexual activity as the best way
to wean people away from their belief in God. Peris was resident guru at
Esalen, a few hours’ drive north of Los Angeles, by the time Carl Rogers
became involved with the Immaculate Heart nuns. His techniques were
well known throughout California, spread by contact through Peris at
Esalen and by Reich’s student Alexander Lowen, whose Bioenergetics were
based on the Reichian idea of breaking down a person’s “body armor” and
thereby helping him with the battle against sexual repression and its
transcendent counterpart, belief in God. Michael Weber in his book
Psychotechniken: Die Neuen Verfiihrer sees the rise of encounter-group
techniques in German seminary training as a Trojan Horse whose purpose
was the deliberate destruction of religious vocation, the weakening of the
both the Protestant and Catholic Churches in Germany, and the subsequent
triumph of the secular point of view. Weber also traces the rise of this
attack on German religious life to the National Training Laboratories. “In
September 1963,” according to Weber, “in Schliersee in Oberbayem, 30
German teachers were subjected to a three-week long workshop run by the
National Training Laboratories. The purpose of the T-group was to
‘influence’ their authoritarian teaching style.” vVeber also thinks that the
Immaculate Heart nuns’ Education Innovation Project was part of the same
campaign to lame religious life. Thirty years later the T-group had become
an essential part of German religious training. Weber sees the heart of
encounter as a form of sexual manipulation. “Sexuality,” he writes, plays a
crucial role in the group dynamic-based continuing education of priests,
aerogram which involves the sexualization of the person who gets
trained.”5 Sexualization, according to Reich was “the mortal foe of
religion.” That means that “only through the destruction of sexual



repression and the alienation of the child from its relationship with
his parents” can political liberation of the sort that Reich believed in
succeed. This is a fortiori the case for religious, and Weber sees in the
massive spread of encounter groups in seminary training the introduction
into religious orders of a strategy whose purpose is truly Reichian, namely,
sexualization as a prelude to annihilation.

In spite of Rogers’ s protest to the contrary, Kleiner shows that encounter
groups were associated not only with psychological warfare but with
brainwashing. “As it happened,” Kleiner wrote,

there was an expert on brainwashing within the NTL community, a young
psychologist named Edgar Schein, who came to McGregor’s department at
MIT in the late 1950s, had gone to Inchon at the end of the Korean War to
help repatriate American prisoners of war. Schein learned from his
research in Korea that the Chinese social control had taken place
without drugs, hypnosis, Pavlovian conditioning or even torture; all that
was used was peer pressure. Just as in a T-Group, the Communists had put
the POWs in a cultural island, cut them off from all contact with
outsiders ,and surrounded them with friendly Chinese “big brothers" (who
had been promised a reward for reforming their Western cellmates.)'

Schein promptly applied what he learned in Korea to the development of
encounter groups for the benefit of the NTL. Schein saw f ew similarities
between POW camps and civilian life in America, until, that is, he looked
more closely at the most influential management training centers in the
United States, places like GE’s Crotonville and IBM’s Sands Point. Since
the constraints of corporate life constituted an effective form of the milieu
control essential to making encounter techniques work, Schein thought T-
groups would work in the corporate world. Schein didn’t mention it, but a
related conclusion was even more obvious. Convents created even more
“milieu control” than big corporations, and so were the ideal setting for
brainwashing via encounter groups.

Eventually Robert Blake, another NTL alumnus, would put Schein’s theory
into practice when he held the first corporate sensitivity training session at
the Bayway refinery of Standard Oil of New Jersey, then known as Esso.
Blake had spent a year and a half at Tavistock, which was the



British psychological warfare operation. Tavistock staged encounters on a
much more extensive basis than what was being offered at the National
Training Laboratories in Bethel, Maine. Unlike their American
counterparts, Tavistock was more interested in control than “peak
experiences.” Perhaps because of this orientation, Blake, in Kleiner’s
words, realized that in all T-groups, “no matter how nondirective the
facilitator tried to be, he or she was still subtly dictatorial, even more
dictatorial (because of its subtlety) than the harshest CEO, because all of
that control was hidden.”52 The links between Eric Trist ofTavistock,
Douglas McGregor of MIT, Kurt Lewin, the founder of NTL and Robert
Blake give some idea of how closely connected the psychological warriors
were with each other and with the creation of encounter groups and how
intimately encounter groups were linked with interests of the Anglophile
intelligence establishment which created it.

On November 28, 1953, Dr. Frank Olson, a U.S. Army scientist, was found
dead on the sidewalk outside the Statler Hotel in New York City. A few
days later, his death was ruled a suicide. Twenty-two years later,
the Rockefeller Commission, set up by President Ford to look into the
CIA’s illegal domestic intelligence operations, announced that Olson had
been the subject of a CIA experiment, during which he was administered a
dose of LSD. The Rockefeller Commission claimed that Olson jumped out
of the hotel window in the midst of an LSD-induced psychosis, but Olson’s
son Eric thinks he was murdered because he was appalled by the human
experimentation that was going on and prepared to blow the whistle on it.
“The use of hallucinogens, hypnosis, electroshock and other procedures in
an attempt to control the way people behave was,” according to Eric Olson,
“the CIA’s equivalent of the Manhattan [atom bomb] Project.”53 According
to the authors, who are British,

The long-term aim of these experiments with mind-alteiing drugs is
thought by those who have studied the MK-Ultra programme to have
been to ensure the dominance of Anglo-American civilization in
what eugenicists call the “war of all against all - the key to evolutionary
success.” Brainwashing would be used not only to defeat the enemy but to
ensure the compliance and loyalty of one’s own population.54

The link between encounter groups and the Anglophile intelligence



establishment also gives some indication of how the techniques of
psychological warfare would get used after the war. Christopher Simpson
in his book The Science of Coercion, lists the Office of Naval Research as
one of the major conduits of government money into academe for the
funding of psychological warfare.'5 He goes on to call the people interested
in psychological warfare a “reference group” rather than a “conspiracy,”
but the distinction is largely semantic. At the heart of psychological
warfare studies was a group of men, largely alumni of the wartime OSS
and Ivy League secret societies like Skull and Bones at Yale who had
migrated into the mainstream media and the large foundations. This group
shared the concerns of the anglophile elite about the “Catholic problem,”
as articulated by Paul Blanshard, and were in a position to do something
about it. John T. McGreevy has shown convincingly that Paul Blanshard, in
spite of his reputation elsewhere as an anti-Catholic bigot, enjoyed the all-
but-universal support of this influential class of people at the heart of the
WASP ruling-class elite. John Dewey praised Blanshard’s “exemplary
scholarship, good judgment and tact.”56 In a symposium sponsored by the
American Unitarian Association convention on May 25, 1950, McGeorge
Bundy, the quintessential establishment figure of the ’50s and ’60s, praised
Blanshard’s book as “a very useful thing.” 7 The same people who were
concerned about the “Catholic problem” were also heavily involved in
communications theory, which included things like encounter groups,
which was in turn a front for psychological warfare. “The evidence thus far
shows,” according to Simpson,

a very substantial fraction of the funding for academic U.S. research into
social psychology and into many aspect of mass communication
behavior during the first fifteen years of the cold war was directly
controlled or strongly influenced by a small group of men who had
enthusiastically supported elite psychological operations as an instrument
of foreign and domestic policy since World War II. They exercised power
through a seiies of interlocking committees and commissions that linked
the world of mainstream academe with that of the U.S. military and
intelligence communities. Their networks were for the most part closed to
outsiders’ their records and decision-making processes were often
classified; and in some instances the very existence of the coordinating
bodies was a state secret [my emphasis]5



The connection between the people concerned about the “Catholic
problem” and the people involved in psychological warfare becomes all but
inescapable when we leant that the two most important sources for funding
for psychological warfare during the cold-war years were the Russell
Sage Foundation and the Rockefeller Foundation. The Russell Sage
Foundation was the publisher of Kurt Back’s book on encounter groups,
Beyond Words. The head of the social science division of the Rockefeller
Foundation was Leland DeVinney, who co-authored the American Soldier
Series with Samuel Stouffer, a well-known psychological warrior. In
addition to using its own money to promote psychological warfare, the
Rockefeller Foundation was a conduit f or CIA money, channeling at least
$1 million in Cl A f unds to Hadley Cantril’s Institute for International
Social Research. “Nelson Rockefeller,” according to Simpson, “was
himself among the most prominent pro-rnoters of psychological
operations, serving as Eisenhower’s principal adviser and strategist on the
subject during 1954-55.”39

Once again the Rockefeller family becomes the crucial nexus in
understanding not only the identity of the class (or ethnic group) which was
instrumental in the creation of psychological warfare by why it was created
and against whom it would be used. The Rockefeller family, perhaps more
than any other wealthy family in America, assumed the leadership of the
WASP class in this country. The Rockefellers’ concerns became their
concerns and vice versa. According to Thomas Mahl,

These were the people sociologist C. Wright Mills later identified in his
book The Power Elite (1956). The United States, wrote Mills, was
controlled not by the mass of its citizens as described by democratic
theory, but by a wealthy Anglo-Saxon Protestant elite from Ivy League
schools.

In a flurry of caustic reviews, critics, often Cold Warliberals, heatedly
denied that there was such an elite.60

When Robert Stephenson, the British secret agent known as Intrepid, was
sent to the United States to set up the British Security Coordination,
the intelligence operation that was created to bring America into the war on
the side of England, he did so knowing that he had the tacit if not overt



support of a very influential class of people. Lord Robert Cecil said in 1917
that “though the American people are very largely foreign, both in origin
and in modes of thought, their rulers are almost exclusively Anglo-Saxons,
and share our political ideals.”61 It was this ethnic group which
supported Planned Parenthood and psychological warfare, and since this
class looked to the Rockefeller family for leadership it was natural that
Stephenson should turn to the Rockefellers for support and that they would
respond generously. Stephenson’s concerns were the Rockefellers’
concerns, and the Rockefellers’ concerns were the concerns of the
country’s ruling elite. Hence, it should come as no surprise where
Stephenson established his American headquarters. Shortly after arriving
in the United States,

Stephenson took over the thirty-eighth floor of the International Building
in Rockefeller Center, which the Rockefellers, anxious to help let for
a penny rent. This was a convenient address. Several British agencies
promoting intervention were also housed here. The British Press Service
was located on the forty-fourth floor. The British intelligence front
group Fight for Freedom located its operations on the twenty-second floor
in the same building, also rent-free.

With the Rockefellers providing tacit leadership, the WASP ethnic ruling
class was concerned, as Arthur W. Packard had said, about “differential
fertility,” which is why they supported the eugenics movement and its
propaganda arm, Planned Parenthood. Concern about differential fertility
was just another way of saying concern about Catholics, since Catholics at
this time

did not use contraception, and the Catholic Church at this time, backed by
the big city political machines and spokesmen like Msgr. John Ryan, was
the most formidable opponent to the decriminalization of contraception.
Concern about eugenics, in other words, meant concern about “the
Catholic problem.” Once the war against fascism was won, the WASP
establishment turned its attention to its main demographic and political
domestic opponent, namely the Catholic Church. If the WASP
establishment which was instrumental in the creation and prosecution of
psychological warfare was locked in a knock-down drag-out political
struggle with the Catholic Church over sexual and demographic issues,



then it would stand to reason that they would use the former technique as a
way of solving what they perceived as the latter problem. This meant
dealing with Catholic education, which was the Church’s most effective
antidote to the “socialization” offered by the John Dewey-inspired public
schools. That concern was manifested in a series of Supreme Court
decisions beginning with Everson decision in the late ’40s and culminating
the Lemon decisions in the early ’70s.

Paul Blanshard, it should be remembered, had some very pointed things to
say about Catholic nuns and their relationship to Catholic education in
his book American Freedom and Catholic Power. In thinking about
Catholic education, the most important thing to keep in mind, according to
Blanshard, is

the fact that the economic structure of Catholic schools is threatened with
collapse by the growth of modem liberalism among young
Catholic women. The Catholic school system is essentially an enterprise of
nuns who work without salaries. If the supply of nuns should be cut off, the
system would rapidly disintegrate.63

The key to destroying the Catholic school system and thereby crippling the
influence the Catholic Church in American politics was to make sure
that young Catholic women were “reared in the free and hearty atmosphere
of modem America,”64 which meant of course public schools and exposure
to the sexual liberation that lay at the heart of Blanshard’s conversion from
a minister to a liberal activist. The key was to promote “emancipation”
among young Catholic women because “if the present attitude of
emancipated Catholic young women continues, the hierarchy may
ultimately be forced by economic pressure to turn over a large part of its
private-school system to democratic public control.”65

In July of 1967, the forty-three nuns who had been elected to represent the
various chapters of the Immaculate Heart order met at Montecito,
where they authorized large-scale experimentation, citing as its
justification the motu proprio which Paul VI had issued less than a year
earlier. One month later, they issued a statement saying that as of June
1968, “no Sister of the Immaculate will be assigned to a teaching position
who does not have certification.”66 On October 16, 1967, fresh from a trip



to Rome where she had conferred with Cardinal Suenens of Belgium, Sister
Anita Caspary met with

Cardinal McIntyre and presented him with the order’s resolutions. Cardinal
McIntyre construed the statement on teacher certification as an
ultimatum which imposed on him an arbitrary and mandatory deadline.
Instead of capitulating to their pressure, McIntyre told Caspary that he
would consider another date but if the nuns insisted on their condition, they
were “perfectly free to withdraw from the archdiocese.”67 When Sister
Anita said she would resubmit the proposed changes in the order to another
vote, McIntyre made it clear that had no intention of having a religious
order in his diocese “that did not have and practice a rule of life more rigid
than that proposed.”68

At this point the story appeared in the New York Times, which informed its
readers that the IHM order would soon implement “liberal changes” in
its rule. Caspary was quoted in a newspaper article which appeared on the
same day she met with the cardinal as saying that “Sister Corita is the
perfect example of what could be done in our Order.”69 Caspary went on to
say that “we have many other sisters like her, and we hope to have even
more diversity and freedom.”70 McIntyre, in other words, was learning
about the nuns’ intentions at the same time the readers of the New York
Times were, a fact that caused relations between the cardinal and the nuns
to go from bad to worse.

The New York Times article marked the beginning of the publicity
campaign which the IHM nuns were to wage against the cardinal and Rome
for the next two years. In it McIntyre was universally cast as the villain,
while the nuns, whose order was undergoing psychological warfare which
they themselves were at least in part f unding, were portrayed just as
universally as enlightened and progressive. Since the media were
dominated by the same group which had promoted psychological warfare
and Paul Blanshard’s anti-Catholic campaign, the nuns were now being
egged on i n their confrontation with the cardinal archbishop of Los
Angeles by people who saw the destruction of the order as a sign of
progress. The New York Times’s religion writer, John Cogley, who would
soon defect from the Catholic faith, wrote articles which epitomized the
flavor of an Enlightenment morality play, which characterized most press



accounts. The IHM nuns according to his account were “a liberal light
shining in the ultra-conservative darkness of the Los Angeles archdiocese,”
and McIntyre’s attempt to prevent the order from engaging in its own self-
destruction were portrayed as “being as foolish as trying to hold back the
dawn.”71

Thus fortified by the New York Times, and perhaps emboldened to a new
openness by the encounter groups she had been attending, Sister Anita
continued to pour out her soul to sympathetic reporters, who urged the
order on toward self-destruction in the name of renewal. Shortly after
appearing in the New York Times, Sister Anita granted an interview to
John Dart of the Los Angeles Times, calling her row with the cardinal a
“major breakthrough” for Roman Catholic nuns in America. She said the
“renewal will be more profound than any thus far announced for any
American religious society of Catholic women.”72 While noting that “all
the new measures are experimental in nature,” she saw “little reason to
suppose that those innovations which prove beneficial will not then be
made permanent.”73 As for religious garb, Caspary said that no style would
be adopted as normative, “but sisters engaged in varying occupations may
wear varying habits suitable for their work.”74 Noting that the Immaculate
Heart Sisters have in mind nothing less than a profound redirection of their
communal lifestyle, Commonweal labeled their proposals “landmarks.”

On October 23,1967, Sister Anita inf ormed McIntyre that the IHM
leadership had “unanimously reaffirmed by secret ballot the content of the
total document.”75 Caspary then went on to inform his eminence that the
new rule which the IHM nuns had just adopted was “deeply Christian and
expressive of the kind of religious life in the community to which we are
committed.”76 McIntyre may have thought the nuns were committed, or he
may have thought they ought to be committed, but his eminence was not
impressed with the rule of life they were proposing, informing Sister Anita
that he was not goin^ to allow “our convents to become hotels or boarding
houses for women.” 7 Caspary, as a result, had to return to the IHM nuns
and inform them that the Cardinal’s reaction was “negative.” It was at this
point that the nuns first started talking about being “fired,” a claim which
quickly got picked up by the press. On November 15, the National Catholic
Reporter, announced on page one: “McIntyre to oust 200 updating nuns”



when in fact McIntyre had told them that they were free to withdraw if they
could not accept the conditions which he established for work in the
archdiocese. Joining the fray on the side of the nuns, Andrew Greeley, who
had visited the nuns at Immaculate Heart College in 1965 and was
evidently taken with the order’s lifestyle, announced that the rules they had
submitted to McIntyre were “sensible and balanced, and represented] the
path all religious are going to have to follow if they are to survive.”7

Father Kieser soon found himself caught up in the battle as well.
McIntyre’s rejection of the proposed updated rule for the IHM order,
fanned by sympathetic media attention, had precipitated a massive
rebellion on the part of clergy in the archdiocese. Kieser had had the
advantage of seeing first-hand the effects which both therapy and
encounter groups were having on nuns like his friend “Genevieve,” and yet
was incapable of seeing what was going on as an assault against the order.
Blinded by the categories which he adopted so uncritically from the media,
Kieser joined the war against repression by becoming a member of what he
termed “the underground church”: “We brought in progressive speakers
from other parts of the country, tried to embarrass the Cardinal into
allowing a priests’ senate, did everything we could to shore up the
beleaguered Immaculate Hearts, and celebrated underground Masses.”79

Evidently learning nothing from what

happened to “Genevieve,” Elwood Kieser checked in for a stay at Esalen to
get in touch with his underground self. By then Gestalt guru Fritz Peris
was nearing the end of his stay at Esalen. In 1970 he moved to Canada
where he founded his own Gestalt Kibbutz on Lake Cowichan. After
undergoing a serious operation, Peris grew tired of the intravenous needles
in his arm and started to remove them. When a nurse entered the room and
told him to leave them alone and lie down, Peris replied “Shut up, you
aren’t going to tell me what to do,” whereupon he got up out of the bed and
promptly fell over dead. Peris’ s favored method f or diagnosing sexual
repression during his last days at Esalen was to place his tongue into the
mouth of his clients, both male and female, for an extended session of
French kissing. If he found an attractive young woman who seemed to be
sufferingfrom this malady, he would invite her to remove her clothes and
join him in one of Esalen’s hot springs.



Father Kieser doesn’t tell us whether Peris diagnosed him for sexual
repression; he also doesn’t tell us how his stay at Esalen concluded. He
mentions only that after he left Esalen, he

took sensitivity training at Carl Rogers’s Institute of the Person [sic;

Kieser actually took the training at WBSI] in La Jolla. The communication
in these sessions was sometimes deep and honest, and these groups
frequently became close. At the end of each day, we would gather in
the backyard of the Catholic chaplain's house at the university for the
Eucharist. These Masses were intense and full of feeling. But the
emotional highs could not last. u

By January of 1968, the archdiocese of Los Angeles was preparing for the
departure of the IHM nuns from the school system. On January 8,
Sister Anita attempted to draw the children’s parents into the battle by
stating her case in a letter which was sent to all of the pastors of parishes
staffed by IHM nuns. When the Apostolic Delegate to the United States
asked Caspary to refrain from discussing the matter publicly, Sister Anita
responded by going on a lecture tour. That was followed by a letter-writing
campaign which induced twenty-nine Jesuits to sign an open letter on their
behalf. That in turn inspired an equal number of Jesuits from the same
province to announce that they did not side with the IHM nuns. As a result
of their efforts at communicating their case to the public, the IHM sisters,
according to Msgr. Patrick Roche,

had “succeeded in creating an atmosphere of confusion and unhappiness
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which baffles understanding.”

On February 21, 1968, acting with unprecedented alacrity for a Roman
curial office, the Sacred Congregation for Religious handed down its
decision, announcing that the nuns had to adopt a uniform habit, that they
had to attend Mass every day, that the point of their education efforts was
“to labor for the salvation of souls” and - crudest cut of all - that they had
to submit to the authority of the local bishop in this and other disputes. The
reaction was swift in coming. On March 9, 1968, the Pasadena Independent
Star an-



nounced that 525 of the 600 [sic] IHM nuns were planning to resign and
form “a loose confederation of religious women.” The nuns tried to mount
another publicity campaign to get Rome to change its decision, but the
petition drive upon which it was based fizzled, failing to get the 5,000
signatures they hoped for. A separate petition garnered the signatures of
194 prominent American churchmen, including Harvey Cox, author of The
Secular City and Arthur Lichtenberger, presiding Bishop of the Episcopal
Church in the United States and presumably someone who had the best
interests of the Catholic Church at heart when he signed.8" The net result of
the squabbling was that the nuns who did not leave broke into two opposed
camps, “neither of which was open to compromise with the other.”81

Eventually a legal settlement was reached, one which favored the liberal
camp, which got most of the community property.

On July 29, 1968, just as the furor over the Immaculate Heart nuns was
dying down, the Vatican issued Humanae Vitae, its encyclical
reaffirming the Catholic Church’s traditional ban on contraception, and a
new furor arose, orchestrated by Father Charles Curran, a moral theologian
at Catholic University in Washington, D.C., which made the nuns’ story
look like a tempest in a teapot by comparison. John D. Rockefeller, 3rd’s
attempt to change the Catholic Church’s teaching on contraception had
failed. His attempt to create an internal front in the Church, however, had
succeeded. As a result of Rockefeller’s efforts at Notre Dame, Humanae
Vitae opened up an internal division within the Catholic Church which
would last into the next millennium. Orchestrating a media campaign that
both followed and dwarfed the one launched by the Immaculate Heart nuns,
Charles Curran succeeded in persuading a majority of Catholics in the
United States that Humanae Vitae did not constitute infallible Church
teaching and that American Catholics could in good conscience use
contraception. The liberal clergy collaborated with the Rockefellers in
arriving at a solution to “the Catholic problem” based on widespread
acceptance of contraception among Catholic married couples.
Contraception became, as a result, the solution to the “Catholic problem”
in two ways: First of all, it drove down the Catholic birthrate, which had
been troubling Paul Blanshard and those who supported him since the end
of World War II. Once Catholics adopted the contraceptive practices of the
WASP ruling class, they were no longer a demographic threat. Secondly,



the contraceptive divided Catholics into two groups: liberals who accepted
it and conservatives who did not, and with this division Catholics lost the
political clout they wielded in the days of Msgr. John Ryan.

During the summer of 1968, at some time between the time when the
turmoil over the nuns was dying down and the turmoil over Humanae Vitae
was just beginning, W. R. Coulson was team-teaching a graduate course
with Carl Rogers when he noticed that Rogers stopped what he was doing
and broke down and cried in front of the class. What brought the tears to
Rogers’s

eyes was the impending break-up of his daughter Natalie’s marriage to
Lawrence H. Fuchs, a professor of politics at Brandeis University. The full
story wouldn’t come out until 1980 when Natalie, taking back her maiden
name, told the story of her “liberation” from her marriage and family in a
memoir entitled Emerging Woman. Natalie had decided to take courses
with her husband’s colleague, Abraham Maslow, in 1958, the same man
who had written that the most authentic people were the most instinctive in
1949 but by 1968 was having second thoughts over “Esalen-type, orgiastic,
Dionysian type education.” Apparently Natalie Fuchs latched onto the
former Maslow and not the latter, for in her memoir she would describe not
only leaving her family and husband, but also her sexual affairs with
numerous men, including impromptu debates with their enraged wives, as
well as her discovery of masturbation, as well as a long account of taking
LSD under the guidance of Lois Bateson at Esalen. Lois was the wif e of
Gregory Bateson, former husband of Margaret Mead, and like his ex-wife a
major player in the fieldof psychological warfare.

“The encouragement of Abe Maslow helped me gain courage to become a
student,”84 Natalie wrote in her memoir, and now Carl Rogers was
faced with inescapable evidence of the sort of behavior his psychological
techniques were creating. Encounter groups were beginning to give
evidence that they were a lot like nuclear fission, which is to say a mixed
blessing at best and something potentially toxic to anyone who came in
close proximity to them at worst. Like Wilhelm Reich unsheathing a plug
of radium at Rangeley in Maine, Carl Rogers was beginning to see the
toxic contamination that encounters were wreaking on those exposed to
their effects. Harold Lyon was an East Coast associate of Rogers assistant



in the late 1960s and early ’70s and after attending an encounter group with
him in New York City, Lyon began to take their message to heart. In 1977
Lyon wrote a book in which he attempted to document the effect of
encounter on his spiritual life:

I have grown to the place where I now have what might be called “a
religion of the self.” I believe that most of the answers are within myself
and that learning to tap the love and beauty and strength within myself is
really a worshipping of the inner self. In essence, I believe in God. God is
within each of us . We are all God.... I now meditate to the god within my
own

inner self, and each time I meditate, I discover new resources of boundless
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love and beauty within myself.

Shortly after becoming God, Lyon, who was a federal education official at
the time and the author of Learning to Feel, Feeling to Learn:
Humanistic Education for the Whole Man, was arrested for sexual offenses
and soon thereafter got written up in a book on “sex addiction.” After his
arrest made the front page of the Washington Post 86Lyon lost his
government job and went to jail, where he underwent a second conversion
during which he decided that he wasn’t a god after all and converted
instead to Christianity. Now Lyon will not allow his psychology books in
his house, fearing that they will contaminate someone else and cause still
more damage.

James Kavanaugh enjoyed a brief moment of fame during the mid-’60s
after writing an ephemeral best-seller called A Modern Priest Looks at
His Outdated Church, in which he pleaded for, among other things,
Catholic acceptance of contraception. Shortly after his book came out
Kavanaugh stopped being a modem priest, leaving the priesthood and
becoming a psychotherapist. Shortly thereafter, he stopped being a
therapist as well when his license was suspended after he was charged with
sexually molesting his patients.87 In 1970, thirteen of Rogers’s students and
followers founded the (in retrospect, aptly named) Center for Feeling
Therapy and after a short while were planning to export it to Europe when a



scandal intervened causing all thirteen founding members to appear before
the California board of medical inquiry to face charges that some of them
had engaged in the sexual molestation of their patients, forcing those who
became pregnant to abort their children.88

There may have been other reasons for Carl Rogers’s tears. At around the
same time he learned of the collapse of his daughter’s marriage, he
also learned that sensitivity training courses were now becoming
mandatory at universities across the country. The political takeover he
fantasized had arrived, and it was being perpetrated not by the right-wing
nuts Rogers had warned his readers about but by the touchy-feely left,
using an instrument he himself had developed. That chain of events had
convinced Rogers, in Coulson’s words, that “compulsory sensitivity
training would simply be wrong,” but he could no more stop that chain of
events than he could put his daughter’s marriage back together. The
encounter groups which he had been so instrumental in creating, had taken
on a life of their own, and now in the hands of therapists less scrupulous
than he, they were causing a good deal of psychic damage.

“My understanding,” Rogers said, “had always been that people could
choose this course or not, as they wished. To think that you are required
to take this course and the encounter groups that go with it offends me
very, very deeply,... right now, I’m involved in one of the major fights of
my professional life to try to obtain freedom, real freedom, for a group that
I happen to like. And that’s why I was so weepy and upset when I was
speaking about the value of freedom last week. And if you think that was
some kind of act, that I was talking passionately about freedom and at the
same time compelling you people to be here - you don’t know me. Nobody
is going to be in this course because they are compelled to be.”89

Today, unfortunately, compulsory sensitivity training is common in
academe and industry, as well as in government and church work, in spite
of Rogers’s objections. As long as Rogers remained in control of the
encounter,

it remained within certain bounds of propriety, but Rogers could not be in
charge of all encounters, nor could he prevent his less scrupulous
colleagues from exploiting them for their own ends. All that Rogers could



say, according to Coulson, is “Well, I don’t do that.” To which his
colleagues would say, “Well, of course you don’t do that, because you grew
up in a an earlier era, but we do and it’s marvelous. You have set us free to
be ourselves.”

Rogers felt this way because he knew that the encounter was an
intrinsically manipulative exercise. Since Rogers was familiar with the
origins of the encounter group, he knew it got its start as part of the post-
World War II psychological warfare project. He knew as well that
associates like Jack Gibb had training in this area, and he knew that the
situation could easily be exploited by people less scrupulous than he. The
encounter group, he wrote in his book on that topic,

may all too easily fall more and more into the hands of the exploiters,
those who have come onto the group scene primarily for their own personal
benefit, financial or psychological. The faddists, the cultists, the nudists,
the manipulators, those whose needs are for power or recognition, may
come to dominate the encounter group horizon. In this case I feel it
is headed for disaster. It will gradually be seen by the public for what
it would then be: a somewhat fraudulent game operation not primarily
for growth, health and constructive change, but for the benefit of its
leaders.90

Rogers knew that T-groups were intrinsically manipulative because the
group members were telling him this themselves:

In a recent workshop, when one man started to express the concern he felt
about an impasse he was experiencing with his wife, another
member stopped him, saying essentially, “Are you sure you want to go on
with this, or are you being seduced by the group into going further than
you want to go? How do you know the group can be trusted? How will you
feel about it when you go home and tell your wife what you have revealed,
or when you decide to keep it from her? It just isn’t safe to go further.”
It seemed quite clear that in his warning this second member was also
expressing his own fear of revealing himself, and his lack of trust in
the group.

Carl Rogers clearly felt that the group could be trusted, but his belief was
based more on “faith” of some sort than on an empirical judgment he had



arrived at after a careful examination of the facts. Rogers, like his
intellectual forebear Ralph Waldo Emerson, was an ex-Congregationalist
in whom the concept of original sin had simply evaporated. That was his
religion and, once he stopped counseling people who were demonstrably
ill, that was the regimen he imposed under the guise of indirection upon the
people with more traditional Augustinian views who ended up in his
encounter groups. Arnold Green had raised the whole idea of encounter
groups as a form of social control in an article entitled “Social Values and
Psychotherapy which

had appeared in the Journal of Personality in 1946. “Rogers claims,” Green
wrote, “that the therapist must possess no moralistic or judgmental
goals whatsoever. Yet it is interesting that in every single case he describes
as successful the client always attaches himself to goals that would meet
the hearty approval of any Methodist minister.”92

Rogers was stung by the criticism and responded directly in his book
Client-Centered. Therapy, which appeared five years later. “Neither in
practice nor in theory can we go along with the comment by Green that
client-centered counseling is simply a subtle way of getting across to the
client the cues which indicate approval of cultural values. His hypothesis
could be partially maintained in some of the early client-centered cases,
but it does not appear be supported at all in the present handling by
experienced counselors. As client-centered therapy has developed, it
become more and more clear that it cannot be explained on such a basis.”93

Rogers made the same point in a 1962 debate with B. F. Skinner, who
claimed that therapy, no matter how non-directive it claimed to be, was
still “operant conditioning.” Just how subtly manipulative Rogers can be
comes across in this account of the forty-four-year-old woman “who has
been dominated all her life by her mother.”94 Since the woman is “too
terrified to tell her mother of spending an evening with a male friend
(George) whom she loves,”95 Rogers sets out to liberate her from her
mother, in probably the same subtle fashion in which he set out to liberate
the nuns from their convent by reinforcing all of the choices which favor
eliminating either responsibility or family bonds in favor of those values
which promote “independence.” When the woman finally shunts her
mother, who is in her late seventies at the time, off to an apartment to live



by herself, Rogers applauds her actions using terms which bespeak the
values he wants to promote: “She has at last cut the umbilical cord and
managed to say (not without some difficulty I am sure), ‘I am a separate
person from you.’ She is now truly celebrating her Independence Day, her
Fourth of July ”96 If this passage isn’t an example of providing “cues which
indicate approval of cultural values,” then what is it?

If abandoning her mother also means abandoning the moral order in sexual
matters, then this is a price which Carl Rogers clearly thinks she ought to
pay. Did the encounter group, Rogers wonders, “change her attitudes,
toward man-woman relationships, moving her away from orthodox
morality? Did it make her emotionally unstable? Without any doubt, the
answer to all of these questions is a resounding yes! It proved terribly
unsettling; it caused deep unhappiness and depression; it changed her
relationship with her mother in such a way as to drive her mother into
hysterics; it brought wild fluctuations in her emotional reactions; it caused
her to be more acceptant of her loving feelings toward a married man.”97

If it did all those things, Rogers still thinks it was a small price to pay if it

enabled her to divest herself of another shackle, in this case, her aged
mother. And what does freedom look like? It looks a lot like rootless
consumerism. The woman now lives alone, leading “her independent lif e
in her apartment,” where she has “been furnishing it, enjoy collecting art. .
. and . . . beginning to do a little creative cooking and a small bit of
entertaining.”98 Even if he was unaware of what he was doing, Rogers was
acting as an agent of socialization for the rootless suburbanites of
consumer culture, who felt that consumption was more important than
family ties. Even Kurt Back, who is positively disposed toward encounter
groups, sees them as based on a value system which fosters rootlessness
and consumption over family ties and self-restraint. According to Back, the
areas where encounter groups flourished most were

the new suburbs and the West, especially California ... pointing up the
direct connection between mobility and sensitivity training. Encounter
groups have become a respectable “lonely hearts club" for newcomers
or those without roots in a community. The new norms of immediacy
and letting oneself go to a strong emotional experience are conducive to



rapid integration into a new setting as well as departure without emotional
damage?’9

Rogers was hardly being non-directive when he persuaded the forty-four-
year-old woman to get rid of her mother and have an affair with a married
man; he was subtly manipulating her by manipulating her passions. His
therapy was based on a whole set of cultural values, ones which
coincided hand-in-glove with the consumer culture of the times, but which
were at the same time a set of values whose existence he could never admit
to himself. Rogers’s values were based not on long-term relationships and
moral commitment but rather “possibilities for the rapid development of
closeness between and among persons, a closeness which is not artificial,
but is real and deep, and which will be well suited to our increasing
mobility of living. Temporary relationships will be able to achieve the
richness and meaning which heretofore have been associated only with lif
elong attachments.”100 Encounter groups provided a way for suburbanites to
attain instant intimacy. If they become sexually involved, if their
marriages broke up, if the whole family disintegrated into rootless
individuals passing aimlessly through each others lives - as it had in the
case of Natalie Rogers and her lesbian daughter Frances - it was a small
price to pay in exchange for peak moments in the encounter group.

In a system like this, sexual fidelity is not a prime value. Again, Rogers
never tells us that he is denigrating the moral order; we pick it up by
osmosis from the subtle cues he throws into the conversation, as when he
mentions the film Rachel, Rachel and praises Rachel for being

willing to accept her sexual feelings and give herself to a young man whom
she has unquestionably idealized. The love affair is not what one

would call a success and she is deserted by her boyfriend, but nonetheless
she has learned that it is only by taking a risk that she can genuinely
encounter another human being. This learning stays with her and
strengthens her as a person to move out into the unknown world.101

Rogers never used words like “good” and “bad,” but his therapy, like all
actions, is predicated on his understanding of those terms. Non-directive
therapy was successful in evading the defenses neurotics erected to defend
themselves against the truth about themselves they both wanted and



didn’t want to know. It was, therefore, a fortiori even more effective in
insinuating a form of social engineering and domination into what claimed
to be therapy for the healthy.

Carl Rogers never really admitted that the experiment with the IHM nuns
ended in failure. This fact admits of two explanations: 1) that he couldn’t
admit the fact to himself, or 2) that he thought the project was a
success. The second possibility is more sinister than the first, and brings up
the possibility that Rogers thought he was doing the nuns a favor by
liberating them from their “narrow convent rooms.” The second possibility
also brings up a related question. Was Rogers using the encounter group as
a form of psychological warfare against the Catholic Church? W. R.
Coulson, who worked with Rogers, is still wrestling with the issue with the
benefit of over thirty years of hindsight. In a 1994 interview in Latin Mass
magazine, Coulson claimed that he, Rogers, “was probably anti-Catholic;
at the time I didn’t recognize it because I probably was too. We had a bias
against hierarchy.” In an even more recent interview with the author, he
said that because Rogers had so many Catholics working for him, he was
“prudent about saying anything about Catholicism.” Finally, Coulson
settled on a third possibility. “On the other hand, he didn’t have to say
anything. If he could draw Catholics into the process, the result was
inevitable. That was more congruent with what he believed.” The evidence
was there for Rogers to see, and he cited it in his books. Encounter groups
fostered “individual independence, openness, and integrity” and as a result
are “not conducive to unquestioning institutional loyalty.” As an example
of the effect encounter groups have had, Rogers tells the reader that
“priests and nuns, ministers and professors, have left their orders and
churches and universities because of the courage gained in such groups,
deciding to work for change outside the institution rather than within

Far from being apologetic about encounter groups causing nuns and priests
to lose their vocations, Rogers sees this outcome as unabashedly positive,
and in portraying it as such, he gives some insight into his own
religious orientation, and how he would bring about the demise of the
Immaculate Heart order and think he was doing a good thing. As the above
passage indicates, the key to understanding Rogers’s intentions in the
Immaculate Heart affair is understanding his religious views, since in the



absence of criteria

like health Rogers could only apply his personal religious and moral views
as the direction which his therapy should take, no matter how subtly he
directed the conversation and disguised his intentions.

Rogers, a Congregationalist who went to Union Theological Seminary for
two years, then dropped out and fell under John Dewey’s spell at Columbia
Teachers’ College, was always reluctant to talk about religion and
especially reluctant to talk about his own religious beliefs. In an article
which appeared in 1985, Rogers quotes with approval a workshop
participant who said of her encounter group, “I found it to be a profound
spiritual experience. I felt the oneness of spirit in the community. We
breathed together, felt together, even spoke for one another. I felt the
power of the ‘life-force’ that infuses each of us - whatever that is.” ~
Whatever it was, it prompted Rogers to a momentary reflection on the
transcendent. “I am compelled to believe that I,” he wrote, “like many
others, have underestimated the importance of this mystical, spiritual
dimension.”

Noticing Rogers’s penchant to describe religion in a way that invariably
made it antithetical to organizational structure and hierarchy, Thomas
C. Oden described the human potential movement as a new form of
eighteenth-century Pietism in his 1972 book, Intensive Group Experience:
The New Pietism. Common to both encounter groups and Pietism was a
belief that religion was not something associated with any organization.
Rather, it was a new form of consciousness which enables a “direct
transcendental experience of God” through a carefully orchestrated
emotional experience involving the religious group - either the Quaker
meeting with its absence of liturgy and dependence on spontaneous
assertion at the behest of the Holy Spirit or the Methodist revival with its
excess of emotion. In each instance, the true power for a change in the
social order must stem from the individual. Once this movement spreads it
often takes on the form of reform political movements, as was the case
with Abolitionism in New England. Either way, in both Pietism and
encounter groups, experience always has priority over authority. The only
authority which is recognized is the one which works by stealth under the
cover of the movement of the spirit either of the Holy Spirit or the spirit of



the individual. The prime concern is to bring about a transformation of
consciousness which in turn will bring about a transformation of the
culture at large resulting from the erotic and mystical experiences that
individuals have during their encounter. Taking his cue from Oden,
Michael Weber noticed similarities between sensitivity training and the
pietist version of public confession. “The Father Confessor,” according to
Weber, “because of Luther’s concept of the priesthood of all believers, can
now be a woman or a brother; it is the group which hears and heals, which
protests and which accepts. Now the penitent has been rescued from the
darkness of the confessional and the cold virtuosity of private spiritual
training.”104

Weber’s description of democratized confession brings up the connec-

tion between Pietism and Illuminism, a connection others have noticed as
well. Agethen notes that it was “above all in the Protestant states of
Northern Germany” where both Pietism and Illuminism spread most
rapidly, and that the spread of both led to widespread acceptance of the
ideas of the Enlightenment. Common to both Illuminism and Pietism was
an inclination to involvement in psychologisitc self-analysis and a
sophistication of psychological understanding as it applied to things like
repentance for sin and willingness to confess, which were in their turn
based on examination of conscience and self-observation.105 All of these
manifestations were absorbed via the religious practices of eighteenth-
century religious sects like the Quakers into the psychic repertoire of
sensitivity training.

The same sort of techniques were still in use among the Quakers as late as
the 1950s. Morton Kaplan tells the story of teaching at Haverford
College, a Quaker school outside Philadelphia, during the 1953-54
academic year, when it was discovered that one of the students was
prejudiced against Negroes. Teams of teachers and students, according to
Kaplan, held sessions with him over a period of a year until he affirmed
that he was no longer prejudiced. The Quakers may have termed it “gentle
persuasion,” but Kaplan saw in it a fonn of brainwashing and an early
version of the orchestration of small-group peer pressure which would find
its ultimate expression in sensitivity training. “They could not understand,”
Kaplan said of the Quakers, “that I thought it better for the young man to



keep his prejudices than that he be subjected to such coercive
brainwashing.”106

One of the most sinister of all foundations, the Josiah Macy, Jr.,
Foundation, traces its penchant for funding psychological warfare and
things like the birth-control pill to “the Quaker traditions of simplicity,
sincerity and devotion to the service of mankind” as manifested in the life
of its founder Kate Macy Ladd. Similarly, Kleiner finds it unsurprising that
sensitivity training has religious undertones, considering the family
backgrounds of the psychological warriors who created it. Douglas
McGregor’s father, for instance,

had been a midwestem reverend; he came out of the great American
Protestant liberal tradition, the tradition of Quaker meetings,
community bam raisings, and Ralph Waldo Emerson. Perhaps it was not
coincidence that so many other NTLers - including Lee Bradford, Ken
Benne, Ron Lippitt, and the eminent T-group advocate Carl Rogers - had
similar backgrounds. .. . Traditional religious pietism added an element of
both force (in the sense of moral legitimacy) and direction to the social
engineering that had been programmed into encounter groups from the
beginning, something that was not lost on experts on brainwashing like
Edgar Schein, who was “well aware that certain exercises, tasks set up by
the facilitator, can practically force the group to more of a here-and-now
communication or more of a feelings level.

Since the confessional elements in T-groups meant they were a form of
Illuminism, that also meant that they were a form of social control, but
because T-groups were refracted through the lens of American Pietism,
those who made use of the techniques could absolve themselves of any
sinister intent, which is what seems to have happened in the case of Carl
Rogers. Rogers was simply liberating nuns from their convents where they
were slaves to the whore of Babylon. Luther got his wife this way. so why
should Americans raised in that tradition see it as reprehensible? T-groups
democratized Illuminism. They were also a typical expression of the
English ideology, which eschewed overt force and preferred Masonic style
secret organizations which could engineer consensus from behind the
scenes.



In his role as the non-directive group leader always claiming that he had
nothing to force on his unwitting clients, Carl Rogers was a classic
expression of the English ideology and the religious movements which
epitomized it and the secret societies which implemented it. Like Newton,
Rogers framed no hypotheses. What claimed to be non-directive and client
centered was in reality, however, an Illuminist technique that accomplished
psychic control through a subtle manipulation of the passions. (In the
epigone who emulated Rogers, the manipulation was not so subtle.) In
proposing encounter groups as simultaneously a form of both exoteric
liberation and esoteric control, Rogers was proposing something
completely compatible with both his religious tradition and his ethnic
heritage, and in bringing it to bear on a willing if unsuspecting group of
California nuns, he was using this technique in a way that was compatible
with the interests of the ethnic group to which he belonged, an ethnic group
which was then engaged in a cultural civil war that was being waged
against the Catholic Church.

Rogers was even more reluctant to talk about his ethnicity than he was to
talk about his spirituality, but Natalie Rogers, in her inimitable way, fills
in some of the gaps here.

‘'I grew up.” she writes in Emerging Woman,

adamantly agnostic, pragmatic, a skeptic about anything religious or
spiritual, with a down-to-earth orientation. I scorned notions of god, of life
after death. I dismissed the possibility of psychic phenomena and denied
that dreams might be an important part of life. In college the only
spiritual philosophy I ever accepted was Emerson’s view of the Over-Soul.

In describing the moral code according to which her parents raised her,
Natalie says that she “grew up in an era where many of us were given the
following messages: ‘Girls stay virgin until married’” but also “birth
control and family planning are the right and duty of responsible
couples.”109 At another point, Natalie praises her mother as “an outspoken
leader for the right of women to choose whether and when they will get
pregnant.”110 At another point, Natalie Rogers criticizes her mother for not
going far enough in educating her away from moral prejudice in matters
sexual: “Although she was a progressive on the political scene - giving her



time to the Margaret Sang-er/Planned Parenthood movement - I didn’t find
her views of my behavior

very liberal.... Between age forty and sixty you missed an opportunity to
become more fully you - more independent in your art work or fully
effective with Planned Parenthood.”111

Taken as a whole, Natalie’s comments show that members of her family
were typical examples of the progressive WASP, their ethnic group,
which had adopted the use of the contraceptive, and then as a result of that
got drawn into eugenic warfare against those groups which didn’t use
contraception, most notably blacks and Catholics. Support for Planned
Parenthood meant for Natalie’s parents’ generation support for the eugenic
crusade that characterized the WASP ethnics’ concern about differential
fertility. Having adopted the use of the contraceptive as part of their moral
code, they were too ethnically provincial to see that it contradicted the rest
of their sexual morality. The only coherence this world view had was
ethnic. As a result, the Rogers family joined in the great WASP ethnic
project, the eugenics movement as prosecuted by Planned Parenthood as it
turned into the anti-Catholic crusade of the post -war period. W. R.
Coulson never remembers discussing his large family with Rogers, but his
wife remembers getting a matchbook with Planned Parenthood’s address
on it after the birth of their seventh child. His wife also clearly remembers
Helen Rogers giving a donation of $10,000 to Planned Parenthood.

Because of his support of Planned Parenthood, Carl Rogers was engaged in
ethnic conflict with the Catholics who were his clients in therapy. That
he didn’t advertise the fact was due in equal measure to his personality and
his ethnicity, neither of which was comfortable with overt or antagonistic
declarations of clear intent. “A facilitator,” Rogers wrote in his book on
encounter groups, “is less effective when he pushes a group, manipulates it,
makes rules for it, tries to direct it toward his own unspoken goals.”112 In a
videotaped interview Rogers told Warren Bennis in 1976 that

Nobody knows where I’m going until I've gone so far they can’t stop me....
And really in large measure, that’s the way I’ve gone through life. Nobody
(Rogers laughs) knows where I’m going until I’ve gone so far they can’t
stop me, that’s one thing... and also I don’t like to be interfered with on the



way.... It’s a strange word to airaly because it seems contradictory, but I’m
in a way sort of stealthy.”

In the same interview Rogers said that he got the idea of indirection from
his parents, something which he gave a revolutionary twist: “One of the
fascinating things about my parents’ control was that it was so subtle that it
did not seem oppressive. I was a good boy, but that seemed to be the way I
should be. It didn’t seem as though I had to be this way against my will.”

Bennis: “Yeah, that’s neat. Marx said the sign of a truly oppressed person
is when they don’t know they’re oppressed.

Rogers: “There’s a lot of truth to that.114

Rogers here evidently forgot that moral behavior is natural because, in
scriptural terms, it is written on the heart. By the time he was being
interviewed, Rogers had completely internalized the Watsonian view that
man had no nature. As a result everything was conditioning, and every
conditioning technique was potentially brainwashing. What Rogers knew
that Watson didn’t was how to be subtle, how to be (to use his word)
“stealthy.” Because his influence was always indirect, Carl Rogers was
virtually irresistible. Not too long after a speech he gave in 1969 at
Sonoma State listing the qualities of the man of the future, one of Rogers’s
colleagues referred to him as a “quiet revolutionary,” and Rogers applied
the term to himself thereafter until his death.

Natalie seems to have tried to leam the same lesson from her father
without as much success. “My father, Carl Rogers,” she wrote in her
memoir, “has always been the earth from which my philosophical roots
have been nourished. He values the integrity of each individual not only in
his words but in his way of living. He has never dominated, controlled, or
tried to push me. I have felt accepted and appreciated even when we
disagree.”115

No one is ever coerced Rogerian therapy. Or, better put, no one is ever
aware that he is coerced in Rogerian therapy. This subtle system of
control based on the manipulation of passion was, however, full of
unintended consequences for the ethnic group which used it to wage
cultural war on their opponents. One of the unintended consequences was



the generational decline of those who made use of it. That decline began
with the sexual liberation of Carl and Helen, though that is certainly not
how they saw it, when they became involved in the use of the
contraceptive. That fateful step led to divorce, adultery, masturbation, drug
use, compulsive promiscuity in their daughter Natalie’s generation, and it
led to lesbianism in the next generation in Frances Fuchs, her daughter,
who is now active in lesbian politics in California.

The WASP elite chose the contraception and psychological warfare as a
way of def eating the Catholics and maintaining their hegemony over the
culture that was slipping out of their grasp, but in the final analysis their
strategy backfired because in the end it was their own children who
adopted the tenets of sexual liberation even more avidly than the sexually
repressed Catholic priests and nuns, and in adopting the tenets of sexual
liberation, they put themselves out of existence. In the end, the sexual
revolution was just another word for the anti-Catholic campaign, and Carl
Rogers, the modem pietist, tried to destroy them by liberating them, or he
tried to liberate them by destroying what made them Catholic.

“Never in my life before that group experience,” one Catholic priest wrote,

had I experienced “me” so intensely. And then to have that “me” so con-

finned and loved by the group, who by this time were sensitive and reacting
to my phoniness, was like receiving a gift I could never have hoped for,
because until then I never dreamed that it could exist.

... I was in the seminary at that time and have since been ordained a priest.
But within my vocation as a priest there have been profound changes both
inside me and outside me. Inside, I began to grow from a boy to a man.
Outside I became much freer in relation to authority and human respect.
Inside me I was so much more present to myself and therefore to others
that my work as acounselor and a therapist shot up one hundred per cent in
its effectiveness.

Anyway I began to become____I have so much more hope in the future

of man. Because if we can touch one another as persons the way it can
happen in an encounter, then “redemption” begins to happen for all of
us, and we emerge from a death-like existence of loneliness and diminution



to a possibility of fully-aliveness. I can really say “yes” to mankind,
because I have discovered in a deeply personal way, in a way which I can
deeply feel as well as think, that each person in the world is an abundant
reservoir of life and love that only needs to be tapped to be made available
for self-nourishment and for the refreshment of others.116

Other priests were not so sanguine. Weber tells the story of a seminarian in
Germany who was exposed to sensitivity training and as a result
“feeling like a tool without a will of my own in the hands of the group
leader. In each group exercise, I wanted to win his attention and
recognition. I couldn’t pray anymore and I also suffered from
psychosomatic disturbances.”117

On December 10, 1968, Thomas Merton had just finished the morning
lecture at a conference he was attending in Bangkok, Thailand when he
announced to his audience, “I think I am going to disappear.” Merton had
resolved the sexual crisis that was threatening his vocation to the
priesthood by pulling back from his affair with M., partially at least
because he feared that he would become “enslaved to the need for her
body.” He felt in part as well that the “objective fact of my vows is more
than a juridical obligation. It has deep personal and spiritual roots. I cannot
be true to myself if I am not true to so deep a commitment.” 18 After
making his cryptic announcement to the attendees at the conference in
Bangkok, Merton went up to his hotel room where he inadvertently pulled
a defective fan on top of himself in the bathtub and died of heart failure
and bums caused by electric shock.

At around the same time, Sister Mary Benjamin, IHM, decided that she
was going to leave the Immaculate Heart nuns. In discussing her
decision, she never mentions the effect that her sexual practices might have
had on her decision. All she can mention is the images that her sexual
practices had created in her mind, turning the convent’s walls into a
“prison.”

“The fear that drew me there for protection had lost its power. The convent
could do nothing now but hold me back. My spirit was starving for the life
I had surrendered as a child. It was time to catch up. I felt like a long
distance runner about to run the first mile of her marathon.”"9



For the first lap in her spiritual marathon, Sister Mary flew to New York in
1970 with a suitcase of second-hand clothes. While there she became
lovers with a guy named Larry, who sucked his thumb in his sleep. She also
had sex with a number of other people from whom she contracted sexual
parasites. Then, tiring of her boyfriend she moved off into a series of even
more transient lesbian relationships, until, finally, at the prompting of
political and spiritual forces she was never able to understand, she
“proclaimed [her]self a dyke.” At that point, she went off in search of the
lesbian equivalent of the community she had abandoned when she left the
Immaculate Heart nuns. By the mid-’80s she was living alone again,
oftentimes in a tent in the woods, where she claimed to be communing with
spirits.

Ann Campbell’s life followed much the same trajectory after she left the
convent in 1971. Ann had her first sexual experience in 1969 when she
was 30 years old. The results could have been predicted by Wilhelm Reich:

Gradually I backed away from Mass and the sacraments. By then there was
so much flexibility in scheduling that no one noticed. I would sometimes
go to confession and allude to my transgressions; at times I went guiltily
toCommunion and asked God to forgive me. This went on fortwo and a half
incredible years.

When she finally left the convent in 1971, Campbell “claimed that my
convictions on social justice, racial equality peace and intellectual freedom
were the reasons,” something which she finds less persuasive fifteen years
after the fact than she did at the time. The real reason for leaving the
convent was sexual: “I had finally acknowledged that my love for this
woman was inconsistent with my vows. And since I judged this love to be
incompatible with God’s plan, I was prepared to pay the price in guilt and
inner misery until I could extricate myself. My theology of freedom had
deserted me.”1-1

Unable to find comfort in either religion or the rejection of religion,
Campbell tried to drown her anguish in alcohol, but all the alcohol
succeeded in doing wasjgive her the “sensation that I had lost control over
my own life’s direction.”1"'’1 Eventually, “drinking to blot out feelings
became a nightly ritual” as the isolation which her “liberation” from



convent life and family ties brought about became intolerable. When ex-
nuns like Ann Campbell really needed counseling, there was no one there
to do the counseling. And in retrospect, what could people like Carl Rogers
have offered her? She was already liberated; she was already free of sexual
repression. What more did Illuminist counseling have to offer, once the
victim had adopted the categories which were to bring about her
happiness? By 1970 the Immaculate Heart nuns were gone from the scene.
The operation was a success; the patient died.

At around the same time that the IHM order fell apart, Harry the Therapist
and Genevieve the ex-nun got married, after Harry’s divorce came through.
At around the same time, after his stay at Esalen and Rogers’s Cen-

ter for the Person in La Jolla, Father Kieser decided to undergo therapy at
the hands of a therapist whose “general orientation was existential and
Jungian, both of which I found simpatico.”123 Father Kieser’s therapist

made no attempt to interpret what I was seeing through the prism of his
own set of dogmatic categories (as far as I know he had none). Nor did
her ever suggest a course of action beyond the process of therapy itself.
His job was to help me to discover the truth. It was my job, with the f
reedom of the newly discovered truth gave me, to make the decisions.u

Like Father Kieser, the overwhelming majority of American Catholics
never knew what hit them. They lost a cultural war that they didn’t
even know was being waged against them. Because the Catholics lost that
cultural war, the victors in that struggle would use the same techniques -
psychological warfare, feminism, population control, pornography,
encounter groups -to subject larger segments of American life and larger
segments of the world to their control. Sensitivity training would be
introduced to the public schools over the next thirty years, where it would
be presented under various guises - as “character education,” “drug
education,” and “sex education” under brand names like DARE, Deciding,
Tribes, Valuing Values, Choices and Decisions, the Michigan Model,
Magic Circle, Me-ology, Quest, Here’s looking a t you. Values and
Choices, Project Charlie, DECIDE, etc. Assaulted by this form of “social
engineering at is worst,” American students would be “regimented into
shock-troops of a new politically correct millennium.”125



New York, 1969

By the late ’ 60s Jack Kerouac was f amous as the founder of a movement
which he felt had become increasingly alien to what he believed.
Whenever he would tell people like Mike Wallace that “beat” was short for
beatific, an incredulous or embarrassed silence would ensue and the subject
would get changed. During the fall of 1968, Kerouac was invited to
pontificate on the then-emerging hippie movement by William F. Buckley,
the conservative icon, on his TV show Firing Line. “The hippies,” Kerouac
opined while sipping scotch from a coffee mug, were “apparently some
kind of Dionysian movement.” Moving effortlessly if incoherently from
defending the hippies as “good kids,” Kerouac launched into an attack on f
ellow beatnik, Lawrence Ferlinghetti for perverting what Kerouac saw as
essentially Catholic and beatific into “the beat mutiny, the beat
insurrection, words I never use, being a Catholic.” Kerouac was becoming
increasingly alienated from the movement he had been used to launch. His
piety may have increased but his drinking increased along with it, making
the piety seem incongruent at best and ludicrous at worst. Before long the
drinking would take its toll. On October 20, 1969, Jack Kerouac began
hemorrhaging at his Florida home from varicose veins in the esophagus,
the result of years of heavy drinking. In the middle of the night, his mother
took him to St. Anthony’s Hospital, where he died the classic alcoholic’s
death at 5:30 AM on October 21, 1969.

Just before appearing on Firing Line, on the way up to the studio in the
elevator, Kerouac spoke briefly with Ed Sanders, one of founding
members of a New York band known as the Fugs, who wanted to tell
Kerouac how much his writing and life had inspired him. Kerouac’s
response was short and to the point. “Get the fuck off my back, kid,” he
said. At around the same time that Kerouac made his last TV appearance,
another member of the Fugs by the name of Tuli Kupferberg met a
Yugoslavian filmmaker by the name of Dusan Makavejev. Makavejev was
in New York because he had just got a grant from the Ford Foundation.
After meeting Kupferberg and his friends, Makavejev got an idea for a
Film, a documentary of the sort that would have “redeeming social value,”
which is to say a film with lots of naked women engaging in sexual
activity. It would be a film on Wilhelm Reich, because New York was the



center of the cultural world just then, and in the center of the world
Wilhelm Reich was making a comeback. Reich had died in prison in
Lewisburg, Pennsylvania, in 1959 after being convicted of selling orgone

boxes to the FDA. He died convinced that President Eisenhower was
sending Air Force planes to watch over him and still hoping that he would
get a grant for his work on orgone energy from the “Rockerfellows.” The
Reich who came back from the dead ten years later was a reincarnation not
of the man who sold orgone boxes and supported President Eisenhower.
The Reich who came back from the dead was the man who did sex-pol
work in Berlin in 1930.

By the time Reich had been re-discovered by the New Left in 1969, he had
been dead for ten years, but that fact was irrelevant, because the Reich the
cultural revolutionaries were interested in promoting had stopped
writing in 1933 anyway. On January 4, 1971, Christopher Lehmann-Haupt
wrote a review of the new Farrar Straus edition of The Mass Psychology of
Fascism. which announced in effect that the Reich revival had begun in
earnest. “Wilhelm Reich,” Lehmann-Haupt proclaimed, “the Austrian
sexologist and inventor of the so-called orgone energy accumulator, has
made a comeback.” Reich, according to the review, was the father of youth
culture, the sexual revolution, and the feminist movement. Kate Millett’s
book Sexual Politics was written under his influence. Beyond that, Reich
was better at reconciling Freud and Marx than Marcuse, especially by
expounding his “credo that sexual man was man liberated from his need for
authority, religion, and marriage.” Reich, in other words, “makes
considerable sense,” at least to someone sympathetic to the goal of sexual
liberation. Lehmann-Haupt was, in fact, so enamored of Reich’s vision of
sexual liberation he was even willing to take a second look at his theory of
orgone energy. “Perhaps it’s time to reconsider all of Wilhelm Reich,” he
concluded.

Four months later, on April 18, 1971, the New York Times returned to
Reich, this time devoting a feature-length article in their Sunday magazine
to his thought. In “Wilhelm Reich: The Psychiatrist as Revolutionary,”
David Elkind described how student communards in Berlin pelted the
police with soft-bound copies of Reich’s The Mass Psychology of Fascism.
(Was it compassion or frugality that kept them from using hardbound



copies?) Reich “was being resurrected everywhere in Europe as a
hero/saint to students demanding social reform,” and now “many American
young people” were “now discovering that Reich is very much their kind of
Revolutionary too.” This was the case because his message was more
appealing to the American Left, who felt that they could bring down the
state by sexual license without the sublimation urged by Freud or the
political revolution urged by Marx.

Over the summer of 1971, Dusan Makave jev released the film he had
begun while in the United States on a grant from the Ford Foundation
called WR: Mysteries of the Organism. Like / am Curious (Yellow) it
juxtaposed pornography with political harangue, thereby assuring the
viewer that it had redeeming social merit and would escape obscenity
prosecution. The film also showed footage of Tuli Kupferberg stalking
people on the streets of

New York City wearing an army helmet and carrying a toy M-16. The
political message was unmistakable. The New Left was going to repudiate
both Stalin and U. S. Imperialism in a mystical convergence based on
shared indulgence in sexual appetite. It was, like, make love, not war, or
some more prolix version of the same thing, all traceable, according to
Makavejev, to Reich’s influence. “He was a kind of prophet of a new
time,” Makavejev told Film Quarterly in their Winter 1971 issue. “He
started the sex-pol movement in Germany; in 1930 they had about 30,000
members and organized lectures all over Germany. Reich's ideal was that
the Communist Party should organize youth around dance halls, not to get
young people to dull political lectures - to find young people where they
are.” Which meant, of course, encouraging masturbation. “Sex-economic
clinical experience teaches us,” Reich wrote in ’30s,

that those who never had the courage to masturbate have the most
unfavorable prognosis. Sexual feelings have been suppressed (perhaps even
for a while successfully), the sexual apparatus has not been used, and
then when authoritarian society finally permits gratification, the
apparatus fails: it has become “rusty.”

The American revolutionaries were now busy making sure that their
“apparatus” didn’t become “rusty,” by finally summoning, if not the will to



bring down the state, then certainly “the courage to masturbate.”
Makavejev devoted a good deal of his film to the work of Betty Dodson,
“the well-known drawer of erotic drawings and painter of erotic paintings,”
whose specialty was teaching women how to masturbate because it made
women feel, “you know . . . very liberated.”3 To give some sense of
historical continuity under Reich’s influence, the dates “Berlin, May 1,
1931 . . . Belgrade, May 1, 1971” flash on the screen and then Betty
Dodson comes on and talks about how a women who was in “this women’s
lib group together, it’s a consciousness raising group... really had no
masturbatory experience or background! She was in her early thirties . . .
she didn’t masturbate, she was totally dependent on ... a man, a partner to
make orgasm, which is a lousy posture to be . . . and she started to practice
masturbation and she was amazed at... at some of the things that happened
to her and her orgasm became much more intense.”

In case his readers hadn’t seen the film, David Elkind made the same point
in his New York Times article. “Reich noted,” he tells us, “that whenever
the patient reported that he had masturbated with complete satisfaction that
his symptoms lessened. Reich proceeded to analyze the patient’s guilt over
masturbation. When this chronic guilt was alleviated and the patient could
masturbate regularly with complete gratification, his symptoms subsided
to the extent that he could work and socialize to a degree not possible for
him before.”5 The film, of course, devoted its sexual footage to
showing the well-endowed Milena having sex with soldiers and then
declaiming

Reichian mumbo-jumbo like: “Body tissue deprived of life energy turns
cancerous. Cancer is the hysteria of cells condemned to death. Cancer and
fascism are closely related.”6 Footage of masturbation, it turns out. is not
as stimulating as real sexual activity.

With Makavejev’s film, the Reich boom reached its high-water mark. The
techniques of manipulation that Reich’s character analysis enabled
continued to be refined in places like Esalen by people like Fritz Peris and
would get applied in unlikely places like seminaries for religious. Peris
learned about Reich through Paul Goodman and together they created what
came to be known as Gestalt Therapy, which was Reich’s theories,
especially those involving “body armor” in action. Michael Weber argues



that Reich’s theories via Peris’s Gestalt Therapy eventually became a
covert form of social control that wrought serious damage in religious
orders in Germany, just as Reich said they would. They also made equally
destructive inroads in American corporate and academic life, where ice-
breaking exercises like blind milling became part of the repertoire of
psychic manipulation. “Liberation from repression” had become a
powerful tool for social control, both in small groups and in the mass
media.

Elizabeth Wurtzel never mentions Reich in Bitch, her '90s memoir, but she
mentions feminism, which was, as Kate Millett’s book made clear, exoteric
Reichianism. The Consciousness-raising sessions of the 70s were,
as Makavejev said, direct descendants of Reich’s sex-pol work in the
’30s. Wurtzel does, however, talk extensively about using sex as a form of
social control, something which she calls, in her inimitable way, “pussy
power.”7

“Delilah,” she tells us, “had the right idea____Delilah embodies the failure
of

this male prerogative when it comes to regulating human emotions.”8

Samson and Delilah “offer the first example,” according to Wurtzel,” of
what we now call sexual politics. Samson is unbeatable militarily, a
discovery the Philistines make to their chagrin, but through his infatuation
with Delilah he becomes “enslaved to his dick”9 and, as a result, easily
defeated. Sex is a form of political control; this is the lesson that Israel
learned from Samson’s demise, and indeed they learned it throughout the
Bible, usually the hard way, which is to say, by being punished by military
defeat after falling into idolatry, which was an excuse for illicit sexual
activity.

Wurtzel is onto something here. Or is she? No sooner does she praise
Delilah as “a precursor to all strong, modem, willful women ... women
who do just what they want,” the kind of woman, in other words, which
Wurtzel aspires to be, than she is full of ambivalence about the object of
her praise. Wurtzel admires women who use sex as a weapon, and she
especially admires the character Madonna plays in Body of Evidence
because “she kills with her pussy,” but at the same time she is full of



misgivings when she tries to apply this lesson to her own life. Once again,
the issue comes down to the relationship between power and control,
between reason and appetite. Do

those who capitulate to their desires control them, or are they controlled by
them?

“I am completely free,” Miss Wurtzel tells us,

and as far as my life goes, I have all the power. In fact, I havetumed thirty
in an era when for the first time in history a woman can feel as
unencumbered and unbound as 1 do. And yet, for all the power I command
in not being some man’s dependent appendage, I generally walk around
through life feeling pretty powerless.

As with most feminists, Wurtzel has difficulty reading her own texts.
Delilah, as in our own day when her spiritual descendants write stroke
books for chicks, is an agent of the priests of Dagon. Delilah doesn’t
control the power she wields any more than Wurtzel does. The power
controls her. Hence Wurtzel’s sense of powerlessness even after the
liberation from repression occurs, or, better said, especially after the
liberation from oppression occurs. The only power Wurtzel retains
unequivocally is the power to mess up her own life, a power which she has
evidently exercised repeatedly. “When I have a man in front of me,” she
tells us, “even one I really like, one who is quite literally putty in my hands
and whatever else, I feel the incredible urge to use the power he has given
me to ruin his life.”11

And her own, one might add, because the only way one finds f ulfillment in
life is by sharing it with someone else, by, in effect,
givingthatlifeoverto someone else and having the other person do the same
thing. That mutual giving is the essence of sexuality. Masturbation is the
most basic violation of that truth. Using masturbation (or any other form of
sexual vice) as “liberation from repression” is like using suicide as the
antidote to murder. No one else can kill you because you killed yourself. In
triumphing over repression, you have defeated yourself by enslaving
yourself in the name of liberation.

Wurtzel is not alone in learning this truth the hard way. Reich learned the



same lesson in slightly morecomplicated fashion. On January 5,1951,
Reich unsheathed a gram of radium in his laboratory at Organon in
Rangeley, Maine, thereby contaminating the entire area and exposing
everyone there to radiation sickness. He thought that orgone energy would
counteract the effect of nuclear energy, but it turned out that the opposite
was true. In the final analysis though, his “Oranur” experiments were
nowhere near as toxic as his sexual experimentation. In both instances, he
tried to control one of the primal forces of nature and in both instances the
forces ended up controlling him.

By the late ’70s, the Reich boom was over, looking at the dawn of the
Reagan Era a little bit like the leisure suit gathering dust at the back of
the closet. The left might say, and indeed it has said, that Reagan was the
tyrannical reaction to the excesses of the sexual revolution, but they still
seem incapable of accepting the rationale, adumbrated in Plato, which
would explain the change.

The real reaction, however, wasn’t political. It was cultural and inchoate.
Sex led to horror. Alien was the sequel to Deep Throat. By 1979, no
one thought oral sex was fun anymore. The ladies testifying at the Meese
Commission made that point unmistakably clear. Katie Roiphe remembers
the same era, feeling the “general atmosphere of anxiety and
apprehension” even though “there was no biological threat to which we
could attach our vague premonitions of disaster, no herpes, no AIDS.”12

The diseases were in retrospect the least horrific of the sequelae flowing
from the “liberation from repression” that was the sexual revolution. The
real source of horror was the release of appetite from rational control and
what that did to otherwise normal human beings. In seeking “liberation
from repression,” the culture discovered that the punishment fit the crime
in an uncanny way; in fact, the punishment was the crime. Liberation was
slavery at best; more often than not, it was death too. “I remember,” Katie
Roiphe wrote in her memoir of the time, Last Night in Paradise,

taking a bright yellow paperback of Looking for Mr. Goodbar from my
parents’ bookshelf and reading it more than once; 1 remember
being haunted by the image of this naked woman bleeding to death on her
bed. I remember also the image of her sitting in the bar, sipping her white
wine, pretending to read a book, and waiting to pick up a strange man, an



image strangely shadowed by my knowledge of what was going to happen
to her.

Her death seemed somehow natural for an act of random violence. It also
seemed to hold some implications about my own life, about the men,
bars, wine, and strangers in my future, that I only dimly understood. I
wouldn’t have been able to explain the danger I felt, curled up on my
parents’ chintz couch reading the cheap paperback, but 1 felt it
nonetheless.13

Along with Alien, Looking for Mr. Goodbar, which was made into a film in
1978, was one of the seminal events of the late '70s, when sex turned
into horror on a pan-cultural basis. Roiphe might have understood the
trajectory better if she had read Plato’s Republic, but a school system
which promotes masturbation is not going to waste its time undermining
its efforts to enslave its students by teaching Plato. Eric Voegelin, who has
read Plato, thinks that his description of

the transition from the democratic to the despotic soul may well be
considered the masterpiece of Platonic psychology. In the democratic state
of the soul, all appetites are on the same footing and compete with another
for satisfaction. . . . This state of amiable, and perhaps aesthetic,
rottenness, however, exhausts itself, and now the last abyss of depravity
opens. For beyond the ordinary luxuriance of desires lie the ultimate lusts
which “stir in a soul in its dreams” but ordinarily kept down by the controls
of wisdom and law. In dreams, the beast goes on its rampage of murder,
incest and perversions.14

The trajectory is, nonetheless, clear. The democratic soul, which frees
itself from all restraint in pursuit of sexual gratification, is followed by the
ty-

rannical soul, which brings honor and perversion, which etymologically
means denial of the truth. “The decomposition of the well-ordered soul,”
according to Voegelin, “leads, not to disorder or confusion, but to a
perverted order. It seems that Plato was acutely aware of the spirituality of
evil and of the fascination emanating from a tyrannical order.”

The tyrant is addiction in a metaphorical sense - in other words, passions



which demand to be satisfied and command the rational being who
should control them to do their bidding - but the tyrant can also be
construed in a very literal sense as the man who rules over the people who
are corrupted by their passions, through the agency of those very passions.
The man who is controlled by his appetite is also controlled by the man
who controls his appetite for him. In general we think of the age of tyranny
as short-lived, and we think of the tyrants that way too. Robespierre, Hitler,
Stalin all presided over the despotic reaction to democracy run amok.
Stalin’s reign, however, could hardly be considered brief in human terms.
And with him, we begin to discern a more disconcerting possibility. What
if someone were smart enough to maintain the perverted order
indefinitely?

The first principle to be recognized is that sexual life is not a private
affair,” Reich tells us. “The sexual restructuring of man, for the
establishment of the capacity for full sexual pleasure, cannot be left to
individual initiative but is a cardinal problem of all social existence. . . .
The whole population must acquire the secure feeling that the
revolutionary leadership is doing everything it can to guarantee sexual
pleasure, without reservation, without any ifs and buts.”lfl

The real question, the one posed by Aldous Huxley, is whether the regime
in which “normality is redefined as perversion and perversion as
normality” will get clever enough to refine the techniques of servitude to
become so pleasurable that no one notices the horror any more or has the
will to object.



Part III, Chapter 15

Notre Dame, Indiana, 1970

In June 1970, the Reverend Theodore M. Hesburgh, C S C., president of the
University of Notre Dame, received the American Association of
University Professor’s Alexander Meiklejohn Award for his “outstanding
contribution to the cause of academic freedom.” Hesburgh was the first
Catholic ever to receive the award, and the AAUP went out of its way to
explain that this fact was not some fortuitous afterthought in its
deliberations. Hesburgh was being rewarded for defending the integrity of
the Catholic university against the predations of the Catholic Church.
Hesburgh received the award because he believed, as he had stated in the
Land o’ Lakes statement three years before, that a “Catholic university
must have true autonomy and academic freedom in face of authority of
whatever kind, lay or clerical, external to the academic community itself.”
Lest there be any doubt about which authority might prove most
threatening at Notre Dame, the AAUP cited Notre Dame’s stance in the
wake of Humanae Vitae, the 1968 encyclical of Pope Paul VI which labeled
contraception immoral. Hesburgh was praised because “external
ecclesiastical controls at some other Catholic universities have not
been permitted at Notre Dame.”

The sentiments were edifying if one shared the ideological view which
spawned them, but they were deceptive as well. Hesburgh after all did
claim to be defending the Catholic university against “authority of
whatever kind,” but in practice - and the AAUP award makes this clear -
the main defense was against the meddling of the Catholic Church,
specifically the curia in Rome. Hesburgh makes this fairly explicit in his
autobiography, God, Country, and Notre Dame, where he dedicates an
entire chapter to the topic of academic freedom. “In 1954,” he writes, “we
had a classic confrontation over the issue of academic freedom, with Notre
Dame on one side and the Vatican on the other.” In this confrontation,
Father Hesburgh sided with the liberal American Jesuit John Courtney
Murray against every liberal Catholic’s favorite villain since the time of
Vatican II, Alfredo Cardinal Ottaviani. In this Enlightenment morality
play, the forces of American light and progress triumph over the forces of



Italian darkness and dogma. It was a bit like a Henry James plot as told by
a less refined mind.

Reading Hesburgh’s autobiography, one comes quickly to the conclusion
that this American-progressive-versus-Roman-authoritarian paradigm was
not only representative; it was normative; it was exhaustive. “Authority

of any kind” was Hesburgh’s way of saying the Vatican. As long as he
could define the struggle in those terms he would look good to everyone
but people in the curia. Certainly he was looking good to the people at the
AAUP in 1970. But casting the conflict in those terms tells in effect only
half the story. Rome was hardly the most serious threat to academic
freedom at the time. Curious by its absence from Hesburgh’s largely self-
serving account of himself as a defender of academic freedom is any
mention of the role which foundations played at Notre Dame at the time.
One gets the impression that the only people who threatened academic
freedom were aging clerics like Cardinal Ottaviani or that the progressive
types who staffed places like the Ford, Rockefeller, and Carnegie
foundations at the time were completely disinterested when it came to how
their money was to be spent.

In many respects, Notre Dame’s attitude toward academic freedom was a
one-way street. It blocked traffic from Rome as a way of expediting
commerce with New York and Washington, homes of the foundations and
the Supreme Court respectively. Hesburgh’s position looks plausible as a
defense of academic freedom only when he gets to present the evidence.
Notre Dame’s attitude toward the showing of Martin Scorcese’s film The
Last Temptation of Christ on campus in 1989 is a good indication of this
double standard in action. When a number of people, professors and
students alike, claimed that the film was blasphemous and that a Catholic
university had no business exposing undergraduates to scenes of Jesus
Christ and Mary Magdalen having sexual intercourse, Hesburgh’s
successor, Rev. Edward Malloy, C.S.C. wrote to the effect, “The movie,
The Last Temptation of Christ, is but one of a wide range of films to be
shown on campus this year. I am confident thatthose who choose to view it
will have plenty of opportunity for discussion and analysis, including from
a Christian perspective.” The message is clear: some people might consider
this sort of thing disrespectful of the person of Jesus Christ, but academic



freedom prevails at Notre Dame, even when it involves highly offensive
portrayals of Christ’s non-existent sex lif e. The undergraduates at Notre
Dame duly absorbed the message that they were to be scrupulously tolerant
when it came to matters venereal, even if they involved aspersions cast on
their Lord and Savior. “So what Jesus did in his private life is totally up to
Him,” one sophomore opined at the time.

Twenty-five years earlier, however, when Notre Dame was run by the man
destined to receive the Meiklejohn Academic Freedom Award, the
university had a different attitude toward films and censorship. In
December 1964, the University of Notre Dame, with President Theodore
M. Hesburgh co-signing as a plaintiff, filed suit in New York Supreme
Court seeking to enjoin Twentieth-Century Fox from releasing John
Goldfarb, Please Come Home, a film starring Shirley MacLaine which
revolves around the complications which arise when a rich Arab purchases
the Notre Dame football team. Hesburgh claimed that the film was guilty
of “knowingly exploiting

for private benefit the high prestige and good name of the University
without consent and over its objections.” Father Hesburgh went on to claim
that distribution of the film would “cause irreparable damage” to Notre
Dame.

If Notre Dame’s willingness to haul people into court is any indication of
what it holds sacred, then it is clear that the person of Jesus Christ finishes
a distant second to Notre Dame’s football team. It is also clear that
academic freedom at Notre Dame suffered from the same double standard
in its application. When it came to “authority of whatever kind . . . external
to the university itself’ there were no enemies to the left. The only threat
came from the Vatican.

On September 30, 1970, three months after Father Hesburgh received his
award for defending academic freedom, the Commission on Obscenity and
Pornography founded by HR 2525 three years earlier issued its report to the
press. What would eventually come to be known as the Lockhart
Commission had been called into existence three years earlier, largely over
concern about the flood of obscene material which the Roth decision
had unleashed nine years before.



On April 20, 1967, hearings were held in Washington on HR 2525, a bill
creating a commission to be known as the Commission on Obscenity
and Pornography. Representative Dominick V. Daniels of New Jersey, who
presided over the meeting, decried “the inexorable flow of noxious, hard-
core pornography [that] continues to fill our newsstands, pour unsolicited
into our homes and threatens to contaminate young and impressionable
minds.” One of the main purposes of the commission was “to study the
effect of obscenity and pornography upon the public - and particularly
minors - and its relationship to crime and other anti-social behavior.”
Members of Congress had been feeling heat from their constituents,
especially about obscene materials coming unsolicited through the mails as
the ’60s were plunging toward a chaotic close. Previously agreed-upon
taboos were being broken regularly in underground newspapers and on the
stage. In the Roth case, the Supreme Court stated that obscenity was not
speech protected by the First Amendment; however, the justices
established a formula f or ascertaining obscenity that was to prove virtually
impossible to apply: “whether to the average person, applying
contemporary community standards, the dominant theme of the material
taken as a whole appeals to prurient interests.” Later the court further
weakened its own formula by saying that the community in question was
the entire country and not some definable geographical entity like a county
or congressional district. The result of the Supreme Court’s
uncertain trumpet was a veritable flood of obscene material being let loose
through the mails, and the virtual occupation of whole sections of certain
cities by the forces of vice for a profit. The burden of dealing with the first
wave of the assault fell upon the shoulders of the politicians.

“I suspect,” testified Senator Karl Mundt of South Dakota, “that half of

my mail comes from mothers who are frantic because mail pours into their
home and there is no way to stop it. I have the feeling that those who raise
the plaintive cry of censorship, do it for purposes other than to guarantee
constitutional rights. I hope you disregard those arguments. It is the false
shield placed in front of people who refused to come out and argue for filth
on its merits.... They try to hide behind those noble arguments as they go
down in the mire and continue to try to enhance and increase juvenile
delinquency in this country.”2



The crucial issue, then as now, was the effects of pornography upon those
for whom it is not intended. Mundt refers to those who “say this has
no appeal to normal people, and abnormal people have a perfect right to
get through the mail what they want. But they send it to the normal
children of normal families all over this country, without any request from
these families to change normal human beings into abnormal people.”

It was clear that no one was going to come out and testify for the benefits
of pornography - not yet anyway - but the job of controlling it was
made more difficult by the hesitations of both liberals and conservatives.
Lawrence Speiser, director of the Washington office of the American Civil
Liberties Union, called for scientific studies “to determine if there is a
causal relationship between the reading and the viewing of noxious pnnted
or pictured material and the commission of crimes or otherantisocial acts.”
Up until the point when it became clear that Congress was going to
establish the commission no matter what the ACLU thought, the ACLU
opposed the very idea of a commission at all. Bowing to the inevitable,
Speiser sought to direct it along a path congenial to ACLU interests - a
tactic that was to prove much more successful - by demanding that they
follow “scientific” criteria: “While scientific study is needed,” Speiser
opined, “anything less than that is to be I feared.”3Just what “scientific”
meant would become clear when the entire Lockhart Commission showed
up at the Kinsey Institute for instruction in matters sexual.

The bankruptcy of contemporary conservatism was made readily apparent
in the testimony of columnist James J. Kilpatrick, then editor of the
Richmond News Leader and author of a nationally syndicated column in
the Washington Evening Star. “Put on my choice between dirt and
censorship, I would opt for the dirt,” Kilpatrick told the committee. “The
dirt, at least, can be seen, and I can avoid it, or sweep it up or paint over it
or accept it as one of the smelly irritants of a free society. But you cannot
always see censorship in action; you may know of its silent exercise. Those
of us who believe in a free society, and all of us are committed to it, ought
to believe in a society that is free for ideas that are offensive to us.”4

Kilpatrick eventually came down for laws against obscenity, but they were
so qualified by moral and intellectual agnosticism as to be all but worthless
suggestions. Conservatism at this point in the country’s history meant



libertarianism, which meant basically hands

off what was considered private behavior. It would take another decade and
a half of bitter experience before people would realize that pornography
is anything but private behavior. It was first of all big business, and
secondly a prime source of antisocial activity.

Having gone to school at the Kinsey Institute, the commission found that
“there are no great fortunes to be made in stag film production.”5

Pornography was a $500 million dollar industry then and by the time the
Meese Commission decided to undo the damage the Lockhart Commission
had wrought, it grossed around $8 billion a year. In addition, the Lockhart
Commission concluded that “patterns of sexual behavior were found to be
very stable and not altered substantially by exposure to erotica” and that
“exposure to erotica had no impact upon moral character.” Based on its
analysis of sex crimes in Denmark, the Lockhart Commission concluded
that “the increased availability of explicit sexual materials has been
accompanied by a decrease in the incidence of sexual crime.” In
conclusion, the Lockhart Commission decided that there was “no evidence
to date that exposure to explicit sexual materials plays a significant role in
the causation of delinquent or criminal behavior among youth or adults.
The commission cannot conclude that exposure to erotic materials is a
factor in the causation of sex crime or sex delinquency.”6 What began as a
mandate from Congress to curtail pornography ended up as a soap box
from which the pom industry to proclaimed libertarian cliches and anti-
family propaganda. Pornography was, in fact, good for you. “The use of
pictorial depiction of explicit sexual activity with discussion,”
the commission opined, “provides not only information but also a
reduction of inhibition and embarrassment in talking about sex.” Citizen
action groups, however, “can seriously interfere with the availability of
legitimate materials in a community by generating an overly repressive
atmosphere and by using harassment in seeking to implement their goals.”7

As a result of their “investigation” the Lockhart Commission
recommended “the repeal of existing federal legislation which prohibits or
interferes with consensual distribution of ‘obscene’ [their quotes] materials
to adults.” Two members of the commission, Otto N. Larsen and Marvin
E. Wolfgang, recommended that no restrictions be placed on the



circulation of obscene materials to juveniles. “There is no substantial
evidence,” they wrote in their minority report, “that exposure to juveniles
is necessarily harmful. There may even be beneficial effects.”8

The most vehement reaction to the report’s conclusions came from within
the commission itself. Rev. Morton A. Hill and Winfrey C. Link issued a
minority report blasting the majority document as “a Magna Carta for the
pomographers.”9 They accused the report of being “slanted and biased
in favor of protecting the business of pornography, which the commission
was mandated by the Congress to regulate.” Hill and Link then went on to
show that commission chairman William B. Lockhart, appointed by then-
Presi-

dent Johnson in direct contradiction to the guidelines established by
Congress, and the general counsel appointed by Lockhart, Paul Bender, had
long been members of the ACLU and had used the $2 million appropriated
for the commission by Congress to guarantee that the findings of the
commission would coincide with ACLU policy on pornography. This
meant completely ignoring evidence from law enforcement officials and
manipulating whatever scientific evidence was then available in order to
come up with a no-harm conclusion. Running his own parallel
investigation at his own expense, Hill came up with enough evidence on
the harm of pornography to make his minority report the only really
convincing document in the entire report. (Eventually it was the Hill-Link
minority findings which were accepted by Congress and not the majority
report, but by the time the report had made the news, the damage had
already been done.) Unlike the majority report, the minority report allowed
the testimony of law-enforcement officials. Herbert W. Case, a former
inspector for the Detroit Police Department said, ‘There has not been a sex
murder in the history of our department in which the killer was not an avid
reader of lewd magazines.” Detective Lieutenant Austin B. Duke of the St.
Louis County Police Department reported, “I have never picked up a
juvenile sex offender who didn’t have this stuff with him, in his car or in
his house.”11

The Hill-Link findings were far from just anecdotal. Even without the
“benefit” of fifteen years’ inundation of hard-core pornography - the
legacy of the Lockhart Commission - there was ample evidence that



pornography did in fact cause deviant behavior. The Propper study, paid for
by the commission itself, revealed “among younger age boys a very high
relationship between (a) the age at which they saw a picture of sexual
intercourse and (b) the age at which they first engaged personally in sexual
intercourse____Prop

per, in his study of 476 reformatory inmates ... noted again and again a
relationship between high exposure to pornography and ‘sexually
promiscuous’ and deviant behavior at very early ages, as well as affiliation
with groups high in criminal activity and sex deviancy.”12

Citing a study by Davis and Braucht, Hill found that exposure to
pornography was “the strongest predictor of sexual deviance among the
early age of exposure subjects. ... In general then, exposure to pornography
in the early age subgroup was related to a variety of precocious
heterosexual and deviant sexual behaviors.”13

The Mosher and Katz study, also sponsored by the commission, “clearly
supports] the proposition that aggression against women increases
when that aggression is instrumental to securing sexual stimulation
(through seeing pornography).”14 The Goldstein study, also financed by the
commission, found that rapists were the group reporting the highest
“excitation to masturbation” rates by pornography in the adult (80 percent)
as well as teen (90 percent) years. Considering the crime they were
imprisoned for, this suggests

that pornography (with accompanying masturbation) did not serve
adequately as a catharsis, prevent a sex crime, or ‘keep them off the
streets.”’ Eighty percent of the rapists reported “wishing to try the act that
they had witnessed or seen demonstrated in the pornography exposed to
them.” When | asked if they in fact did follow through with such sexual
activity immediately or shortly thereafter 30 percent of the rapists said
“yes.”15

Hill and Link then took the commission to task for the studies that it did
accept, especially the notorious Kutchinsky study which purported to
show that sex crimes decreased in Denmark after the legalization of
pornography. “The fact is,” Hill and Link write in the minority report:



that in a society such as modem Copenhagen where premarital sex and
illegitimacy bear no social stigma; where hardcore pornography is sold at
every comer kiosk and at the “porno” or “sex shops” that dot the
city, where live sex shows are legally conducted and exploited in the
daily newspapers; where prostitutes block the sidewalks and wave from
apartment windows, in such a society I am amazed that any sex crimes are
reported. . . . The only reason for a 31 percent statistical decrease in
sex crimes is the fact that what was previously considered a crime is now
ignored or legal.16

Subsequent research into the effects of pornography have confirmed the
findings of the Hill-Link minority report and have at the same time
completely discredited the catharsis theory that was the foundation of the
majority report. Exposure to pornography does not result in satiation, as
the majority report claimed. It may result in satiation to a particular picture
or film, but at the same time the viewer in becoming satiated simply
requires a more bizarre form of stimulation to achieve the excitement he
previously received with relatively “normal” pornography. In addition
exposure to pornography creates in the viewer a fundamentally distorted
view of sexuality that can lead to assaults on women. In their article
“Massive Exposure to Pornography,” published in 1984, Zillman and
Bryant find that “massive exposure to pornography fosters a general
trivialization of rape. It can only be speculated that this effect results from
the characteristic portrayal of women in pornography as socially
nondiscriminating, as hysterically euphoric in response to just about any
and every sexual or pseudo-sexual stimulation, and as eager to
accommodate any and every sexual request. Such a portrayal, it seems,
convinces even women of the hyperpromiscuous nature of women.”17



Part III, Chapter 16

Hialeah, Florida, 1972

In the early afternoon of October 28,1972, when the Reich revival was in
full bloom, the police dispatcher in Hialeah, Florida, got a call from a man
named Harry, who claimed that his wife had become violent and needed to
be subdued. When the police officer arrived on the scene he found the once
famous pin-up model Bettie Page in front of the house beating her husband
Harry with her fists and bellowing curses at him. After Officer Fitzpatrick
led Bettie away to the back of the police car, he returned to the house to get
a statement from Harry. When he returned to the car, he found Bettie in
the back seat with her dress pulled up and her pants pulled down,
masturbating with a hanger the officer had left in the car. His verdict was
that the suspect was “out of her mind, completely berserk.”1

Bettie was found unfit to stand trial and committed to a mental institution.
Seven years later she was out on the streets again, this time living in
California, when her neighbor saw her emerge from the bushes wielding
an eight-inch-long serrated bread knife, which Bettie began to plunge
repeatedly into the woman’s body. When the woman’s husband came to her
aid, Bettie began stabbing him as well. Bettie had spent her adult lif e
arousing the passions of others; now after a life of promiscuous relations
with various men, she discovered that those same passions had taken on a
life of their own and were now telling her what to do. “Desire doubled is
love,” the fifth-century sophist Prodicus had written, and “Love doubled is
madness.” In the expensive school of experience, the modems were
rediscovering what the ancients had known all along. “Excessive passion,”
according to Bruce S. Thornton’s reading of that tradition, “is
fundamentally a form of insanity, a destruction of the rational minds’
control over the body, a suspension of reason’s power that allows the soul
to be overwhelmed by the chaos of the natural appetites and emotions.”2

Bettie led a dissolute life beginning with her eighteenth year. While in high
school she was one of the top students in her class and planned at the time
to become a teacher. By the mid-’50s, when she was approaching forty, she
had descended into psychosis. She had become incapable of finishing any
of the many Bible courses she enrolled in and was a threat to the life



and well-being of those around her. Foster gives all of the usual Freudian
explanations, including the most plausible - the one, by the way, which
Freud re-j ected as the seduction theory - namely, that she had been
molested by her

father as a child. No one should minimize the trauma associated with
events like that, but by the same token, the trauma in this instance took on
psychic importance the further away in time it receded, which is a good
indication that it functioned as a screen memory for something more
closely associated to the present, namely, her sexual behavior as an adult.

If the particulars of modesty are culturally relative, the consequences of
lust are not. The first consequence of promiscuity, according to the order
of being, is the dissolution of the self. The self is constituted by its
relationships; the trauma of a father transgressing those boundaries might
have been healed by an understanding husband in a permanent
monogamous relationship, but that was not Bettie’s fate. The easy money
from the photo sessions must have made easy relationships seem equally
inconsequential, but at a certain point psychic reality caught up with Bettie,
and when it did the passions the self aroused at will began to assert their
hegemony over a self that was no longer in a position to control them.

In 1957 Bettie simply dropped out of the New York pin-up scene and
moved to Florida, where she became involved with a man thirteen years
her junior. They eventually got married, but as with her other marriages,
this one didn’t last either, and with each failed relationship, we can see that
the glue that held her personality together was becoming more elastic and
less retentive. It was at this point in her life that Bettie got religion, as
many women do. If she had been living in Corinth during the time St. Paul
was writing to the formerly dissolute citizens of that city, she would have
been told to keep her head covered and her mouth shut during religious
services. Bettie never had any children; by the time she was approaching
forty she must have realized that she never would have any and started to
devote her spare time to raising plants by way of compensation. “She
meticulously watered and cared for the plants,” Foster tells us, “as if they
were the children she never had.”3

The religion Bettie eventually got had little to do with the morality



traditionally associated with Christianity. Bettie was still good looking
enough to pick up a man at a dance, which is what she did in Miami, when
she met a divorced telephone lineman by the name of Harry Lear. She was
still interested in marriage, which is what happened once again, but she
was incapable of remaining married because her craziness keep intruding
into the relationship until it finally destroyed it. In spite of studying
theology at a numberof Bible institutes, Bettie came to believe that there
were seven gods, and she knew this because she would have extended
conversations with them while locked in the bathroom. It was after an
especially long conference in the home of an aging widow in California
that Bettie rushed out of the bathroom with a serrated bread knife in her
hand and proceeded to stab her housemate repeatedly, almost killing her in
the process.

Bettie was forty-nine years old at the time, and the policeman concluded
that she was mentally ill, a judgment with which the court which
committed

her to an mental institutions concurred. But what is a mental illness?
Psychiatrists of the Thomas Szasz school compare the term “mental
illness” to saying that God has an appendicitis. The mind cannot be ill
because it is not a physical entity. In a Freudian age, the term has come to
mean exculpation, and the “triumph of the therapeutic,” to use the Philip
Rieff’s term. But what does mental illness mean? In addition to meaning
the loss of behavior in conformity to the canons of what society calls civil,
this state of mind means the inability of the self to integrate experiences
and desires in a coherent pattern of behavior. If a healthy person is one
whose self has hegemony over his desires, a mentally “ill” person is
someone where the opposite is the case. By the time Bettie was forty-nine
years old, her desires - whether concupiscible or irascible - had hegemony
over her self. Bettie simply did what the voices, i.e., her out-of-control
passions, told her to do. Rather than admit that promiscuity leads to this
state unerringly, the culture which promotes sexual license chose instead to
say that the monster they had created to satisfy their illicit desires was
crazy and leave it at that. Bettie was found not guilty by reason of insanity
and committed to a mental hospital. She was described as “mentally ill”
when a better diagnosis might have been that her self had simply collapsed



under the assault of her desires, to the point where the desires and not the
self had taken charge of her behavior.

The culture which had turned her into an icon would rather not admit this
fact because by admitting that it would be admitting culpability in her
demise. Instead we find as the only explanation a radical discontinuity to
the point of incoherence - she slept with all these guys; she went nuts -
all smoothed over by the psychic numbing which fifty years of
pornography created in those who consumed it. Bettie, we are told by the
way, liked horror movies, but her biographer understands the connection
between sex and horror every bit as little as Bettie herself, a lady who was
doomed to live the trajectory she never learned to understand.

The consequences of extrapolating this sort of behavior to the culture at
large have occurred to others as well. Philip Cushman writing in the
May 1990 issue of American Psychologist describes the historical
trajectory that usually gets denominated “liberation” by the sexual Whigs
as “the emergence of the empty self.” Unlike the Victorian self which is
defined by relationships made possible by adherence to the moral law,

the current self is constructed as empty, and as a result the state controls its
population not by restricting the impulses of its citizens, as in
Victorian times, but by creating and manipulating their wish to be soothed,
organized, and made cohesive by momentarily filling them up. The
products of the social sciences, and of psychology in particular, have often
worked to the advantage of the state by helping to construct selves that are
the means of control.

Cushman goes on to say that the configuration of the self which has
emerged

since the end of World War II is “empty in part because of the loss of
family, community and tradition. It is a self that seeks the experience of
being continually filled up by consuming goods, calories, experiences,
politicians, romantic partners, and empathic therapists in an attempt to
combat the growing alienation and fragmentation of its era.”

The cultural paradigm of numbed decadence which Richard Weaver feared
in Ideas Have Consequences has, in other words, become the cultural norm.



The sexual engineers have created a world in which sexual excess led to
madness with increasing regularity, but because the instruments of
culture approved of this transformation by calling it “liberation,” it was
only rarely described in any accurate fashion. The numbness which
resulted from the widespread dissemination of transgressive imagery of the
sort that started with the photos of Bettie Page was turning people into
sexual monsters.

Shortly before Bettie Page was apprehended by the Hialeah police, a young
woman by the name of Linda Boreman was lying on a chaise
lounge outside her parents house not faraway in Fort Lauderdale, Florida,
recuperating from a car accident when a high school friend from New
Jersey drove up from Miami and introduced her to a man by the name of
Chuck Traynor. Traynor was six years older than Boreman, and she f ound
him slightly attractive. More than slightly attractive was his car, a
burgundy Jaguar XKE, not the kind of car the people she usually dated
usually drove. Traynor was unusual in other ways, although Boreman did
not know that at the time.

Boreman had been raised in Yonkers by her policeman father and a mother
who had sent her to Catholic schools, where she aspired first to be a nun
and then to get married and raise a family. In Traynor, Boreman saw a way
of escaping from under parental domination. It was a bit like jumping from
the frying pan into the fire. Nothing happened on the first few dates. Then
the seduction began in earnest. Traynor persuaded Boreman to have sex,
and each time she agreed to his demands the ante got raised, and each time
the sexual demands became more perverse and bizarre, the bondage
increased. Traynor’s sexual demands were a technique for extinguishing
the self that had moral objections. Once that was out of the way, the sexual
partner was turned into a sexual object, and the sexual object was turned
into a sexual slave.

As part of his regimen of control, Traynor would regularly hypnotize
Boreman and then get her to do things she would not otherwise have
done under post-hypnotic suggestion. Claiming that it would help her to
stop smoking, Traynor used hypnosis to eliminate Boreman’s’ gag reflex
and then taught her the fellatio technique that would make her famous as
Linda Lovelace in Deep Throat, the top grossing porno film of all time.



That, however, was in the future. In between naivete and porno stardom,
Traynor turned Boreman into a prostitute and used all of the instruments of
control on her that pimps know to keep women in line. The result was that
Boreman became, in her own words, a “robot,”4 in many ways the
fulfillment of the prophecy of the Marquis de Sade that “woman is a
machine for voluptuousness.” After a session which Traynor arranged with
five men in a motel room in Florida, Boreman would claim, “I felt as
though my self had been taken away from me. 1 was not a person anymore.
I was a robot, a vegetable, a wind-up toy, a fucking and sucking doll. I had
become someone else's thing.”

The use of sex as a form of domination would only deepen the longer she
remained with Traynor, who eventually took her to New York, where
the lofts of New York City that Bettie Page had known had taken a decided
turn in the direction of degradation. It was while in New York City that
Traynor arranged to the filming of Boreman having sex with a dog. The
results were predictable. With each new degradation, Boreman slipped
more completely under Traynor’s control. That was, in effect, the main
purpose of the degradation, to keep her docile and feeling, as she put it
later, “totally defeated.”6

After the episode with the dog, Boreman was taken to a party where her f
ellatio technique came to the attention of a porno film maker by the name
of Gerry Damiano, who came up with the idea of doing a big-budget 35mm
film based on Boreman’s specialty. Six months later, Boreman, now under
the name of Linda Lovelace, awoke to find that the world considered her
not a pr soner in the white slavery business, but a star. By 1972
pornography had become respectable. It had become in the words of the
New York Times, “chic,” so chic in fact that the New York Times news
staff spent their lunch hour viewing the film.7 Joining the reporters from
the Times in enjoying viewing Boreman being sexually assaulted were
“Johnny Carson, Mike Nichols, Sandy Dennis, Ben Gazzara and Jack
Nicholson, as well as some French UN diplomats who insisted on paying
with traveler’s checks.”8 All of these folks felt, according to the Times,
that “there is no harm or shame in indulging their curiosity - and perhaps
even their frankly prurient interest - by going to see Deep Throat.”9

The courts evidently disagreed, for on December 18, 1972, the film house



which showed Deep Throat went on trial, bringing forth all of the usual
suspects - in this instance Kinsey protege John Money of Johns Hopk ns -
willing to testify to the film’s redeeming social value. The judge, however,
remained unimpressed, announcing that “this is one throat that deserves to
be cut,” when he handed down the guilty verdict on March 7, 1973, levying
a $2 million fine. Pondering the significance of it all, William Pechter,
writing in Commentary could only opine that it indicated that “we want
pornography . We want it, but we don’t want to admit to wanting it, and so
we want it cloaked in art or in some other socially respectable disguise.”10



Part III, Chapter 17

Washington, D.C., 1974

In January 1974, when Linda Lovelace was still filling seats at the Adult
New World theater in New York City, John D. Rockefeller III was
getting ready to attend the world population conference in Bucharest with
the deep sense of self-satisfaction that comes to the few people in the
course of human history who have changed the world by their own efforts.
Instead of being celebrated for his efforts, Rockefeller was in for an
unpleasant surprise when the Vatican, the Soviet Bloc, and the Third World
teamed up to reject his proposals. Bringing the Vatican and the
Communists together on an issue was no small accomplishment, and John
D. Rockefeller III had done it virtually single-handedly. But having
become accustomed to molding public opinion to suit his desires,
Rockefeller was not going to be deterred from setting birth quotas
throughout the world just because the world didn’t want them. Instead, he
turned to the United States government, confident that it would accomplish
by stealth what he had failed to do by persuasion.

On April 24, 1974, Henry A. Kissinger inaugurated that new era of
subjugation abroad by sending to the secretary of defense, the secretary of
agriculture, the director of the Central Intelligence Agency, the deputy
secretary of state, and the administrator of the Agency for International
Development, with a copy to the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, a
memorandum titled “Implications of Worldwide Population Growth for
U.S. Security and Overseas Interests.” That study came to be known
subsequently as National Security Study Memorandum 200 or NSSM 200.
That memo stated: “The President has directed a study of the impact of
world population growth on U.S. security and overseas interests. The study
should look forward at least until the year 2000, and use several alternative
reasonable projections of population growth.”

Immediate occasion for NSSM 200 was the defeat the United States plan f
or establishing birth quotas for the world had just suffered at the United
Na-tions-sponsored population conference in Bucharest. There the Holy
See along with Communist and Third World countries, led by Algeria,
denounced the United States and the West for practicing what they called



“contraceptive imperialism.” John D. Rockefeller III seems to have taken
the rebuff personally and spent the last few years of his life engaging
in soul-searching about the population-control enterprise, but by then his
ideology had become the cornerstone of this country’s foreign policy and
beyond

his power to revoke. NSSM 200 was reaffirmed as the cornerstone of the
United States population policies on November 26, 1975, in a
separate memo, National Security Decision Memorandum 314 (NSDM
314), which endorsed both the policy recommendations in the study and
those additional points proposed by Kissinger. It was signed by Brent
Scowcroft, and, in spite of being declassified in the late ’80s, is still in
force.

Rockefeller had changed the world in the nick of time too. The Bucharest
conference took place just months before population bombers like Paul
Ehrlich had predicted that world-wide famine would begin as the result
of overpopulation. In addition to books like Paul Ehrlich’s Population
Bomb and the less famous but even more dire book by the Paddocks,
Famine 1975, then president of the World Bank, Robert S. McNamara,
stepped to the podium at Notre Dame before the graduating class of 1969
and announced in the direst terms that “the usual date predicted for the
beginning of the local famines is 1975-1980.In making this statement,
McNamara was simply following the lead of people like Paul Ehrlich, who
wrote in the Population Bomb: “I have yet to meet anyone familiar with the
situation who thinks India will be self-sufficient by 1971, if ever.”2 By
September 1977, which is to say two years after famine was supposed to
have devastated India, the Indian grain reserve stood at about 22 million
tons, and India began to be faced with the problem of how to store the
stocks “that overflowed warehouses and caused mounting storage costs” so
that they would not be ruined by rain or eaten by predators.”3

By the mid-’70s India began exporting food, but not before they had their
own experience of population control at the hands of people like
Robert McNamara, who announced to the Notre Dame graduates in 1969
that “the food-population collision will duly occur. The attempts to prevent
it, or meliorate it, will be too feeble. Famine will take charge in many
countries. It may become, by the end of the period, endemic famine. There



will be suffering and desperation on a scale as yet unknown.”4

There was suffering in India all right, but it wasn’t caused by lack of food.
It was caused rather by people like Robert McNamara. As his solution to
the problem of “overpopulation,” Mr. McNamara announced that
“family planning is going to have to be undertaken on a humane but
massive scale.” Well, Mr. McNamara got it half right in India; family-
planning programs there were certainly massive, but they were hardly
humane. The record of mass sterilizations done without consent or
knowledge to hapless peasants who received a transistor radio in exchange
for not having children and then perhaps died of an infection is one of the
darkest chapters of the eugenic movement, which is hardly this century’s
noblest social movement to begin with. Between mid-1975 when Indira
Gandhi declared the “population emergency” and when it ended in 1977
with the fall of the Gandhi government, 6.5 million men were given
vasectomies, mostly against their will, and a total of 1,774 men died as a
result of the operations.5 During the height of this mayhem, McNamara
flew to India to cheer on the ministry of health and family planning in
November 1976, praising the Indian government for its “political will and
determination” in attempting to solve what he continued to refer to as the
population problem.

According to Kissinger’s memo, motivation is a key component to the
United States population-control program. Key congressional
supporters need to be stroked “to reinforce the positive attitudes of those in
Congress who presently support U.S. activity in the population field and to
enlist their support in persuading others.”6 Another key aspect is the role of
multilateral institutions like the UN, whose involvement as a conduit of
U.S. aid money forestalls accusations of “contraceptive imperialism.” The
study notes, for example, that of the thirteen countries targeted for
contraceptive intervention (India, Bangladesh, Pakistan, Nigeria, Mexico,
Indonesia, Brazil, the Philippines, Thailand, Egypt, Turkey, Ethiopia and
Colombia), some have already become “receptive to assistance” for
population activities. In other high-priority countries, however - India and
Egypt, for example - “U.S. assistance is limited by the nature of political or
diplomatic relations or- in Nigeria, Ethiopia, Mexico, and Brazil - by the
lack of strong government interest in population reduction programs. In



such cases, external technical and financial assistance, if desired by the
countries, would have to come from other donors and/or from private and
international organizations (many of which receive contributions from
AID).”8 The document states that the “[U.S. Department of] State and AID
played an important role in establishing the United Nations Fund for
Population Activities (UNFPA) to spearhead a multilateral effort in
population as a complement to the bilateral actions of AID and other donor
countries.”9 It notes repeatedly the need for the indirect approach to
population control in the developing world, and advises, for instance:
“There is also the danger that some LDC leaders will see developed
country pressures for family planning as a form of economic or racial
imperialism: this could well create a serious backlash.”10 It acknowledges
that the use of multilaterals to achieve U.S. population objectives would
require that additional amounts of money be provided to those institutions
until such time as population assistance becomes accepted by Less
Developed Country leaders. But the use of multilateral agencies to achieve
the U.S. foreign policy objectives serves an additional purpose: “It is vital
that the effort to develop and strengthen a commitment on the part of the
LDC leaders not be seen by them as an industrialized country policy to
keep their strength down or to reserve resources for use by the ‘rich’
countries. Development of such a perception could create a serious
backlash adverse to the cause of population stability.”1' The last sentence
gives away the purpose of population control, namely, the effort on the part
of the industrialized countries with low birthrates to hold onto world
hegemony by nullifying the demographic advantage of countries where the
birth-rate is high.

At its core, the population offensive launched by the neo-Malthusian
regime which took power in this country in the ’60s had two flaws: first, it
was fundamentally dishonest. It was imperialism disguised as
humanitarianism, with the UN and the World Bank acting as front groups.
And secondly, the population control offensive only worked where it didn’t
need to work at all. In other words, it accelerated the demographic decline
in the developed world that was the source of neo-Malthusian concern
about differential fertility in the first place. Population control had no
effect in Africa because the Africans hadn’t reached the demographic
transition, the stage of affluence which must be reached before children are



seen as a liability. In the affluent north where those nations had reached the
demographic transition, propaganda for contraception simply made a bad
demographic situation worse. The reason population control didn’t work in
Africa is simple. There is virtually no discretionary income in Malawi; you
can’t send women to law school in Burkino Faso. Your wife can’t get a job
teaching part-time in Kenya or working at K-Mart in Liberia. Not only is
there no “excess” income in those places, there is no excess population in
those places either; in fact, virtually every sub-Saharan country is
underpopulated, and underpopulation is the primary cause of famine and
poverty there. The most effective instruments in driving birth rates down -
affluence, modernization, feminism, education, etc. - don’t apply in
impoverished countries. If the industrialized nations had been honest about
providing development, they might have driven birth rates down, but since
the purpose of population control was depriving those countries of the
economic and political leverage which was based on population increase,
the contraceptive campaigns failed across the board. The people in poor
countries in Africa simply had nothing to lose, and in a situation like that
children were the only tangible assets a couple had, and certainly their only
guarantee of support in old age. As a result, the population
controllers achieved, in the words of one of their famous memos, little
more than “the smell of burning rubber.” They had little else to show for
their efforts as places like Africa continued to pullulate because the
foundations could find no leverage in making them want to stop having
children, which they still see as a benefit. There are, of course, the coercive
loans floated by the World Bank, but in the absences of a certain level of
prosperity, they don’t work either.

In his book Nature Against Us, Peter J. Donaldson cites a memo by
population controller John Sullivan entitled “The Smell of Rubber
Burning.” The memo in question referred to a request for a grant of
$50,000 from the Nepal mission to monitor the burning of condoms whose
shelf life had expired and which had, therefore, to be destroyed.12 “In
Asia,” writes

Donaldson, who, it should be remembered, is a defender of population
control programs and worked for them himself,

where 75 percent of all AID-purchased contraceptives were sent, the



problem was too many - not too few - contraceptives. In addition to
the smell of burning rubber in Nepal, the AID mission in Bangladesh
requested a moratorium on deliveries of oral contraceptives. The mission
in the Philippines canceled a $6 million loan, in part because it had
discovered at least three year’s worth of contraceptives in storage.. ..
Pakistan had the same problem, as unused supplies exceeded their shelf
lives.1

Within a few years ofthe installation of NSSM 200 as the cornerstone of
United States foreign policy - as early, in fact, as the late ’70s - the
efficacy of AID'S programs were being questioned by the population
controllers themselves. In fact, as Donaldson himself indicates, the entire
population control profession was afflicted with a sense of crisis when his
book came out in 1990. The old supply-side solutions popularized by
Reimert Raven-holt and his successor at AID during the Reagan years,
Peter McPherson, simply did not work and resulted in nothing more in
most cases than, as John Sullivan wrote, the “smell of burning rubber.”
Donaldson cites a picture of an AID worker shoveling condoms and pills
out of a helicopter as a satire on the program sent to its director as a way of
helping him to reorient his priorities, but it had little effect on its intended
recipient, perhaps because it had too much truth for comfort in it. As the
population controllers came to the conclusion that the Third World wasn’t
much interested in “family planning,” they turned increasingly to coercive
programs of the sort tried in India and still in place in China. The 1994 UN
Conference on Population and Development in Cairo was in many ways an
admission of the failure of both “family planning” of the sort parodied by
the man shoveling condoms out of a helicopter and “population control” of
the nasty coercive sort that got practiced across Asia. In place of both
failed alternatives with their stupid heavy-handedness, their waste of
money, and their inherently coercive nature, the UN operatives in Cairo
attempted to substitute feminism, “women’s health,” and “development” as
alternative justifications for driving down the birthrates of developing
countries.

Reading the oftentimes discouraged reports of the population controllers,
one comes quickly to the conclusion that there are essentially two different
sorts of community in this world when it comes to birth control. When a



country reaches a certain state of affluence or modernization (or both
taken together), the couple decides to limit the number of children it has
because it sees children as economically disadvantageous. This turning
point is known in population-control circles as the demographic transition.
Once a country reaches it, family limitation happens all by itself; before it
gets reached, which is to say, before a country gets that affluent, no amount
of condoms or pills will bring it about, which is currently the state of
affairs in Africa, much to the consternation of demographers who fear
African fertility. Donaldson argues that far less affluence is necessary than
was previously thought to usher in the demographic transition, but he does
not dispute its existence.

Following the Supreme Court’s Roe v. Wade decision in 1973, there was a
certain amount of disingenuousness in playing abortion off against
contraception, as there was in the Reagan/Bush administrations, which got
to portray as a right-to-life victory ever-increasing budgets to limit the
fertility of the Third World. With victories like this, the poor needed no
defeats. The results of this cynical political maneuvering was a self-
perpetuating system in which the anti-abortion forces perpetuated
population control in the name of fighting abortion. “Pro-life,”
conservative Newt Gingrich personally intervened during the summer
following the Republican Revolution of 1994 when the House zeroed out
funding for Title X and restored the funding for population control.
Donaldson cites the case of James Buckley, conservative architect of the
Mexico City policy, who nonetheless in 1982 as undersecretary of state for
security assistance, Science and Technology “served as point man in the
fight to save the AID population budget from cuts threatened by the Office
of Management and Budget.”14 The Information Project for Africa reports
that in Colombia “the early population program became hopelessly mired
in criticism coming from all sides.” That is until Planned Parenthood

invented the abortion debate [and] the carefully-planned diversion paid off.
Abortion quickly became the topic of contention, and opponents of the
birth control campaign ceased talking in terms of the de-
population program. In comparison to this phantom “abortion problem,”
the American-donated rubbers seemed the lesser of two evils. And at last,
the planners of the “global family” were able to introduce a variety



of contraceptives that weren’t contraceptives at all - such abortifacient
drugs and devices as the IUD, certain oral contraceptives, hormonal
implants,

and injectables____So useful was this distraction that by the early 1980s, a

Planned Parenthood spokesperson was able to proclaim a major victory,
saying that religious leaders in Colombia had “prudently” dropped
their opposition to everything but abortion.1

All of this points out the futility of using the devil to drive out Beelzebub.
Those who claim that the f unding of contraception will reduce the number
of abortions are either disingenuous or misinformed. But the debate over
foreign aid and its involvement in population control is useful, even if
depressing, because it gives us the best introduction into the real meaning
of the so-called “sexual revolution.” Chesterton used to define birth control
as “no birth and no control.” In this he was half right; contraception means
no birth, and it means no self -control, but the absence of self-control in
matters sexual invariably means the presence of instruments of political
control which fill the moral vacuum created by immoral action.

To put the horse before the cart, to put things, in other words, in their

proper order, the sexual revolution was the domestic version of the same
adventure in political engineering that got imposed on the rest of the world
under the name of population control. At first glance, it seems as if we are
dealing with two different things: one imposed on others from without,
one embraced willingly by the victims themselves in the name of
“liberation,” but those distinctions are really not the crucial distinctions. A
better description of the dichotomy might be between rhetoric and reality.
Population-control programs are always portrayed as something helpful in
public statements, but invariably they are proposed as debilitating to the
countries on the receiving end in classified documents. Bridging the gap
between rhetoric and reality are books like Donald Warwick’s Bitter Pills,
in which the author announces that “although the guiding objective of
national policy was to reduce Kenya’s birth rate, the publicly announced
rationale for family planning was the spacing of births for improved
health.”16 This leads us to the first hermeneutical rule in understanding the
true meaning of population control: health is always a code word for



weakening the country demograph-ically.

This truth leads us to other more basic truths: for example, the truth that
population is an asset to a country and not a liability, a fact which
emerges when one reads military assessments of population. In a series of
memoranda issued by the National Security Council in the mid-’70s, the
NSC discussed the probable consequences of decreasing population growth
in the United States and increasing population growth in the Third World.
The most basic fact is that:

The United States and its Western allies are declining as a percentage of
world population. Whereas 6 percent of the world’s people resided in
the United States in 1950, the U.S. accounted for only 5 percent of the
world’s people in 1988, and its population is expected to be no more than 4
percent of the world total by the year 2010.17

The results of this demographic decline in terms of ability to field an army
and wage a war are clear: “[djeclining fertility rates will make it
increasingly difficult for the United States and its North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) allies and the Soviet Union and its Warsaw Pact
allies alike
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to maintain military forces at current levels.”

That demographic fact, in effect, defused the East/West confrontation and
may have contributed to its ultimate resolution following the collapse
of the Soviet empire. However, unlike the former Soviet Union and
other Warsaw Pact nations, the nations of the southern hemisphere have
birth rates much higher that those of the West, leading to a North/South
confrontation that will succeed the Cold War as the major arena of
military concern for people like the folks at the National Security Council.
The same analysis that saw a demographic stand-off in East/West
relations projected that “exceptionally high fertility rates” in the
developing world “could lead to expanded military establishments in
affected countries as a

productive alternative to unemployment,” and that developing nations
"may have a built-in momentum to capitalize on unused manpower



for purposes of both internal and external security.”19

The same NSC document also examined the effects of declining population
in the West, projecting that the increasing ratio of elderly people to
working-age people would reduce the proportion of productive workers
while, at the same time, increase the need for social services, thus reducing
available revenues to the military. Moreover, it said, the “aging” of the
society “implies a reduction in productivity and the possibility of
economic stagnation,” and could also mean “less overall money exists
because the productive population base has shrunk.”

Decline in fertility and birth rate, in other words, means a decline in
national power and military might. If this is true for the United States
military, it is true for other countries as well. So U.S. “aid” in helping other
countries lower their birth rates is really an attempt by the United States to
weaken them militarily, as the NSC document and other recently
declassified documents make perfectly clear.

The drop in the quantity of people also means a change in quality as well.
The NSC memo indicates that the population within the United States, too,
is changing, “as the proportion of blacks, Hispanics, and Asians
increases.”21 The report questions whether the U.S. armed forces will be
able to recruit the “quality” of personnel needed for the high-tech wars of
the future: “One of the most important questions facing the U.S. military in
the years ahead under all-volunteer conditions will be not whether it can
recruit the required quantity of manpower but whether it can entice the
required quantity with the required qualities to join,” it states."' “Aptitude
requirements in certain high-tech jobs currently would disqualify as many
as 70 percent of the male population and almost 90 percent of all otherwise
eligible women.” “As the population continues to shrink,” the NSC memo
continues, “competition to fill vacancies undoubtedly will intensify
between the military, colleges, and civilian employers. As this competition
intensifies, recruiting costs seem likely to escalate, and pay levels will
have to be increased to keep pace with the civilian job market. Pumped-up
pay or bonuses for enlistment and reenlistment, when combined with other
defense expenditures, could seri-ously squeeze the federal budget.”"

A bad demographic situation for the United States is even worse for the



nations of Europe, where birth rates have fallen even further below
replacement level. The increasing manpower shortage among NATO
countries will bring about “increased tension over conventional burden
sharing . . . even a heightened possibility that the alliance’s forward
defense posture will unravel.”24

But as Darwin and his followers recognized, the real danger of a declin-ing
birth rate arrives when it is matched by another population which is
increasing, the fate of the North vis-a-vis the South, which threatens to
displace its affluent neighbors by replacing them over the course of a
few generations. Africa, because it is the fastest-growing region in the
world, is a cause of special concern. “Between 1988 and 2010,” the NSC
study reveals, “Africa’s population will more than double to 1.2 billion,
about 16.6 percent of the global total. Between 1985-2030 the total
increase will be 1.1 billion. Nigeria, with an estimated 103 million people
in 1988, is expected to double in size by 2009, triple by 2024, and
quadruple by 2035, adding 312 million people to the world’s population in
50 years. By 2035 Nigeria is expected to surpass both the United States and
the Soviet Union to become the third largest country in the world.”25

In other words, the point which the UN and U.S. population controllers
never got around to telling Third World women is that population growth
is an asset after all, and not a liability as the population controllers portray
it, and the increase in population in Africa and the decrease in the United
States has the U.S. military worried. By listening to the concerns of the
military we can understand a few basic truths about population. To begin
with, it is in U.S. national interest and not in the interest of the countries on
the receiving end of population aid to promote population-control
programs. The U.S. does this as a way of preserving America’s power in
the absence of an expanding birth rate. This leads us to a series of corollary
truths. First of all, population is the economic precondition for wealth and
the military precondition for power. Even high-tech armies need a large
population to support the industries which produce high-tech weapons. The
expansion of the West which began with Columbus’s discoveries of the
New World was accompanied by an unprecedented demographic
expansion, without which that colonial expansion would not have been
possible. Technological development played a role in the dominance of the



West, but, as Julian Simon has explained, technological development is not
something which happens independently of population growth. The
demographic constant in all of this is people producing wealth by
providing for their families. The more people at hand, ceteris paribus, the
more wealth that gets produced. Simon argues that “in the long run
additional people actually cause food to be less scarce and less expensive,
and cause consumption to increase.”26

How and why did total output and productivity per worker and per acre
increase so fast? Supply increased so f ast because of agricultural
knowledge gained from research and development induced by the increased
demand, together with the increased ability of farmers to get their produce
to market on improved transportation systems.'1

Population control is full of myths; however, the myths are intended
primarily for public consumption. The truths are reserved for classified
military documents. So in addition to the truth that people produce wealth
and so ere-ate, as a result, a world of “non-finite” resources (to use
Simon’s term), another truth emerged over the course of the twentieth
century as well: the well-off at a certain point stopped having large
families.

In 1944 King George VI of England established the Royal Commission on
Population to examine the problem of national fertility decline and its
implications for the British Commonwealth. The first fact that it
established was the British had stopped having large families. Everything
else, every other demographic consequence, flowed from that fact.

The widespread practice of birth control is undoubted, and our survey of
the causes suggests that, although the extent and efficiency of its
practice may vary, no changes in the social environment are likely to lead
men and women to abandon this means of control over their circumstances.
This fundamental - and momentous - adjustment to modem life has to be
accepted as the starting point for consideration of the probable future trend
of population.28

The Royal Population Commission came as well to the conclusion that the
problem was not unique to England, but it was unique to the affluent West:



The modem fall in the size of the family towards and often below
replacement levels, is a phenomenon common to most of the peoples of
Western civilisation, and virtually confined to them. While their rate of
increase has been drastically reduced in consequence during the present
century, that of some Oriental peoples has undergone a marked
acceleration, as the result of a rapid fall in mortality coupled with the
continuance of high birth rates.29

It reminds one of another Englishman, writing another sort of work at
about the same time. In J. R. R. Tolkien’s trilogy Lord of the Rings, the
ring fellowship notices that many of the houses of Minas Tirith are vacant.
Worse still is the attitude of Denethor, who is charged with defending the
city but has secretly given into despair, believing that “the West has
failed.” The Royal Population Commission deals with “imponderable
considerations” of the moral sort as best they can:

There is much to be said for the view that a failure of a society to
reproduce itself indicates something wrong in its attitude to life which is
likely to involve other forms of decadence. The cult of childlessness and
the vogue of the one-child family were symptoms of something
profoundly unsatisfactory in the Zeitgeist of the inter-war period, which it
may not be fanciful to connect with the sophistications and complacencies
which contributed to the catastrophe of the second world war. 0

The Royal Commission traced the degeneration of English society to one
root: the “main cause, and very probably the only cause, of this fall was the
spread of deliberate family limitation.” Based on a specific attitude to

life, the decline in family size was class-specific as well, proceeding
“fastest among the higher occupational categories” and “considerably
slower among Roman Catholics than in the rest of the population.”3'

This disparity in fertility linked to income and education led the
commission to raise the specter of differential fertility, which haunted the
eugenics movement before the war:

Of the social groups, those with the highest incomes, and among individual
parents within each social group, the better educated and the more
intelligent, have smaller families on the average than others. We are not in



a position to evaluate the expert evidence submitted to us to the effect
that there is inherent in this differential birth rate a tendency towards
lowering the average level of intelligence of the nation, but there is here an
issue of the first importance which needs to be thoroughly studied. ‘

The ideology of population control is simply a combination of fact #1:
people produce economic wealth and military power, and fact #2: the
affluent have smaller families. The English upper classes converted to
Darwinism at the same time that they stopped having large families. As a
result, they began to be concerned about something they referred to as
“differential fertility,” which meant that while the “best people” (i. e.,
people of their class) limited the size of their families, the rest of the
world, especially the pullulating races of the Southern Hemisphere, did not.
As good Darwinians they realized that the population with the higher
fertility rate would eventually replace the population with lower fertility
rate. Out of that fearful realization the idea of population control was bom.

In its initial years, the eugenics movement called for, in Margaret Sanger’s
words, “a nation of thoroughbreds” as well as “more children from the fit,
fewer from the unfit,” Sanger and her backers, of course, were suppose
to determine the criteria of fitness along racial and class lines. The big
parting of the waters for the eugenics movement came as a result of the
excesses of one of its most fervent disciples, namely, Adolf Hitler. Hitler
did for eugenics what the politician named by Churchill did f or sodomy -
he gave it a bad name. And with the rise of the United States as the world’s
dominant power after World War II, the country whose regime would rely
heavily on advertising and public relations did what comes natural to such
people: they changed the name of the Birth Control League to Planned
Parenthood and set about to achieve the same goals as the eugenics
movement but by different means.

The major changes in the eugenics movement, changes which took place af
ter World War II, did not have to do with the ends the eugenicists wanted
to achieve but rather the means they chose to attain them. The same
people were still concerned with differential fertility, but after the war,
with the rise of mass-communications media like TV and the influence tax-
exempt foundations had over research and the universities, it became clear,
at least in af-



fluent countries, that the best way to achieve eugenic goals was by
psychological manipulation based on the capture of the means of
communication. Get the people to do it to themselves. Portray
demographic control as liberation. Portray an attempt to lower birth rates
as concern for “health.” These ideas would reach their culmination in the
sexual revolution of the ’60s.

The period from the end of WWII to the 1960s saw a long unsuccessful
struggle on the part of the forces of moral restraint to stem the tide
of Illuminist politics, which can be defined as the ability to manipulate
people through their vices. The Second Vatican Council was, in this
respect, a major cultural counter-offensive on the part of the Catholic
Church, but one which got quickly co-opted by the very instruments of
culture it sought to tame. During the ’60s, the neo-Malthusians, a loose
group of wealthy individuals and foundations with an Anglo-American
point of view, gradually came to dominate the public consciousness
through a series of well-financed and well-orchestrated publicity
campaigns, the foremost of which was the overpopulation scare, which
became the subject of congressional hearings in 1965 and thereafter was
adopted as the cornerstone of foreign policy by the U. S. government.

The milestones of this revolutionary movement are available from any
history of birth control: the Draper Commission of 1959, followed by its
rejection by President Eisenhower at the urging of the nation’s Catholic
bishops; this was followed by Lyndon Johnson mentioning the dangers
of overpopulation in his 1965 State of the Union address. What no one
could have known at the time is that Johnson did it at the express urging of
John D. Rockefeller III and Bernard Berelson who traveled to Washington
during the fall of 1964 to a meeting for this express purpose. Johnson’s
announcement was followed in the Spring of ’65 by Griswold v.
Connecticut, the Supreme Court decision which declared the ban on
contraceptive sales unconstitutional. Leo Pfeffer was to say later that the
Court decriminalized contraception because the government wanted to get
into the contraception business itself and could not very well dispense
something illegal. Griswold was in tum followed for the next few years by
the Gruening hearings, described by Phyllis Piotrow as the one most
significant event in the contraceptive revolution. During the course of the



hearings, which were chaired by Sen. Ernest Gruening of Alaska, a friend
of Margaret Sanger, one “expert” after another appeared before Congress
urging the government’s involvement in the promotion and distribution of
contraceptives. By the end of the 1960s, the United States was involved in
the promotion of contraception both domestically and abroad. From a
nationalistic perspective, this involved a political self-contradiction
because what weakened foreign nations also weakened America. But the
contradiction is best explained by adding that those who proposed neo-
Malthusian policies did not hold the good of the nation as their

highest good. If population were a good thing both economically and
militarily, as just about every classified document concedes, why were the
neo-Malthusians - Draper, Rockefeller, et al. - interested in promoting
birth control domestically?

In order to answer that question, we have to define their position a bit more
precisely. Hitler’s position in this regard was more consistent. He
supported abortion for non-Aryan peoples and opposed it for the Aryans.
Hitler was a German nationalist and a racist, where race was the conditio
sine qua non of citizenship. Unlike the more classical exponents of
demographic politics, the neo-Malthusians were not acting in the national
interest. They were acting in what they perceived as class interest
(coinciding largely with an Anglo-American racial identification). This
class was transnational and benefited from business dealings across the
world. Beyond that, and perhaps most importantly, the neo-Malthusians
were also engaged in a revolutionary struggle at home. Their first task was
to take over the United States government, and then use that government as
the instrument of their policy abroad. In this regard, the promotion of birth
control at home was not in the best interests of the United States because it
accelerated the demographic weaknesses already in existence in the neo-
Malthusian classes, but it did make sense as a counter-attack against
domestic enemies. And since the neo-Malthusians defined as the enemy
anyone on the other side of the differential-fertility equation, promotion of
birth control at home would strengthen their hand in their revolutionary
struggle to change the default settings of the culture to something more
congenial to their goals.

The major domestic opponent to the neo-Malthusian revolutionaries was,



of course, the Catholic Church. The first birth-control offensive was
a domestic campaign aimed at Catholics and blacks because those groups
had the highest fertility rates. Population control got practiced at home
before it got exported. The sexual revolution of the ’60s was, in effect, a
demographic attack on Catholics that was so successful that within a period
of ten years it effectively neutralized the only effective domestic
opposition to the eugenics regime. One need only look around to see how
effective the assault on the Catholic position opposing population control
was. In many ways it was a disinformation campaign of unprecedented
strategic genius. The Catholics were the main force driving the post-WWII
baby boom. As the National Security Council could have predicted, with
demographic growth came both economic power and political power. In
1960, the first Catholic president in the history of a very anti-Catholic
country was elected president. The demographic handwriting was on the
wall. The United States was on its way to becoming a Catholic country. At
least this is what the neo-Malthusians, versed in, if not obsessed with,
demographics, must have thought. And then the contraceptive put an end to
all that by ending the baby boom demographically and dividing the
Catholic opposition intellectually. The blacks lost the de-

mographic wars of the '60s too in a much more dramatic fashion. As a
result of contraceptive-oriented “poverty” programs the black family was
all but destroyed. Illegitimacy went from 20 percent to 70 percent. Black
leadership was held hostage first to the foundations, like Ford, which
funded the civil rights movement and then to the federal government. By
the mid- '70s, the neo-Malthusians had effectively taken over the
government and were then free to implement their eugenics theories as
government policy. Population control, af ter serving as the vehicle f or
subjugating enemies at home, became the instrument for the same sort of
subjugation abroad.

In the meantime, the same neo-Malthusian campaign applied domestically
continued to drive the birth rate down and increase the differential fertility
which drove the campaign in the first place. Ironically, if the neo-
Malthusians had really concentrated on raising the standard of living in the
Third World (what they claimed to be doing), they might have brought
about the decline in fertility they desired, but for people who claimed to



have the big picture in view, they proved to be remarkably shortsighted.

The results of the neo-Malthusian revolution of the '60s have, as a result,
been unmitigated disaster. Domestically it led to the destruction of the
black family, the undermining of democratic institutions, and the
establishment of sexual liberation as means of political control, a control
that few seem to recognize and virtually no one knows how to end. In terms
of foreign policy it proved to be a disaster in a different way, especially to
our “friends,” i.e., anyone who allowed USAID a free rein in his country.
By the mid-’80s, Indira Gandhi, Anwar Sadat, the Shah of Iran, and
Ferdinand Marcos were all either out of work or dead, killed, or expelled
by their own people rebelling against the imposition of population control.
What they had in common was a supine acceptance of American
population control measures, adopted to the detriment of their own people,
who reacted in predictably violent ways.

Indira Gandhi was assassinated by her own bodyguard in 1984. Three years
earlier, the same fate befell Anwar Sadat, who, according to one
biographer, “boasted that David and Nelson Rockefeller, the magnates of
the Chase Manhattan Bank, as well as Robert McNamara, the president of
the World Bank, were his personal friends, and therefore he could make
use of his private connections in the world to produce a turnabout in the
economy.” Sadat was aware of the fate of the Shah, also a friend of the
Rockefellers, whose wife, like the wife of Ferdinand Marcos, had taken
control of Iran’s population-control program. Sadat’s fate was more like
Gandhi’s than the Shah’s. On October 6, Sadat was assassinated by a young
artillery officer, who hoped to usher into being in Egypt the same Islamic
era which had dawned in Iran two years earlier.

According to Fred Schieck, Manila director of the U. S. Agency for
International Development (AID) in the 1980s, Imelda Marcos took
“direct,

personal, and public interest in” population-control programs in the
Philippines, administering $70 million worth of pills, condoms and IUDs
to fellow Filipinos.34 But by the end, even she began to realize that the AID
intervention in her country was going to prove as personally disastrous to
her as it had to other condom pushers. By mid-1985, a year before the



Marcos government fell, Imelda was telling Schieck that she would
continue collaborating behind the scenes but had to withdraw her public
support because it had become so unpopular. Two years late AID
operatives were complaining that the Aquino government was “kowtowing
to the Church,” which was their way of saying that it was not implementing
the same policies which had led to the fall of the Marcos regimes

Coercion never works over the long run, certainly not in an area as intimate
as having children, and running roughshod over clients always seems to
bring on a backlash. But beyond that, the neo-Malthusians seem to have
created the very scenario they feared the most, a fact noted by Alfred
Sauvy, who warned that Malthusian propaganda and fears of “over-
population” would affect most the very people who were most reluctant to
have children. “The fear of seeing others multiply,” he wrote

thus leads to a diminishing vitality, to a recrudescence of Malthusian
attitudes in populations already sapped by demographic aging. At the same
time, the populations that elicited those fears remain unaffected. . . .
The usual perils of preachers who address only the already-converted
are therefore compounded by the risk of reducing their very numbers
from one generation to the next. Thus the spread in levels of fertility
between countries, regions, and social classes, and so on is fuither
extended, even though the goal was to narrow the gaps.3

Which may be just another way of saying that the meek will inherit the
earth.

Philadelphia, 1976

In October 1976, as part of that city’s celebration of the bicentennial of the
Declaration of Independence, a law professor by the name of Leo Pfeffer
arrived in Philadelphia to give a paper at to the Society for the Scientific
Study of Religion called “Issues that Divide: The Triumph of Secular
Humanism.” The sexual revolution was now over in America, and it was
over because it succeeded beyond the wildest dreams of its most perfervid
supporters. During the fifteen years prior to Pfeffer’s talk, America had
quite simply revised its culture to eliminate laws which conflicted with
sexual libertinism. If America were a computer, one could say that the



default settings had been changed. At the beginning of the seventh decade
of the twentieth century, the culture of the country was based on a pan-
Protestant reading of Christianity whose assumptions favored, in imperfect
form albeit, arough approximation of the moral law. By the end of the
decade, the default settings had been changed in favor of a culture that was
individualistic, rationalistic, and hedonistic. especially in matters sexual. It
was not just that people’s behavior had changed; those changes had been
inscribed in the both culture and the constitution, or at least how it was
interpreted, in the rules that governed people’s lives, and Leo Pfeffer was
one of the main agents of that change.

At the time of his talk in Philadelphia, Leo Pfeffer was professor of
constitutional law and chairman of the Department of Political Science at
Long Island University in Brooklyn, New York. The credentials seemed
hardly distinguished. In a profession where prestige exists in inverse
proportion to the amount of time an academic spends in the classroom,
Professor Pfeffer had what seemed to be a distinctly unglamorous joint
appointment in an undistinguished state school. A look at the awards he
had garnered in the years before the talk, however, gives a better indication
of his accomplishments and the changes he himself was instrumental in
bringing about. Bom in Hungary on Christmas Day in 1910, Pfeffer arrived
in the United States at the age of two, was naturalized acitizen in 1917, and
married in 1937. At the time of his speech in Philadelphia in 1976, Pfeffer
had received awards from Americans [formerly Protestants and Other
Americans] United for the Separation of Church and State, the Minnesota
Jewish Community Council, the New York Unitarian Universalist Church,
the Brooklyn Civil Liberties Union, the Horace Mann League, the
Unitarian-Universalist Association, the American

Jewish Congress and the Committee for Public Education and Religious
Liberty.

At the time of his talk he was Special Counsel to the American Jewish
Congress, as well as counsel for the Religious Coalition for Abortion
Rights, and a member of the advisory committee on the National Project
for Film and the Humanities. In the years following his talk he would
receive an award from the American Jewish Congress in 1980 and the
Humanist of the Year Award in 1988. Pfeffer’s bio reads like a road map of



the revolutionary changes that had swept through American society over
the previous twenty years. If Pfeffer had come to talk about the “triumph of
secular humanism,” he was well-qualified. He had been intimately
involved in virtually all of the battles that had brought about that triumph.
Beginning with the Schempp decision in the early ’60s and ending with the
Lemon decision in 1970, Pfeffer was the architect of the legal strategy
which removed the last vestiges of Protestant culture from the public
schools and denied government funding to Catholic schools. If his listeners
wanted a description of how the triumph came about, it was clear that
Pfeffer could give a first-hand account.

With the candor of a victor who had nothing more to fear from his
opponents, Pfeffer was never vague about who it was he was fighting all
these years. For Pfeffer, the enemy was, quite simply, the Catholic Church.
In a memoir which appeared a year before his talk in Philadelphia
(published with mordant irony in the liberal Catholic magazine
Commonweal), Pfeffer went to some length to explain his animus against
the Catholic Church. “I did not like it,” Pfeffer wrote

because it was monolithic and authoritarian and big and frighteningly
powerful. I was repelled by the idea that any human being could claim
infallibility in any area, much less in the universe of faith and morals,
and repelled even more by the arrogance of condemning to eternal
damnation those who did not believe it.

The Church which Pfeffer grew up hating (if that is not too strong a word)
was the Church he got to know as a Jewish immigrant in New York City.
During the time Pfeffer was growing up and getting started in the
legal profession, the Catholic Church was, in his opinion, “one if not the
single most powerful political force in the nation.” It was a time, when, to
use his own words, “Pius XI and Pius XTI reigned over the Catholic world
and Cardinal Spellman ruled in the United States. It was the pre-John
XXIII-Vatican II era, and it was during this period that my feelings
towards the Catholic Church were formed.”'

In the Commonweal memoir, Pfeffer refers to his daughter’s threat when
she didn’t get her way to “marry a Catholic army officer from Alabama,”
because that particular configuration of Catholicism, the military, and



the South embodied all that Pfeffer did not like about America. At another
point

Pfeffer talked about the impression Catholic schools made on him as a
young man:

I often saw children lined up in separate classes as they marched in. All the
children were white; each group was monosexual; all the boys wore
dark blue trousers and white shirts, all the girls dark blue jumpers and
white blouses; all the teachers were white and wore the same nuns’ habits.3

Once Pfeffer gets started, the reasons for his animus against the Catholic
Church start to pour forth in an increasingly frank as well as an
increasingly hostile litany of offenses against the liberal Weltanschauung.
Pfeffer did not like the fact that the Church opposed the Equal Rights
Amendment; he is annoyed that “among the children outside the parochial
school on the way to my office there are only a sprinkling of black faces”;
he does not like the fact that the Vatican still defends papal infallibility and
Humanae Vitae, the 1968 encyclical banning the use of contraceptives; he
even opposes the practice of having first confession before first
communion. (“I know it’s none of my business,” he adds as if realizing that
his animus is getting out of control even by his own standards, “but you
asked didn’t you?”)4 Pfeffer disliked the Church because of its size and
because of its unity and because of its internal coherence and because of its
universality, all of which contributed to its political power. He disliked it
was well because it was, in his words, “monolithic,” because with
“monolithity,” he tells us, “goes authoritarianism.”5

Pfeffer had nothing against religion per se; he only opposed “monolithic,”
“authoritarian” religions, i.e., religions with enough clout to have a say in
how the culture got organized. But even that is misstating the
case somewhat. As James Hitchcock noted, neither Pfeffer nor the liberal
media objected in 1973 when the Supreme Court established as the law of
the land a policy on abortion virtually identical with the position of the
United Methodist Church; nor did the fact that the author of the opinion
was himself a Methodist cause them much concern.6 The reason is simple
enough. The media and their backers by and large agreed wholeheartedly
with the decision. When it comes to the separation of church and state,



some religions are more equal than others, and some are clearly more
threatening than others as well, and in Pfeffer’s view Catholicism stood
alone in this regard.

If the Catholic Church had been willing to declare contraception and
abortion the eighth and ninth sacraments respectively, it seems doubtful
that people like Leo Pfeffer would have been upset by her authoritarianism.
The fact remains, however, that she wasn’t and therein lies the real reason
for the animus of the liberals. During the entire post-World War II period
in the United States, the Catholic Church opposed the main article of faith
of secular humanism, namely, sexual liberation. Beginning with the
creation of the Legion of Decency in 1933 and culminating in the
opposition to Roe v. Wade forty years later, the Catholic Church had
consistently picked up the banner

of sexual morality which the mainstream Protestant denominations had let
fall. The one great thaw in the liberal animus toward the Church came in
the early ’60s during the Second Vatican Council, when it looked as if
the Church might reach a modus vivendi with modernity by legitimating
the use of contraceptives. That dream was laid to rest in 1968 when Pope
Paul VI slammed the door shut on the conditio sine qua non of cooperation
with the liberal regime. When the news of Humanae Vitae hit the streets,
the Liberals broke off relations and turned instead to a combination of open
hostility and fomenting rebellion within the ranks. The lull in the fighting
in the sexual revolutionaries’ ongoing Kulturkampf with the Church ended
abruptly in 1968. Thereafter, the hostilities were out in the open again.

Pfeffer’s animus toward the Church never really changed, but it did abate
somewhat, primarily because the Church’s influence in society had
diminished and because the confusion in its own ranks increased - in no
small measure because of Pfeffer’s activities. “What do I think about the
Church today?” Pfeffer asked rhetorically in the mid ’70s, “In short, I still
do not like it, but I do not like it less than I did not like during that period,
and the reason is that, while it is still what it was before, it is considerably
less so, if you can make out what I mean.”7

We can without too much difficulty make out what Pfeffer means. The
only good Church was a confused Church. The more it approached the



divided, tentative, and contradictory condition of Jewish and Protestant
denominations, the more Pfeffer liked it. If the Church was less powerful
in 1976 than it had been under Pope Pius XII and Cardinal Spellman,
Leo Pfeffer was in no small way responsible for that diminution of power
and influence. Unlike the Kulturkampf waged by Bismarck in Germany
during the 1870s, the one waged by people like Pfeffer and the
Rockefellers in America during the 1960s proffered the carrot of
government funding, publishing contracts, foundation money, and pro bono
legal services more readily than the stick of government regulation. As a
result, the cultural revolutionaries in America in the 1960s found a fifth
column within the Church willing to aid and abet their plans. By
subsidizing an obviously schismatic group like the Old Catholics,
Bismarck guaranteed Catholic solidarity. There was no Prussian Charles
Curran, no Prussian Theodore Hesburgh. The story of the cultural
revolution in America in 1960s is the story of the Catholic Church at war
on two fronts. There wastheenemy outside the gates, people like
Pfeffer and the Rockefellers, and there were the collaborators within, who
were often taking the money of the cultural revolutionaries to undermine
the Church’s position. Pfeffer, it should be remembered, published the
memoir of his campaign against the church in a Catholic magazine. He also
included in the same article a group of Catholics he found congenial to his
cause. “I voted for John Kennedy in 1960,” Pfeffer tells the Commonweal
readership, and then goes on to give a list of liberal Catholics he could also
conceive of

voting f or in the future. They would include “Robert Drinan, Justice
William Brennan, Eugene McCarthy, Senator Phillip and/or Jane Hart,
Dorothy Day, Theodore Hesburgh, and almost any member of the editorial
board of Commonweal, although,” he adds with a wry touch, “I would not
necessarily want my daughter to marry them.”8

Before we are very far into Pfeffer’s account of how he won the cultural
revolution it became apparent that the major area of contestation was
sexuality. Pfeffer fought on the side of the Protestants to decriminalize the
contraceptive, and he fought on the side of his fellow Jews to free
Hollywood from the Catholic-inspired production code. As one sign of
Cardinal Spellman’s inordinate influence over American culture, Pfeffer



mentions the fact that the Roberto Rosellini film The Miracle was declared
blasphemous in the state of New York in the early ’50s. In 1952 the New
York State blasphemy law was struck down by the Supreme Court in the
case of Joseph Burstyn, Inc. v. Wilson.

Theotherareaof cultural revolution delineated by Pfeffer hadtodowith
whose idea of the family would dominate in the culture. The major issue
in the '60s was contraception, but that was soon replaced by abortion in
the ’70s. In the early ’60s, to give some indication of the magnitude of
the change which tookplace, it was illegal in many places in the United
States to sell contraceptives. By the end of that decade the government was
not only not prohibiting the sale of contraceptives, it was distributing them
itself. The two instances are not only indications of the situation before and
after the revolution, they are causally related as well. The law had to go
because the revolutionaries wanted government to get into the
contraceptive business. According to Pfeffer,

the anti-contraception laws had to be removed from the books because
their presence made it impossible for the state to encourage
contraception, something it now increasingly deems necessary to do. The
middle income and the affluent, married and unmarried, use
contraceptives; the poor have babies. When the poor, often racial
minorities, are on the welfare rolls, taxpaying Americans rebel and expect
the state to do something about it.

Why did it take a more activist approach to anti-contraception laws?

The answer may lie in the fact that the justices recognized the need to get
the laws off the books to enable the States to take affirmative action toward
encouraging and assisting birth control, or at the very least not to prevent
private groups from doing so; but they also realized that as a matter of
political reality the States were not going to repeal the laws, as the twice-
unsuccessful effort in Connecticut evidenced/

In addition to describing the areas of contestation in America’s
Kulturkampf, Pfeffer also describes his understanding of just who the
contending parties are. Again, the dividing line is essentially sexual. On the
one had there were the Catholics, who



hope for an America in which, if not all will be Catholics, all will adhere to
Catholic values: no divorce, no contraception, no abortion, no
obscene books or pictures, no homosexuality, everybody worshipping God
in his own way, government solicitous of and helpful to religion, and
children and adults equally obedient to their parents and lawful authority.

Arrayed on the other side of the front lines of the cultural war are “liberal
Protestants, liberal Jews, and deists [i.e., secular humanists],” who

seek a different America: one in which individuals enjoy maximum
freedom of thought and expression, contraception is used and encouraged
to control population and avoid the birth of babies that are unwanted or
cannot adequately be cared for, women’s right to control their own bodies
is recognized and respected, the sexual practices of adults, whether of
the same or of different sexes, are of no concern to anyone but
themselves, governmental institutions avoid manifestations of religiosity,
public schools are free of sectarianism, and citizens are not forced to fight
in a war they deem immoral or in any war.

During the same month that Leo Pfeffer gave his triumph of secular
humanism speech announcing the Enlightenment’s victory over the
Catholic Church, the Catholic Church, as if to prove to the world that they
had been beaten, announced a celebration of the American bicentennial that
went by the name of Call to Action. If Charles Curran’s protest against
Humanae Vitae was the ’60s equivalent of the fall of the Bastille, then Call
to Action became the Catholic equivalent of the tennis court oaths. The
actions culminating in the Call to Action conference began two years
before the conference took place in Detroit from October 20 to 24, 1976.
The bishops were interested in participating in a celebration of the nation’s
bicentennial, but the nation was not in much of a mood for celebration.
Watergate, the impeachment of President Nixon, and the ongoing, never-
ending war in Vietnam occupied the nation’s mind for the two years
leading up to the bicentennial. While this sort of fare filled the evening
news and occupied the nation, perhaps by way of indirection, the cultural
revolution which had begun in the mid-’60s was busy consolidating its
gains in less visible ways.

By the early ’60s, Eddie Bernays’s program for “invisible government”



through control of the instruments of culture had become part of the
common intellectual patrimony of a number of Jewish organizations, who
put the information to use in a campaign to remove prayer from public
schools. Later the same tools were used by Hollywood in its war on the
Production Code and the Legion of Decency in their battle over who was to
control the film industry. The crucial issue at the dawn of the ’60s was
nudity on the screen. Hollywood was feeling financially threatened by TV
on the one hand which was stealing its family audience and the new skin
magazines, like Playboy, which got founded in the wake of the Kinsey
reports and the perfection of glossy color photography and were testing the
borders of pornography in

wake of the Roth decision of the Supreme Court. In many ways, it was the
Weimar Republic’s battle over Kulturbolschewismus all over again,
except that this time there was no effective conservative resistance. The
Catholics tried in their way to play this role but were hindered by Jewish
dominance in the media of communication and division in their own ranks
following the Second Vatican Council. Leo Pfeffer knew that the Catholics
were outgunned and tried to explain that fact as tactfully as possible.
“American Jewry,” he wrote, “partly too because many Jews, far more
proportionately than the other faiths, are commercially and professionally
involved in the cinema and publishing, has been overwhelmingly
antipathetic to the crusade for morality and censorship in the arts and
literature” which by mid-century had been taken overby Irish Catholics.12

Because the mainline Protestant denominations had abdicated their role as
moral arbiters in matters sexual by the ’60s and the Evangelicals were not
yet a significant political force, the battle over the Hollywood Production
Code came down to an essentially Je wish-Catholic struggle, a fact noted
by Pfeffer in his speech on the triumph of secular humanism: “After World
War I, Irish-oriented American Catholicism began taking over leadership
in anti-obscenity militancy. . . . Catholic organizations such as the National
Office for Decent Literature and the national Legion of Decency ... became
the nations’ most militant and effective defender of morals and
censorship.”13

After a number of unsuccessful attempts with vehicles like Billy Wilder’s
Kiss Me, Stupid, released in 1964, Hollywood finally succeeded



in breaking the code in 1965 with the release of the Eli Landau film The
Pawnbroker. During the course of the film a woman playing a black
prostitute opened her blouse and exposed her breasts to the camera,
breaking as a result, Section Seven subsection two of the Motion Picture
Production code and one of Hollywood's last remaining taboos. I have told
the story of the breaking of the code elsewhere, primarily from the
perspective of the Legion of Decency which saw The Pawnbroker not as the
harbinger of serious cinematic art but rather something that in the Legion’s
Msgr. Thomas Little’s words, would “open the flood gates to a host of
unscrupulous operators to make a quick buck.”14 The next seven years of
cinema were to prove Msgr. Little and the Legion right as a trickle of bare
breasts eventually became a flood of on screen nudity, culminating in 1973
with the release of Deep Throat and the Devil in Miss Jones, two pomo
epics which made it into the list of the industry’s ten top grossing films for
that year.

The summer of ’65 saw as a result two great victories for the forces of
“liberation,” which were immediately transmuted into instruments of
social control. The film industry was now able to use nudity to draw people
into its theaters, and the government could now use the contraceptive as a
solution to social problems. The first led to the exponential growth of the
pornography industry, which redefined the universe of sexual expectations
in a way that

would prove devastating to women; the second eventuated in the
destruction of the concept of the family wage and the emigration of women
from the home into the workforce, where over a thirty-year period the male
as provider would be replaced by both husband and wife earning what the
husband alone earned before. Behind both examples of “liberation” loomed
the specter of control, a f act which was true in a broader sense as well,
because the result of both “liberalizations” was a sexually destabilized
society, where more and more people succumbed half-unwittingly to the
financial exploitation of their passions, and became as a result, sexual and
financial helots. Reason, as the classical tradition pointed out, provides the
only point of stability in any social order. The more people that the
Enlightenment could persuade to exchange a life based on reason for a life
based on passion, the more people the “invisible rulers” could control



through the Illuminist science of advertising and its adjuncts. Of course,
part of the fallout from any sexual liberation is social chaos based
primarily on family disruption, and so once again, in the wake of the ’60s’
cultural revolution, horror began to make its appearance as a significant
popular genre.

This is so for the reasons we have already mentioned, but also because the
control of the human person that “population control” allows is far
more intimate and, therefore, far more complete than any previous form of
political domination. Michel Schooyans makes the point that even “Marx’s
proletariat still had their children as their only riches. ... On the other hand,
the contemporary problem forces the individual into the most precarious
situation, since it deprives him of all control over his own concrete future,
over a real future for his offspring: a kind of alienation heretofore
unknown.”15 The result of “birth control” is not only more radical that the
slavery of classical antiquity, but the means to that end are different as
well. Instead of forcing people to act for the ends of those in power, the
“invisible rulers” now induce the ruled to do so by getting them to act
according to the rulers unspoken sexual guidelines, because in controlling
the agency responsible for the transmission of life, the controllers control
human life at its source and, therefore, most crucial point. “This kind of
domination,” according to Schooyans,

is at once more cunning, more pernicious and more fatal in its effects. It is
not at all new, but it has grown in an unprecedented way because of
two decisive factors. On the one hand, it has benefited from the use of the
most sophisticated techniques of propaganda and indoctrination. On the
other

hand, its effectiveness is assured by the media's guarantee of publicity____

For contemporary totalitarianism the question is no longer one of
exercising physical coercion; henceforth it is a matter of destroying the
Ego in what is most profoundly personal in me. This is why contemporary
totalitarianism has intellectual life as its target. It pummels the masses, but
the intellectuals it reeducates by filtering, directing and dealing in
information. It inculcates a portable ideology, for ideology can encroach
upon intelligence and disarm its critical ability, imprison ing it in a “gulag



of the spirit.” Bit by bit, intellectuals are ensnared by manipulators of
knowledge who are in the pay of the party, the race, the army, the powerful.
Science is fostered to the degree that it delivers new technologies that can
be integrated into a global strategy for domination.16

As always, the instrument of control is passion: “Man, under the guise of
being liberated and excited by the possibility of maximizing individual
pleasure, disregards the stakes and consequences of sexuality.” 7 By taking
control of pleasure at its source in sexuality, the neo-Illuminists
simultaneously take control of human life, which has the same source, and
as an added bonus, the controllers also dominate the human conscience, by
manipulating its guilt as a way of defending the actions that enslaved the
person in the first place. Liberal politics becomes then first the incitation
to sexual vice, then the colonization of the procreative powers that are
indissoluably associated with sexuality, and finally the political
mobilization of the guilt which flows from the misuse of procreative power
in an all-encompassing system that gives new meaning to the term
totalitarian. Schooyans is one of the few people who sees the full
ramifications of this biocratic revolution:

We are at the dawn of a total war beyond the limits of anything we have
known, and the horizon is already aflame with it. The present war is
truly total in the sense that, by means of power over life, it aims at control
over human beings in what is most inalienable; their existence, there
personal capacity for making judgments, and decisions, and their
responsibility before their conscience. The present war simultaneously
involves each of these aspects as the stakes, the means and the goal.18

This is what Kulturkampf meant in America in the 1960s, and this was why
Leo Pfeffer came to Philadelphia in 1976 on the 200th anniversary of the
Declaration of Independence to claim victory in the cultural wars
and proclaim the triumph of secular humanism. Divide and conquer was
the strategy which the Enlightenment under the direction of people like
Leo Pfeffer used against the Catholics, and the social order of the republic
was the first casualty of this campaign.

Once it began on October 20, the Catholic bishops attending the Call to
Action conference in Cobo Hall in Detroit soon became aware that they



were no longer in control of their own celebration. The Call to Action
conference in 1976 was in many ways the sign that the Catholic fifth
column which the Rockefellers had subsidized at Notre Dame had come
out in the open and wanted to run the Church according to its own lights.

“U.S. Catholics have spoken,” wrote Mark Winiarski in the National
Catholic Reporter, the newspaper that represented the interests of the
fifth column clerics most faithfully. The idea of a “democratic”
consultation was

used to disguise the special pleading of the clerical dissenters, who wanted
in effect the best of both worlds: the resources of the Catholic Church and
sexual liberation. So the Reporter's slant on the first Call to Action
conference was that “Catholics” had spoken. The people of God had spoken
and, mira-bile dictu, the wanted the same things the sexual Enlightenment
wanted, namely, “ordination of women, married priests, remarried
divorced Catholics spared excommunication, determination of conscience
on birth control, a national arbitration board to control the bishops, [and]
civil rights for gays.”19

In other words, the agenda of Call to Action was indistinguishable from
that of Leo Pfeffer and the Rockefellers, and the purpose of their efforts
was to weaken the revolutionaries’ main enemy, the Catholic Church. In
addition thereto, those assembled in the name of the Church in Detroit in
1976 demanded that “The NCCB and Catholic publishers should expunge
all sexist language and imagery from official church publications after
January 1978.” 0 Beyond that, they demanded that “The NCCB and every
diocese should undertake affirmative action programs.” Under
“Personhood,” the conference affirmed, among other things that
Communion should be given in the hand in keeping with the dignity of the
human person, that the Church should endorse the ERA as well as its
political opposite pole, namely, a constitution amendment to protect fetal
life. And, last but not least, under the heading “Humankind,” they
demanded that “Third World peoples should be invited to this country to
raise the consciousness of our people.”21

The people of the Third World were undoubtedly honored by the invitation,
but before long, as the proposals became longer and more politically



charged, many observers began to wonder just how representative this
body was of American Catholics at large, and if it was not, just whose
interests, then, were these delegates representing? As even the unf ailingly
sympathetic Thomas Stahel wrote for America, “Who were the people who
passed all these proposals?”22

Many bishops were equally curious. As if to provide an answer, John
Cardinal Krol, archbishop of Philadelphia, was overheard saying that
the meeting had been taken over by “rebels.”23 Bishop Kenneth Povish of
Lansing, Michigan, compared the gathering to the 1972 Democratic
convention which nominated Sen. George McGovern.” I remember my
father,” Bishop Povish said, “a Democratic voter all his life, asking
afterwards, ‘who was representing me at the (expletive deleted)
convention.’”24 Even the normally sympathetic Archbishop Joseph
Bemardin disavowed the results of the conference, “the result was haste
and a determination to formulate recommendations on complex matters
without adequate reflection, discussion and consideration of different
points of view.”'5 Beyond that, “special interest groups advocating
particular causes seemed to play a disproportionate role.” Then, in typical
fashion, Bemardin disavowed his disavowal two days later,

issuing a statement to NC News Service saying he “did not repudiate” the
conference.26

The strategy behind the sexual mobilization of the Catholic clergy could be
deduced in equal measure from Wilhelm Reich and Martin Luther.
The example of sixteenth-century Germany and the Lutheran revolt was
apropos. Luther spent much of his time writing to various priests and
clerics urging them to marry and thereby break the solemn vows they had
made. His motives in urging marriage on apostate nuns and priests were
clear. Once that spiritual transaction had been accomplished, the apostate
priest was firmly in the Lutheran camp, a fact that Luther exploited for its
maximal political effect. Libido culminating in broken vows was the
engine that pulled the Reformation train. It was a uniquely effective way of
organizing ex-clergy in opposition to the Church. Once they had made two
contradictory sets of solemn vows, there was no way out. The marriage
vows were, of course, invalid; however in the natural order of things,
especially after children arrived, they seemed every bit as compelling.



“Within me,” one unhappy priest who succumbed to the trap wrote to a
brother who was still a monk, “a constant conflict rages. I often resolve to
mend my course, but when I get home and wife and children come to meet
me, my love for them asserts itself more mightily than my love for God,
and to overcome myself becomes impossible for me.”27

The genius of this revolutionary plan lay in its use of sexual passion as a
means of social control. By breaking their vow of chastity, religious
became committed to sexual liberation, to the social program of the
cultural revolution, and, as a result, to changing the Catholic Church from
within. The sexu-alized religious became a permanent revolutionary cadre
determined to make the Church conform its laws to their behavior, and
since the cultural revolutionaries controlled the religious by manipulating
their passions, this meant that the Church would have to conform its
teaching to their program for total social control.

In May of 1974, right around the time the American Bishops and their
assistants were making the initial plans f or the 1976 bicentennial
celebration that would be known as Call to Action, Father John Krejci, a
priest on leave of absence from his diocese in Nebraska, completed his
doctorate in sociology at the University of Notre Dame, having written his
dissertation on “Leadership and Change in Two Mexican Villages.”

Beginning in the mid-’60s, the University of Notre Dame, where Krejci
received his doctorate, was a crucial part of two very different worlds.
Dissent was as yet an unknown phenomenon and would not come out in the
open until the summer of 1968 when Charles Curran organized the protest
against Humanae Vitae. One year earlier, in the wake of Curran’s
successful tenure battle at Catholic University, Father Hesburgh engineered
his Land o’ Lakes statement, whereby he and a number of other presidents
of Catholic universi-

ties, effectively alienated a large amount of Church property, namely those
colleges and universities, from Church control. But no one seemed to
know that was the effective meaning of Land o’ Lakes at the time.

As a result, religious orders continued to send their nuns, priests, and
brothers to an institution that was no longer a Church institution and had
in fact shifted its allegiance to the major foundations of this country in a



bid to get first their money and then federal funding, the sequel to
foundation money as the government got more and more into the education
business. During the summers of the late ’60s, literally thousands of nuns
as well as other religious would converge on the campus of the University
of Notre Dame ostensibly to continue their education but also to imbibe the
Zeitgeist in an especially undiluted form. Notre Dame was heavily into
sexual liberation for a number of reasons. To begin with, there was the
effect the pill was having on the culture at large, and then there was the
effect the pill was having on Notre Dame in particular. Donald Barrett was
a professor of sociology at Notre Dame at the time. He was also on the
papal birth control commission as well. So much was publicly known at the
time. Not so public was the fact that he had been a participant at the
Rockefeller conferences and as a result had applied to the Population
Council for a grant to study contraceptive use. He eventually received
around half a million dollars from the Ford Foundation while still
deliberating on the papal birth-control commission over the liceity of
contraception.28 In any other venue, this would have been known as conflict
of interest. In the Catholic Church in America, it was known as
independent thinking and newfound maturity. William D’Antonio, head of
the sociology department during the late ’60s, was becoming well know as
a result of his name appearing on Planned Parenthood ads condemning the
pope.

One of the thousands of nuns who came to Notre Dame during the ’ 60s
was lady by the name of Jean Gettelfinger. Like Father Krejci, she came
to get her graduate degree in sociology. Unlike him, she never finished.
Instead of getting a degree, she got a husband, and that husband was Father
John Krejci. Jean Gettelfinger was one of the many nuns who left their
narrow convent rooms in the ’60s with the university, specifically the
Catholic University which was supposed to be contributing to their
formation, as the enabling device for leaving. One observer of the Notre
Dame scene during the ’60s said that this phenomenon was not uncommon;
nor, we might add, was it particularly hard to understand. The general
sense among religious that things were changing received powerful
reinforcement at Notre Dame, primarily because the Notre Dame faculty
and administration were one of the prime engines of change.



Add to that the fact that we are not talking about abstract forces of history
but rather something as intimate as libido and its mobilization as part of
the cultural revolution, and we can get some sense of the ferment at
Notre Dame during the late ’60s. Nuns and priests could be seen strolling
hand in

hand around the lakes. There was much talk of a “third way,” somewhere
between marriage and celibacy, partaking of the best aspects of both, no
doubt. The impossible dream of a married clergy, of contraceptive sex, and
most of the other ideas that make up the Call to Action agenda, got hatched
like a new bacillus in the hothouse atmosphere of the Notre Dame summer
school and similar academic institutes across the country, and since the
growth of this impossible idea was congenial to the cultural
revolutionaries’ goals it was fostered by their institutions.

So at some point Father Krejci and Sister Gettelfinger left the religious life
and got married. Theirs was not an isolated incident. Unlike the
Krejcis, many priests and nuns became intimate and did not leave to get
married. This group, combined with those that did leave, gradually
coalesced into a group that began to lobby in an increasingly insistent way
for change in the Church’s discipline regarding both sexuality and the
religious life, and more often than not both taken together.

It’s not hard to see the attractions both had separately. As religious in the
most affluent country the world has ever known, priests and nuns got to
live the vow of poverty in what was at best a deeply attenuated, symbolic
form. Some indication of the rigorof religious life at Notre Dame can be
seen in the fact that many married couples with families came there for
vacations during the summer to swim in the lakes and play golf. A rigorous
life teaching school for nine months followed by the Sybaris of the Notre
Dame summer school must have been quite a change. That change coupled
with the fact that everything else was changing must have made this group
of religious think that anything was possible. And if the inevitable was
going to happen anyway, why not act on it in advance. Then when the
Church didn’t change, disappointment turned to anger, and anger to a
determination to force the change that should have happened but never did.
It must have seemed so tan-talizingly close back then - the best of both
worlds! The life of a religious free of material cares plus the sexual



fulfillment of the married state. It was as the Germans say, a chance to
slaughter the cow and milk it too.

By the time John Krejci received his Ph.D., which was also the time when
the first consultations for the 1976 Call to Action conference began, this
philosophy of the “third way,” which is another way of saying
dissent, which is another way of describing the beachhead the cultural
revolution had made in the Catholic Church, had made deep inroads among
the nation ’ s reli-gious, and the vector of transmission was largely the
Church’s educational system, specifically, its system of higher and
ongoing education, the summer programs at Notre Dame transposed across
the country. From a demographic point of view, Call to Action had a very
specific profile: it was essentially an organization of clerics, ex-clencs and
people who make a living working for the Church, men and women who
had adopted the sexual values, and oftentimes mores, of the dominant
culture while working for the Church. Notre

Dame had a crucial role to play in the formation of this group during the
decade from the mid-’60s to the time of the actual Call to Action
conference in October of 1976.

In January 1977, three months after the Call to Action conference in
Detroit and Leo Pfeffer’s declaration of victory in the culture wars in
Philadelphia, the Rockefeller Foundation announced that it has appointed
as its new chairman the Rev. Theodore M. Hesburgh. Hesburgh’s decision
to accept the chairmanship of the Rockefeller Foundation on January 14,
1977, unleashed a storm of indignation on the part of pro-life activists
across the country in general and Catholic pro-lifers in particular. Stung by
the criticism, Hesburgh responded in the Notre Dame student newspaper by
claiming that his critics were misinformed about the Rockefeller’s stand
on abortion. “The foundation has nothing to do with abortion,”
opined Hesburgh, “In fact you’ll never find the word ‘abortion’ in the
report.” Father Hesburgh concluded that his critics should know the facts
before they made inflammatory statements.

In an article published in the same student newspaper on April 20, 1977,
Professor Charles E. Rice of the Notre Dame Law School proved beyond
the shadow of a doubt that the word ‘abortion’ did in fact rear its ugly head



in the reports of the Rockefeller Foundation. The foundation report for
1975 lists a grant to the American Civil Liberties Union Foundation for
$5,000 “for distribution to American obstetricians/gynecologists of the
educational brochure, The Abortion Controversy - A Doctor’s Guide to the
Law.” Planned Parenthood Federation of America received $900,000 from
the Rockefeller Foundation in the second quarter of 1974 for its “Centers
for Family Planning Program Development.”29

Rice goes on to cite one instance of Rockef eller-f unded support for
abortion after another:

The February 1977 issue of the Rockefeller-subsidized publication,
Abortion Research Notes, announced the formation in September 1976 of
the National Abortion Council as a successor organization to the
Association for the Study of Abortion, another group supported by the
Rockefeller Foundation. The National Abortion Council was formed “with
the primary aim of fostering the accessibility of quality abortion services.”
The Rockefeller-supported Abortion Research Notes announced that it
had participated in the organizational meeting of NAC and was “pleased
to present the NAC Statement of Principles,” the tenor of which is
exemplified by the statements, “It is essential that abortion be readily
available at reasonable fees,” and “Parental and spousal consent should not
be re-

• a ”30

quired.

Rice also cites Rockefeller Foundation support for the Population Law
Center, formerly the James Madison Constitutional Law Institute,
which “has played,” according to Rice, “a crucial role in changing
American law to permit abortion.” In the last half of 1974, the Rockef eller
Foundation made a

grant of $50,000 to the Institute for its “program in population law.” Rice
cites a similar grant made in 1972 and sees it as particularly significant
because “during 1972 the James Madison Constitutional Law Institute
handled the entire appeal for the abortion side in Roe v. Wade, and in the
companion case of Doe v. Bolton it filed the principal pro-abortion brief



and wrote the legal arguments related to the medical aspect of the case.”
All of this lead Rice to conclude that “in a realistic sense the Center is the
legal spearhead of the abortion movement.”

Father Hesburgh was a member of the board of directors of the Rockefeller
Foundation during this entire period. It is, therefore, difficult to understand
just exactly what he means when he says that “the foundation has nothing
to do with abortion.” When Hesburgh was asked for a clarification after the
appearance of the Rice article by the National Catholic News Service, he
declined further comment.

On July 10, 1978, John D. Rockefeller died in an automobile accident. He
was 72 years old at the time. Six months later, on January 26, 1979, John’s
brother Nelson died under mysterious circumstances involving
his secretary.

Twenty years after the original Call to Action celebration, on March 6,
1996, Bishop Fabian Bruskewitz of Lincoln, Nebraska, received a letter
on Call to Action Nebraska stationery announcing the formation of Call to
Action Nebraska, “an affiliate of the national Call to Action organization.”
It was this letter that was the proximate cause of Bishop Bruskewitz’s by-
now famous action. One co-signer of the letter was a John Krejci, a
professor of sociology at Wesleyan University in Lincoln. It was this letter
and the pending twentieth anniversary celebration of the First Call to
Action Conference in Detroit which led Bruskewitz to excommunicate Call
to Action and a number of other groups in the Lincoln diocese. On April
11,1996 Call to Action representative James McShane met with the bishop
to argue his case. By his own admission, he didn’t get very far. When
McShane complained about the severity of the punishment. Bishop
Bruskewitz brushed his concerns aside by claiming that its “force could
easily be lifted with obedience and repentance.”32



Part III, Chapter 19

Evansville, Indiana, 1981

When Tom Schiro awoke on the morning of February, 4, 1981, he knew
that something was wrong. Schiro had been working since November as a
temporary employee of Tri-State Repair, helping to renovate the
company’s building at 1201 E. Tennessee Street in Evansville, Indiana. He
had been living at Rescue House, a half-way house for prisoners ever since
he had been taken off Vandenburgh County’s work-release program. Schiro
had been arrested for rape but never convicted, even though he had been
convicted of other crimes. Somehow his arrest record got lost in the shuffle
when he had been released and assigned to the half-way house in
Evansville. He had been accused of raping a seventeen-year-old girl from
Mt. Carmel, Indiana in 1978, but the charges had been dropped. Rescue
House director Ken Hood was to say later that if he had known that Schiro
was a sex offender he never would have allowed him into his program. But
in September of 1980, nobody seemed to know even though by his own
reckoning Schiro had committed nineteen or twenty rapes by then.

Schiro was also an alcoholic and a drug addict, and his efforts at
rehabilitation during late 1980 and early 1981 were focused on getting
these two addictions under control. He was attending AA meetings and
seemed to be making progress in that area. Unfortunately, he had another
addiction for which no program yet existed. Schiro was addicted to
pornography as well. According to Mary Lee, whom he met in May of 1979
and with whom he lived until June of 1980 when he went to jail, Schiro was
never without pornography. She felt, in fact, that he couldn’t live without
it, no more than he could live without masturbating, which he did on the
average of ten or twelve times a day. In f act, over the years a certain
pattern of behavior had evolved in Schiro of which the drugs and the
pornography were integral parts. “It seemed,” Mary Lee said, “that
whenever he started looking at the books he had to get high.” And
whenever he looked at the books and got high, he, in Lee’s words, “went
out at night.” Schiro had been a voyeur since the age of twelve. He had a
peeping route in the way that others his age had paper routes. He would
find certain residences, usually basement apartments, and ascertain the



sleeping habits of the people who lived there. Then he would stand out side
their windows and masturbate as he watched them sleep or make love. It
was only a matter of time before he was climbing through the

windows to rape the women inside according to the fantasies he had
generated from the various pornographic magazines he owned.

Schiro returned from jail in the fall of 1980 dried out, but soon his old
habits returned. He felt that having a job entitled him to the things he
enjoyed, and so the pornography gradually began to make its return. And
with the pornography came the whole train of pornography-related
behavior -pornography, then the pot, then the booze, and then
masturbation; then he would go out at night. At first he would go out only
once a month, but his habit built up gradually. “Everything was just like
being on a slide,” Mary Lee said, “You know it was real fast. It was from
once a month to once a week to twice a week and then by November it was
every night.”1

Schiro’s behavior was a function of pornography. Pornography got him
drinking, and once he was drunk and his inhibitions were lowered he
felt compelled to act out the fantasies he had seen in the X-rated book
stores. When Schiro and Mary Lee moved to Evansville, his behavior got
worse. He began to beat her, at one point knocking her two front teeth out.
By the late fall of 1980 he was all but out of control. When Lee was at
work Schiro would take her two-year-old son Willie to the Evansville mall
and use him as a prop for panhandling, saying that he needed the money to
feed his child. He would then take the money and spend it at adult
bookstores. Sometimes he would spend $20 on one session at what he
called the “quarter movies.” These were the peep shows at the adult
bookstores. For a quarter Schiro could see two or three minutes of a 15
minute film loop. The contents of the quarter movies were generally the
most hard core of all the offerings at the adult book stores. When Mary Lee
once asked Schiro where he had got the idea for a particularly bizarre form
of sexual behavior, he answered by saying that he had learned it from these
film strips.

In early December Schiro told his employer at Tri-State Repair, Robert
Wheeler, that he had seen one of the women living at the house across



the street come out to get the mail clad only in a pajama top and panties.
The scene was the type of thing that Schiro never forgot. Over the next
two months the image sank into his pornography-saturated psyche and
emerged later as a fantasy that demanded action. He had made up his mind
that he was going to rape the woman who lived across the street from
where he worked. By February 4 the fantasy had become irresistible.
According to the testimony of Mary Lee, Schiro said that when he woke up
he just knew that something was wrong. He said the feeling got stronger
and stronger, that he became afraid that something bad was going to
happen.

Schiro spent the day of February 4, 1981, slowly being drawn into his own
pornography-inspired obsessions. He was being inexorably transformed
into an actor in his own quarter movie. Throughout the day on the
job Schiro intoxicated himself by inhaling an industrial solvent. After
leaving

work at 2:30 in the afternoon, he went to a local tavern where he stole a
pint of whiskey. He then took the whiskey to an X-rated book store and
consumed it as he initiated his ritual of perusing first the magazines and
then working his way back; to the harder-core quarter movies. Dr. Frank
Osanka, a psychologist who specializes in child abuse and pornography,
testified at Schiro’s trial that the quarter movies were in general more
sado-masochistic, more rape-oriented, and more violent than the generic
movies at adult bookstores. As Schiro became more intoxicated, his
behavior became correspondingly more belligerent. At one point he ran out
of quarters and went for change, exposing himself to the cashier. The
woman attendant gave him his change, and he went back and purchased
some more movie time. The next time he ran out of quarters, he returned to
the cashier still exposed but this time was belligerent about it. This time
the woman threw out. At this point he began making his way toward a
house at 1210 Tennessee Street to keep his appointment with the woman
who had gone out to get the mail in her pajama top and panties.

He never found her. He found her roommate instead. Laura Jane Lueb-
behusenhad put on a robe for the evening. She was having a mixed drink
and watching television, planning to take a bath and then go to bed. She
had moved to Evansville from Ferdinand, Indiana, a small town fifty some



miles off to the northeast. She worked as a truck driver for Charles Chips.
She was a lesbian and living with the younger, prettier woman Schiro had
seen from his work place. Her name was Darlene Hooper. She worked as a
hostess at the Executive Inn in Evansville. She had been married and, in
fact, was to spend the night of February 4 with her ex-husband. There is
evidence that the lesbian relationship between Hooper and Luebbehusen
was threatening to break up. In a note found in the trash can after the
murder, Luebbehusen wrote to Hooper: “Honey, I do love you and don’t
want to leave either. So what we have to do is quit fighting. I love you,
Laura.”2

At 9:30 PM Schiro knocked on the door of 1210 E. Tennessee. “My car
broke down,” he said to Luebbehusen. “Can I use your phone? I want to
call my dad.”

“Sure,” said Laura Jane, and she let him into the house.

Had Mary Lee had the benefit of reading the Lockhart Commission Report,
she would have known that “exposure to erotica had no impact upon moral
character”3 and that “the increased availability of explicit sexual materials
[in Denmark, at least] has been accompanied by a decrease in the incidence
of sexual crime.”4 She also mighthave learned that “available
research indicates that sex offenders have had less adolescent experience
with erotica than other adults.” In sum, she would have learned that
“empirical research designed to clarify the question has found no evidence
to date that exposure to explicit sexual materials plays a significant role in
the causation of delinquent or criminal behavior among youth or adults.”

Since Mary Lee did not have the benefit of reading the Lockhart
Commission Report, she ended up doing empirical research of her own and
this entailed getting beaten repeatedly and having her two front teeth
knocked out as Schiro’s behavior degenerated into the savagery that
pornography generated passions create. Her testimony contains first hand
observation of how pornography inspires behavior by arousing the passions
to the point where they are no longer under rational control. Mary Lee
observed “the same pattern,” which began with the “[pornographic film]
loops,” followed by liquor and dope and then deviant sexual behavior.
Once the pattern got established, it was impossible to predict Schiro’s



behavior. “Like if we would be talking, having conversation or watching
TV or something, all of a sudden he would be really angry, like I said
something that he didn’t like or I don’t know but just boom and he was
mad.” It was a unpredictable moments like that that Mary got her two front
teeth knocked out. At another point Schiro gave her bruised ribs and a
black eye. At another point he bit her and then chased her down the street.
“It was horrible,” she recounted to the court. “It was like he was possessed.
... It was almost an inhuman laugh and he kept saying, ‘you can’t get away
from me.’”6

In his more lucid moments, Schiro seemed aware that he had become the
thrall of his own disordered passions. During one of his assaults on
Mary Lee, he would repeat to her, “you are making me do this. I don’t want
to do this, but I can’t stop, and you are making me do this.”7

Lee’s testimony gives a graphic account of the bondage that pornography
creates in its victims.

“He knew that people said it was wrong and he knew that someone who
was normal didn’t do these things and he didn’t want to do them. He
just couldn’t stop though. Something would get inside of him and there he
would go. He had no control over it though because he hated doing it. He
would cry and say, ‘why do I do these things? Help me stop. What can I do
to quit this. I don’t want to do this anymore.’ He wanted to be like the guy
next door, you know, with the car in the garage and the dog. I hate the
things that he had done but I can’t say I hate Tom because I know that he is
sick. He couldn’t stop doing the things he did.”

The same pattern repeated itself in the encounter with Laura Jane. After
gaining entrance to the house by lying about his car, Schiro persuaded her
to have consensual intercourse. Then after waking, he became enraged at
her for no apparent reason and began beating her over the head with first a
bottle and then an iron, Laura Jane continued to struggle until Schiro
strangled her. Then he dragged her into the living room of the house and
sodomized her corpse. While doing this he was, according to Lee’s
testimony, “crying the whole time and saying, ‘God, please stop me. Don’t
let me do this. Please help me. God, I just can’t quit.’”8

Schiro’s trial received some attention at the time of the Meese hearings



on pornography in the mid-’80s. In general, however, the testimony of
those whose addiction to pornography led to murder and other crimes was
generally suppressed by the media which sought to portray masturbation to
pornography as not only harmless but also as an expression of
freedom. Something similar happened to the testimony of mass-murderer
Ted Bundy, who told Dr. James Dobson hours before Bundy was executed
that pornography led him to do what he did. The editor of the Evansville
newspaper told me after handing me a copy of Schiro’s autobiography that
pornography had no effect on behavior, even though Schiro and his
girlfriend said the exact opposite. This suppression of the truth continues
for a number of reasons. First of all, because the publishing industry is now
heavily involved in pornography, and it is not in their interest to explain to
the public that they are in the business of enslaving people. Secondly, the
great myth of the enlightenment is “liberation.” If it could be shown that
the sexual liberation brings about bondage, then those who use the term to
their advantage would be powerless to control behavior. Finally, no one
wants to admit that passions can get out of control because it contradicts
the central Promethean myth of the Enlightenment. Just as Ben Franklin
harnessed electricity for mankind’s benefit, so the sexual revolutionaries
have liberated sexual energy from the moral law for the same end. To say
that “liberated” passions were imperious masters who enslaved those who
unleashed them would be to deny the most sacred tenet of the
Enlightenment thinker. Therefore, evidence which supports that
proposition is suppressed.

Thirteen hours after Schiro arrived at the door, Darlene Hooper discovered
Laura Jane’s battered body just inside the front door of their house on the
living room floor. Rigor mortis had set in. The body’s face and hair
were covered with blood. A blood-stained pair of jeans was lying a few feet
away. A ski jacket and insulated undershirt were pulled up around the neck
of the victim, who had been raped while alive, beaten over the head with a
whiskey bottle and an iron and then strangled. The body had also been
raped and sodomized after death. Given Schiro’s state of mind and given
the internal logic of pornography, it was only a matter of time until
somebody got killed. Death runs like a leitmotif through all pornographic
practice. Necrophilia is only the logical extension of the tendencies already
there. There are those who get killed by asphyxiating themselves while



masturbating; there are those who murder their victims, particularly
children, because they are afraid of getting caught; there are those who
accidentally kill their victims in the process of some bondage routines, and
there are those like Schiro, who, according to psychologist Frank Osanka,
“saw just enough of the simulated sex and murder situations that he just
had to try it himself.”9

“After several times in my interview with him,” Osanka continued, “I
Finally concluded that he knew he was going to kill this woman when he
went in there, and so I just said to him, ‘Did you intend to kill her?’ and [he
said]
lYes.’ He was fairly consistent on that. And when I asked why, he would
say that he had never done that before.”10

Thomas Schiro’s behavior could be predicted from the type of pornography
he had internalized. His life paralleled the trajectory which pornography
had traveled since his birth in 1961. Sometime during 1967, the same
year the Lockhart Commission on obscenity and pornography was
formed, six-year-old Tom Schiro discovered some films owned by his
father. One of them was called Bedtime; it was a World War II-vintage
pornography film. Accounts on how Schiro became acquainted with the
film vary. Schiro claims his father showed it to him. The father claims that
Schiro discovered it on his own. One thing is certain; once Schiro saw the
film, he never forgot it. It never lost its fascination for him. In fact, when
he moved in with Mary Lee fourteen years later he insisted on showing it
to her. She remembers it as an old film that “was broken into a million
pieces. I think he said it came from World War II... but he said he had been
looking at it for years. “ According to Osanka, “Bedtime is a film that
depicts a man and a woman in bed in various acts of sexual involvement.
The significant point of the film is that the camera keeps coming back to
the woman’s face.

“The woman’s face consistently is one in which she is looking as if she is
feeling uncomfortable, and she is looking as if she is in pain, and she is
looking as if that this is a disagreeable experience and at the same time her
body is reacting in enthusiastic fashion. The fact that the camera kept
going back and forth between the genital contact and her face gives the



impression that her body was so enthusiastic in the sexual contacts but her
face was distorted or angry or in pain so you get the impression that she’s
enjoying pain from the sex.”'1 It was a lesson in sex education that young
Schiro never forgot. When pressed on the issue of the woman’s face,
Osanka conceded that she could be conveying distaste or even boredom as
much as pain. The point is that the six-year-old Schiro was confronted with
material he had no way of understanding. There was nothing in his
experience that could act as a check on his conclusions. There was no one
to interpret this film as a sordid simulacrum of the real meaning of human
sexuality. The film became the explicator of sex for Schiro. This lesson
was only confirmed later on as Schiro became exposed to progressively
more violent and perverted examples of pornography. The stimulus was so
powerful it caused Schiro to act in a certain way, causing life to imitate art.
Once Schiro internalized the film as his first most powerful lesson in sex
education, his behavior became a self-fulfilling prophecy. Sex meant
violation and pain, but Schiro concluded that the victim enjoyed the
experience nonetheless. Schiro’s experience once he began to act out
his fantasies only confirmed him in his pornography-nurtured view of sex.

According to Osanka,

what has occurred with Tom happens in many pedophiliacs, that is the
individuals who habitually abuse children, that is that he had a psychosex-
drive, halting as a result of premature unguided exposure to erotica before
he was physically or psychologically ready to integrate that into
his personality. Much of his subsequentsexual behavior, sexual aggression
is repetitive of the film. For example, peeping here is not a great deal of
difference between peeping in windows, which are a screen, and
masturbating and watching a film and masturbating. *

Schiro’s life provides a textbook-like illustration of the trajectory that
pornography addiction takes in an individual’s life. Schiro’s life became a
quest for erotic materials, from nudist-type picture magazines of the type
one would find in drug stores to sneaking into X-rated drive-in theaters,
where he could watch the sado-masochistic movies and snuff movies, in
which people are portrayed as being killed through sexual assault.
According to testimony to Osanka, Schiro enjoyed these movies
immensely, taking particular pleasure in the pain he could see on the



victims’ faces. Schiro came of age when the stream of pornography in this
country was increasing to a flood-tide. It was his misf ortune to be swept
away by it and the misf ortune of his victims to be swept away with him.

Schiro saw his first hard-core sado-masochist film in 1971 at the age of
eleven. As with Bedtime he could retain the details of what he saw years
afterward. He recounted to Osanka at least ten years later scenes of
extreme violence, women being raped and knifed, men being flagellated. It
was obvious to Osanka that he enjoyed recalling these particular scenes.
‘They are important to him,” the psychologist told the court during
Schiro’s trial, “because of the disorder he is suffering. He is overpowered
by this need for orgasmic release, which he had conditioned and developed
over a period of years, and the only release is through more and more
bizarre forms of masturbation. For example, in relating the number of
rapes and the specifics of the rapes he would say that very often by the
time he broke into a home he would not have an erection, and so he would
have to lie on the floor and use his picture books in order to be able to get
an erection in order to be able to go into the next room to start the ritual of
hovering over the body of the victim in order to ejaculate in the face of the
victim. The whole practice of ejaculating on the victim is a recurring
theme in pornography today. He very specifically likes those parts of the
films when he watches the peep shows.” Schiro was by no means only
indebted to hard-core material as his educator in depravity. He claimed that
he learned the technique for breaking into homes to commit rapes from the
made-for-television movie called Cry Rape.

The crucial fact of Schiro’s life was that pornography influences behavior.
It functions as an aid to masturbation. Even more significant though is the
fact that when these pornographic images got incorporated into
Schiro’s masturbatory f antasies, they demanded to be acted out. Acting
out is the only way that the addict can find the stimulation he needs to
complete his act of masturbation. According to Osanka, “most people who
look at pornography over any extended period masturbate in conjunction
with the material. People don’t masturbate to train magazines or baseball
magazines, but they do to pornography magazines. What happens is that
the masturbation coupled with the visual image places the individual in the
situation to the point where in some people it goes past fantasy to the point



where people really believe that they can achieve those types of thing and
there’s an increased desire for acting them out. Since he started so early,
all sexuality is masturbation to Schiro. With the women he’d rape he’d
have a hard time unless he was masturbating.”13

Edward Donnerstein, an authority on pornography and sexual aggression,
testified at Schiro’s trial that “there is a direct link between exposure to
certain types of pornography, particularly images that are aggressive in
nature - in fact images which Mr. Schiro was exposed to very, very early
and found very sexually stimulating - and increases in calloused attitudes
about rape, increases in the belief that women desire and enjoy being raped
and increases in a willingness, in fact, to say one would commit rape and
also increases in aggressive behavior against women.... Mr. Schiro believes
in fact the victim finds these types of aggressive acts very pleasurable.”14

According to Donnerstein, Schiro “viewed pornography which showed
rapes of women, pornography which showed sadistic acts against
women and against men and pornography which is showing masochistic
very aggressive types of acts, and he consistently said in interviews that he
finds those very, very sexually arousing so sexually arousing particularly
in the instances where he was drinking that he literally wanted to, if he
could, rip the page out and rape the woman or have intercourse with the
woman on the page, but since he couldn’t he would seek out an unwilling
victim.”15

In spite of its flaws and the fact that the Congress which brought the
commission into being rejected its findings, the Lockhart Commission
report was widely disseminated throughout the liberal media establishment
as “proof’ that pornography was harmless. The recommendation that
existing laws be repealed, along with the fact that prosecution of obscenity
cases virtually ceased, created the impression in the public mind that the
obscenity laws had infact been repealed. Clive Bames epitomizing the
liberal reaction to the commission in the very act of disseminating its
results could conclude that “women are the underprivileged sex when it
comes to erotica and that this underprivilege derives from male
supremacy.”16 The conclusion was that more smut would make America a
better place.



It wasn’t long before evidence to the contrary started showing up. In 1973,
the stag film went public with the widespread dissemination of the X-rated
film Deep Throat. The film’s main character, Linda Lovelace, became an
overnight celebrity in articles in the liberal press that tried to
bring respectability to a woman performing deviant acts on the wide
screen. Nora Ephron wrote an article in which she quoted Lovelace as
saying, “I totally

enjoyed myself making the movie. I don’t have any inhibitions about sex. I
just ho^e everybody who goes to see the film loses some of their
inhibitions." Lovelace, after escaping from her pimp cum manager, later
described her descent into what used to be called white slavery in less
flattering terms.

Throughout the ’70s, it was becoming increasingly apparent that giving
free rein to sex meant that sex would quickly devolve into something else.
By the ’70s sado-masochism had become so prevalent that it was used as a
part of an advertising campaign to sell records for the Rolling Stones. “I’m
Black and Blue from the Rolling Stones, and I love it,” said a lady on a
billboard in Hollywood with ropes around her arms and bruises on her
thighs. It was becoming increasingly clear that sex was not stopping at just
sex. In 1976 the movie Snuff was released, which purported to show a
woman being murdered and then dismembered on the screen for the sexual
delectation of the viewing audience. The film caused the first large-scale,
media-approved reaction to pornography since the Lockhart Commission
told the world that America would be a better place with more
pornography. Feminists across the country protested the movie. In San
Francisco in 1978 feminists organized a Take Back the Night March
through San Francisco’s pornography district. In New York in 1979
biweekly tours of 42nd Street were being offered by an organization known
as Women Against Pornography. Andrea Dworkin and Catherine A.
Mackinnon attempted to have ordinances passed in Indianapolis and
Minneapolis which would make pornography illegal because it violated
women’s rights.

By the mid-1980s, however, it was clear that pornography was an issue that
split the feminist movement. A large number of feminists, mostly lesbian,
saw nothing wrong with pornography because they used it



themselves. Mackinnon found herself attacked in the pages of off our
backs, a lesbian monthly. Commenting on an article on pornography by
Alice Henry which appeared in the November 1984 issue of off our backs,
Sharon Page of Chicago applauds the author and the journal “f or breaking
the silence in showing that radical feminists are not, after all, monolithic
followers of the Mackinnon/Dworkin antipom analysis and strategy. . . .
Pom/erotica can play a progressive role in showing women taking pleasure
apart from the married/reproductive context - if we reclaim it to do so.” It
was the beginning of a strategy which the publishing industry would adopt
in the 1990s as a way of defusing feminist protest against pornography.

Andrea Dworkin, who seems to have become deranged by reading too
much pornography, was typical of the feminist overreaction which
condemned not only pornography but sexual intercourse as well as
something quintessentially male. Males, according to Dworkin, were ipso
facto a pathological phenomenon. Pornography was simply the most
visible symptom of the disease, in the way that the sore is an indication of
herpes. Maleness was

the universal radix malorum. "Terror,” Dworkin writes in Pornography:
Women Possessing Men, “is the outstanding theme and consequence of
male history and male culture. . . . Terror issues forth from the male,
illuminates his essential nature and his basic purpose.” According to
Dworkin, there was virtually no difference between rape and marriage.
“Marriage as an institution developed from rape as a practice. Rape,
originally defined as abduction, became marriage by capture. Marriage
meant the taking was to extend in time, to be not only use of, but lifelong
possession of, or ownership.” As with most feminist analysis, Dworkin’s
views preclude the need for explanation. Schiro, one could say, was a rapist
because he was a male. Pornography just allowed his maleness free
expression. Men exploited women sexually because they were men.
Exploitation exists because men exist, and so on.

The belief that sexual perversion and exploitation and pornography were
all a function of maleness is, however; becoming less tenable in the face
of the evidence. First of all, feminists, especially lesbians, are increasingly
frequent users of pornography. One need only read the book ads for
Lambda Press and Naiad Press to find this out. Naiad Press, in fact, had no



qualms about selling the rights to a number of the stories in its best-seller
Lesbian Nuns to the unabashedly pornographic Forum magazine, which
was owned by Penthouse, one of the big three of one-handed magazines. A
new lesbian journal, On Our Backs, makes use of standard, undoctored
sado-masochistic material. As a result, and as has already happened in the
heterosexual and male homosexual demimonde, life is beginning to imitate
art. Gloria Kaufman, a South Bend feminist, writing in the May 1985 issue
of off our backs, explained how she sent two young recruits to the feminist
movement to the Michigan Womyn’s [s/c] Music Festival for what she
“supposed would be an edifying experience.” Unfortunately the recruits
stumbled upon the festival’s sado-masochism workshop, where they saw “a
group of women in leather standing over another woman on the ground,
lacerations and blood all over her body, and blood all over the ground.”18

Kaufman then finds herself confronted with what seems like a
contradiction in the feminist movement. “How is it,” she asks, “that we
disapprove of men’s cutting up women, but we tolerate women’s cutting up
of women?”19 Kaufman takes pride in the pluralism of feminism. She has
heard the arguments of the S/M crowd but remains unconvinced. “S/M
people,” she opines, “will tell you that the bleeding is superficial and
controlled. That is not reassuring.”'11 Kaufman’s greatest fear though is
that the S/M crowd will give lesbianism a bad name. “Since the
practitioners of S/M are lesbians,” she argues with a logic difficult to
refute, “it validates homophobia in the minds of some non-lesbian
feminists. . . . Homophobia based upon irrational fear is difficult but
possible to combat. Homophobia based upon knowledge of real-life sadism
is exceedingly difficult perhaps impossible to eradicate.”21 The facts, in
other words, are the best argument in support of homophobia.

Lest her lesbian readership conclude that she has gone too far in the
direction of intolerance, Kaufman makes it clear that she is only opposed
to the public display of womyn lacerating other womyn. “Let it be clear
that I am calling to question no one’s expression of sexuality in the privacy
of her home.”

The belief that deviant sexual behavior of the sort portrayed in
pornographic films and practiced at the Michigan Womyn’s [j/c] Music
Festival can remain within limits and thereby insure that no one will get



hurt has been the cornerstone for the liberal apologia for the dissemination
of pornography. Tom Schiro grew up against this background of ever-
deepening decadence, went from being a masturbator to a voyeur to a rapist
to a murderer in following one clearly defined trajectory that anyone who
was familiar with the themes pornography portrayed over the past ten years
should have been able to predict.

If one considers how he ended up, Schiro’s early years are remarkable for
their absence of pathology. Schiro was adopted at the age of Five days. His
foster parents did not divorce, nor was Schiro the victim of child abuse
of either the physical or sexual variety. In fact the opposite seemed to be
the case. If anything Schiro was spoiled as a child. “Ever since I can
remember,” he wrote in a thirty-nine-page autobiography after he was
arrested, “Mommy and Daddy have given me everything I wanted. I always
got what I wanted. My birthday is two days before Christmas so I’d get
double the presents. I got fourteen bikes in thirteen years.” When Schiro
didn’t want to do something, he didn’t do it. If he didn’t want to go to
school, he would pretend that he was sick. “The nurse used to try to tell me
I wasn’t sick, but I’d start crying cause I knew mommy would come and
get me. And she did.”22 Much has been written contributing to the
mystification of rape, most of it by feminists. It is, according to them, the
expression of the male reign of terror over females. In her much-cited book
Against Our Will, feminist Susan Brownmiller makes out of rape a cosmic
principle:

Man’s discovery that his genitalia could serve as a weapon to generate fear
must rank as one of the most important discoveries of prehistoric times,
along with the use of fire and the first crude stone axe. From prehistoric
times to the present, 1 believe rape has played a critical function. It
is nothing more or less than a conscious process of intimidation by which
all men keep all women in a state of fear.23

When one examines the actual life of an actual rapist, the explanations
seem less cosmic and seem to have more to do with human passion left
to grow wild under the unnatural stimulation of pernicious influences like
pornography and drugs. When Mary Lee described Schiro’s sexual
practices to the court, she gave some insight into how a deranged sexuality,
of the sort described in and fostered by pornography, could lead in itself to



rape. “He would just get on and pump away,” Lee said of their love life,
“until he was finished and then get off. I would try to say ‘no,’ but he never
took ‘no’ for an answer.” A rapist, in other words, is someone who never
takes ‘no’ for an answer. Tom Schiro was propelled through life by
pornography-incited fantasies which became more and more bizarre and
more imperious as time went on. His addictions to drugs and alcohol
simply made him more likely to act out the scenarios he spent so much
time viewing. And once he acted out one scenario the craving was set in
motion to act out another more bizarre one further down the road.

“I remember going to book stores,” he wrote, describing one of his earliest
memories, “and looking at girly books or photography books and hopeing
[sic] they’d have naked pictures in them. I started peeping in windows. It
was exciteing [sic]. ... I started smokin^pot in 7th grade. I always cried a
lot, especially about not having friends.”

Schiro received little moral guidance from his father. After being caught
peeping and being picked up by his father at the police station, Schiro
remembers his father saying, “If you want something to screw, why didn’t
you ask me. We’d get you a hooker or something rather than peeping in
windows.” In spite of the embarrassment he caused his family, Schiro was
once again not punished. “I don’t think I got put on restriction or nothing,”
Schiro added. Psychologist Frank Osanka felt that Schiro got caught up in
bad habits which involve a necessary progression from one phase to the
other.

Getting access to girlie magazines that are readily available [led to] seeing
in the girlie magazines ads for other kinds of material and then to
seeking those out. In the past that meant as a youngster sneaking in to X-
rated drive-ins or, as Schiro did, to somehow team up with another adult
who had these kinds of materials and getting sexually involved with them,
as Schiro did, to eventually getting into the adult bookstores. There’s a
progression of severity, an increase in bizarreness of material which I think
is dangerous, but today it’s not even necessary to go through all those
steps.

Today there is such widely available triple X-rated material at video rental
stores that are not adult book stores; these are family movie rentals



that have the section that sells the X-rated movies. And many of those
movies have many of the more violent themes that were only available in
adult bookstores.25

When asked what the most significant change in pornography was since the
[Lockhart] Report of the Commission on Obscenity and
Pornography, Father Morton Hill, S.J. cited the expansion of pornography
into other media, most notably the home videocassette business.

Given the type of practices one becomes accustomed to watching in
pornography and the habit of masturbation that invariably accompanies
such viewing, it should come as no surprise that the addict sees no magic
line separating what the liberals would call private behavior from rape.
Schiro took to rape as the natural extension of his already perverted sex
life. He had

learned not to take “no” for an answer. He couldn’t say “no” to himself;
why should he take that answer from other people?

“It was in April of 77 that we moved [to Indiana],” he wrote in his
autobiography. “Then I started main-lineing [sic] cocaine. I started peeping
in windows again in Princeton. I didn’t have a real friend. Everybody
thought I was a fool & had a big mouth. When I try to pay people a
complement [sic] it would always come out a [st'c] insult.

“I don’t know how many girls I screwed in Princeton [Indiana]. Maybe 8.1
don’t know where the idea of rape came in, but it excited me. One night
I went over to Mt. Carmel & peeped in windows to look for a naked girl
to rape. I found her. Before this I’d always go around in my car&
[masturbate]. I’d stop girls along the road & ask them for directions some
place. It was like a compulsion. I couldn’t stop myself. I did it so many
times. It was an everyday thing. It excited me.” Schiro then describes the
mixed feelings he got from exposing himself. “It was so exciting. I don’t
know how I felt. I know I was out of my mind. I was always scared of
getting caught but I couldn’t stop.

“I was scared. I remember after each time I did these things I said to
myself, my God what have I done? I couldn’t stop myself.”26 According to
the catharsis theory propounded by the Lockhart Commission, Schiro



should have been content to look at his pornographic films and books and
masturbate in private. It didn’t work out that way, and the proponents
of pornography have yet to come up with an explanation of why. The
answer transcends the categories even of good psychologists because it has
to do with the nature of sexuality itself, which is intrinsically other-
directed. If it is not directed toward a spouse and put at the service of life,
it will be directed toward people who have been turned into objects, and
then it will head toward death. The Reverend Richard Roach, S.J., a moral
theologian at Marquette University, sees sex as an either/or situation.
Denial of its God-ordained purpose leads inevitably to the depravity which
has been so adequately documented in recent years.

When sex is moved from the authentic conjugal expression, you really
introduce sado-masochism because the very physical structure of sex gives
a dominant and penetrating figure and submissive and penetrated figure -
no matter how active the woman is - and that very physical structure is
potentially sadomasochistic. Sex can be used as put down. All of that
element is redeemed in authentic conjugal love and that’s why
authentic conjugal love is in the long run the only sex that is consoling.
And that other element remains in all illicit sex in varying degrees. Now in
homosexuality it is immediately present in a very large degree even at the
veiy early romantic stage of homosexuality because one has to artificially
or wrongly submit to the other or do things that are disgusting for this
pleasure, even if it’s traded back and forth, so there ’ s a mega-potency for
sadomasochism. The very anatomical and psychological structure of sex is

I

potentially that at all times and is redeemed only by the honest to God
structure of conjugal love for which it was made.

As Schiro became more deeply immersed in pornography, his behavior
became more and more overtly sadistic. He beat up his girlfriend Mary Lee
a number of times in the months leading up to the murder. He would
repeatedly drown and then revive Lee’s son Willie in their bathtub. Schiro
also developed a relationship with a manikin in an Evansville department
store window. He would tell her his problems, and at one point became
very upset when her wig was changed. He even asked the manikin for



permission to marry Mary Lee. In retrospect psychologist Osanka feels that
this behavior along with his instructions to Lee that she should not move
during sex indicated an increasing attraction to necrophilia. Schiro at one
point indicated an interest in working at a funeral home so that he could
have sexual relations with dead bodies. Sex with the dead was the one thing
that Schiro hadn’t tried, and the idea of it became an obsession with him,
so much so that according to Osanka, he knew he was going to kill his next
victim. The one thing that remained constant in Schiro’s slide toward the
ultimate violation was his constant use of pornography. It was the gas that
fueled his obsession.

“When I met Mary,” he wrote, “after the first month of living together I
use [sic] to get my girly books and look at them while we screwed. I’d
make believe I was screwing the girls in the book. It was exciting. Mary
would like to watch my face. I don’t think she really liked me doing it.
Girly books excite me so much. I’ve always looked at them. I can
remember when I get homey from looking at girly books & watching girly
shows I’d wanna go rape somebody. Everytime I’d [masturbate] I’d be
thinking of rape and the women I had raped remembering how exciting it
was, the pain on there [sic] faces. The thrill, the excitement.”27

The connection between illicit sex and death is the last thing the
propagandists for sexual revolution would admit, but it’s been there all
along. Tom Schiro had to find out the hard way. The tragic linkage of male
homosexual activity to suicide is well known. While exact numbers are
hard to come by, the rate of suicide among the homosexually active seems
to be twenty or more times higher than in the general population. As
abortion has shown, a sex-saturated culture quickly becomes one
obsessively concerned with death. The only way Schiro could satisfy his
increasingly bizarre and imperious sexual desires was through closer and
closer approximations until finally it was death alone that would satisfy
him, and one young woman’s life was the price he was willing to pay for
sexual satisfaction. Schiro has been on death row in the Indiana State
Penitentiary at Michigan City since 1982. He continues to masturbate ten
to twelve times a day, now to mental images of the dead body of the
woman he murdered, his life is one never-ending cycle of tumescence and
remorse lived out, appropriately enough, on death row.



Washington, D.C. 1983

In May 1983 Judith Reisman, then a recent Ph.D. in communications who
was on the faculty doing research at the University of Haifa in Israel,
was guest on a talk show hosted by right-wing pundit and former Nikon
aide Pat Buchanan. During the course of the discussion Reisman indicated
that the sexualized portrayal of children in magazines like Playboy was
leading to an epidemic of copy-cat child abuse by juveniles and adults. One
of the listeners who found her claims intriguing was Alfred Regnery (son
of the conservative publisher Henry Regnery) who had just been appointed
head of the United States Department of Justice’s Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention. The OJJDP had a budget to subsidize
research, and since Regnery had no desire to give out grants to what he
considered the same old lef t-wing network which had received them in the
past, Reisman seemed like just the person to give impetus to the Reagan
shakeup of Washington politics. Reisman met with Regnery and other
Justice Department officials on May 24, and they assured her that they
were interested in funding research which could establish a “causal
relationship between sexualization and violence involving children in
mainstream pornography” but told her that she should locate university to
administer the grant. When she mentioned this to Jack Martin, the owner of
a Texas publishing house who was interested in her work, Martin
responded by saying that he was a friend of Richard Berendzen, then
president of American University. Martin fell that Berend-zen would be
interested in the project.

It was a feeling which turned out to be true. In early June 1983, Martin
arranged a meeting between Reisman and Dr. Robert Norris, vice provost
of the university, who indicated that the university was “quite
enthusiastic” about what they considered an important project, which also
not coincidentally had the prospect of important government f unding
attached to it as well. Norris concluded by informing Reisman that she
could count on being appointed to a full research professorship, with free
tuition for her children, once the funding had been approved. Backing up
what Norris had conveyed verbally, the university notified Reisman, in a
letter dated August 31, 1983, that she had just been appointed full research
professor. Then, after a period during which everything fell in place in a



manner that approached the miraculous, things started to go wrong.
Because she was a neophyte in the particularly vicious political struggles
which characterized the area where

government money and academic ambition intersect, Reisman wasn’t
aware of what was going on until it was too late.

Reisman had been bom Judith Ann Gelernter in 1935 in Newark to a family
of German/Russian Jewish communists of the sort that might have attended
one of Alexandra Kollontai’s lectures when she arrived in New
York during World War I. Unlike Kollontai, the Gelernter family, who
were involved in the seafood business, drew a clear line between left-wing
politics and sexual liberation. Reisman remembers a mother who
welcomed her home every day after school and a father who loved her
mother and a family who arranged impromptu musicals around the
family’s piano, where they listened to her Aunt Mary, who had rejected an
offer to sing with the Metropolitan Opera, sing Yiddish and American folk
songs. The musical culture of the Gelernter family eventually rubbed of f
on Judith, who went on to become a vocalist and producer of music
segments for educational television (PBS), the Milwaukee Public Museum,
the Cleveland Museum of Art, and Captain Kangaroo, a popular children’s
program in the ’50s and ’60s.

The family idyll continued intoReisman’s own family andonly ended in
1966 when her then ten-year-old daughter Jennie as well as other
neighborhood children were sexually molested by a thirteen-year-old
neighbor boy who had been sexualized by repeated exposure to his father’s
collection of Playboy magazines. Seeking support or at least an explanation
for what had happened, she spoke to an aunt who told her that children
were “sexual from birth.” When a classmate from Berkeley told her the
same thing, she began to wonder who the source of the idea was. It was
then that Judith Reisman made her first contact with the work of Alfred
Kinsey. It wouldn’t be her last.

On July 23, 1981, Reisman delivered a paper entitled “The Scientist as a
Contributing Agent to Child Sexual Abuse: A Preliminary Study,” in
which she brought up, for the first time in the thirty-two years since it had
been published, the material on child sexuality in Tables 30-34 of the



Kinsey male volume and wondered how this data could have been obtained
without involvement in criminal activity. Before giving her report,
Reisman had written to male volume co-author Paul Gebhard to ask about
the data in Tables 30-34. Gebhard wrote back saying that the data had been
obtained from parents, school teachers, and some male homosexuals,
including “some of Kinsey’s men” who had used “manual and oral
techniques” to catalogue the number of orgasms they said they could
stimulate in infants and children.1 Virtually the entire sex industry-sex
research establishment worldwide was in attendance at the meeting in
Jerusalem, but the reaction to the talk was silence, stunned or sullen or
otherwise, until a Swedish reporter wondered out loud why the assembled
experts had nothing to say.

The silence was understandable. Just about everyone in attendance had
cited Kinsey as their mentor, and some even knew about the criminal
activity involved in Kinsey’s research. They all knew that Kinsey’s
research was the

basis of their “science,” which is to say, the legitimizing basis for
everything they did. Kinsey was the foundation of that house of cards. If
what he had done could be discredited, it threatened the sexual empire
which had been built since his death and upon which they all depended for
a livelihood. Later when word got out that Reisman had government money
to pursue her thesis and show a link between Kinsey’s exploitation of child
“sexuality” and Playboy, Penthouse, and Hustler's exploitation of the same
thing, stunned silence turned to determined, if behind the scenes, action.
According to Reisman, “the Kinsey Institute had secretly threatened
American University with a lawsuit if I was allowed to carry out my
study.”2 Reisman discovered this and other facts when she deposed June
Reinisch, then head of the Kinsey Institutes, when she attempted to sue the
Kinsey Institute for defamation.

Unaware that any movement against her was afoot, Reisman began to
notice problems with the actual disbursement of the grant shortly after it
had been awarded. On August 22, 1983, Pamela Swain, Director of
Research and Program Development at OJJDP, wrote to Regnery informing
him that the Reisman project was no more than a limited survey of
research literature, which could be accomplished by OJJDP for



approximately $40,000 to $60,000. From July until December of 1983,
Robert Heck, Reisman’s OJJDP program manager, told her on several
occasions that he was encountering unusual administrative delays. In order
to expedite the implementation of the grant, Heck deleted all references to
Playboy, Penthouse, and Hustler and any indication that those magazines
might contribute to either sexual abuse of children or delinquency, in spite
of the fact that it was part of her original mandate to examine them. Then
on December 22, 1983, Reisman was told Congress had approved the grant
to explore “The Role of Pornography and Media Violence in Family
Violence, Sexual Abuse and Exploitation and Juvenile Delinquency” for
the amount of $798,531.

With the grant finally approved, Reisman met with AU’s director of
Contracts Administration, Stanley Matelski, on December 27, 1983, only
to leam that AU was now having second thoughts about being the
sponsoring institution. “We don’t know if we want to go ahead on this
grant,” Matelski told Reisman. “We’re not sure we want to sign it.” When
questioned about the abrupt change in attitude from the enthusiastic
reception her idea got in June, Matelski said that columnist Jack Anderson
had called AU and was investigating the grant and apparently intended to
do an negative article on the project. As a result, Dr. Anita Gottlieb, head
of the AU public-relations department and a one-time associate of
Anderson, recommended that AU drop the grant because the university did
not want unfavorable publicity. Commenting on the expected adverse
publicity, Matelski indicated that an individual “higher” in the University
was in agreement with the recommendation to drop the grant.

At around this time, Gordon Raley, staff director for Congressman Ike

Andrews (NC) became involved in the story when he called AU and said
that the Reisman project was “illegal.” James Wootton, OJJDP Deputy
Administrator, would later say that Judith Reisman was simply a pawn in a
war waged by people who were out to get A1 Regnery because of his
conservative views, but the vehemence and the magnitude of the attack
indicated more was at stake than the job of one political appointee. At
stake was the credibility of the sex education and pornography industry
because all of them were based on Kinsey, and now Kinsey was under
attack.



The method of attack was to portray Reisman’s grant as a waste of
taxpayers’ money, something that would discredit her project to the
conservative audience which would otherwise be favorably disposed to
what Reisman had to say about the effects of pornography. On February 6,
Jack Anderson made good on his threat and wrote an article, which
appeared in the Washington Post and was syndicated nationally, calling the
Reisman project, “another scheme that stinks of Voodoo science.” On
February 20, 1984, USA Today ran an article based on a January 19
interview with Raley, who said, “I have never seen a grant as bad as this,
nor an application more irresponsibly prepared.” Given the billions of
dollars the government had already poured into every form of pork barrel
research imaginable, the vehemence of Raley’s statement went beyond
mere hyperbole. Something big was clearly at stake here, and it wasn’t the
fiscally insignificant sum of $800,000.

The grant was finally approved for disbursal on February 10, but
Reisman’s troubles were far from over. Encouraged by the attacks in the
media, Raley scheduled judicial subcommittee oversight hearings on the
OJJDP and Reisman's grant for April 11, 1984. Once American University
received the money, Reisman began to experience the same sort of delays
from their grants department whenever she attempted to obtain the
administrative support necessary for the project. Her efforts to talk to
President Berendzen were rebuffed when Dean Frank Turaj informed her
on May 16 that all communication with the president would have to go
through him. At around the same time, Myra Sadker, the woman who had
signed the letter appointing Reisman full research professor, resigned and
was replacedby the new dean, David Sansbury, who announced on his
initial visit to Reisman’s office that he felt that the results of her research
might be used to stifle First Amendment freedoms.

At this point, the one-handed magazines got openly involved in the fight.
In July 1984, Playboy ran a feature attacking Reisman “Fat Grants
and Sleazy Politics: Reagan’s Pom Paranoia” in its August issue,
calling Reisman’s project a “Big Brother censorship program.” One month
later, Larry Flynt, then in jail fighting an obscenity charge, penned a
similarly derogatory piece in Hustler. Newspapers like the Atlanta Journal
and USA Today did similar pieces, as did The Monitor, the publication of



the American Psychological Association.

Shortly after the Playboy article appeared, Senators Arlen Specter (R, PA),
Howard Metzenbaum (D, OH) and Edward Kennedy (D, MA) held Senate
hearings on the grant, which involved questioning not only Reisman but
also Richard Berendzen, and Dean Frank Turaj of AU, as well as
Alfred Regnery, James Wootton, Robert Heck, and Pamela Swain of
OJJDP. Reisman’s staff, already under pressure to meet their deadline,
were frightened and harassed, and she was threatened with dire
consequences unless she appeared before oversight committee
immediately. During these hearings, Specter would ask leading questions
of the following sort: “Do you have any intention of abandoning the project
as a result of these proceedings?” He also demanded to see child
pornography, and when Reisman handed him a “Chester the Molester”
cartoon, Specter, ignoring the title, claimed there was no molestation in the
cartoon, even though the same cartoon was used to help convict its creator,
Dwaine Tinsley, of incestuous abuse of his daughter several years later.

According to Susan Trento, “no one would help Reisman prepare for the
hearings.” As a result Reisman went into the hearings, unaware of what
their true purpose was, which according to Trento, was that the politicians
were posturing for the press.” Which press she doesn’t say, nor does she
say who the press represented in this struggle. Later after Riesman learned
that Howard Metzenbaum had been interviewed in Penthouse, she felt he
should have acknowledged this conflict of interest and recused himself.

AU President Berendzen begrudgingly defended Reisman on academic
freedom grounds before the subcommittee hearings, but back at AU
actions were being taken to gut the project, or at least to restructure it
radically. As soon as AU signed the grant the AU Institutional Review
Board demanded that Reisman not examine or refer to Kinsey’s work in
anything she did with her grant money. On September 10, Myra Sadker and
Frank Turaj met with Reisman and presented her with a new organizational
chart for the project, one which now put Sadker in overall control of the
program. Sadker was now also named “Research Director” and “First
Author” of the project design. Reisman refused and threatened to sue. On
October 9, AU Provost Milton Greenberg met with Reisman to inform her
that the university was now only proceeding with the grant reluctantly. He



also made clear that he felt there was no proof that what was portrayed in
the pages of Playboy, Penthouse, and Hustler had any effect on behavior.
“All your colleagues,” Greenberg told Reisman, read these magazines, so
“no one will listen to you, no matter what you find.”

Following the attacks in Playboy and Hustler, Reisman’s grant was reduced
to $200,000, but even this didn’t satisfy its critics. On December 10, 1984,
Gordon Raley was quoted as saying in a UPI article that “the scope of this
project should have been reduced a year ago, and it should have been
reduced to zero.” Shortly after leaving his position as Subcommittee Staff
Di-

rector in 1985, Raley wrote an especially critical article attacking Reisman,
entitled “Reisman’s $734,000 Thrill.” The article appeared in Penthouse,
in its November 1986 issue, along with the type of graphics Reisman was
criticizing.

In the meantime, the same unfavorable press, including a front-page article
which appeared on May 3, 1985, in the Washington Post, continued
unabated. Under the cloak of fiscal accountability, the press was calling for
what amounted to prior censorship of the research, and failing to get the
grant canceled, they did their best to discredit the results before the
research had been complete. At first glance, the reaction seemed out of all
proportion to the stimulus, but then it became known that the Reagan
Administration was about to promote a major antipomography initiative of
its own, and the attack on Reisman could be seen as a preemptive strike on
something bigger just over the horizon. The purpose of the media attack
was to trivialize any concern with pornography as a waste of the taxpayers’
money. On May 13, Raley was quoted in Time magazine as saying, “We
don’t need a study to determine that child pornography is bad. We could
use some assistance in doing something about it,”J What Raley neglected to
say is that Reisman was involved in documenting the use of children in the
big three one-handed magazines - Playboy, Penthouse, and Hustler - and it
was doubtful that Raley wanted any help attacking them, especially since
one of his articles had appeared in Penthouse. Then the reason for all of
this defensiveness became apparent.

On May 20, 1985, newly appointed Attorney General Edwin Meese called a



press conference at the Department of Justice in Washington, D.C., to
announce the members of the Attorney General’s Commission on
Pornography. The new commission was called into being a year before
when President Reagan signed into law the Child Protection Act of 1984.
According to Meese, “the president made this request in response to the
many complaints about pornography that have been registered throughout
the nation. The purpose of the commission is to reassess the impact of
pornography on society over the past fifteen years, especially its increased
violence and the spread of pornography to other media, the video recorder,
the telephone, and even the computer.” Among its objectives, the Meese
Commission was to “determine the nature, extent, and impact on society of
pornography in the United States, and to make specific recommendations
to the Attorney General concerning more effective ways in which the
spread of pornography could be contained, consistent with constitutional
guarantees.” Among other things the scope of the commission included “a
review of the available empirical and scientific evidence on the
relationship between exposure to pornographic materials and antisocial
behavior, and on the impact of the creation and dissemination of both adult
and child pornography upon children.” Since that seemed to be a reference
to Reisman’s project, all of the commotion over one grant sud-

not have a degree in communications, which makes his appointment as
dean

seem somewhat odd to Reisman when she heard about it. But eventually
the reason for his appointment became clear when Ungar emerged that
summer as a spokesman for Americans for Constitutional Freedom, the
front group which the Media Coalition - i.e., the masturbation industry -
had set up to fight the Meese Commission. Reisman claims that the
appointment was part of a deal by which wealthy prospective donors would
give money to the AU school of communications. In the summer of 86,
Ungar would appear on the McNeill-Lehrer news program representing
Americans for Constitutional Freedom, which he described as “businesses
and individuals who are concerned about some of the aftermath of the
Justice Department’s Pornography Commission ... people who are worried
about this sort of hysteria- the current frenzy over pornography and the
attempt to start intimidating people to remove perfectly lawful materials



from stores, libraries, classrooms.”

Right around the time Ungar was appointed dean at AU, on January 21,
1986, Linda Boreman testified before the Meese Commission in New
York. During her testimony, she described being kicked and beaten during
the filming of Deep Throat in Miami as well as being held in bondage by
Chuck Traynor as a prostitute. Perhaps sensing just how devastating
Boreman’s testimony would be, the masturbation industry organized a pre-
emptive strike a week before. On January 16, 1986, Betty Friedan and other
prominenti, organized a press conference that eventually got released as a
pamphlet entitled: The Meese Commission Exposed: Proceedings of a
National Coalition Against Censorship. In attendance, in addition to Ms.
Friedan were Kurt Vonnegut, Colleen Dewhurst, who eventually became
head of the National Endowment for the Arts, and Harriet Pilpelof the
ACLU, who made a career of defending Alfred Kinsey long after the man
was in his grave, threatening to sue Pat Buchanan fora column he had
written about Reisman’s expose of the deceased sexologist. Friedan, who
made a career out of portraying herself as sensitive to the needs of women,
not only ignored the testimony of women like Linda Boreman, who were
tortured for the nation’s sexual titillation, but actually blamed them as
traitors to their sex by collaborating with the Reagan administration in
general and Attorney General Meese in particular. In fact, Friedan,
ignoring the testimony of women who were both degraded and physically
injured as a result of pornography-inspired sexual experimentation, outdid
herself by claiming that “suppressing pornography is extremely dangerous
to women.”5

Just why that was so, she never got around to explaining. Not that Ms.
Friedan likes pornography - “I find a lot of it.. . very boring,” she opined
-“but I recognize the right of others who choose to be titillated in that way”
-even, evidently, for the trajectory of pornography by this time had made
it clear - if the torture and death of women were necessary to gratify that
wish. “You know,” Ms Friedan continued, “some pornography certainly
does de-

timony hoped to suppress. “The pimp,” one escapee from white slavery



told the Meese Commission,

made pornography of all of us. He also made tape recordings of us having
sex with him and recordings of our screams and pleading when he gave
us brutal beatings. It was not unusual for him to threaten us with death.
He would later use these recordings to humiliate us by playing them for
his friends in our presence, for his own sexual arousal and to terrorize us
and other women he brought home.

By 1985, all of the brutality and personal tragedy associated with twenty
years of sexual liberation and almost thirty years of liberalized
obscenity laws had began to flow into the public consciousness, and once it
became apparent that pornography was not a victimless crime, people were
willing to act on what they had learned. On April 10, 1986, the president of
Southland Corporation, owner of 4,500 7-Eleven stores nationwide
announced that it would no longer sell Playboy, Penthouse, or Forum
magazines in its stores.

The letter also made it clear that Southland was basing its decision in part
on “Judith Reisman’s report before the Commission’s hearing on Child
Pornography.” Reisman’s testimony on “Images of Children, Crime and
Violence in Playboy, Penthouse and Hustler,” hadbeen given to the
Commission on November 12, 1985, two weeks before she had been driven
out of her offices at AU. Southland’s announcement caused such a public
furor that other major drug and convenience stores as well as many “mom
and pop” stores followed suit, announcing that they too were no longer
going to offer the Playboy and other one-handed magazines for sale in their
stores.

Four days after the announcement, Reisman was called into Jennifer
Murphy’s office and told that the university was very concerned about
the 7-Eleven letter. AU had been editing Riesman’s report since
November without her input, and Murphy was concerned about how the
information might be used. It was clear now that both Reisman and the
Meese Commission were considered a major threat to the masturbation
industry’s profits. As a result, the industry decided that press conferences
with Betty Friedan were

not going to do the trick. What they needed was a much more concerted



effort. The Media Coalition needed help in staging an across-the-board
assault on the Meese Commission, one that would involve front groups
which could take on the mainstream media and divert attention from
Reisman’s findings and all of the horror stories people like Linda Boreman
were telling. The new strategy involved direct contact with the decision
makers and was designed to influence them with “friendly” persuasion.

On May 16, 1986, Playboy Enterprises filed suit in federal court against
Attorney General Meese and members of the attorney general’s
commission on pornography. In July 1986, an article by Sanford Ungar
attacking Meese appeared in the July issue of Esquire. In it Ungar
characterized Meese as a small-town Rotarian who was out of his depth in
Washington politics. Worse still Ungar implied that Meese wanted to be
accepted by the very people who held him and his ideals in contempt. After
leaving public radio, Ungar worked as head of the public-relations division
of Gray and Co., a Washington lobbying agency. Both Meese and his wife
Ursula were close personal friends with President Berendzen of AU; both
Meese and Berendzen were friends with Bob Gray, president of the already
mentioned Washington public relations firm, and it was to Gray and Co.
that the masturbation industry turned in its hour of need.

The counter-offensive was swift in coming. On May 30, 1986, Alfred
Regnery resigned as head of the OJJDP. On June 5, 1986, less than
two months after Southland Corporation announced that 7-Eleven would no
longer be selling one-handed magazines in its stores, Steve Johnson of
Gray and Co. wrote a letter to John M. Harrington, Executive Vice
President of the Council for Periodical Distributors Associations, thanking
him for their meeting a week before. In that meeting, attended also by Gray
and Co. associates Frank Mankiewicz and Ray Argyle, Johnson and
Harrington discussed the problems, both potential and actual, which the
Meese Commission, which was scheduled to release its report in less than a
month, posed to the publishing industry as well as strategies, both long and
shortterm, to discredit the commission. The publishing industry had
formed an ad-hoc committee called the Media Coalition to combat the
Meese Commission’s efforts. Membership in the Media Coalition read like
the who’s who of the publishing industry and included: the American
Booksellers Association, the Association of American Publishers, the



Council of Periodical Distributors, the International Periodical Distributors
Association, and the National Coalition of College Stores, which meant
that some of them had a direct financial interest in the sale of pornography,
a fact which came up in the Johnson letter, when he said that the financial
interests of the Media Coalition would have to be disguised by transferring
the attention of the public to First Amendment issues. That this was not
going to be easy or cheap became clear when Johnson began discussing the
cost of the project and arrived at a figure of $75,000 a month as his initial
estimate. Moreover, Gray was apparently only one of several PR firms
hired to help the Media Coalition.

Working with ACLU lawyer Michael Bamberger, this same group along
with the Freedom to Read Foundation, the ACLU, the Association of
American University Presses, the NYCLU, and St. Martin’s Press, which
later published Wendy McElroy’s apologia for pom, XXX, had filed an
amicus curiae brief in 1981 in favor of the defendant in the Paul Ira Ferber
child-pornography case. The same group of organizations, again under the
leadership of the ACLU’s Mr. Bamberger, sued the city of Indianapolis
after it passed an ordinance designed by Catherine Mackinnon which
recognized pornography as sex discrimination.

Johnson makes clear in his memo, however, that the effectiveness of the
Media Coalition, was limited by the perception that all they were really
interested in defending is their own financial interests. “Creation of ... a
broad, issue-oriented group and selection of a national spokesperson,”
according to Johnson, “would help dispel the notion that opponents of the
Commission’s work are only interested in protecting their own financial
interests or are somehow ‘pro-pornography.’” As a result, Johnson
suggested that the Media Coalition select “a national spokesperson not
directly involved in publishing” because that “would help opinion leaders,
policy makers and the general public understand that the issue here is not
pornography but rather First Amendment freedoms.”

The group under this impartial “spokesperson” “would include
academicians, civil libertarians, religious leaders, civic and community
leaders, politicians, business and foundation executives, authors and
editors, columnists, commentators and entertainers. This new group might
be called “Americans for the Right to Read” or “The First Amendment



Coalition.” William Buck-ley later wrote that Gray and Co. had called him
about the pornography issue, giving some indication that the plan was
eventually put into effect. Eventually, the Media Coalition settled on the
name “Americans for Constitutional Freedom,” an organization which
Susan Trento describes as “one of those covert activities that Gray and
Company were so good at setting up -dummy front organizations.”8

The Gray and Co. plan, according to Johnson, would focus on the following
strategy: first and foremost it would deny that pornography is “in any way
a cause of violent or criminal behavior,” which was of course the gist
of what women were saying when they testified before the Meese
Commission. The wave of women ’ s stroke books (to be discussed in
detail later) which appeared in the ’90s were a development of this same
theme, funded by the same industry which was paying Gray and Co.
$75,000 a month to discredit the Reisman and the Meese Commission.
During the ’90s, instead of claiming that pom does no harm through the
medium of a public relations firm, the industry was paying women to write
books in which they claimed that pom helped them to become sexually
autonomous by freeing them from dependence on men for their orgasms.
Secondly, the Gray and Co. campaign against the Meese Commission
would claim that pornography “diverts our attention from real economic
and social problems,” and finally it would claim that the whole Meese
Commission was “orchestrated by a group of religious extremists whose
tactics and goals are clearly not representative of mainstream public
opinion.”

In addition to the public-relations campaign under the direction of Frank
Mankiewicz, Johnson also proposed in his letter an attempt to influence
legislators directly through Gray and Co.’s chief lobbyist, Gary Hymel,
who served as “former top aide to House Speaker Thomas P. (Tip) O’Neill”
and could, therefore, promise “knowledge of and access to the legislative
and administrative decision-making process.” In a final flourish that is
either fatuous or brutally cynical, Johnson assures Harrington that Gray
and Co.’s lobbying staff is “accustomed to working with our Public
Relations staff in orchestrating national grass-roots campaigns on behalf of
our clients.”

The purpose of the campaign was to generate the illusion of widespread,



“grass-roots” support, when in fact Johnson himself admitted in his
letter that “the [Meese] Commission’s findings and recommendations will
likely find widespread public acceptance.” In a society which claimed to be
democratic, it was essential to cloak the financial interests of those who
profited from exploiting sexuality behind a facade of “grass-roots” support.
Mendacity was essential to manipulation of this sort; without it, the
manipulation would not work.

The memo was also a good indication of how the political system worked
in the United States, but beyond that it was also an indication of
how commercialized lust functioned in that system. The essence of a
republic is devotion to the common good. The essence of empire is power,
the power not of the people, but of one faction over another. Just as the
republic needs virtue in order to function, the empire runs on lust. Empire
is politically organized appetite. Each faction strives to use the power of
the state to gratify its own desires. As politicians succumb one by one to
the lure of money to ensure their election and re-election, the order of the
state becomes determined by those who pay the highest price forit. Those
with the most money control appetite. So to insure that they stay in power,
they promote unfettered appetite, feeling that the ultimate outcome of what
are essentially financial transactions will be in their favor. Wilhelm Reich
felt that only socialism could lead to sexual freedom, and that unfettered
sexual freedom would lead to socialism. It turns out that he was wrong.
Capitalism was much better at exploiting sexual appetite, and the political
system it created is much better at turning unfettered appetite into a form
of political control via economic exploitation. In the 1990s, unfettered
appetite meant charging a price for what used to be free. It meant the
reduction of all aspects of life to a form of consumerism. It meant
promoting bondage, both spiritual and economic, in the name of freedom.
Ultimately, the followers of the Enlightenment believed what Augustine
said when he claimed in the City of God that a man had as many masters as
he had vices, but not in the way that Augustine said it. The Enlightenment
simply reversed the values while espousing essentially the same concept.
The Enlightenment promoted vice among its victims as a way of becoming
both their economic and political masters. Plato was right; freedom of this
sort did lead to slavery. Sexual liberation was a form of political control.



At the same time that the PR campaign was getting started, the purges
continued at OJJDP. By June 16, James Wootton was gone, forced to
resign and, shortly thereafter, subjected to an FBI investigation to
intimidate him further. Wootton was replaced by Pamela Swain, who had
leaked her memo criticizing Reisman’s study to the press in August of
1983, shortly after the project had been approved. The campaign to
discredit the commission reached its culmination in July of 1986 when the
Meese Commission issued its report, and Attorney General Meese, at the
urging of Bob Gray, distanced himself from the very report which bore his
name. "The former California prosecutor,” according to Trento, “renowned
for his toughness, actually agreed to stand up in public and say that
Playboy and Penthouse were not obscene. He said he had read Playboy in
his youth.”9 “As soon as he was made to see the folly of it, he very quickly
disengaged himself,” is how one Gray and Co. executive put it. “It made
Meese a laughing stock,” he added. In spite of theirefforts, or perhaps
because of them. Gray and Co. went on to receive grants from the Justice
Department to promote some of the department’s other programs. The
Meese report relegated Reisman’s research to a three-line footnote. The
Meese report could not find one mainstream publisher for its final report
until a cook book publisher reprinted the findings to make them accessible
to the public.

On or about November 10, 1986, Pamela Swain admitted to Judith Reisman
that although AU had held and altered her work for nine months, OJJDP
was going to release her gutted report in three days. Reisman was given
three days to deliver her corrected original report to OJJDP. Pamela Swain
had indicated in response to a phone call from Dr. Reisman, that the report
would have to be released to the public and press by OJJDP ten days after
its receipt under Freedom of Information requirements. This was,
of course, untrue. On November 13, 1986, Reisman delivered four
corrected copies of the 1,600 page report to OJJDP Administrators Verne
Spiers and Pamela Swain. The reports came complete with five full peer
approval reviews and letters. Instead of being pleased that their money was
not wasted however, within twenty-four hours (avoiding Freedom of
Information rulings), Mr. Spiers had turned over the four copies to AU for
disposal. Only the



uncorrected copies would be released to the public by OJJDP, and it was on
the basis of these versions that it was roundly condemned by the press.
On October 29, 1991, the next OJJDP Administrator, Robert Sweet Jr.,
described Reisman’s research as “a sound study, producing high quality
data in a complex and difficult area conducted in a scientifically acceptable
fashion.”1”

In early November, the Justice Department tried to reach a settlement in
the Playboy suit by offering to issue a statement claiming Playboy had
never been found obscene. The statement was essentially meaningless.
Obscenity, which had always been under the police powers of the state and
had never been protected speech under the First Amendment, had been
conflated in Roth and subsequent decisions with pornography and as a
result had lost its meaning as a legal term. Following Roth, the state could
prosecute cases of hard-core pornography, which was only one class of
obscenity, but even these prosecutions would cease once the Clinton
administration took office. Playboy, however, sought additional
concessions. Shortly after the DOJ made its settlement offer, Meese
publicly stated that he had read Playboy and Penthouse as a young man and
that he didn’t regard them as obscene. Four months after the attempt to
settle the case, in March 1987, Meese told a crowd in Philadelphia, “In my
opinion there has not been any court that has held Playboy or Penthouse to
be within the Supreme Court definition of obscenity. And I don’t feel that
those are the kinds of things that should be subject to prosecution under the
law.” Meese here was clearly referring to the revised view of obscenity
which had been introduced into the law with the Roth decision and not the
traditional definition, found in Regina v. Hicklin, which claimed that “the
test of obscenity is this, whether the tendency of the matter charged as
obscenity is to deprave and corrupt those whose minds are open to such
immoral influences and into whose hands a publication of this sort may
fall.”11 The conservatives had adopted the premises of the
cultural revolutionaries. That coupled with the peer pressure Washington
could exert when its base of power was threatened caused Meese to
repudiate the report which bore his own name.

On November 19, 1986, Howard Kurtz of The Washington Post announced
that “Serious Flaws Shelve $734,000 Study.” A few days later, in a



Chronicle of Higher Education article, George A. Comstock, professor
of public communications at Syracuse University, someone who had
been called in to evaluate the project as an outside expert, said AU had
tampered with the Reisman report, omitting key findings that Reisman had
included in a draft. Comstock said that American University “wasn’t really
committed at all to seeing this completed.” The Chronicle concluded that
“bad publicity [had] made the university uncomfortable.”

If so, the university was in for a good deal more discomfort in the
immediate future. In May of 1990 AU President Berendzen was arrested
for a

making a series of “30 to 40” obscene phone calls to a thirty-three-year-old
local woman who had responded to an ad Berendzen had placed in a local
paper offering child care. During the course of his conversations with
the woman, Berendzen not only discussed “in gross detail” having sex with
children, “but also offered children to me and my husband as sex
slaves.”12 Berendzen also discussed in graphic detail “his extensive
collection of videotaped child pornography.” ' On May 23, 1990,
Berendzen pleaded guilty to two counts of making obscene phone calls in
Fairfax County District Court. As part of his rehabilitation, Berendzen
checked into the Sexual Disorders Clinic at Johns Hopkins Hospital, home
of Dr. John W. Money, the man who testified in 1973 that viewing a film
like Deep Throat, “could have a ‘cleansing action’ on people’s sex lives.”14

In spite of his conviction, Berendzen received a million dollar settlement
from AU and remained on as a professor.

Washington, D.C., 1992

The counterattack from the publishing industry didn’t derail the Meese
Commission, Meese’s own disavowal to the contrary. In fact, all of the
recommendations of the Meese Commission were eventually written into
law. Alan Sears, who served on the Meese Commission, also helped draft
the legislation which flowed from the commission’s work. The prime
recommendation was a federal task force to prosecute obscenity charges.
This task force caused a major rollback of pom during the late ’80s and
early ’90s. City after city was successful in shutting down X-rated



bookstores. The Southland Corporation pulled Playboy, Penthouse, and
Hustler from its Seven-11 stores, which caused circulation to plummet.
Florida, according to Sears, was on its way to becoming a pom-free state -
except for one county, whose District Attorney inexplicably refused to
prosecute obscenity cases. That county was Dade County, and the name of
the DA was Janet Reno, and she became Attorney General when William
Jefferson Clinton took office in 1992. That event signaled the end of the
federal task force to prosecute pornography. The Clinton administration, in
spite of promises to the contrary during the first campaign, sent a clear
message to the industry that they could expand with impunity. Which is
precisely what they did.

Freed from the threat of federal prosecution, the masturbation industry
launched a pan-cultural offensive whose goal was the mainstreaming of
pornography. That offensive included Boogie Nights and The People vs.
Larry Flynt, both of which were propaganda films for the masturbation
industry. The latter film took the Gray and Co. admonition about the first
amendment to heart, by beginning as a T & A film and ending as a
courtroom melodrama in which the Larry Flynt character tells the audience
that no one’s rights are safe unless he is free to sell one-handed magazines.

Boogie Nights was the story, after a fashion, of John Holmes, a pom star
who was involved in murder for drugs and then died of AIDS. Boogie
Nights i s absolutely true to life, except that in the film Holmes doesn’t
murder anyone and doesn’t die of AIDS. The film is also R-rated, which
means it doesn’t show any real pornography either. At the end of the film,
the Holmes character is welcomed back to the pom-producing “family,”
which, in spite of all the drugs they do, is much nicer than Holmes’s
biological family. None of the reviews in this country seemed to get the
simple point made in the German press that “the success of Boogie Nights
makes the other film capital on

the other side of the Hollywood hills [i.e., where 90 percent of the
pornography gets produced] suitable for polite company.”1 The fact that
something this obvious can only be stated in a German magazine shows
how deeply one part of the industry interlocks with the other, and how the
production of pornography or the defense thereof pervades the entire
communications industry. “It’s only a matter of time,” said Marianne



Wellershof in Spiegel, “before porno films are once again shown in first
run theaters.”2

First-run movies and the boom in women’s memoirs make up just two
facets of a cultural offensive to make pom respectable again after the
damage it received in the late '80s at the hands of the feminists like
Mackinnon and Dworkin and the Meese Commission. The universities
have joined forces too, coming up with a spate of conferences which lend
academic respectability to pornography. Annie Sprinkle, the performance
artist, got to show clips from her pornographic videos at a conference
entitled “Exposed” at the University of California at Santa Cruz. She
shared the bill with Elizabeth Birch, head of a national homosexual
organization called the Human Rights Campaign. Giving some indication
that sexual deviants were one of his key constituencies, President Clinton
appeared at an HRC fund-raiser and on the cover of their magazine. Taken
together Sprinkle and Birch showed how sex worked as a form of political
control. Sprinkle showed pornography to the audience, and Birch talked
about how she and her organization punished anyone in the 1994 Congress
who voted for the Defense of the Family Act. The regime, as exemplified
by its state-subsidized universities, first incites its citizens to sexual
activity and then punishes them with the threat of exposure - hence, the
conference title? - if they fail to go along with the political mobilization of
vice.

Capitalizing on its location in the middle of the “other film industry on the
other side of the Hollywood hills,” the University of California
at Northridge held the First Annual World Pornography Conference in
early August 1998. That conference featured live sex performances in the
various conference rooms made available to conferees by the hotel. The
“Revolting Behavior” Conference held at SUNY New Paltz in late 1997
gained much media attention, partially at least because one of the SUNY
system’s board of trustees called for the resignation of the president of the
New Paltz campus after the conference was held. By the second term of the
Clinton Administration, pornography was well on its way to being a fixture
at university campuses. In the March 29, 1999 issue of the New Yorker,
James Atlas summed up the trend by saving that “the pedagogic
enshrinement of pom is by now an established fact.”3 As one of its leading



practitioners, Atlas mentions Linda Williams, the keynote speaker at the
Northridge Pornography conference, whose book Hard Core, Power,
Pleasure, and the Frenzy of the Visible, he calls “an erudite and closely
argued assessment of pom films.”4 “For Linda Williams,” Atlas opines,
“pom in the academy emerges naturally out of the academy’s
preoccupation with politics.” What Atlas, of course, does not tell us is how
porn functions as a form a political control, primarily because he is blinded
by all of the establishment cliches about it being a form of liberation. Like
most of the industry-sponsored speech which has appeared since the Meese
Commission issued its report, Atlas and Williams go out of their way to
indicate that woman not only like pornography but are now heavily
involved in producing it as well. Atlas even goes so far to say that
“women have begun to control the means of production of pom.”5

As if to foster that illusion, the same publishing industry which turned to
Gray and Co. for help in undermining the Meese Commission in the
’80s brought out a series of women’s memoirs in the ’90s, all of which
indicated that women were avid consumers of pornography and used it as
an aid to masturbation. In an article entitled “Women Behaving Badly,”
which appeared in the February 1997 issue of Vanity Fair, Michael
Schnayerson described “a new wave of female memoirists, mostly young
and attractive, [who] are mining intimate details of their sex lives,
alcoholism, metal illness and even adult incest.” This sort of literary
exhibitionism has made them the “toasts of the publishing world.”
Schnayerson goes on to say that the scribbling ladies of the 1990s are
“using the memoir in a way men haven’t had to: as a form of liberation.”

The article goes on to indicate that the veracity of these memoirs is
dubious at best, a fact which Schnayerson underscores by mentioning that
“many of the new memoirists are primarily novelists,” including Kathryn
Harrison, whose memoir about her incestuous relationship with her father
turns out to be remarkably similar to a novel she wrote on the same theme
a few years back. Schnayerson notes that a “profile of the author in
Publishers Weekly noted that other critics suspected the novel was a
memoir in disguise” but can’t quite bring himself to the obvious
conclusion, namely, that her memoir is probably just a novel in disguise.
He concludes his analysis of the latest literary trend by opining that



“today’s readers clearly want storytellers who feel as naked and alone as
they do.” As if to prove Schnayerson right, Elizabeth Wurtzel’s tastefully
exposes one airbrushed breast on the cover of her memoir Bitch: In Praise
of Difficult Women, while giving prospective readers the finger.

The literary descendants of the Belle of Amherst, or her less talented
sisters which Hawthorne complained about as a “mob of scribbling
women” who wrote for publications like Godey’s Lady’s Book, were now
writing memoirs with titles like Talk Dirty to Me and Bitch. Carol Avedon
wrote Nudes, Prudes and Attitudes: Pornography and Censorship in 1994.
One year later she collaborated with Alison Assiter on Bad Girls and Dirty
Pictures: The Challenge to Reclaim Feminism. In 1995, St. Martin’s
Press brought out Wendy McElroy’s XXX: A Woman's Right to
Pornography. And one year later Nadine Stroessen, the head of the ACLU,
had her book Defending Pornography: Free Speech, Sex and the Fight for
Women's Rights published by Scribners.

No matter what the title, the message is always the same - chicks like
pornography, pornography is liberating, masturbation is the logical
expression of feminism, masturbation means sexual autonomy, and so on
and so forth. Lisa Palac, who billed herself as the queen of cyberpom in her
book The Edge of the Bed, tried out a new angle by talking about
pornography as delivered by computers, but after a while even she was
forced to admit that the cyber angle was just another way, like the Playboy
Philosophy of years gone by, of justifying looking at dirty pictures. In
publishing Ms. Palac’s memoir, the masturbation industry also celebrated
one of its most significant technological advances. It was accomplished
during the lull in obscenity prosecutions which the Clinton administration
brought about, namely, the rise of the Internet as a delivery device for
pornography. Congress attempted to deal with this new situation by passing
the spectacularly misnamed Communications Decency Act, which
purported to regulate pom on the Internet but in fact ended up protecting
purveyors of pom from liability, something a mother whose son was
molested found out when she tried to sue America Online, the server which
sponsored the chat room which enabled the molestation. “Cybersex,” Ms.
Palac writes, “has led to an increased cultural acceptance of masturbation
as bona fide sex, not a sex substitute. Cybersex sanctioned mutual



masturbation as something healthy and fun that could be practiced by
people who were not even in the same room. Digital
technology transformed the idea that masturbation is something you do
when you’re a lonely loser who can’t get laid into something that’s hip,
safe, and cyber.”6

When one member of the Meese Commission wondered why the
pomographers didn’t produce material for women, the pornographers
just laughed. They didn’t because there was no market for such a thing.
Many “lonely losers” were involved in the consumption of pornography,
but they were all male. Palac’s book may be an attempt to open up that
market to women, but it is most probably written for the “lonely losers”
who do use the stuff and find women talking about it a tum-on or a salve
for a conscience burdened with guilt which arises from exploiting women.
With this end in mind, Palac goes on to assure her readers that she is a
“better person”

because of - not in spite of - all the sex I’ve been exposed to. The sexual
images and ideas thrown at me by rock and roll, pom, television,
Hollywood movies and cyberspace have ultimately left me feeling more
liberated than oppressed, more enlightened than frightened----Once I
figured

out how to use pom and come - how to look at an erotic image and use my
sexual imagination to turn desire into a self-generated orgasm - my
life was irrevocably and positively changed.... For the first time in my life,
I felt sexually autonomous.

In other words, the lonely losers should feel good about themselves be-

cause a hip, good-looking, smart (she knows how to use a computer)
cybersavvy chick like Lisa Palac masturbates just like them, and she feels
so good about herself that she has written a book to share her good fortune
with them. In spite of its pretensions, Palac’s book ends up being little
more than an extended infomercial for the pornography industry, which
until the arrival of the Clinton administration and the Internet, had fallen
on hard times. Palac tells us that she was “the perfect candidate for
cybersex” because “I wasn’t getting laid, I liked to masturbate and I could
type.”8



What then does it mean when mobs of scribbling women spill ink by the
barrel extolling one-handed sex? Palac tries to exploit the technological
angle in her book. “In virtual life,” she tells us, “we can disengage from
our bodies and all that travels with them: vanity, insecurity, sexual
chemistry.”9 But when all is said and done, it’s still masturbation she’s
promoting, with all the odium associated with that act. Evidently the only
way to make it appealing to its essentially male clientele is by claiming
that women do it too and love it and even write books about how great it is.
Asking the ladies who write stroke books for chicks what they mean is like
asking a galley slave how the Battle of Salamis is going. According to the
wisdom of the West, lust darkens the mind, and in these memoirs we find
empirical verification of that fact. In order to understand why it is
important that women write books like these, one has to go adfontes, to a
text like The Bacchae of Euripides, who understood in an inchoate but
prescient way what happened to the city when the women left their looms
and went off to dance naked on the mountainside. If the men had done
something like that, the idea would have been worthy of treatment by
Aristophanes and not Euripides. It would have been a comic excuse for
derisive laughter. But, as Pentheus found out when Dionysos appealed to
his own prurient interest in the matter, it is not a laughing matter when the
women do it. Rather it is a threat to the social order; it threatens the very
foundations of the state. Once we understand that we begin to understand
some things of import. Not why women write books like this -there have
always been whores who are willing to sell sex for a price - but rather why
the publishing industry wants to promote the idea that chicks
like masturbating to pornography and why the regime tolerates the
pornography they promote. As Euripides understood, he who controls the
sexual mores of women controls the state. The agon of wills at the
beginning of the play between Pentheus and Dionysos concerns precisely
this issue. Whoever controls sexual behavior controls the state. And he who
controls the mores of women controls sexual behavior. That is the first
lesson of sexual politics. He who understands that law understands why
pornography and sex education and abortion and the government funding
of contraceptives are all non-negotiable conditions for the current regime.
Without them, they could not rule.

The current wave of female stroke books is the logical outcome of femi-



nism, which was how the mandarins behind the cultural revolution of the
’60s got the women of this country to leave their looms and dance naked
on the mountainside. We’re talking about the restructuring of society that
comes about when the women leave their looms. We’re talking about the
media-driven war on nature that seeks to prevent women from returning to
their looms once they recognize that their Bacchic liberation has led to
little more than dismembered children, broken homes, and, to cite the
words of Agave when the intoxication wore off, “horror, suffering and
grief.” The mob of wanking women is generally inept when it comes to
seeing much less explaining the big picture. However, some of them have a
flash of insight every now and then by adverting to someone who does
understand, someone like Wilhelm Reich. “Sexually awakened women,”
Reich wrote in the Mass Psychology of Fascism, which appeared in
translation in this country in 1949 and became a book with a significant
following during the ’70s, “affirmed and recognized as such, would mean
the complete collapse of authoritarian ideology.”10 Modernity, here as
always, is nothing more than the truths of antiquity stood on their head.
What Euripides intended as a warning, people like Reich and Nietzsche
turned into exhortation. Reich played a crucial, if largely posthumous role
in this restructuring. He was the philosopher of “sexual revolution” (his
term) and the explicator of how sexual deviance could be put to political
use. Die Sexualitat im Kulturkampf was the original title of the book by
Reich which eventually got translated as The Sexual Revolution. The
change in title is instructive. A book on the role sexuality played in cultural
warfare got changed into something that was supposed to portray a broad-
based grass-roots revolution, akin in genus to the American Revolution, the
act which created this country. It was, of course, nothing of the sort.

Sallie Tisdale’s Talk Dirty to Me is an expanded version of an article
which appeared in the February 1992 issue of Harper’s. It purports to
expound “an intimate philosophy of sex” but, like Palac’s book, is
another stroke book for chicks - this time without computers. “There is a
wonderful and awful moment for each of us,” Tisdale rhapsodizes,

when we practice masturbation as a conscious act - when we know what to
do and why we want to do it, and make plans. Though I’d been chastised
for my unconscious masturbation when quite young, it was not a sin until I



planned and carried it out consciously. And ever afterward, masturbation
has been accompanied by a strange, potent mix of emotions: desire, guilt,
excitement, shame, fantasy, and, especially, the fear of getting caught. The
fear of letting anyone else know I know.11

Tisdale goes on to extol the writings of Betty Dodson, who in 1974 wrote a
book entitled - you will be expecting this - Liberating Masturbation, which
Tisdale describes as a “cheerful, unashamed paean to getting off in
the privacy of your own room.”12 What begins as a hymn of praise to
liberation quickly degenerates into plain old consumerism of the sort these
people find

repugnant when advertisers attempt to induce them to buy floor-wax but
not when they use it to induce them to buy vibrators. “And vibrators,”
Tisdale tells us lapsing into the same no-muss, no-fuss jargon, “make
female orgasm as quick, easy, reproducible, and simple as any male
orgasm, ever. They are machines of revolution.”

To begin with, it is not self-evident that women desire orgasms that are
“quick, easy [and] reproducible” as opposed to, say, those which are an
expression of love and life, but the one thing the mob of wanking women
never seems to question is the tenets of consumerism, and how market
forces became the vehicle for sexual revolution. This is why their prose so
often sounds as if it has been confected after watching ads on day-time
television. Tisdale may not have a clue that the meaning of sexuality is its
mutuality -none of the wanking women do, or if they do they won’t say so -
but she knows big business when she sees it. Thus, in spite of herself,
Tisdale does give us a fairly accurate picture of what the “machines of
revolution” have wrought. Sexual liberation means simply transposing the
matter of sex from the arena of love and family to the field of commerce,
where someone can make a profit off it. Whores have always been familiar
with this transaction. “Simply as a well-established, multimillion-dollar
business it has to be taken seriously,” Tisdale writes, giving some
indication that she might not take sex seriously otherwise.14 “Pornography
is an expression of that conservative icon, the free market.”15 And if
women want to be taken seriously they have to market themselves
according to free market principles. In other words, they have to start
patronizing X-rated bookstores.



“The only way pom will expand,” Tisdale tells us, “is by women entering
its walls and pressing outward, to make more space. I know I break a rule
when I enter the adult store, whether my entrance is simply startling or
genuinely unwelcome.....And I know that if more women simply walked
into

this store, this world, that particular man’s vision of women would begin to
change.”16

The message is clear. Women will change the world by becoming sexual
consumers. ‘Pom needs to change, improve,” she says at another^point,
“and it’s women who will do that improving, and not by ignoring it.”17

Tisdale all but tells her readers to frequent pornographic bookstores - all in
the name of liberation, of course - but it also turns out that this kind of
liberation is a financial windfall for the industry, and the industry in this
era of mergers includes film studios, TV, mass-circulation magazines, and
New York publishing houses of the sort that publish Tisdale’s book as well.
In terms of genre, the sexual memoirs fits most readily into the category of
paid political announcement.

The story doesn’t stop there, however. Wanking women like Tisdale aspire
to give us the big picture, which is to say the political meaning as well as
the economic meaning of liberated sex, or how the latter fits in with the
former. Pornography is good because it “uproots traditional female roles of
passivity, creates emotional confusion, stimulates introspection, and
presents a world without the nuclear family. ... It represents sex as
Revolution.”18

Revolution, in this instance, means that industry-subsidized hacks like
Tisdale and Palac are going to lead other females out of “bondage” to
the moral law. Sexual liberation once again turns out to be a form of
control. Once again freedom means consumerism; freedom means
conforming one’s behavior to the financial interests of the masturbation
industry, which includes the firm that published Tisdale’s book.
Masturbation also happens to be good for business because its message is
“to give up resistance to appe-tite.” With that last phrase, Ms. Tisdale
opens the bag and the cat starts to crawl out. What Ms. Tisdale fails to tell
us is that masturbation creates a world of docile consumers whose



pleasures lead to ever-increasing addiction and isolation, which is to say, a
simultaneous and ever-increasing dependence on pornography and the
fantasies it generates. In the name of liberation, the consumer of
pornography becomes progressively more isolated from all other human
contact, including those with the opposite sex which normally lead to
marriage and off spring and ultimately the creation of communities which
enable the citizen a measure of independence and support. All of that is
abolished by the sexualization of culture which pornography and
masturbation promotes. In this sense, masturbation and pornography are
clearly forms of social control. In a world where sex leads to neither
marriage nor kinship, it can only lead to isolation, addiction and death. The
controllers of consumer culture promote the stimulation of appetites whose
satisfaction comes only through the channels which the pornographer
controls for a fee. The man who becomes addicted to his vice learns to love
his vice while simultaneously hating himself. The same people who have
enslaved him spend their time and money persuading him - through books
like the ones we are discussing - that he has reached the furthermost
pinnacle of liberation when in reality he has succumbed to self-imposed
bondage. This is the purpose of rationalizations like the Playboy
Philosophy of days gone by; it is also the purpose of stroke books like Talk
Dirty to Me. The promotion of masturbation is simply another way of
foreclosing both life and love in the interest of financial gain, foreclosing,
in other words, any horizontal connection with a spouse of the same age as
well as any vertical connection with future generations. Masturbation is, in
other words, the ultimate form of solipsism and, as a result, the ultimate
form of control. Masturbation closes off intimacy to everything but one
channel, the one controlled by the pomog-rapher, where the masturbator
can satisfy any fantasy as long as he has his credit card handy.

Unlike the sexual liberation of years gone by - the ’60s variety, for
example, which promoted fornication and adultery in the name of things
like free love and open marriage - state-of-the-art sexual liberation of the
’90s

means one thing and just about one thing only, namely, masturbation to
pornography. The reason for this is, upon reflection, simple enough.
Masturbation to pornography is more profitable than the other two options:



it is more financially lucrative than any other sexual option, including
prostitution, to which it is obviously related both etymologically and
otherwise. In an age in which the technological reproduction of images
becomes ever more realistic, and an age in which these images can be
delivered electronically into the home of everyone who has a computer and
in the future to everyone who has a TV, the possibilities for financial
exploitation are too lucrative to ignore. And with financial exploitation
goes political control. Financial exploitation is the nose of that camel.
Perhaps this is why Tisdale is so insistent on making masturbation
synonymous with sex. For her, in fact, all sex is essentially masturbatory.
“In this sense,” she writes, “all sex is masturbation - the other person’s
body is an object by which we have intense but wholly internal pleasure,
and our orgasm is a self-created and unshared universe. . . . This may be
the best explanation for why the orgasms of masturbation can be more
powerful and feel more physically whole than those shared. They
are simply safer.”20

Again we have the no-muss, no-fuss approach that equates sex with ready-
made cake mixes. Along the way, sexual autonomy is defined in
terms indistinguishable from sexual isolation and bondage, and the only
thing that makes the justification half-way plausible is the clich s of
Madison Avenue and the ACLU. As with abortion, which is portrayed as
safer than child birth, pornography is portrayed as safer than marriage.
Missing from the equation is the violence it is and the violence it causes in
those who become addicted to it. “As for using pornography as a
‘blueprint’ for violence,” Tisdale tells us, “not only are such images hard
to find, I think this belief supposes far more concentration on the part of
impulsively violent people than reality should warrant. And how many
murders have been inspired by religion?”

This brings us to the other purpose of the stroke books for ladies, namely,
their role in attacking the Meese Commission on Pornography and the
feminists who collaborated with it. The same rules apply here as elsewhere.
If you want to undermine the position of the Catholic Church, the best way
to do it is to create a front group, something like Catholics for Free Choice,
an entity funded by pharmaceutical houses which make contraceptives. If
you want to undermine the idea that pornography victimizes women, you



need a woman to convey that message. All of that testimony of women like
Linda Boreman at the Meese Commission hearings was being erased from
the cultural record by the memoirs of the wanking women. “By
1985,” Palac writes,

the Meese Commission recommended greater restrictions of sexually
explicit material based on the unconfirmed theory that pornography causes
harm. Beginning in the mid-1980s, and continuing well into the 1990s,

Andrea Dworkin and Catharine Mackinnon proposed anti-pom ordinances
in Minneapolis, Indianapolis and Cambridge, Massachusetts, that would
allow women to sue for damages for the harm caused by pornography. All
three were ultimately voted down, but were a big success at stirring up
fear. Censorship continues to be promoted as a necessary defense against
the monsters who lurk somewhere out there/

Was Chuck Traynor a monster? Rather than answer this question honestly,
Palac omits any real account of the suffering of women like Linda
Boreman and the numerous women who testified before the Meese
Commission about how they were injured by boyfriends trying to imitate
what they saw on the screen. Rather than tell the truth about the people who
have been hurt by pom, Palac tries to tie the Meese Commission to the
“repressive” ’50s instead:

Who really wants to go back to, say, the 1950s when blacks had to ride in
the back of the bus, when Senator Joe McCarthy destroyed people’s lives in
his hunt for suspected Communists, when people chose to die rather than
talk about their depression, come out of the closet, deal with their
alcoholism or any number of sensitive issues because those realities
just didn’t fit into the precious picture of the All-American family? I know
I don’t.23

Nor does the industry which publishes Ms. Palac’s memoirs, and this is
true for one simple reason. The Meese Commission did considerable
damage to the pornography industry in this country. All of the stroke-book
ladies mention Dworkin and Mackinnon, who in many ways became
victims of their own ideological excesses but along the way created a
whole new front for combating pornography, one which rose out of the
ideological bosom of the Left, and so for a while left the industry without



an effective response. In addition to the feminist attack on pornography,
activists from the other end of the political spectrum were increasingly
successful in organizing boycotts of convenience stores which resulted in
ever dwindling sales of Playboy, Penthouse and Hustler as the ’80s
progressed.

Wilhelm Reich saw the connection between sexual revolution and
revolutionary politics more clearly than most people, and certainly more
clearly than the chicks who quote him in their stroke books. Sallie Tisdale
has read Reich. Like the average grad student, she is smart enough to figure
out what he has to say but not smart enough to understand the big picture,
which is to say, the implication of Reich’s philosophy for women and the
culture which promotes the project of “liberation from repression.”

Tisdale’s connection to Reich was more intimate than most. Since she was
bom the same year he died in prison, she didn’t get a chance to sleep with
him. But she got achanceat the next best thing; at the age of sixteen,
she attended a Reichian summer camp where she underwent Reichian
therapy. Tisdale doesn’t go into details, but the camp sounds like the sort
of thing that

would lead to child-molestation charges if the statute of limitations hadn’t
run out: “Even now, twenty years later,” she writes,

if 1 meet one or the other of the people with whom I did therapy, I need
only say the word “group" to explain a feeling. Reichian therapy was
hard, rough-edged, potent, and dangerous; it was physically painful and
sometimes emotionally devastating. The powerful, almost obsessed
therapists who led us through the physical and psychological exercises
designed to break down our muscular and emotional armor may have done
me a fair bit of harm as well as good. But they were the first and only
adults in my young life to talk to me as a sexual creature, to acknowledge
not only that I was sexual but that I suffered from sexuality - that sex was
important, legitimate, and real. To Reich “the body alone spoke truth.” My
Reichian therapists were the first people in my life to speak truth about my
body to me.



Just what truths, Tisdale never gets around to telling. But the details are in
a way unimportant. Sallie Tisdale was changed by Reich, during the heyday
of the Reich revival in the United States, into the person she is today. That
in effect is the whole story - beginning, middle, and end-but the story still
needs to be explicated. Reich, who was known for pleading the cause of
adolescent sexuality, including masturbation, created a therapy that
sexualized children, but beyond that he created the ideology whereby those
sexualized children could be put to political use, which is precisely what
happened to Sallie Tisdale, although she really doesn't understand what
happened to her. That philosophy was the political core of the sexual
revolution of the ’60s and its political ramifications are still being refined
today by people who may or may not be smarter than Tisdale but are still
working out the political implications of the same principles. Reich, in
other words, was the man who understood how to make political use of sex.
By the 1990s Reich’s sex-pol ideology was part of the conventional
wisdom of the left and implemented by the Clinton administration as a
form of control.

Within days of taking office, President Clinton, in addition to promoting
homosexuals in the military, removed most of the anti-abortion
conditions attached to United States-funded population-control programs,
regulations established by the Reagan administration and spelled out in its
address to the UN-sponsored conference in Mexico in 1984. The Clinton
Administration also advocated lifting the ban on direct U.S. funding of
abortion in foreign countries. Then, as if to insure that actions did not
speak louder than words, in April 1993 White House spokesman Dee Dee
Myers assured the press that the Clinton Administration considered
abortion “part of the overall approach to population control.”

A little over a month later, on May 11, the State Department’s
undersecretary for global affairs, Timothy Wirth, gave a speech in which
he chastised governments which chose not to go along with the Clinton
Administration’s world-wide abortion advocacy as “hid[ing] behind the
defense of sover-

eignty.” “Difficult as it is,” he continued, leaving no ambiguity about
where the Clinton Administration stood on the issue, “we must also discuss
thoroughly the issue of abortion .... Our position is to support



reproductive choice, including access to safe abortion.”26

In January 1994, Wirth reiterated the same position and emphasized that
“reproductive choice” included abortion. He went on to give some
indication of the “reproductive choices” the world’s women were going
have by stating that the goal of the Clinton Administration was that
“comprehensive family planning must be available to every women i n the
world by the year 2,000.”

On March 16,1994, in preparation for the United Nations conference on
population and development to be held in Cairo in September, the State
Department sent an “action cable” to all overseas diplomatic and consular
posts requesting “senior level diplomatic interventions” in support of U.S.
priorities for the Cairo conference. Among “the priority issues for the
U.S.” were “assuring ... access to safe abortion.” The cable went on to
inform U.S. diplomats throughout the world that “the United States
believes that access to safe, legal and voluntary abortion is a fundamental
right of all women.” It also went on to add that “the current text is
inadequate as it only addresses abortion in cases of rape or incest. . . . The
United States delegation [to the Cairo conference] will also be working for
stronger language on the importance of access to abortion services.”

In April 1994, at the PrepComm III meeting in New York, the wrangling
over the pro-abortion passages in the document reached an impasse in
spite of the bullying tactics of Dr. Fred Sai and the jeering of the NGOs in
attendance. The meeting broke up with the disputed passages left
unresolved in brackets and the final formulation to be hammered out in
September in Cairo. One Vatican delegate remembered the meeting in New
York as “confrontational.” primarily because of “highly offensive remarks
from chairman Fred Sai against the Holy See.”28

“Whenever the Holy See spoke, [Sai] would make ironic or sarcastic
remarks. He would express irritation that the Holy See was speaking,”
behavior the delegate considered “completely in conflict with all the ethics
of an impartial chairman.”29

On April 5, 1994, Pope John Paul II made known his opposition to the
direction the Cairo conference was taking by sending a letter to
President Clinton in which he claimed there was “reason to fear that [the



draft of the final document] could cause a moral decline resulting in a
serious setback for humanity, one in which man himself would be the first
victim.” “The idea of sexuality underlying this text,” the pope continued,
“is totally individualistic, to such an extent that marriage now appears as
something outmoded.” In reading the document, the pope was left with
“the troubling impression of something being imposed: namely a lifestyle
typical of certain fringes within developed societies, societies which are
materially rich and secularized. Are

countries more sensitive to the values of nature, morality and religion
going to accept such a vision of man and society without protest?”30

The Clinton Administration’s heavy-handed promotion of abortion was
destined to bear fruit in unanticipated ways. To begin with, no one in
the Clinton Administration seems to have reckoned with the vehemence of
the pope’s protest. When Clinton himself met with the pope in early June
1994 as part of his trip to Europe to commemorate D-Day, he announced
that significant progress had been made in resolving their differences, only
to be confronted by the Vatican afterwards saying that no such thing had
happened. In the polite world of diplomatic protocol, such forthrightness in
contradicting the statements of an important visitor was unprecedented.31

The net result of this mendacity on the part of the Clinton Administration
was simply to heighten the sense of confrontation looming over the
meeting. Vatican vs. Clinton Administration stories began cropping up
with regularity throughout the summer of 1994. On the eve of the Cairo
conference, the press director of the Holy See, Joaquin Navarro-Valls
weighed in with his own contribution in the Wall Street Journal, claiming
that:

The Holy Father is not merely defending a sort of Catholic view about life
and family. He is in fact pointing to the key issue on which future
humanity must make a choice. This issue of human life and population
undergirds all others. A false step here leads to a general disorder of
civilization itself. A small error in the beginning leads to a large error in
the end, as Aristotle said. This error is precisely what is at issue.

By their overreaching, by their pandering to the most extreme elements of
the feminist movement, the Clinton Administration had single-



handedly revived the image of the ugly American, this time bent on
supervising the bedrooms of the world telling the world just how many
children it was allowed to have. Beyond that, they effectively promoted the
pope into the world’s foremost defender of the moral order, not just among
Catholics but among believers in general, including Islam, and among the
smaller, more defenseless nations of the Third World who could reject the
ministrations of the C linton Administration and its UN fellow travelers
only at their financial peril. Beyond that, the Clinton Administration
probably did more to create goodwill among Muslims and Christians than
anyone in the past twelve hundred years. All in all, it was a series of
impressive accomplishments by anyone’s reckoning.

In a fashion that has become typical of this administration, the Clinton
White House realized its mistake too late and then tried to lie its way out
of its predicament, only making matters worse. Overreaching followed by
retreat and prevarication have become the hallmark of the Clinton
Administration, and in this regard Cairo was no exception. On August 25,
1994, virtually on the eve of the conference, Vice-president A1 Gore
convened a press conference at the National Press Club during which he
assured the

gathered reporters that the Clinton Administration “has not sought, does
not seek and will not seek to establish any international ri^ht to an
abortion,” calling claims to the contrary “outrageous allegations.’”

It was a bold move on the part of the Clinton Administration, especially
considering the amount of pro-abortion advocacy that was already part of
the public record, but it called forth an equally bold countermove on the
part of the Vatican. If Gore’s speech was supposed to be construed as an
irenic gesture on the part of the Clinton Administration, the gesture failed
dramatically. Within a matter of days, the Vatican countered with what the
New York Times termed “an unusual personal attack today on Vice
president A1 Gore, accusing him of misrepresenting the gathering’s
intentions on abortion.”33 “The draft population document,” said Vatican
press secretary Joaquin Navarro-Valls, “which has the United States as its
principal sponsor, contradicts in reality, Mr. Gore’s statement.’”

In addition to being the first time that the Vatican identified the Clinton



Administration as the source of the document’s proabortion policies, it
was also the first time that the Vatican, as the Times put it, “publicly
attacked a high American official by name.”35 It was the second time in one
summer that the Vatican, breaking with diplomatic protocol had named
names, and in both instances it had in effect, called both the president and
vice-president of the most powerful nation on earth liars.

It was no wonder, then, that the press found this meeting intriguing. The
backpedaling on Gore’s part was also a sign that the Clinton
Administration realized it had been caught overreaching once again.
Elected by fewer votes than Michael Dukakis had received in 1988, Clinton
had developed a habit of staking out grandiose programs without counting
the cost, then retreating when there was any sign of significant opposition,
then claiming that they had got what they wanted all along after the battle
had been lost. Gore’s Cairo statement came sandwiched between the failure
of the first crime bill and the admission that the administration’s health
care bill, which was also a stealth abortion campaign, had failed as well.

In an article which President Clinton would claim influenced his views on
population in the time preceding the Cairo conference, Robert
Kaplan talked about the spread of anarchy in places like West Africa,
tracing the pathology, predictably, to overpopulation. “West Africa,”
Kaplan writes,

is becoming the symbol of world-wide demographic, environmental and
societal stress, in which criminal anarchy emerges as the real
“strategic" danger. Disease, overpopulation, unprovoked crime, scarcity of
resources, refugee migrations, the increasing erosion of nation-states
and international borders, and the empowerment of private armies,
security firms and international drug cartels are now most tellingly
demonstrated though a West African prism. West Africa provides an
appropriate introduction to the issues, often extremely unpleasant to
discuss, that will soon confront our civilization.36

As with the “Pope bans birth control; millions starve” ads, an air of non-
sequitur hovers over Kaplan’s thinking. Just what is the cause of this
anarchy? Is it overpopulation? Or is it simply the breakdown of moral
order? By the end of the article, Kaplan testifies against his own thesis by



describing an overcrowded Muslim “slum” in Turkey where Islam is the
rule of life and the family is intact and he, as a result, feels perfectly safe:
“Slum quarters in Abidjan,” he writes,

terrify and repel the outsider. In Turkey it is the opposite. The closer I got
to Golden Mountain [a shanty town in Ankara] the better it looked, and
the safer I felt. I had $1,500 worth of Turkish lira in one pocket and $1,000
in traveler’s checks in the other, yet I felt no fear. Golden Mountain was
a real neighborhood. The inside of one house told the story: the
architectural bedlam of cinder blocks and sheet metal and cardboard walls
was deceiving. Inside was a home - order, that is, bespeaking dignity. I saw
a working refrigerator, a television, a wall cabinet with a few books and
lots of family pictures, a few plants by a window and a stove. Though
the streets becamerivers of mud when it rains, the floors inside this
house were spotless/

Just what, then, one is tempted to ask after reading the above passage, is
the difference between the slums in Abidjan and those in Ankara? Is it
population density? Evidently not. The difference begins with the
intactness of the family, which is ultimately traceable to conformity to the
moral law. Just what contribution will the introduction of condoms make to
this picture? The same that they and other contraceptives have made in the
black family in America, namely, the disruption of the moral order, the
breakdown of the family, the rise of anarchy. Why is Liberia any different
from Chicago in this regard? And if the slums of Ankara are different - and
according to Kaplan’s own testimony, they are - then the cause of the
difference lies not in the quantity of the population but in its quality. The
difference, in other words, is traceable to how these people behave, not
their numbers. The moral order, as mediated by the Koran, creates order in
a way that condoms do not. To the extent that the foreign policy of the
United States (and now the United Nations as well) is based on the
dissemination of contraceptives at the expense of real development, to that
extent they will spread the very anarchy they hope to contain.

Morality is reason in the practical order. Anything which undermines
morality undermines reason, and without reason man is no better that the
animals which, Malthus discovered, procreate themselves into extinction
unless checked by nature. Man without morals is in precisely the same



situation as the bacteria in the bucket, which became the paradigm of
Malthus’s geometric population growth, a view which he himself rejected
solely because it failed to take into account man’s reason and his ability to
calculate future consequences.

Kaplan, unable to understand his own texts, concludes by rehashing the
same old, now discredited Neo-Malthusian scare stories. Yet, Malthus,
in spite of the ideology which takes his name, changed his views on
population when he came to understand the role that reason plays in human
procreation. “The preventative check,” he wrote to Benjamin Franklin, “is
peculiar to man, and arises from that distinctive superiority in his
reasoning faculties, which enables him to calculate distant consequences.”

Julian Simon was quick to draw the obvious consequences from Malthus’
second thoughts:

If people are to control their fertility in response to the conditions facing
them, they must be capable of rational, self-conscious forethought that
affects the course of sexual passion - the kind of planning capability that
animals apparently do not possess. Therefore we must briefly ponder
the extent to which reason and reasoning have guided the reproductive
behavior of individual persons in various societies at different periods in
their histories. To put the matter bluntly, we must inquire into the notion -
often held by the well-educated - that uneducated people in poor countries
tend to breed without foresight or conscious control. For most couples in
most parts of the world, marriage precedes child-bearing____It is therefore
rele

vant to a judgment about the amount of reasoning involved in “breeding”
that marriages are contracted, in most “primitive” and poor societies,
only after a great deal of careful thought, especially with reference to the
economic effects of the marriage. How a marriage match is made in rural
Ireland shows the importance of such calculations.38

“There is clear evidence,” Simon concludes, “that poor people’s sexual
behavior is sensibly responsive to objective circumstances.”39 If, one
hastens to add, their reason is not blinded by passion. Perhaps this is why
the Margaret Sangers of the world were so avid to place totalitarian
controls on the world’s sexual behavior. They were extrapolating from



their own experience. Since they have failed so spectacularly at the project
of self-control, they assume that no one can succeed. Perhaps this explains
President Clinton’s interest in population control as a substitute for self-
control.

In promoting contraception, however, the population controllers brought
about the fulfillment of the very thing they fear. For in
promoting contraception, they undermined the moral order, and in
undermining the moral order, they subverted reason, and in subverting
reason, they removed the only check not only on the destructive passions
but on man’s ability to make rational plans about how many children he
should have.

The Liberal Regime loves to substitute technique for morals, a penchant
which has led to one catastrophe after another in this century. The
Liberal Regime loves to play both arsonist and fire department, and the UN
Cairo conference was no exception to this rule. By spreading
contraceptives, they undermined the moral order and brought about the
very anarchy they feared. However, the regime itself is so blinded by its
own unruly passions that the

°nly thing it can propose as the world’s fire department is pouring gasoline
its own burning house.

By the time he arrived in the White House for his second term in office,
William Jefferson Clinton had become the paradigm of Enlightenment
man. Unable to control his own desires, he devoted his life to controlling
others by manipulating theirs and dragging them into the same bondage he
understood first-hand. Just how all of this would be used politically
became evident when President Clinton became enmeshed in the Monica
Lewinsky affair, a textbook case of how sex could be mobilized to political
advantage by the people who controlled the instruments of communication.
The story began with the president of the United States groping someone
who had come to his office to ask for a political favor. Linda Tripp, a
career civil servant who first started working at the White House during the
Bush administration, gradually got pulled into the net of deceit that Clinton
had spun around himself trying to maintain his hold on power. Tripp saw a
woman come out of Clinton’s office in disarray and later said that the



woman had had a sexual encounter with the president, for which statement
she was promptly denounced as a liar. She vowed not to be caught in the
same trap twice, and started tape recording her conversations. As the
investigation in the Paula Jones sexual harassment case crept closer and
closer, Tripp realized that she was in the classic bind always faced by
underlings in immoral regimes. If Tripp lied, as the administration had,
and as it was pressuring its employees to do, she could be charged with
perjury; however, if she told the truth, she would probably lose her job and
might be subject to other forms of retaliation if Clinton remained in office.
(She would eventually be prosecuted for illegally taping a phone
conversation.) It was a no-win situation, and it was in many ways
a paradigm for the meaning the Clinton Administration had for the
entire country: Go along with the lie or be punished.

And so, trying to wriggle her way out of the dilemma, Tripp started to tape
her conversations with Monica Lewinsky, the young lady she met
when both women got transferred from the White House to the
Pentagon. Lewinsky was in many ways the culture’s paradigm of the ideal
[young] woman. She had no problem lying; she had no problem engaging
in perverse sexual activity, as long as it fostered her career, although there
was that edge of disgust on the tapes and the residual contempt for the
man, old enough to be her father, who would encourage this type of
exploitative behavior. Lewinsky was also the paradigmatic feminist
because she was willing to trade first sex and then complicity in a scheme
to suppress the truth as a stepping stone to some job for which she was
unqualified. She didn’t get the job Vernon Jordan tried to arrange for her at
American Express because she couldn’t pass a rudimentary English test.
The feminists, perhaps horrified at the face staring back at them in the
mirror, headed for the tall grass, where most of them had been hiding ever
since the Paula Jones case started moving through the courts. When one
intrepid reporter finally caught up with former Congresswoman Patricia
Schroeder at her sinecure at Princeton University, the lady who excoriated
Clarence Thomas for sexual harassment during his nomination to the
Supreme Court, opined lamely that there were only so many hours in the
day, as her explanation for the absence of feminist support for Paula Jones.

The real answer was simpler; people who looked as if they lived in a trailer



park shouldn’t expect support from feminists, especially when the
defendant in the case had done more to promote abortion than any
president in history. The facade of sexual solidarity, it turns out, was just
that. The pretext that feminists spoke for women really meant that certain
women were willing to function as the ladies’ auxiliary for the ruling class
and its interests and quite willing in the end to offer up less important
women on the altar of that sacrifice. Shortly after Monica Lewinsky
became a political liability, the same crowd that frothed at the mouth
during the Clarence Thomas hearings about women’s rights and sexual
harassment were now calling Miss Lewinsky, from behind the veil of
anonymity, “a little nutty and a little slutty.” As in the case of abortion -
and I’affaire Lewinsky coincided uncannily with the twenty-fifth
anniversary of Roe v. Wade - the lesson was all too obvious for those with
eyes to see: the lusts of the powerful were more important than the lives of
weak. Monica Lewinsky was just a twenty-four-year-old late-term fetus
thrown onto the garbage heap of sexual convenience, as the feminists
looked the other way once again, because her case did not fit into their
agenda.

The talking-class feminists found that Clinton put them in an especially
uncomfortable position. Columnist Ellen Goodman struggled valiantly
with the fact that her favorite politician was engaged in behavior that
would be grounds for lynching if perpetrated by someone at the other end
of the political spectrum, and came up with the notion that Americans had
become more “morally sophisticated” since the Clarence Thomas hearings.
What she meant to say was that they had stopped trying to believe that
there should be some congruity between a person's public and private life.
Molly Ivins, another feminist columnist, not particularly inclined to all this
ambivalence and agonizing about feminist lack of principle, had a simpler
point to make. “I, for one,” she wrote in her column, “do not think that the
president’s sex life has squat to do with his job.” If the big question mark
when it came to Bill Clinton was not his intelligence, but his honesty; the
exact opposite was the case with Molly Ivins. Between the two of them,
between a stultified talking class and the mendacious politicians who
exploited them for their own ends, the sexual revolution had created a
major problem for the country which had embraced sexual liberation. The
moral problem at the heart of sexual revolution had created a major



political crisis.

Clinton was clearly at the heart of a crisis of his own making. His only

consolation was that he was not alone. Most of the talking class had been
corrupted by the same sexual revolution which had corrupted him over the
past thirty years. In this respect, he could count on the decadence of those
whose job it was to report or comment on his behavior. The best column in
this regard was written by Patricia Smith of the Boston Globe, who gave,
perhaps inadvertently, some indication of how the talking class behaved on
its off hours. Shortly after her column appeared, Smith had to resign
because as a reporter, it seemed, she simply made up her stories, something
she hints at in her column, when she writes: “We all have secrets. The
media will have a field day if I’m ever nominated for the Supreme Court.
There’s the unfortunate 'sniff this’ episode; the pompon squad tryout
fiasco; the fact that I have

indeed inhaled - rather deeply - and I wouldn’t be afraid to admit
it____And

who hasn’t, at some time or another in their sexual history, found
themselves sharing sweat and sleeping quarters with a no-no? Who hasn’t
slept with the wrong one at the right time, the right one at the wrong time,
or the absolutely wrong one at the definitely wrong time? And for heaven’s
sake, who hasn’t engaged in a hasty two-minute encounter in a stalled
elevator in the Sears Tower?”40

The lesson here is clear. The talking class had adopted sexual liberation as
its moral code. What they probably didn’t understand at the time is
that once they adopted it as their code of behavior, they condemned
themselves to promote that behavior in others even more influential than
themselves, lest in condemning it, they leave themselves open to blackmail
or charges of hypocrisy. Those who have had sex in stalled elevators are
like the proverbial people in glass houses. This sort of behavior also cuts
the nerve of indignation. People who engage in it don’t write columns
calling for the impeachment of presidents who engage in the same kind of
immoral behavior. That is why it is in the interest of the ruling class to
promote sexual liberation as a way of consolidating its power. The people
who engage in this type of behavior are besotted and stultified and unable



to object to any violation of the law, moral or positive, because they
themselves are unindicted co-conspirators in the same scheme.

This same form of blackmail extends to the public at large. Demos, as
usual, never really understood the full political ramifications of the sexual
issues involved in I’ajfaire Lewinsky. He was persuaded to think that in
condoning the illicit sexual behavior of the president, he was allowing
himself the same sort of freedom from moral constraint, when in fact the
exact opposite was the case. President Clinton could act like poor white
trash because he was part of the ruling class and one of the illusions they
loved to create is that they are just like the rest of us. This, of course, is not
true. They are not like the rest of us because they are rich and/or powerful,
and so when they urge Demos to break the moral law in the interest of
some specious liberation they are really bringing about his enslavement.

Why? Because the moral law is the only thing that protects the poor.
Because Demos is neither rich nor powerful. The only protection he has
against the predations of the rich and the powerful is the law, which is to
say the moral law and positive based on it. If he liberates himself from the
moral law, he creates a society in which desire is the only measure of right
and wrong. But a world like this, no matter what Demos thinks, is not
democratic because in the absence of moral order, the desires of the rich
and powerful will always triumph over the desires of the weak and the
poor. The lesson of Roe v. Wade is quite simple: The desires of the
powerful are more important than the life of the weak. The same applies to
the political world at large. A world liberated from morals is a world in
which the rich get to do whatever they want.

So Demos got it wrong because he failed to understand that a world
without morals is a radically two-tiered universe, power and wealth being
the main distinction between these two groups. Demos is seduced into
supporting sexual liberation with the promise that he can now do whatever
he wants. This is followed by a momentary sense of intoxication, which is
followed by a period of acting out his fantasies, which is followed by
another more sobering thought: If I can do anything I want to them, Demos
suddenly realizes, then they can do anything they want to me. In that
thought, we begin to understand why horror is always the natural
consequence of sexual liberation.



The general anarchy which sexual liberation brings about is a function of
power. In the absence of morals, the rich will get away with murder
because their desires are more powerful, and power in this context becomes
the only measure of right and wrong. Either might makes right, or we are
all bound by the terms of a moral order which is not of our making. There
is no third alternative. If Demos abandons the moral order, he is ipso facto
guaranteeing his subjugation because Demos is ipso facto neither rich nor
powerful, simply by the fact that he is Demos. This is how sexual
liberation functions as a form of political control, a principle which was
demonstrated in graphic detail during the second Clinton Administration.

Demos, after watching television all these years, thinks that he belongs to
the same class as the people who rule over him. He thinks he has the
same prerogatives. But that is not the case. A world in which the ruler is
rewarded for lying is a world in which his subjects can be punished for
telling the truth. This is the lesson which Linda Tripp had to leam the hard
way. The only protection the poor will ever have on this earth is the moral
law, enculturated as part of the positive law. The only way a nation can
guarantee rights is in light of that moral order, and any nation which
subverts that moral order can only propose force, which is the rule of the
rich and the powerful, as its substitute. In Troilus and Cressida,
Agamemnon talks about a world without “degree,” which is to say a world
without order - moral, political or musical. In this

world, “the rude son should strike his father dead,” because right and
wrong have been replaced by force:

Force should be right, or rather, right and wrong Between whose endless jar
justice resides,

Should lose their names and so should justice too.

Then everything includes itself in power,

Power into will, will into appetite,

And appetite, a universal wolf,

So doubly seconded with will and power,

Must make perforce a universal prey,



And last eat up himself.

If right and wrong lose their names, force is all that is left, and in a world
run by force, the rich will be rewarded for their vices every bit as
conscientiously as the poor will be punished for their virtues. The lesson of
the Clinton presidency and the O. J. Simpson trial and Roe v. Wade and the
sexual revolution which brought this regime to power in the ’60s is very
simple: the rich and the powerful can get away with murder. Demos goes
along because his besotted mind is too darkened to understand that sexual
liberation is a form of political control.

President Clinton was impeached for perjury by the House of
Representatives in December 1998. In the months leading up to the
impeachment Clinton used all the power at his disposal to mobilize the
forces of sexual license as a way of remaining in office. Clinton’s policy,
ever since the moment he took office when he struck down abortion
restrictions and opened the way for homosexuals in the military, was the
sexual revolution. He supported the sexual revolution for obvious personal
reasons, but he also supported it because it was in his political interest to
do so. He, more than any other president in this nation’s history,
understood how sexual license could be used to political advantage.
Deriving a good deal of his financial backing from the Hollywood, he knew
that a nation that spent billions a year on pornography would not be able to
respond with indignation, much less outrage, when the president of the
United States was implicated in his own X-rated performance in the Oval
Office. Clinton courted the homosexuals assiduously and was the first
president ever to speak before a group of homosexuals, in this instance the
Human Rights Campaign. Clinton rose to power supporting this ideology,
and he was not about to abandon it when the Lewinsky affair broke.

On September 10, Salon Magazine, a journal which was to become an
organ of the Clinton administration during the impeachment
proceedings, announced “the so-called Doomsday scenario” as one of the
options the same Clinton Administration was considering to retain its hold
on power.

This “scenario” was “the dreaded Armageddon in which the personal
peccadilloes of everyone - Republican, Democrat, journalist - are exposed



if Clinton’s infidelities are dragged into the open.” A few days later,
Salon obligingly put the “Doomsday scenario” into effect by reporting on
an affair which Henry Hyde, chairman of the judiciary committee then
considering impeachment, had had thirty years earlier. “Everyone,” said
Henry Jaffe of Salon, “will be punished. It well be a total meltdown.”

Once Clinton refused to resign, the press was forced to support him as the
guarantor of their sexual vices. It was during the Lewinsky scandal
that Toni Morrison referred to Clinton as the nation’s first black president,
implying that all blacks were sexual degenerates. At around the same time,
Alan Dershowitz of the Harvard Law School announced that those who
believed in sexual liberation had to support Clinton; otherwise, they faced
the prospect of a right-wing coup. Gradually, as the charges against Clinton
grew, a subtle change of heart swept through the talking class. Maureen
Dowd, who would later go on to win the Pulitzer Prize following her volte
face on Clinton, was a good case in point. Dowd lambasted Clinton as a
selfish jerk week after week. In a letter to his supporters, Dr. James Dobson
even cited one of Dowd’s columns as evidence of a hostile press. Then,
suddenly, when the Starr report came out and the evidence against Clinton
became inescapable, Dowd changed her mind and began attacking the
special prosecutor instead of the president. It was as if this dog had
suddenly run to the end of its leash and got jerked back to reality. Why?
Perhaps because by this point it became clear that bigger issues were at
stake. By not resigning from office, Clinton turned the Lewinsky affair into
a referendum on the sexual revolution. Now that he was not going to go
quietly and take the rap, it was time to close ranks and defend what Clinton
said he stood for. Within hours of the release of the Starr Report, Dowd
was attacking the prosecutor as vehemently as she once attacked the
president. Clinton had saved himself by wrapping his political fortunes in
the mantle of sexual liberation. A vote against Clinton was now a vote
against the ’60s, and all that that decade stood for in the minds of the
liberated intelligentsia. Maureen Dowd said so herself: “The avenging,
evangelical prosecutor never seems to give a thought to how his relentless
chase is riving the nation. He seems determined not only to overthrow the
President, but to overturn the ’60s and restore the black-and-white moral
code that existed before thedecade of sex, drugs
anddraftevasion.”41 Anthony Lewis said much the same thing. The



independent prosecutor, according to Lewis, would “bring about a
fundamental change in the political direction of this country, effectively
changing the results of our last two elections. It would be a coup d’etat.” 2
The attack on Clinton would have “enormous consequences for our
politics.” Lewis then went on to list the consequences, all of which had to
do with the sexual revolution:

Abortion would be targeted for a range of new restrictions, including even

a constitutional amendment to outlaw it. And concern with sexual matters
would not be likely to stop there. There would be legislation to limit
U.S. help for population control efforts around the world. Federal
regulations to give equal treatment to homosexuals would be another
target. The law forbidding grants to "indecent” art could be expanded to
other fields.

Hollywood, next to the black population Clinton’s most avid support
group, was not backing away from supporting Clinton any more than
the fourth estate. At a fund-raiser in Hollywood, Marshall Herskovitz, a
Democrat who was producer of the television series “thirtysomething”
claimed that “the [Lewinsky] scandal is really a referendum on sexual
morality in the country.”44 By the time the vote on Clinton went to the
United States Senate in early 1999, the molders of public opinion were so
committed to the worship of Dionysos that they are willing to junk the rule
of law into order to preserve it. Which is precisely what the Senate did. In
early 1999, the Senate refused to convict President Clinton of high crimes
and misdemeanors, and in casting that vote the Senate made clear that
thirty years of sexual liberation had done its work. The populace had been
corrupted by three decades of sexual license, and that meant that the people
who had been corrupted chose President Clinton as the guarantor of their
illicit sexual desires even if this meant repudiating the rule of law and
accepting political bondage as the price they were willing to pay for sexual
liberation. In making that decision, the Senate brought the American
experiment in ordered liberty to a close. The nation’s founding fathers had
always warned that the American constitution could not function, to use
John Adams’ words, “in the absence of a moral people.” The Clinton crisis
had proven just that. The remedies proposed by the Constitution for “high
crimes and misdemeanors” simply could not be applied in the face of



overwhelming evidence of the president’s guilt because the president had
portrayed himself as the guarantor of the nation’s sexual vices, and the
Senate which had been conditioned by thirty years of sexual decadence,
believing him, chose not to apply those remedies. With that refusal, the
rule of law upon which Americans had always prided themselves was
replaced by the worship of Dionysos as the nation’s established religion.
The fourth estate heaved a huge sigh of relief when it happened, but that is
because they were blinded by their own vices from seeing the full
implication of the Senate’s decision not to act. Those who had gone before
them had seen the implications, but even if they, like Lazarus, had come
back from the dead, there is no indication that the nation’s leaders would
have listened to their warnings. “Society,” Edmund Burke had written 200
years before the American senate reached its verdict,

cannot exist, unless a controlling power upon will and appetite be placed
somewhere; and the less of it there is within, the more there must be
without. It is ordained in the eternal constitution of things, that men of
intemperate minds cannot be free. Their passions forge their fetters.4
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“Thus, a good man. though a slave, is free; hut a wicked man, though a
king, is a slave. For he serves, not one man alone, hut, what is worse,
as many masters as he has vices.” - St. Augustine, City of God

Writing at the time of the collapse of the Roman Empire, St. Augustine
both revolutionized and brought to a close antiquity’s idea of freedom. A
man was not a slave by nature or by law, as Aristotle claimed. His freedom
was a function of his moral state. A man had as many masters as he had
vices. This insight would provide the basis for the most sophisticated form
of social control known to man.

Fourteen hundred years later, in a world eager to reject the intellectual
patrimony of the West, a decadent French aristocrat turned that tradition on
its head when he wrote that "the freest of people are they who are most
friendly to murder.” Like St. Augustine, the Marquis de Sade would agree
that freedom was a function of morals. Freedom for the Marquis de Sade.
however, meant willingness to reject the moral law. Unlike St. Augustine,
the Marquis de Sade proposed a revolution in sexual morals to accompany
the political revolution then taking place in France. Libido Dominandi - the
term is taken from Book I of Augustine’s City of God - is the definitive
history of that sexual revolution, from 1773 to the present.

Unlike the standard version of sexual revolution. Libido Dominandi shows
how sexual liberation was from its inception a form of control. The logic is
clear enough: Those who wished to liberate man from the moral order
needed to impose social controls as soon as they succeeded because
liberated libido led inevitably to anarchy. Over the course of two hundred
years, those techniques became more and more refined, eventuating in a
world where people were controlled, not by military force, but by the
skillful management of their passions. It was Aldous Huxley who wrote in
his preface to the 1946 edition of Brave New World that “as political
and economic freedom diminishes, sexual freedom lends compensatin'gly



to increase." This hook is about the converse of that statement. It explains
how the rhetoric of sexual freedom was used to engineer a system of covert
political and social control. Over the course of the two-hundred-year span
covered by this book, the development of technologies of communication,
reproduction, and psychic control - including psychotherapy, behaviorism,
advertising, sensitivity training, pornography, and, when push came to
shove, plain old blackmail - allowed the Enlightenment and its heirs to turn
Augustine’s insight on its head and create masters out of men’s vices.
Libido Dominandi is the story of how that happened.

E. Michael Jones, author of numerous books, including Degenerate
Moderns, is the editor and publisher of Culture Wars magazine.
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Yet what kind of men were they who set their hands to the task [of rebuilding the 
temple]? They were men who constantly resisted the Holy Spirit, revolutionists 
bent on stirring up sedition. After the destruction which occurred under Vespa
sian and Titus, these Jews rebelled during the reign of Hadrian and tried to go 
back to the old commonwealth and way of life. What they failed to realize was 
that they were fighting against the decree of God, who had ordered that Jerusalem 
remain forever in ruins. 

St. John Chrysostom, Adversos Judaeos 

Christianity did not bring a message of social revolutiQn like that of the ill-fated 
Spartacus, whose struggle led to so much bloodshed. Jesus was not Spartacus, he 
was not engaged in a fight for political liberation like Barabbas or Bar- Kochba. 
Jesus, who himself died on the Cross, brought something totally different: an 
encounter with the Lord of all lords, an encounter with the living God and thus 
an encounter with a hope stronger than the sufferings of slavery, a hope which 
therefore transformed life and the world from within. 

Pope Benedict XVI, Spe Salvi 
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Introduction 

I ntrod uction 

On September 12, 2006, Joseph Ratzinger made a triumphal return to his na
tive Bavaria. Having chosen the name of Benedict XVI when he was elected pope, 
His Holiness returned not only to Germany but to the German university of Re
gensburg to express his gratitude for the time he spent there as a professor and to 
renew the Church's commitment to the university. 

But more than that, Pope Benedict wanted to re-affirm the Church's position 
on the relationship between faith and reason. In order to do that he had to refer 
to a tradition where that relationship has not been so complementary, a tradition 
which stands outside of Europe, namely, Islam. 

That's where the trouble began, specifically when Benedict quoted the Byzan
tine emperor Manuel II Paleologos, who felt that the Islamic world and the Chris
tian world shared two fundamentally different views of the relationship between 
God and reason. The issue was religiously inspired violence: "Show me just what 
Mohammed brought that was new and there you will find things only evil and 
inhuman, such as his command to spread by the sword the faith he preached.'" 

After an initially favorable response, the world press, including the Arab 
press, appeared to use the quote to inflame Islamic opinion against the Church. 
The inflammation was a replay, at least in some ways, of the Danish cartoon crisis 
of a few months before. In that incident, a Danish magazine editor, with ties to 
American neoconservatives like Daniel Pipes, ran a series of cartoons that were 
calculated to outrage Muslims and provoke them to attack Denmark and, by ex
tension, Europe. The purpose of the provocation was to drive Europe, by way of 
reaction to the Muslim outrage, into the arms of the Americans, who were desper
ately in need of support for their failing war in Iraq.' 

In the instance of the Regensburg speech, the outrage surrounding the Man
uel II Paleologos quote achieved two ends: first, it strengthened the neoconser
vative hold over the Catholic mind by giving the impression that Muslims were 
fanatics determined to wage jihad against both the pope and the Church (the 
Muslim/Catholic alliance against abortion, which I personally witnessed at the 
World Population Conference in Cairo in 1994, gave the opposite impression), and 
secondly, it obscured the real topic of the talk, which was Logos and the central 
role it plays in both Europe and the Church. 

Unlike Christianity, Islam is not docile to Logos, nor for that matter is Islam's 
God; God's will is arbitrary, inscrutable. According to Benedict's reading of Man
uel II Paleologos, "the decisive statement in this argument against violent conver
sion is this: not to act in accordance with reason is contrary to God's nature." This 
idea is not intrinsic to Islam. The "noted French Islamicist R. Arnaldez," Pope 
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Benedict continues, "points out that Ibn Hazm went so far as to state that God is 
not bound even by his own word, and that nothing would oblige him to reveal the 
truth to us. Were it God's will, we would even have to practice idolatry." 

Christianity is different from Islam in this regard: The Christian God acts 
with Logos. In using the term Logos, the Pope situates Christianity and, byexten
sion, the European culture which grew up under its influence, in the tradition of 
Greek philosophy. Greek philosophy is part of God's plan for humanity, some
thing that became clear when St Paul had to change his plans and travel to Mace
donia. Greek philosophy is, in other words, not just Greek; it is universal: 

Is the conviction that acting unreasonably contradicts God's nature merely a 
Greek idea, or is it always and intrinsically true? I believe that here we can see the 
profound harmony between what is Greek in the best sense of the word and the 
biblical understanding of faith in God. Modifying the first verse of the Book of 
Genesis, the first verse of the whole Bible, John began the prologue of his Gospel 
with the words: "In the beginning was the logos." This is the very word used by 
the Emperor: God acts with logos. 

"In the beginning was the logos, and the logos is God," says the Evangelist. 
The marriage of Hebrew scripture and Greek philosophy that begat Christi

anity and subsequently Europe is not mere coincidence, nor is Greek philosophy 
some adulteration of an otherwise pure Gospel. Europe means Biblical faith plus 
Greek thought: Europe is based on Logos. "The encounter between the Biblical 
message and Greek thought," the pope continues, 

did not happen by chance .... Biblical faith ... encountered the best of Greek thought 
at a deep level, resulting in a mutual enrichment evident in the later wisdom 
literature .... A profound encounter of faith and reason is taking place there [in 
the Septuagint], an encounter between genuine enlightenment and religion. 
From the very heart of Christian faith, and, at the same time, the heart of Greek 
thought now joined to faith, Manuel II was able to say: "Not to act 'with logos' is 
contrary to God's nature. 

This means that Logos, far from being some cultural accretion, is part of the 
nature of God and, therefore, part of creation. The European, and by that term I 
include both North and South America and Australia, is traditionally born into a 
world that is radically reasonable, radically logical, because that world mirrors the 
mind of God, who behaves in ways that sometimes go beyond what human reason 
can comprehend but never in ways that contradict that reason. 

So far so good. We agree wholeheartedly with what the Pope said about 
Logos, and we can see without too much effort that Islam has a radically different 
attitude toward the relationship between faith and reason. Europe has dealt with 
the threat for centuries, but from an historical perspective, the Islamic threat to 
Europe is only half the story. 

At this point we come to the attack on Logos which is not mentioned in the 
Pope's speech, the Jewish attack on Logos, which manifests itself not by the threat 
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of invasion from without, as is the case with Islam, which has sought to spread its 
faith by military conquest, but by the threat of subversion from within, otherwise 
known as revolution. If Muslims are alogos, because of Mohammed's imperfect 
understanding of the monotheistic traditions he absorbed from his position be
yond the borders of a collapsing Greco-Roman civilization, then Jews are anti
Logos, in the sense that they reject Christ altogether. Islam did not reject Christ; 
Islam failed to understand Christ, as manifested in its rejection of both the Trin
ity and the Incarnation, and ended up trying to mask that misunderstanding by 
honoring Jesus as a prophet. 

The situation with Jews is completely different. The Jews were God's chosen 
people. When Jesus arrived on earth as their long-awaited Messiah, the Jews, who, 
like all men, were given free will by their God, had to make a decision. They had 
to either accept or reject the Christ, who was, so Christians believe, the physical 
embodiment of Logos. 

As we will see, the Jews began by wanting to have the Messiah save them 
on their terms, which were suffused with racial pride. When the Jews tell Jesus 
in John 8 that they are the "seed of Abraham," in Greek "sperma Abraam," He 
changes the term of the argument by replying "If you were Abraham's children, 
you would do as Abraham did," which is to say follow God's will and accept Jesus 
as the son of God and Messiah. Since the Jews, or those to whom Jesus is speaking, 
reject Jesus, they reject their father Abraham as well, and show that "the devil is 
[their] father." 

Once Jesus arrives in Jerusalem, the term Jew in the Gospel of St. John is no 
longer a purely racial term. Jew has come to mean a rejecter of Christ. Race is no 
longer the focus. The Jews who accept Jesus will henceforth be known as Chris
tians. The Jews who reject him are known henceforth as "Jews." As St. John reports 
in the Apocalypse, "those who call themselves Jews" are really liars and members 
of the "synagogue of Satan" (Rev 2.9, 3.9). 

By the middle of John's Gospel, the term Jew no longer has the clear racial 
meaning it had at the beginning when the Samaritan woman was told that "salva
tion is from the Jews." The other, more negative redefinition of the word Jew is also 
not essentially racial and becomes apparent in the story of the man born blind in 
John 9. That man's parents, we are told, refused to answer any questions about 
Jesus healing their son because they feared the "Jews." They "said this because 
they feared the Jews, for the Jews had already agreed that if anyone should confess 
him to be Christ, he was to be put out of the synagogue." Clearly the split between 
"Jews" and followers of Christ had already begun. 

The Jews rejected Christ because he was crucified. They wanted a powerful 
leader, not a suffering servant. Annas and Caiaphas mockingly told Christ that if 
he came down from the cross, they would accept him as the Messiah. When the 
Jews rejected Christ, they rejected Logos, and when they rejected Logos, which 
includes within itself the principles of social order, they became revolutionaries. 
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Jews may have become revolutionaries at the foot of the cross, but the full im
plications of their decision didn't become apparent until 30 years later, when the 
Jews rebelled against Rome, and Rome retaliated by destroying the Temple. At this 
point, the Jews had no temple, no priesthood, and no sacrifice, and as a result they 
had no way of fulfilling their covenant. Seeing which way the battle for Jerusalem 
was going, a rabbi, and deputy head of the Sanhedrin, by the name of Jochanan 
ben Zakkai had himself smuggled out of Jerusalem in a shroud, and, after being 
recognized by Roman authorities as a friend of Rome, was granted the privilege of 
founding a rabbinical school at Jabneh. 

It is at this moment, some 30 years after the founding of the Church, that 
modern Judaism, Judaism as we know it, was born as essentially a debating soci
ety, because in the absence of a Temple, that was all that Jews could do. The results 
of these interminable debates became known as the Talmud, which got written 
down over the next six centuries. The debating did nothing to eradicate the spirit 
of revolution from the Jewish mind, but in many ways intensified it by teaching 
the Jews to look for a military Messiah. 

The Jews got their military Messiah roughly 60 years after the destruction of 
the Temple, when Simon bar Kokhba rose up against Rome in 131. The rabbis in 
Jerusalem, with a few exceptions, recognized bar Kokhba as the Messiah, and so 
as if to prove that racial Judaism had become incoherent, the Christian Jews were 
expelled for not recognizing him as the Messiah. It didn't matter whether your 
mother was Jewish; the ultimate determinant of Jewishness had become rejection 
of Christ, and that rejection led inexorably to revolution. 

II 

Debate over who the Jews are never ceases. Such debate comes up against a 
basic philosophical issue, something akin to the nominalism of William of Ock
ham. The issue revolves around the use of the word "Jew." Just what does the word 
refer to? Does it refer to anything at all, or is it like the word "tree," a word which, 
according to the nominalists, has no clear meaning, since in the real world the 
only thing which exists are individual birches, maples, etc? According to this un
written rule of discourse, the term "Jew" refers to no category of beings in reality. 
Use of the term "Jew" as a category is, as a result, ipso facto evidence of anti
Semitism. 

This reasoning is not a new phenomenon. Hilaire Belloc noticed it in England 
in the 1920S, when he wrote that if anyone "exposed a financial swindler who hap
pened to be a Jew, he was an anti-Semite. Ifhe exposed a group of Parliamentar
ians taking money from the Jews, he was an anti-Semite. If he did no more than 
call a Jew a Jew, he was an anti-Semite.''3 

Things have gotten worse since Belloc's time. Now it is impossible to write 
about Jews without opening oneself to the charge of anti-Semitism, as Belloc's 
current place in the literary firmament now shows. It is impossible to refer to Bel-
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loc in polite circles without the mandatory disclaimer that he was an anti-Semite, 
partly because he wrote one book about the Jews. His views on Islam are much 
more censorious than his views on Jews, but that fact never gets mentioned. Nor is 
it obligatory to refer to Belloc as anti-Muslim. 

If anything, what Belloc said then is a fortiori true today. Calling a Jew a Jew 
mayor may not be prima facie evidence of anti-Semitism, but criticizing a group 
of people as Jews is regularly taken as such evidence. This is because it indicates 
that the group exists, that it has definable beliefs (at least in many contexts) and 
that it can, therefore, act in a certain way, and can even be criticized for so acting. 
All of this does not change the fact that the main task confronting anyone who de
cides to write about the Jews is precisely what he means by that term. It is precisely 
in the manipulation of the term "Jew" that its political benefits lie. 

Since the term Jew actually gets used with some frequency, its use is deter
mined by the political advantage of those who use it. 4 Thus, it is permissible in 
some circles to use the group designation when Jews are victims of some attack, 
but any reference to Jews as the perpetrators of some attack is, again, ipso facto 
evidence of anti-Semitism and also a sign of conspiracy mania as well. It's heads 
I win, tails you lose. So, again, according to another variation of the canons of 
contemporary discourse, it is permissible to say that Jews played a large role in the 
civil rights movement, but it would be anti-Semitic to say that they played a large 
role in the abortion rights movement. 

Christians, however, must believe that there is a definite Jewish people who 
will perdure till the end of time. St Paul, addressing the Romans, says: "if the root 
is holy so are the branches" (Romans 11.16). St John Chrysostom, commenting 
on St Paul's speech, explains that the root refers to Abraham and the patriarchs, 
"from whom all the Jewish nation proceeded, as branches from that root: and ... 
these branches are to be esteemed holy, not only because of the root they proceed
ed from, but also because they worshipped the true God. And if some, or a great 
many of these branches, have been broken, they may, as it is said (v.23) be ingrafted 
again. And you, Gentiles, ought to remember that, you were of yourselves a wild
olive tree: and it is only by the merciful call of God, that you have the happiness 
to be ingrafted upon the same root as the patriarchs; and so by imitating the faith 
of Abraham are become his spiritual children, and heirs of the promises, and by 
that means have been made partakers of the root .... And let me tell you, as to the 
Jews, if they abide not still in unbelief, God is able to ingraft them again into their 
own olive-tree: and it seems more easy, that they, who are naturally branches of 
the sweet olive-tree, should bring forth good fruit, when they shall be ingrafted 
in their own olive-tree, being of the race of Abraham, to whom the promises were 
made.''5 

III 
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The Christian then holds that the Jewish people have a perduring role and are 
at least in part defined by their refusal of the New Covenant and by their relation
ship to Abraham and his "seed". In order to discuss who counts as a Jew it might 
be helpful to offer a working definition. We might say that there is a disjunctive 
positive component: A person who is related by birth or conversion to those simi
larly related by birth or conversion to Abraham6- and a negative component: A 
person who has not renounced Judaism by embracing another faith (especially 
Christianity). 

The renowned Jewish scholar Jacob Neusner, makes clear a distinction be
tween Judaists and Jews, when he says: "The ethnic group does not define the reli
gious system .... All Judaists-those who practice the religion, Judaism-are Jews, 
but not all Jews are Judaists. That is to say, all those who practice the religion, 
Judaism, by definition fall into the ethnic group, the Jews, but not all members of 
the ethnic group practice Judaism.'? 

However, Neusner adds, tellingly, that Christianity plays a special role in de
fining who counts as a Jew either ethnically or religiously: "the ethnic community 
opens its doors not by reason of outsiders' adopting the markers of ethnicity ... 
but by reason of adopting what is not ethnic but religious .... While not all Jews 
practice Judaism, in the iron-clad consensus among contemporary Jews, Jews who 
practice Christianity cease to be part of the ethnic Jewish community, while those 
who practice Buddhism remain within."8 

Without knowing it, Neusner is simply restating the thesis of this book: when 
Judaism rejected Christ it rejected Logos as well. In rejecting Christ, Judaism took 
on a negative identity, something that many Jews have realized at one time or 
another. The recent Jewish convert to Catholicism, Roy Schoeman, writes: "I re
member praying, 'Let me know your name-1 don't mind if you are Buddha, and 
I have to become a Buddhist; I don't mind if you are Apollo, and I have to become 
a Roman pagan; 1 don't mind if you are Krishna, and I have to become a Hindu; as 
long as you are not Christ and I have to become a Christian'!''9 Schoeman presum
ably recognizes this perverse and deep-seated enmity to Logos as having come 
from a perversion of what was handed down by Moses.10 

Such enmity to Logos as represented in the person ofJesus Christ is present in 
the Talmud. Princeton Jewish scholar Peter Schaefer notes that Talmudic stories 
mock claims of Jesus's birth from the Virgin Mary, challenge His claim to be the 
Messiah, and state that He was rightly executed for blasphemy and idolatry,11 and 
that He resides in Hell, where His followers will go. Schaefer makes the startling 
claim that, rather than being ill-informed and ephemeral, parts of the Babylonian 
Talmud, such narratives betray a remarkably high level of familiarity with the 
Gospels-especially Matthew and John-and represent a deliberate and sophis
ticated anti-Christian polemic." And while many Jews may never read such pas
sages there can be little doubt that they arose from the defining rejection of Christ 
by many Jews of His time, a rejection that finds echoes in present day attitudes to 
Christian converts from Judaism. 
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Ironically, the very Talmud that vilifies Christ appears to provide some evi
dence that He is the Messiah. The Talmud admits the central role ofJesus in salva
tion history in a number of significant if indirect ways. Roy Schoeman points out 
that in order to ensure that the Temple sacrifice had been successful in expiating 
the sins of the Jews, the priests and rabbis would watch to make sure that a scar
let thread had turned white. He cites the Talmudic verse from Rosh Hashanah 
31b, "For forty years before the destruction of the Temple the thread of scarlet 
never turned white but it remained red." According to Schoeman, the Talmud 
itself "unwittingly confirms" that the Temple sacrifices failed 40 years before the 
destruction of the Temple in 70 AD (i.e., at the time when Christ died and the veil 
covering the Holy of Holies was rent in two) when it "recounts that from that time 
on ... the scarlet thread never again turned white." According to the Talmud, the 
Temple was destroyed because therein prevailed "hatred without a cause." The 
Talmud might be said to be referring in some mysterious way to Christ's own 
words in John 15:18-25: "They hated me without a cause." The Talmud, in other 
words, "is exhibiting a gift of prophecy, stating a profound truth that unknow
ingly confirms Jesus' identity as the Messiah, although unaware of that fact."13 

While the Talmud refers to the justice of Christ's execution, the Christian 
must believe that Christ died for our sins. According to the Catholic Church: " 
'sinners were the authors and the ministers of all the sufferings that the divine Re
deemer endured.' Taking into account the fact that our sins affect Christ himself, 
the Church does not hesitate to impute to Christians the gravest responsibility 
for the torments inflicted upon Jesus, a responsibility with which they have all 
too often burdened the Jews alone." Moreover, the Catholic Catechism goes on to 
quote from an earlier Catechism: "We, however, profess to know him. And when 
we deny him by our deeds, we in some way seem to lay violent hands on him."14 

It is all too easy to minimize this profound teaching, but in maximizing it 
we fall into another grave error by claiming that Jews were not primarily respon
sible at the time and place for bringing about the actual event in history that is 
known as the crucifixion. Such a position directly contradicts the Gospel accounts 
and makes any understanding of the nature of the Jewish split impossible. After 
all, that famous Jewish convert St Peter (Acts 3.14-15) refers directly to those who 
killed Christ in addressing and appealing to the very people he saw as having done 
this. This rejection of Logos, rooted in an historical event, continues to playa part 
in what it means to be a Jew. 

IV 

In dealing with such complex and highly controversial matters it is important 
to be clear on what is not being said as well as what is. Clearly the Christian must 
hold certain views regarding the Jewish people, if only regarding their existence 
and continuance to the Second Coming as a people. Any individual Jew, like any
one else, can choose to follow Logos. He may follow the "lower Logos" of the Natu-
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ral Moral Law-Le., the law that St Paul tells us is written in the hearts of men. 
That law, fully understood, leads ultimately to Christ and the Church He founded. 
We might call the latter the Higher Logos. Deliberate rejection of Logos is deliber
ate rejection of salvation. A spirit founded on rejection of Logos can only lead to 
disaster. True, people may be more or less ignorant-for all sorts of reasons-of 
Logos. But there is a special tragedy if a member of the Chosen people rejects what 
he or she was chosen for-as we see in the Gospels. 

Anyone can choose to reject Logos-all of us do this or are tempted to reject 
the lower Logos every day. But to have the rejection of the Higher Logos at the un
avoidable core of one's religion or even as a determining factor of who is to count 
as a member of one's community means that a revolutionary spirit is entwined 
with that community. 

By revolution we mean revolution against Logos-the deepest kind of revolu
tion.'5 This Jewish revolutionary spirit is, as we have said, an internal (understood 
as above) enemy of Christianity. But so too are those Christian heresies that have, 
in one way or another attacked Christ, His Church, or the Natural Moral Law. 
Part of the history to be recounted in this book is the story of the relationship 
between the history of the Jews and the attacks on the Universal Church by Chris
tian heretics linked to Jews or heavily influenced by Jews. 

One example of such an alliance, typical of the history this volume is con
cerned with, is the Arian/Jewish alliance in the 4th Century. John Henry Newman, 
in his work The Arians of the Fourth Century, makes the following observations: 

It is ... a question, whether the mere performance of the rites of the Law, of which 
Christ came as anti-type and repealer, has not a tendency to withdraw the mind 
from the contemplation of the more glorious and real images of the Gospel; so 
that the Christians of Antioch would diminish their reverence towards the true 
Savior of man, in proportion as they trusted to the media of worship provided 
for a time by the Mosaic ritual.... In the Epistle addressed to them, the Judaizers 
are described as men laboring under an irrational fascination, fallen from grace, 
and self-excluded from the Christian privileges; when in appearance they were 
but using, what on the one hand might be called mere external forms, and on the 
other, had actually been delivered to the Jews on Divine authority .... If we turn 
to the history of the Church, we seem to see the evils in actual existence, which 
the Apostle anticipated in prophecy; that is, we see, that in the obsolete furni
ture of the Jewish ceremonial, there was in fact retained the pestilence of Jewish 
unbelief, tending (whether directly or not, at least eventually) to introduce fun
damental error respecting the Person of Christ.16 

Ultimately, the doctrinal issues are not the main issue. During the 4th cen
tury, the Jews sided with the Arians because they had become habituated to pro
moting revolution. In practical terms, John Henry Newman notes, "in the popular 
risings which took place in Antioch and Alexandria in favor of Arianism, the Jews 
sided with the heretical party, evincing thereby, not indeed any definite interest 
in the subject of dispute, but a sort of spontaneous feeling, that the side of heresy 
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was their natural position; and further, that its spirit, and the character which it 
created, were congenial to their own."17 

This book records how such a "spontaneous feeling" has played itself out in 
history, in a conflict between Judaism, Jewish movements, heresies and the Catho
lic Church. 

Rabbi Louis Israel Newman18 points out how Jews have consistently support
ed revolutionary movements throughout history. Jews joined forces with heretics 
during the Albigensian crisis, the Hussite revolution, the Reformation, and at the 
birth of modern England. They joined forces with revolutionaries during The En
lightenment, the Russian Revolution and the Civil Rights movement. We also see 
the conflict between the Church and Judaism working itself out at the birth of the 
Spanish Inquisition, the spread of the Polish empire and the Chmielnicki rebel
lion that began the break-up of that empire. Finally, we see a Jewish presence in 
the rise of the American Empire. 

As always, movements are led by the few-a few often unrepresentative of 
the many. The evolutionary psychologist Kevin MacDonald, in examining Jew
ish movements, has suggested the following approach to the issue-that a Jewish 
movement is a movement dominated by Jews "with no implication that all or most 
Jews are involved in these movements and restrictions on what the movements 
are," and that one must "determine whether the Jewish participants in those 
movements identified as Jews and thought of their involvement in the movement 
as advancing specific Jewish interests." He adds that involvement may be uncon
scious or involve self-deception, but in many of the cases he examines, it is more 
straightforward.19 A revolutionary movement may be led by religious or non-reli
gious Jews and still count as a Jewish revolutionary movement!O 

The Catholic response to the revolutionary Jewish rejection of Logos came to 
be known as "Sicut Iudeis non ... ," a doctrine codified by Pope Gregory the Great 
and reiterated by virtually every pope after him. According to "Sicut Iudeis non ... ," 
no one has the right to harm Jews or disrupt their worship services, but the Jews 
have, likewise, no right to corrupt the faith or morals of Christians or subvert 
Christian societies. 

Since the time of Gregory the Great, the church has applied "Sicut Iudeis 
non . .. ," even at the risk of appearing "anti-Semitic," a charge which has become 
more frequent in modern times. One of the classic instances which we are given 
of "modern" anti-Semitism is the pastoral letter on morals which was issued by 
Augustine Cardinal Hlond, the primate of Poland, on February 29, 1936. The part 
beginning "It is true that Jews ... have a corruptive influence on morals, and that 
their publishing houses are spreading pornography ... " is invariably quoted as 
proof of Hlond's anti-Semitism, but no mention is made of what follows. Hlond's 
pastoral letter is a classic instance of the two part teaching on the Jews that goes 
by the name of "Sicut Iudeis non . .. " I will now quote the passage on the Jews in 
full: 
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So long as Jews remain Jews, a Jewish problem exists and will continue to exist. 
This question varies in intensity and degree from country to country. It is espe
cially difficult in our country, and ought to be the object of serious consideration. 
I shall touch briefly here on its moral aspects in connection with the situation 
today. 

It is a fact that Jews are waging war against the Catholic Church, that they are 
steeped in free-thinking and constitute the vanguard of atheism, the Bolshevik 
movement, and revolutionary activity. It is a fact that Jews have a corruptive in
fluence on morals, and that their publishing houses are spreading pornography. 
It is true that Jews are perpetrating fraud, practicing usury, and dealing in pros
titution. It is true that, from a religious and ethical point of view, Jewish youth 
are having a negative influence on the Catholic youth in our schools. But let us 
be fair. Not all Jews are this way. There are very many Jews who are believers, 
honest, just, kind, and philanthropic. There is a healthy, edifying sense of family 
in very many Jewish homes. We know Jews who are ethically outstanding, noble, 
and upright. 

I warn against that moral stance, imported from abroad [he is clearly thinking of 
Germany] that is basically and ruthlessly anti-Jewish. It is contrary to Catholic 
ethics. One may love one's own nation more, but one may not hate anyone. Not 
even Jews. It is good to prefer your own kind when shopping, to avoid Jewish 
stores and Jewish stalls in the marketplace, but it is forbidden to demolish a Jew
ish store, damage their merchandise, break windows, or throw things at their 
homes. One should stay away from the harmful moral influence of Jews, keep 
away from their anti-Christian culture, and especially boycott the Jewish press 
and demoralizing Jewish publications. But it is forbidden to assault, beat up, 
maim, or slander Jews. One should honor Jews as human beings and neighbors, 
even though we do not honor the indescribable tragedy of that nation, which 
was the guardian of the idea of the Messiah and from which was born the Savior. 
When divine mercy enlightens a Jew to sincerely accept his and our Messiah, let 
us greet him into our Christian ranks with joy. 

Beware of those who are inciting anti-Jewish violence. They are serving a bad 
cause. Do you know who is giving the orders? Do you know who is intent on 
these riots? No good comes from these rash actions. And it is Polish blood that is 
sometimes being shed at them.' ! 

Cardinal Hlond was not expressing racial hatred here; he was warning his 
Polish flock about the dangers of Bolshevism, which, as all of Europe had learned 
during the 1920S, was an essentially Jewish movement. Cardinal Hlond was op
posing Jewish revolutionary activity on the one hand, but he was also opposing 
the vicious reaction to Jewish revolutionary activity that was known as Nazism, 
which had taken over Germany at that time. The Church was consistent in its op
position to revolution on the one hand, and in defending the Jews against genuine 
persecution on the other. Both parts of this teaching are necessary. If either one is 
ignored, trouble follows. 
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This, of course, is precisely what happened in the wake of the Second Vatican 
Council. Nostra Aetate, the council document on other religions, was supposed to 
usher in a new era of interfaith dialogue, with Jews in particular. What followed 
can best be gleaned from a sampling of statements issued both around the time of 
or as part of what claimed to be a celebration of the document's 40th anniversary. 
In his book A Moral Reckoning: the Role of the Catholic Church in the Holocaust 
and its Unfulfilled Duty of Repair, Daniel Jonah Goldhagen wrote, "For centuries 
the Catholic Church ... harbored anti-Semitism at its core, as an integral part of its 
doctrine, its theology and its liturgy."" As his contribution to a "celebration" of 
40 years of Nostra Aetate, Yona Metzger, Israel's chief rabbi, wrote in the Jesuit 
magazine America that in Nostra Aetate, the Church rejected "the normative view 
of Jews that had been held throughout Christendom for many centuries" namely, 
that "the Jews rejected Christ and were guilty of the crime of deicide; consequent
ly, they had been rejected by the Creator in favor of the Christians," who were "the 
new Israel." Rabbi Metzger went on to say that this attitude of "supercessionism," 
and "the teaching of contempt," "laid the groundwork for centuries of discrimina
tion, persecution and violence against Jews, culminating in the Shoah, in which 
one-third ofJewry was murdered:"3 

This book then is the story of those movements that embody a spirit of rebel
lion (conscious or unconscious) against Logos, which more often than not meant 
an attack on Christ and His Church through history. This spirit is embodied not 
just in Judaism but in numerous Christian heresies and secular movements. 

The Good Friday prayers of the Catholic Church reach out to those affected 
with such a spirit. The 1962 Good Friday prayer for the Jews reads: 

Let us pray also for the Jews that the Lord our God may take the veil from their 
hearts and that they also may acknowledge our Lord Jesus Christ. Let us pray: 
Almighty and everlasting God, you do not refuse your mercy even to the Jews; 
hear the prayers which we offer for the blindness of that people so that they may 
acknowledge the light of your truth, which is Christ, and be delivered from their 
darkness. 

The Church had amended the prayer from an earlier version referring to "per
fidious" or "faithless" Jews. Since that time it has been further amended, even 
to the point of ambiguity. However, with Pope Benedict XVI's recent Summo
rum Pontificum motu proprio, the 1962 prayer will be more commonly heard. The 
prayer now reads as follows: "Let us pray for the Jews. That our God and Lord 
may enlighten their hearts, so that they may recognize Jesus Christ, the Savior 
of all men. Let us pray. Let us bend our knees. Rise. Almighty and eternal God, 
who wants all of mankind to be saved and gain knowledge of the truth, grant that 
when the fullness of peoples enters your Church all ofIsrael may be save. Through 
Christ, our Lord." Far from being "anti-Semitic" it is, as the Jewish atheist Israel 
Shahak noted, "a prayer which asked the Lord to have mercy on Jews .. :"4 
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The rewriting of the 1962 prayer in a way that retains the orginal explicit call 
for conversion is a sign that the post-Vatican II era is drawing to a close. No
where is the need for closure and re-evaluation more urgent than in the Church's 
teaching on the Jews. Nostra Aetate, the council's document on non-Christian 
religions, was supposed to inaugurate a new era of interfaith dialogue. What it led 
to instead was a condemnation of the heart of the Gospel's call for conversion as 
"supercessionism" and confusion in the face of an increasingly imperious foreign 
policy under the leadership of what is now called the "Israel Lobby." 

By the time Daniel Jonah Goldhagen's attack on Pius XII appeared, it had 
become apparent that the 40 years of interfaith dialogue inaugurated by Nostra 
Aetate had resulted in apparent heresy on the part of leading Church authorities, 
diatribes on the part ofJews, and political disaster for the entire world. When the 
Church acquiesced to the Jewish interpretation of Nostra Aetate, she opened the 
door to the rise of neoconservative foreign policy in the United States, which led 
to the disastrous war in Iraq. Dialogue in this context has reached a dead end on 
both theological and political levels. It is my hope that this book will promote a 
rethinking of these issues and a return to the wisdom of tradition. 

No book of this size can come into existence without help. At this point I 
would like to acknowledge the assistance of James G. Bruen, Anthony S. McCa
rthy, Jeffrey J. Langan and John Beaumont for the assistance they provided in 
bringing this book out. 
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Synagogue of Satan 

Chapter One 

The Synagogue of Satan 

Sensing that Hellenistic hegemony over Palestine had r. un its course, Pompey 
played off the descendants of Alexander the Great's generals against each 
other as a prelude to seizing power and completing the ring of Roman rule 

around the Mediterranean, the ocean the Romans called "ours." In 64 BC Pompey 
deposed Phillip II, the last Seleucid, and made Syria a Roman province. Pompey 
soon learned the Jews would not be incorporated into the Empire without a strug
gle, just as his successors found they could not keep the Jews in the Empire with
out bitter struggles. 

One year after taking Syria without firing a shot, so to speak, Pompey was 
enmired in a siege of Jerusalem. He called for battering rams from Tyre and had 
trees felled to cross the moats surrounding the city walls, but success was uncer
tain. The Jews had water and food; they also had the Temple to their god, about 
which Pompey had heard impressive if contradictory reports. While Pompey sat 
outside the walls, the priests sacrificed to their god, who seemed disposed to hold 
the Romans at bay. 

So Pompey studied the Jewish religion. The Jewish prohibition against work 
on the Sabbath allowed bearing arms only to defend against attack. The Roman 
soldiers therefore laid down their arms on the Jewish Sabbath and instead under
mined the city's walls, against which Jewish religious scruple allowed no action. 

In June 63 BC one Temple tower fell. Roman soldiers poured through the 
breach into the Temple precincts where they slaughtered the Jewish priests. Many 
Jews committed suicide by throwing themselves off the Temple battlements. Oth
ers immolated themselves on pyres intended for sacrificial animals. All in all, 
12,000 Jews died. With victory imminent, Pompey's curiosity about the inner 
sanctum of the Jewish Temple replaced the concerns of war. Wading through the 
blood of slain priests, Pompey penetrated to the holy of holies to find that the 
object ofJewish worship was not an ass's head, as Alexandrian propagandists had 
claimed. He discovered that, in Roman terms, there was no object of worship. Per
haps Pompey found the empty shrine unsettling; perhaps he was disconcerted by 
a presence he felt even though no object represented it. Either way, Pompey halted 
before the Temple treasury with its gold and retreated empty-handed. 

The Temple was left standing, but the walls of Jerusalem were razed. A tax 
was levied against the Jews in amounts appropriate to a conquered province. The 
Temple had been violated, but it remained intact. Temple sacrifices continued, but 
Israel ceased to exist as a nation with a state. 

Pompey executed the most fanatical Jewish revolutionaries, the Zealots. He 
named the pliable, dim-witted Hyrcanus high-priest and ethnarch, ensuring he 

27 



The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit 

was only a figurehead by putting him under the authority of Antipater, whom he 
made governor ofJudaea. The more formidable Aristobulus was sent to Rome with 
his son Antigonus and a horde ofJewish prisoners, whose descendants, known as 
libertini, or the emancipated, settled on the right bank of the Tiber on the slopes 
of the Vatican hill. The bridge across the Tiber was known as the Pons Judaeorum, 
indicating the race of the settlers, and that they had been there for a long time. 

Defeat led to Jewish dispersion. From that dispersed seemingly hopeless posi
tion, the descendants of the Jews began to wage, in Graetz's words, "a new kind 
of warfare against long-established Roman institutions" which would ultimately 
"modify or partly destroy them,''' Graetz is referring to Christianity-the most 
successful Jewish sect, in his view. To conquer Rome from within, Judaism had to 
be modified, however, and it "became estranged from and placed itself in harsh 
antagonism to the parent source.''' But Graetz could have referred to other Jewish 
sects that were not estranged because, while they were swallowed by the Roman 
empire, they refused to be digested by it. As Roman oppression increased, Jewish 
settlements across the empire became the source of insurrection and revolution
ary activity that would threaten the existence of the empire in a different way from 
the ultimately successful Christian threat. 

The Romans were generally adept at ruling conquered nations, but Roman 
rule in Palestine was a story of blunders and oppression. Because the Maccabees 
had thrown off Greek hegemony 100 years before Pompey's triumph, a similar 
victory against the Romans didn't seem impossible. The defeat of the Jews by yet 
another foreign power, together with the arrogance and blunders of the Romans 
thus fueled apocalyptic fervor among the Jews. 

Apocalyptic literature started under the Hellenistic hegemony due to Alex
ander the Great's conquests in 333 Be. Antiochus IV Epiphanes pressed assimila
tion in 167 BC by abolishing Jewish practices and establishing the cult of Zeus in 
the Temple. He ordered pagan sacrifice on the new altar of the Temple. The priest 
Mattathias and his five sons called upon the Jews to revolt. Three years of war fol
lowed, during which the Book of Daniel was written. Daniel is the first in a series 
of Apocalypses, or revelations of things hidden, that culminate in the book of 
Revelation, which completes the canon of Christian scripture. Apocalyptic writ
ing enjoyed its greatest popularity from 200 BC to 100 AD, a time of distress and 
persecution for Jews and then for Christians. Daniel, according to the editors of 
New American Bible, "was composed during the bitter persecution carried on by 
Antiochus IV Epiphanes (167-164) and was written to strengthen and comfort the 
Jewish people in their ordeal" by showing "that men of faith can resist temptation 
and conquer adversity."> 

In the second chapter of Daniel, King Nebuchadnezzar dreams of a statue 
with feet of clay, which none of his sages can interpret. Daniel explains the four 
parts of the statue correspond to four kingdoms which will rule the earth. The 
fourth kingdom "will crush and break all of the earlier kingdoms" in a sequence of 
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events familiar to the inhabitants of Palestine. But the fourth kingdom under the 
dominion of the fourth beast "shall devour" as well "the whole earth, beat it down 
and crush it." The Book of Daniel is describing the trajectory of human history in 
a fallen world. One empire follows the other; the only constant: oppression, with 
each successive kingdom more tyrannical than the previous one. 

The Book of Daniel also proposes an "end to history." "A stone broke away, 
untouched by any hand, and struck the statue, struck its feet of iron and earth
enware and shattered them." According to Daniel's interpretation: "In the time 
of these kings the God of heaven will set up a kingdom which shall never be de
stroyed, and this kingdom will not pass into the hands of another race; it will shat
ter and absorb all the previous kingdoms and itself last for ever-just as you saw 
the stone untouched by hand break from the mountain and shatter iron, bronze, 
earthenware, silver and gold." 

After the triumph of the worst and most oppressive fourth kingdom, Daniel 
has another vision in which "I saw One like a son of man coming on the clouds of 
heaven." The "son of man" is the messianic designation; the Messiah will establish 
dominion unlike any other. "His dominion is an everlasting dominion that shall 
not be taken away; his kingship shall not be destroyed." The divided lower part 
of the statue-half clay and half iron-probably refers to the failed merger of the 
Seleucids and the Ptolomies, Alexander the Great's successors who failed to keep 
his legacy of conquest unified. The fourth kingdom is traditionally taken as Rome, 
but that can be ascribed only to prophecy or hindsight. 

Pompey did what Daniel said the fourth beast would do: he conquered Jeru
salem in 63 Be. He crushed the kingdom of clay and iron, but his victory only in
tensified the Messianic expectation. The triumph of the fourth kingdom indicated 
that the Messiah's coming was imminent. The Son of Man was to deliver the Jews 
from foreign oppression and inaugurate an unending kingdom that would break 
apart all empires. Oppression fueled Messianic fervor. The Messiah "became more 
superhuman as the situation became more hopeless.'l! The Messiah became for the 
oppressed Jewish people "a mighty warrior" to destroy Israel's foes and "take cap
tive the leader of the Romans and bring him in chains to Mount Zion, where he 
will put him to death" and "establish a kingdom which shall last to the end of the 
world." Deliverance from political oppression would occur in the only manner the 
Jewish people considered pOSSible-through a mighty general who "would show 
himself invincible in war." As the conflict with Rome became bitterer, "messianic 
fantasies became with many Jews an obsessive preoccupation."5 

From the Christian perspective, the apocalyptic age culminated in Christ. Je
sus, repeatedly referring to himself as "the Son of Man," was invoking the proph
ecy in Daniel and pointing to himself as the inaugurator of the Messianic King
dom. As his earthly life became more public, it became clear that Jesus was no 
mighty warrior of the sort the Jews admired in King David. He claimed to be of 
the House of David, but it was unclear how a man who was not a warrior was go
ing to bring freedom to captives held in bondage by Roman arms. 
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The Jewish desire for a "superhuman" savior found fulfillment and disap
pointment in Jesus Christ. Christ convinced his followers He was superhuman, 
but he disabused them of the notion He was merely a more powerful version of 
David or Alexander the Great or Caesar. "Superman" is a comic book figure cre
ated in America during the Depression by Jerry Siegel and Joe Schuster, Jews of 
eastern European extraction who couldn't expunge the idea of a Messiah from 
their consciousness.6 But it also bespeaks a perennial inability to see supernature 
as anything more than a comic exaggeration of the military heroes who conquered 
the Jews. 

The Superman fantasy has plagued the Jews since the time of Christ. Was the 
Son of Man the same as Superman? Was the Kingdom of God a more powerful 
version of Rome? How would the Messiah overthrow Rome? How would the stone 
untouched by human hands shatter the fourth kingdom? No one had the answers 
because, ultimately, the ambiguity could only be cleared up by the Messiah, the 
Son of Man, Himself. Arrival of the kingdom is a central theme of the synoptic 
gospels, and Jesus, in calling himself "the Son of Man" reminds us he fulfills the 
destiny of this mysterious figure. Jesus identified himself as the "Son of Man," 
but his encounters with his fellow Jews showed their difficulty in distinguishing 
between the "Son of Man" and a fantasy Superman. 

Graetz claims "the rapacity of the Roman rulers" intensified "the longing for 
the deliverer announced in the prophetical writings" so much that "any highly 
gifted individual ... would have readily found disciples and believers in his Messi
anic mission.''? That would have come as a surprise to Jesus. The Gospel oOohn de
scribes Jesus in increasingly acrimonious debate with "the lost sheep of the House 
of Israel," the very people he came to save, who, according to Graetz, were willing 
to accept "any highly gifted individual" as their Messiah. The Jews' longing for 
release from Roman oppression increased with each year, but it fixated on a figure 
who wielded military power. The Nazarean was proposing something else, and 
the conflict with Jewish expectations led to increasingly bitter heated discussions 
and recriminations until the Jews who rejected Jesus finally sought his death. 

The first coming of Christ created a crisis for the Jews. In the Gospels, the 
Jews define themselves by their relationship to the man who claims to be the "Son 
of Man" or the Messiah. As a result, the discussion of Messianic expectations be
comes very quickly a discussion of what it means to be a Jew. Klaus Wengst says 
that "the Gospel ofJohn was written out of the situation of a hard-pressed Jewish 
Christian minority which found itself in the period following 70 AD confronted 
by the opposition of rabbinical orthodoxy."8 

Whether the Gospel of St. John was written after the destruction of the Tem
ple, as Wengst maintains, or before, as Markus Barth maintains, Roman hege
mony created the political context for both groups ofJews, for "those who rejected 
Christ and for the Jews and non-Jews who believed in him as the Messiah."9 

The conflict between these two groups oOews pervades the Gospel of St. John. 
That gospel, in which the term "Jew" appears 71 times, is a protracted discussion 
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of what it means to be a Jew. Who are "the Jews"? Well, it depends; the word has 
different meanings in different contexts, but the context gets increasingly specific 
and increasingly hostile as the Gospel narrative progresses, leading ultimately to 
a break between "the Jews" and Jesus that leads to His death. 

One of the most interesting consequences of the Anti-Defamation League's 
attack on Mel Gibson's The Passion was the focus on whether the gospels are anti
Semitic. Abraham Foxman and Rabbi James Rudin condemned the film because it 
contained the passage from Matthew 27:25 when the Jewish people shout to Pilate, 
"His blood be on us and our children." But, if the statement is anti-Semitic, then 
the fault lies not with Mel Gibson but with St. Matthew. By thus framing the is
sue, Foxman and Rudin reveal their real position, namely, that the Gospels and 
by extension Christianity are intrinsically anti-Semitic; Mel Gibson needs to be 
censured because he makes the statement publicly, i.e., in a big budget film. Rabbi 
Daniel Lapin was appalled at Foxman and Rudin, "self-appointed Jewish leaders," 
for making a spectacle of themselves and harming the standing of all Jews in the 
United States, but Foxman and Rudin did frame the issue honestly from a specifi
cally Jewish perspective by implying that the Gospels are anti-Semitic. 

Philip S. Kaufman, a Christian Jew and Benedictine priest, tries to restore 
civility by insisting the Gospel of St. John is the least anti-Semitic (by which he 
means anti-Jewish) Gospel. Kaufman bases his argument on comparison of the 
Passion narratives, but he glosses over Chapter 8 of the Gospel of St. John, espe
cially 8:44 where Jesus tells the "Jews" that "the devil is your father," a passage 
Caron calls the most anti-Semitic New Testament passage. Trying to be irenic, 
Kaufman argues for translation of the Johannine phrase "hoi Ioudaioi" as "the 
Jerusalem officials, leaders or authorities."l0 

Kaufman would probably find a sympathetic ear in Rabbi Lapin. Rabbi Lapin, 
however, is the exception that proves the rule. Jewish leaders would not be lead
ers if they didn't have followers, and their followers continue to be unimpressed 
by Catholic ecumenical outreach. The unavoidable issue is the intrinsically anti
Jewish nature of the Christian scriptures. Indeed, the disappointment is so uni
versal since the time of Nostra Aetate, the Vatican II statement on non-Christian 
religions, that re-evaluation and course correction seems unavoidable. 

At an Evangelical-Jewish dialogue at the Evangelical Academy of Arnoldshain 
in Germany in March 1989, Micha Brumlik, a Jewish participant, got quickly to 
the point. How is dialogue possible when the "irreducible Kernel" of the Gospel 
of St. John is "intrinsically anti-Jewish"?" If that Gospel is, as Brumlik claims, 
"an embassy of hate," then the issue is not inter-faith dialogue but the identity 
of Christianity itself. If the Gospel of St. John is normative for Christianity, then 
Christianity is a religion of hate, and there is no point in engaging in dialogue 
with its adherents. Brumlik engages in the dialogue, but only to denounce the 
foundational writings of Christianity as hate speech. In the Gospel of St. John, he 
writes, 
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the message that is supposed to lead the people by way of faith and the Son to 
the Father, is in reality a message of maginalization, fear, anxiety and hate. There 
is no other scripture in the New Testament, in which Christianity more fully 
achieves its non-Jewish identity, and there is no other scripture in which the 
marginalization of the Jews, and by that I mean Judaism, is achieved in such a 
sharp, irreconcilable and unbridgeable manner as in the Gospel according to 
John." 

St. John achieves this by portraying Jews "both in the form of the spontane
ous Mob as well as in the form of the political religious leadership" as "murderers, 
assassins and killers." Even the Jews who believed in Jesus, "insofar as they wanted 
to remain Jews," have to hear themselves denounced as "children of the Devil.'''3 

The heart of the matter for Brumlik lies in Chapter 8, which he sees as "proto
racist" and manifesting "politically and socio-psychologically explainable delu
sions" tied together in a "consistent Satanology" demonizing the Jews and giving 
them "no chance.'''4 According to Brumlik, St. John portrays the Jews "as a group 
of people, who don't recognize Jesus as the Son of God because they are ontologi
cally and constitutionally incapable of recognizing him as such. This is part and 
parcel, according to this view, of the satanic nature of the Jews. They can't recog
nize him and so they must persecute him: "Why don't you understand what I am 
saying? Because you can't hear my word. The Devil is your father, and you prefer 
to do what your father wants. He was a murderer from the start and was never 
grounded in the truth; there is no truth in him at all."'I5 

The Gospels are not and cannot be construed as anti-Semitic, because, as Ca
ron points out in Qui son les ,,!uifs" de l'evangile de Jean? "It is clear that the ex
pression does not include the entirety of the Jewish people. Jesus and his disciples, 
along with John the Baptist, are Jews.''I6 The term "Jew," according to Caron, "is 
not used in an ethnic or racial sense.''I7 The Gospels cannot be anti-Semitic because 
the antagonists are all Semites. The Gospels do not espouse hatred of individuals 
because of race; it would be impossible for them to do so because the Christians in 
the Gospels are all Jews. This does not preclude, however, the "anti-Jewish" nature 
of the Gospels, depending on how one defines the term. 

How is the term "Jew" used? Brumlik is not helpful here. He's unable to clar
ify the issue because clarification revolves around the true identity of Christ. The 
Gospel of St. John, according to Brumlik, portrays "Jews, in fact all Jews, insofar 
as they are Jews-which is to say, insofar as they hold fast to their position as chil
dren of Abraham-as essentially damned enemies of Jesus.''IS Jesus would prob
ably object, not because damnation was not a real possibility for his opponents 
(see Matthew 23:15, 23:33)-but because Brumlik portrays them as loyal children of 
Abraham, a contention Jesus rejects in John 8:37: "If you were Abraham's children, 
you would do as Abraham did." 

The Gospel of St. John is not and cannot be construed as anti-Semitic, but 
is it, as Brumlik claims, "judenfeindlich"?19 Is it anti-Jewish? Following scripture 
scholar Raymond Brown's lead, Kaufman avoids the issue, claiming that by "oi 
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Ioudaioi," St. John means "Jewish leaders." "To capture its correct meaning," 
Kaufman writes, "tous Ioudaious and hoi Ioudaioi could be translated in the same 
verse as 'the Jerusalem officials, leaders or authorities.""o Kaufman says "the ten
dency in the past to fuel anti-Semitism by that Gospel's frequent use of the phrase 
'the Jews,'" could "be eliminated by the translation of hoi Ioudaioi as 'hostile Jeru
salem leaders,' where that translation is justified in the context.'''! Kaufman gripes 
that several new translations of the Bible eliminated sexist language but" did not 
at the same time correct 'anti-Jewish' language." Unless better translations are 
made, "such corrections should be made in lectionaries and all materials used for 
pubic reading and study.'''' 

Translating "oi Ioudaioi" as "the Jewish leaders" creates its own problems. 
Nicodemus and Joseph of Arimethea were Jewish leaders, but they were also fol
lowers of Christ and thus proof there was as little unanimity among leaders as 
among followers. Brumlik rightly rejects translation of oi Ioudaioi as "leaders" 
because that would hide what John makes clear, namely, "that he's talking not just 
about the Pharisees but about all Jews ... :"3 At the beginning of the Gospel of St. 
John hoi Ioudaioi means all of the Jews; by the end of that Gospel it means all of 
the Jews who have rejected Christ. 

The Jews aren't Judeans or Pharisees or other groups opposing the followers 
ofJesus; they are, in Brumlik's view, the Jewish people!4 The fact that the "divine 
Word" of the Christians was a Jew doesn't change the fundamentally anti-Jewish 
nature of this gospel.'s Brumlik concludes that dialogue between Christians and 
Jews is impossible if either takes the Gospel of St. John as its starting pOint!6 There 
is no possible meeting point because Jesus is the essence of Christianity, accord
ing to this gospel, and that essence is "precisely what Jews, insofar as they want to 
remain Jews, must reject"!7 

Brumlik inadvertently makes the same point as St. John. To hold onto their 
"identity," the "Jews" had to reject Christ. The "Jews" (as opposed to the entire eth
nic group, some of which accepted Christ as the Messiah) created a new identity 
for themselves, one that is essentially negative. 

St. John brings readers to this understanding gradually as the Jews define 
themselves in encounters with Christ in his gospel. Jew, in the context of the Gos
pel of St. John, cannot mean all Jews in an ethnic or racial sense, since Jesus him
self was a Jew, as were his diSciples. Caron says, "this particular use of'oi Ioudaioi' 
in the narrative context of the gospel denies us the possibility of using the expres
sion in any nationalist or ethnic sense.'''s Similarly, Caron denies "oi Ioudaioi" can 
be translated as "Jewish leaders." 

What does St. John mean when he refers to "the Jews"? When St. John uses 
the words "oi Ioudaioi," he is referring to a group that has rejected Christ. The 
coming of Christ changed Jewish identity forever, something the Jews at His time 
comprehended only with difficulty. From then, the terms "Israelite" and "Jew" 
were no longer synonyms, because, Ferdinand Hahn points out in Caron's book, 
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"the 'true Israelites'" from the Christian perspective "are precisely those who, like 
Nathaniel, recognize in Jesus the Messiah."29 

The conflict that defines "Jew" in the fourth gospel is essentially religious.30 

Caron suggests that when St. John employs "oi Ioudaioi" he means "Judaism." But 
what does Judaism mean? Both terms are defined in John's narratives. The Jews 
define themselves and their religion in light of Jesus proclaiming himself the Mes
siah. Caron notes the dialogue with the Jews invariably occurs during a religious 
festival when Jesus is either in or on his way to Jerusalem. "It is not coincidence," 
he writes, "that the confrontation with Jesus takes place precisely on the occa
sion of those celebrations." Judaism celebrates the "Jews'" identity, their origins, 
their history and their past, and anyone who questions one of these elements, as 
Jesus does, is a threat to that identity.31 The festivals celebrate and confirm Jewish 
identity; the encounters between Jesus and the "Jews" occur during the festivals 
because for John Jewish identity revolves around the person ofJesus. 

Christianity is intimately connected with Christ. Judaism is just as intimately 
connected with Jerusalem. The "Judaism in question takes on an official character. 
It has its seat in Jerusalem and it is hostile to Jesus.''321t is "Ie principal accusatu
eur" of Jesus.33 Its headquarters is in Jerusalem where all confrontations between 
Christ and "the Jews" occur; it is the center of the "systematic hostility of 'Juda
ism" against Jesus. 

St. John mentions this systematic hostility in describing the man born blind 
but healed by Jesus. Word of the miracle spread, but "the Jews [my emphasis] would 
not believe that the man had been blind and had gained his sight." To confirm (or 
discredit) the story, the "Jews" sent for the man's parents (who, like the man, were 
Jewish), who were intimidated, refusing to speak "out of fear of the Jews, who 
had already agreed to expel from the synagogue anyone who should acknowledge 
Jesus as the Christ." 

Brumlik claims there is no evidence of intra-Jewish dissension outside of the 
gospel accounts, but there is plenty within them. Some commentators claim this 
bespeaks a projection backward in time from the time of the writing of the gospel, 
which some place as late as 170 AD. The testimony ofJohn, who says he was an eye
witness whose "testimony is true," is that the split was virtually contemporaneous 
with the public ministry of Jesus. It is difficult to see how it could be otherwise. 
The claim that Jesus was the "Son of Man" required a decision by the Jews. In John 
7:11, we read that ''At the festival the Jews were on the look-out for him: "Where is 
he?" they said. People stood in groups whispering about him. Some said, "He is a 
good man"; others "No, he is leading the people astray." Yet no one spoke about 
him openly for fear of the Jews." 

The meaning of "Jew" in this context is clear: a Jew is openly hostile to Christ 
and willing to persecute those Jews who accept Him as the Messiah. John's men
tion of "fear of the Jews" indicates that Jews were then afraid of "Jews." The well
being of the Jews who accepted Christ was threatened by the Jews who rejected 
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him. The parents of the man born blind exhibit "fear of the Jews" because the 
"Jews" threaten to expel followers of Jesus, also Jews, from the synagogue. The 
identity of both groups was essentially religious, not ethnic; both identities were 
a function of Christ. The Jews who acknowledged Christ were expelled from the 
synagogue. The Jews who rejected Him, the people John calls "the Jews," defined 
themselves by that rejection. 

Unsatisfied by the parents' evasions, the "Jews sent for the man" to question 
him themselves. They ask him leading questions and tell him to "Give glory to 
God!" by testifying against Jesus, because "For our part, we know that this man 
is a sinner." The man refuses to be intimidated by "the Jews." "I only know," he 
responds, "that I was blind and now I can see." When "the Jews" want him to 
repeat his story, presumably to catch him in contradictions, the man refuses: "I 
have told you once and you wouldn't listen. Why do you want to hear it all again? 
Do you want to become his disciples too?" This outrages "the Jews," who respond 
indignantly "we are disciples of Moses." 

At another point, Jesus rejects their claim to be disciples of Moses. In John 
5:45, Jesus tells the "Jews": 

Do not imagine that I am going to accuse you before the Father: 
You place your hopes on Moses, 
and Moses will be your accuser. 
If you really believed him, 
you would believe me too, 
since it was I that he was writing about; 
but if you refuse to believe what he wrote, 
how can you believe what I say? 

The arrival ofJesus, according to St. John, is the defining moment for all Jews. 
He brings a radical discontinuity in history too, for those who claim to be fol
lowers of Moses are not what they claim to be. They are, in fact, the opposite: 
in rejecting Christ they reject Moses and everything Moses stood for. The term 
"law," usually used in the same context as Moses, the lawgiver, is also deceptive. 
Jesus refuses to admit that "the Jews" are true to the law of Moses. Instead, he re
fers repeatedly to "the Jews" as following "their law" or "your law." As Caron says, 
"The term 'law' does not refer in this case to the law of Moses or to the writings 
of Moses, but rather to the law of the 'Jews' or that of the pharisees .... The Jews 
are not faithful to the former but rather to their own law, or put another way, to a 
false interpretation of the law of Moses.''l4 The official Judaism of Jerusalem thus 
is not what it pretends to be. Judaism is not Judaism at all but rather what Caron 
calls "un pseudo-Judaisme.''l5 The "Jews" are faithful to "their law," not the law of 
Moses. 

What is true about Moses vis a vis the "Jews" who claim him as their father 
is also a fortiori true about Abraham. As the discussion of spiritual parentage 
moves from chapter 5 to chapter 8, the terms become more intimate. Instead of 
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talking about the law, the "Jews" talk about "sperma" or the biological inheritance 
of their status as the chosen people. In both cases there is a radical discontinuity 
in history. Or, to put it another way, the continuity is not what it seems. Those who 
accept Christ are the children of Abraham and Moses. Those who call themselves 
"Jews" are liars. 

St. John was a Jew. More precisely, St. John was a Jew but not "a Jew." Ac
cording to Overbeck: "the author of the fourth gospel" is "not a pagan Christian 
... he is instead a hellenistic Jew."36 Why, then, does St. John refer to the "Jews" as 
an alien "they" determined to kill Christ? The answer again revolves around how 
the meaning of the word evolves in the Gospel. John begins by describing Jesus' 
encounter with the Samaritan woman. Jesus tells the woman 

You worship what you do not know; 
we worship what we do know; 

This dichotomy is simple. Jesus is a Jew; the Samaritan woman is not. The 
distinction is important because, as Jesus says, "Salvation comes from the Jews." 
His declaration seems straight-forward; the Jews are an ethnic group that is God's 
chosen people. From this group, salvation will come. Then, as if to complicate 
things, Jesus adds 

the hour will come-is in fact already here-
when true worshippers will worship the Father in spirit and truth. 

Now that Jesus has arrived, the categories "Jew" and "true worshippers" are 
no longer synonymous. Salvation comes from the Jews, i.e, from an ethnic group 
that calls itself the chosen people. Upon Christ's arrival, however, the situation 
changes, for the Jews have to accept Christ to remain Israel. The Jews have to ac
cept Christ to become "true worshippers" who "will worship the Father in spirit 
and truth." 

The full implication of his cryptic message to the Samaritan woman only be
comes apparent, however, when Jesus confronts the Jews, and in this confronta
tion the meaning of the word "Jew" also becomes apparent. John uses the term 
"Jew" two ways. He begins by saying that "Salvation comes from the Jews," and 
ends by saying those who call themselves "Jews" are not children of Abraham or 
Moses and, in fact, have Satan as their father. From identifying the word Jew with 
"we," as he does with the Samaritan woman, Jesus goes on to refer to what John 
calls "Jews" as "you," which is to say, a group that does not include Jesus. Accept
ing or rejecting the Messiah becomes the principal way of defining what it means 
to be a Jew. 

John makes this clear in chapter 8. The discussion becomes progressively 
more heated, leading to an irreparable break between Jesus and "the Jews." When 
Jesus says to "them," i.e., "the Jews," 

"I am going away; you will look for me 
and you will die in your sin. 
Where 1 am going you cannot come." 
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the Jews become confused, wondering "Will he kill himself?" But Jesus indi
cates that a great division already exists. The "Jews" can no longer be referred to as 
a "we" that includes Jesus, but rather as "you," i.e., as a group that does not include 
Christ because it rejected him. "You," Christ continues, referring to "the Jews," 

are from below; 
I am from above. 
You are of this world; 
I am not of this world. 

The issue of what it means to be a "Jew" thus can only be resolved by resolv
ing the issue of Christ's identity. Christ is the antithesis of sin. Those who reject 
Christ will die in their sins. "I have told you already," Christ tells "the Jews," "You 
will die in your sins." The "Jews" redefined themselves by rejecting Christ as the 
Messiah. They proposed false dichotomies-Moses vs. Jesus; Abraham vs. Jesus
which became nonetheless the essential defining characteristic of what it meant 
to be a "Jew." Thus, the term "Jew" is slowly redefined throughout the Gospel of 
St. John, until by the end of the Gospel it means something different from what it 
meant at the beginning. This new meaning necessitates the awkward use of quota
tion marks when the term "Jew" is used. With Christ's arrival and the annuncia
tion of his ministry as "the Son of Man," the term "Jew" has either a completely 
and exclusively ethnic meaning, i.e., one shorn of any notion of chosenness, or it 
has a completely and exclusively theological meaning: A "Jew" is someone who 
rejects Christ and as a result will die in his sins. After the Jews rejected Christ, 
Judaism ceased being a religion and became an ideology. Or, to say the same thing 
another way, it went from being a true religion (in fact, the only true religion) to 
being a false religion, like Islam, Mormonism, Scientology, etc., in spite of the fact 
that it still claimed the inspired word of God as its fondationa texts. Israel simul
taneously lost its biological basis. The New Israel, the true children of Moses and 
Abraham, was now the Church. 

The Jews, aware of the redefinition of their identity, are not happy and try to 
return the discussion to their role as the chosen people or the ethnic group favored 
by God. The Jews respond to Jesus' denunciation by saying, "We are descend
ed from Abraham." The Greek is instructive, for the Jews say to Jesus "Sperma 
Abraam esmen," that is, "we are the sperm of Abraham," or we share Abraham's 
DNA and are in exclusive possession, therefore, of the necessary if not sufficient 
condition for salvation. Jesus, however, changes the term from "Sperm a" to "Tek
na," which is to say from DNA, or "seed," to "children." 

When the Jews repeat, "Our father is Abraham," Jesus replies: "Ei tekna tau 
Abraam este, ta erga tau Abraam epaieite." "If you were Abraham's children (Tek
na not Sperma), you would do as Abraham did." 

Once Jesus denies the Jews salvation through their DNA, or through their 
version of keeping the law, their differences become irreconcilable, and violence 
becomes inescapable. The "Jews" feel Jesus is casting aspersions on their parents. 
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"We were not born of prostitution," they exclaim as anger builds. Jesus then pours 
gasoline on the fire. "If you were Abraham's children," Jesus tells them, casting 
their heritage in doubt, 

you would do as Abraham did. 
As it is, you want to kill me 
when I tell you the truth 
as I have learnt it from God; 
That is not what Abraham did. 

The anger of the Jews and the truth of Christ collide, and out of the collision 
comes the new definition of what it means to be a "Jew" 

"What you are doing," Christ tells the "Jews," "is what your father does." 
The "Jews," sensing further insult, claim "We were not born of prostitution." 

But their biologism is beside the point. A child of God is known not by his DNA 
or Sperma but by what he. does, as the "Jews" themselves would have to admit. The 
"Jews" claim to have God as their father, but their actions indicate the opposite. 
"If," Jesus reminds them, "God were your father, you would love me." Since the 
"Jews" do not love Christ, God is not their father. Either His interlocutors are Jews 
or Christ is a Jew, but according to St. John, both cannot be members of the same 
group. Indeed, they don't even speak the same language:"Do you know why you 
cannot take in what I say?" Christ asks the "Jews." "It is because you are unable 
to understand my language." Then chapter 8 reaches its crisis. The "Jews" are not 
children of God. Their father is Satan. "The devil," Jesus tells the "Jews," is your 
father and you prefer to do what your father wants." 

The Jews are transformed by their encounter with Christ. Those who accept 
Him become the New Israel known as the Church. They are the true "children" 
of Abraham and Moses. Those who reject Christ become the "Jews" or follow
ers of Satan. The "Jew," whose father is Satan, "a murderer and a liar from the 
beginning," defines himself by rejecting Christ and truth. At that moment, Israel 
ceases to be an ethnic designation. The old Israel was determined by DNA; it was 
the "seed" of Abraham. The new Israel, which "worships in spirit and truth," is 
determined entirely by behavior, most significantly acceptance of Christ and his 
message. The Church is the new Israel. 

St. Paul's epistles are consistent with St. John's Gospel. "Not all those who 
descend from Israel are Israel," he writes in Romans 9:7, "not all the descendants 
of Abraham are his true children. Remember: it is through Israel that your name 
will be carried on, which means that it is not physical descent that decides who are 
the children of God; it is only the children of the promise who will count as the 
true descendants." 

DNA is a chemical; children are acting individuals. The terms of election have 
changed. Only those "who follow this rule," Paul writes in Galatians 6:16, "form 
the Israel of God." Just as conscious choice and consistent behavior now form the 
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sole basis for membership in the New Israel, the "Jews'" embrace of DNA is the 
basis for all subsequent ideologies of race from Nazism to Zionism. Proponents 
of race were always choosing more primitive formulations of community that led 
to intellectual bondage instead of freedom based on choice proposed by the Gos
pels. 

The confrontation between Jesus and the "Jews" leads first to a redefinition of 
the word "Jew." What used to refer to the chosen people, now refers to those who 
reject Christ. What used to be synonymous with Israel now means its opposite. St. 
John's use of "oi Ioudaioi" indicates one of the most profound and radical discon
tinuities in history. Those who, according to the "Jews," seem to reject the religion 
of Moses and Abraham are the true children of Moses and Abraham. They are the 
Church, the New Israel. 

What then are the "Jews"? In Revelations 2:9, John defends the nascent Chris
tian community against the "Jews" by reporting that "the slanderous accusations" 
against the Christians "have been made by people who profess to be Jews but are 
really members of the synagogue of Satan." He revisits the theme in Revelations 
3:9, referring to "the synagogue of Satan" as "those who profess to be Jews but are 
liars, because they are no such thing." The angel visiting the beleaguered Christian 
community in Philadelphia will compel the "Jews" to "fall at your feet and admit 
that you are the people that I love." Just as the Jews who rejected Christ have a 
new name, "the synagogue of Satan," so the group of Jews which accepted him, 
now enlarged by Gentile converts, will henceforth be known as "the new Jerusa
lem which comes down from my God in Heaven." Later Christian writers tried to 
avoid the confusion which flows from these conflicting uses of the word "Jew" by 
referring to the Church as the "New Israel." Unlike the word "Jew," whose meaning 
changes dramatically, "Israel" has only positive connotations. 

Christ's coming brought about what Wengst terms "a turning point in both 
religious economies.''37 The Church is now the true Israel, and the "the people who 
profess to be Jews" are in reality liars and members of the "synagogue of Satan." 
Once the term "Jew" is redefined, no further dialogue or compromise is possible. 
Jesus tells the "Jews," "Your father is Satan," and they repay the favor by determin
ing to kill him, a decision which, Caron says, "confirms in dramatic fashion the 
diabolic identity of the Jews.''38 

Pseudo-Judaism-the term Caron proposes as synonymous with "oi 
Ioudaioi"-is responsible for the death of Christ. To remain Jews, Jews must ac
cept Christ. Those who reject him become "the Jews," i.e., representatives not of 
the religion of Abraham and Moses, but rather adherents of a new ideology, which 
within the generation following Christ's death became the main source of revo
lutionary ferment in the Roman empire. Despite the scepticism of those like Ga
maliel (Acts 5:33-40) who urged caution both in relation to Christian and to other 
Messianic claims, the revolutionary ideology inexorably took hold. After this rev-

39 



The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit 

olutionary ideology failed to conquer Rome, it went into dormancy for 1000 years 
only to re-emerge in Christian empires when the modern era began. 

Attempting to put the Church's relationship with the Jews on a new footing 
after the Holocaust, the fathers of Vatican II issued Nostra Aetate, which said 

Even though the Jewish authorities and those who followed their lead pressed for 
the death of Christ (cf. John 19:6), neither all Jews indiscriminately at that time 
nor Jews today, can be charged with the crimes committed during his passion. 
It is true that the Church is the new people of God, yet the Jews should not be 
spoken of as rejected or accursed as if this followed from Holy Scripture.39 

One extrapolation from this passage is that the murder of Christ was a crime 
committed by some Jews at the time of Christ. In describing those people, Nostra 
Aetate identifies "Jewish authorities and those who followed their lead." St. John 
identifies them as "the chief priests and the guards," who shouted "Crucify him! 
Crucify him!" when Pilate presented Jesus wearing a crown of thorns and a purple 
robe. In the narrative leading up to the Passion, St. John identifies them as "the 
Jews." Jesus Himself identifies the group which is planning to kill Him in John 

8:39: 

"They [i.e., the "Jews] repeated, 'Our Father is Abraham: Jesus said to them: 'If 
you were Abraham's children, you would do as Abraham did. As it is, you want 
to kill me when I tell you the truth:" 
The group "who want to kill me" also claims "we are descended from Abra

ham," i.e., that they are "Jews." And so those "Jews," with the collaboration of 
Pilate, killed Christ. Christ was killed not by "all Jews indiscriminately" but rather 
by the Jews who rejected Christ. According to Caron's reading, "the trial of Jesus 
and his condemnation is without equivocation the doing of the Jews ... it is not 
the 'world' which killed Jesus, but rather the Johannine Jews.'IfO "It is particularly 
significant that all of the references to the death 00 esus implicate the 'J ews."If' The 
conclusion, especially in light of Nostra Aetate, is inescapable: the "Jews" (what 
Caron calls "les Juifs johanniques") killed Christ. 

"How great was the woe caused by that one execution!" writes Graetz in his 
history of the Jews: 

How many deaths and sufferings of every description has it not caused among 
the children of Israel. Millions of broken hearts and tragic fates have not yet 
atoned for his death. He is the only mortal of whom one can say without exag
geration that his death was more effective than his life.42 

Graetz in typically Jewish fashion is referring to the Crusades, the Inquisi
tion, the pogroms and all other nameless tragedies when Jews died at the hands of 
at least nominal Christians as the fruit of Christianity. He is also being Jewish, in 
the sense in which St. John defined the word, in seeing Christianity as the source 
of Jewish woe. Graetz was right in seeing the death of Christ as the beginning 
of Jewish woes, but that calamity was self-inflicted, as were some, at least, of its 
results. However infamous the behavior of "Christian" persecutors, the original 
source is to be found elsewhere. The source of Jewish woe was the revolutionary 
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spirit that proceeded inexorably from rejection of Christ. It was also the spirit of 
revolution which prompted Jews to reject Christ in the first place, whether those 
wanting a revolution or those, like Caiaphas, wanting to prevent such a revolution, 
with all it would entail. Jews wanted a military leader who could defeat the Roman 
legions. They did not want a man that the Romans could put to death on the Cross. 
Of the Passion, Matthew writes: 

The passers-by jeered at him; they shook their heads and said, 'So you would 
destroy the Temple and rebuild it in three days! Then save yourself! If you are 
God's son, come down from the Cross!' The chief priests with the scribes and 
elders mocked him in the same way. 'He saved others," they said, 'he cannot save 
himself. He is the king ofIsrael, let him come down from the Cross now, and we 
will believe in him.'" 

Writing 1000 years after Christ's death, Maimonides established the criteria 
whereby his people could identify the Messiah. "If," he wrote, 

there arises a king from the House of David, versed in Torah [who 1 performs the 
commandments like David his ancestor ... and wages a war of God, it is assumed 
that he is the Messiah. If he successfully does this and builds the Temple in its 
proper place and gathers the dispersed of Israel, behold, he is certainly the Mes
siah.43 

Writing 800 years after Maimonides, Graetz says the same thing. "The only 
stumbling block to their ["Jewish"] belief lay in the fact that the Messiah who 
came to deliver Israel and bring to light the glory of the kingdom of heaven, en
dured a shameful death. How could the Messiah be subject to pain? A suffering 
Messiah staggered them considerably.'l!4 

Once again, the "Jews" defined themselves by their rejection of Christ, a deci
sion with incalculable consequences. Once the "Jews" defined a suffering Christ as 
a contradiction in terms, they made their rejection of the Logos inevitable. And 
once they rejected the Logos, they paved the way for the rejection of all Logos. 
And once they did that, they embarked upon a path of revolutionary activity that 
brought woe upon them almost immediately. All of the acts of self-definition re
volved around Christ; since the Jewish Messiah could not be a suffering servant, he 
had to be a warrior king. Since the Jews did not rule their own nation, that warrior 
king would have to be a revolutionary who would overthrow the dominant politi
cal culture. By the time of Maimonides, the definition had become axiomatic. If 
the claimant did not fulfill political and revolutionary criteria, he was, ipso facto, 
not the Messiah. The Messiah had to be a Revolutionary Jew. This, not persecution 
by Christians, was the deepest source of Jewish woe, because the revolutionary 
stance of the Jew, redefined throughout history from political insurrection to cul
tural subversion, brought on persecution in reaction: persecution affecting guilty 
and innocent alike. 

By rejecting Logos, which was simultaneously the person of Christ and the 
order in the universe, including the moral order, which sprang from the divine 
mind, the "Jew" found himself drawn inexorably to revolution. The parents of the 
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man born blind knew "the Jews ... had already agreed to expel from the synagogue 
anyone who should acknowledge Jesus as the Christ." Once the Christ was cruci
fied, the "Jews" followed through on the threat. Brumlik states "the re-constitution 
of Judaism as rabbinical or pharisaical Judaism" began "with the introduction of 
the curse of the heretics of the 18 petition prayer.'%5 This curse, which was leveled at 
new Christians, was formulated and implemented between 80 and 120 AD, which 
is when scholars say the Gospel of John was written. Judaism was a 'religio licita' 
or permitted religion-a religion freed from offering sacrifice to the emperor. Ex
clusion from the synagogue must have inflicted severe hardship on Jewish follow
ers ofJesus, because they thus also lost protection and social membership. 

Brumlik denies exclusion from the synagogues took place when St. John says, 
i.e., at the time of Christ. He admits it affected Christians; however, he fails to see 
the more devastating effect on the "Jews" when it turned the synagogue into a cell 
of revolutionary activity. After Christ, Zealot influence over the "Jews" grew in di
rect proportion to the number ofJews expelled from the synagogue. That process 
culminated in overt revolution when the Jews rebelled against Roman hegemony 
in 66 AD. 

The process is simple to understand. "The fanatics keep pushing the envelope," 
says Kevin MacDonald, "forcing other Jews to either go along with their agenda 
or to simply cease being part of the Jewish community.'%6 MacDonald is discuss
ing the development of Zionism, but his description applies equally to those who 
threatened the parents of the man born blind with expulsion. This dynamic has 
been at work throughout "Jewish" history from the time of Christ. (MacDonald 
traces it back further.) The Jews who objected to the hysteria that reigned when the 
Jews proclaimed Sabbetai Zevi their Messiah were expelled from the synagogue, 
too. Some left town to save life and limb. In both instances, "the most radical ele
ments" in the Jewish community "end up pulling the entire community in their 
direction.'%7 

"The radicals who determined the direction of the Jewish community" after 
Christ's death were known as Zealots. Jews who followed Jesus were expelled from 
the synagogue, just as today: "Jews living in the Diaspora who do not support the 
aims of the Likud Party in Israel" are "being rooted out of the Jewish commu
nity.'%8 Following Christ's death, the "Jews" became progressively more committed 
to revolutionary activity, which is to say, military operations, to throw off the yoke 
of Roman hegemony. The inexorable movement of the Jewish people toward revo
lution began when, as Matthew puts it, "The chief priests and elders ... persuaded 
the crowd to demand the release of Barabbas and the execution of the Jesus." It was 
ratified when Annas and Caiaphas told Christ they could accept him as the Mes
siah ifhe came down from the Cross. The rejection of Christ was intimately bound 
up with the acceptance of Barabbas, the Zealot, i.e., choosing the revolutionary 
Jew over the suffering Christ. In choosing Barabbas, the "Jews" chose revolution. 
In rejecting Christ, the "Jews" chose revolution, setting in motion events that led 
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to Masada and greater tragedy beyond. Graetz cites Flavius Josephus, the assimi
lated Jew who wrote The Jewish Wars, as an authority to establish the role of mes
sianic revolutionary politics in the revolt against Rome: "According to Josephus, it 
was chiefly the beliefin the imminent advent of a messianic king that launched the 
Jews upon the suicidal war which ended with the capture ofJerusalem and the de
struction of the temple in AD 70. Even Simon bar-Kokhba, who led the last great 
struggle for national independence in AD 131, was still greeted as Messiah.'l!9 

The insurrection of 66 AD began when Florus, a grasping, blundering Roman 
ruler, used a small riot in Jerusalem as a pretext for looting the Temple. The Jews 
rushed to defend the Temple, hurling stones at the Roman soldiers, barring their 
passage through the narrow entrance, and demolishing the colonnade leading 
from Fort Antonia. The revolution started inadvertently, but the way had already 
been prepared. The combination of Roman arrogance and Jewish expectation of 
the coming of a military Messiah made conflict inevitable. 

The Jewish population was divided between the Zealots and the peace party 
clustered around the rabbinical school of Hillel, among whom were King Agrippa 
and Princess Berenice. "[Tlhe party that favored revolution," clustered around the 
more rigorous school of Shammai.50 When Florus' sack of the Temple was thwart
ed by popular resistance and the future ofJerusalem hung in the balance, Agrippa 
mounted the high gallery opposite the Temple, with the popular Princess Beren
ice at his side, and tried to persuade the people further resistance was futile and 
would lead to disaster. Many were moved by his arguments and felt that Roman 
hegemony without Florus might be workable, so Agrippa concentrated his rheto
ric there. But when Agrippa tried to persuade the Jews to obey Florus until Rome 
replaced him, "the revolutionary party again won the upper hand, and Agrippa 
was obliged to flee from Jerusalem.''51 

The revolutionaries then controlled the Jewish people, who refused to pay 
taxes to Rome. Menahem, a descendant of Judas, the founder of the Zealots, cap
tured the fortress of Masada, putting the Roman garrison to death. After grabbing 
the Roman arsenal, Menahem and his followers appeared on the field of battle to 
drive the Roman legions from Palestine. 

Eleazar, leader of the Zealots, led his followers into the field, too. He "fanned 
the revolutionary spirit of the people and drove them on to complete rupture with 
Rome."5 2 He persuaded the Jewish priests to stop offering the daily sacrifice for the 
emperor Nero, thus committing them to the revolution. Adherents of the school 
of Hillel claimed that it was unlawful to refuse the offerings of the heathen from 
the Temple, but their pleas fell on deaf ears. "The officiating priests ... threw them
selves without reserve into the maelstrom of revolution. From that time on, the 
Temple obeyed its chief, Eleazar, and became the hotbed of insurrection.''53 Hop
ing to avert draconian measures from the Romans, Agrippa sent his cavalry to 
fight alongside of the remnants of the Roman garrison in Judaea, but they could 
not dislodge Eleazar and the Zealots from the Temple. The Zealots' counterat-
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tack drove the Romans from the city. The Sicarii, the terrorist faction under Me
nahem, named after their daggers, broke through the defenses of the fort where 
the Romans made their last stand and slaughtered them. The revolution liberated 
Jerusalem for a time. 

Gravely underestimating the threat the Jewish revolutionaries posed, Nero 
dispatched his general Cestius, who left Antioch and descended on Jerusalem with 
30,000 experienced soldiers. Like Nero, Cestius underestimated the revolutionary 
fervor of the Jews and mistakenly engaged them before the walls of Jerusalem, 
where they inflicted a stunning defeat on the Roman legions. 

The emperor Nero, in Greece singing to the crowds and impressing them with 
his skill as a charioteer, trembled upon learning of Cestius' defeat, "for the revolu
tion in Judaea might be the precursor of grave events.''54The idea of revolution was 
essentially Jewish, practiced by Jews who had liberated their country from Rome, 
but it could be extrapolated and refined to apply to other nations. The Jewish revo
lutionaries posed a much greater threat to Roman hegemony than the rebellious 
members of other tribes, where issues never transcended the local. 

The Jewish revolutionaries posed another threat because, like the Jews in 
Rome on Mount Vatican, there were colonies ofJews throughout the empire. Each 
was a potential revolutionary cell, emboldening Jews not only to revolt, but urging 
other subjugated ethnic groups to revolt too. The Jewish revolutionary vision was 
both ethnocentric and altruistic. As God's chosen people, they bore revolutionary 
liberation to the nations. Jewish revolutionaries saw themselves as the little stone 
that would shatter the Roman colossus not just for their own benefit but also for 
the benefit of the benighted gentiles, who would seek their own liberation under 
Jewish auspices. 

So Nero had reason to tremble. He chose as the successor to the arrogant 
but unfortunate Cestius, Flavius Vespasian, who had subdued the barbaric Brit
ons, and was one of the ablest generals of his age. Vespasian arrived in Judaea 
with almost twice as many soldiers as Cestius, but he arrived cautiously. Rather 
than meet the revolutionary Jews in open battle, where their enthusiasm could 
compensate for their lack of military experience, Vespasian cut the ground from 
under them one fortress at a time, knowing that in a landlocked nation, every 
hand that wielded a sword did not guide a plow. A long siege meant no planting or 
harvest. The Romans controlled the ocean; starvation became their most powerful 
weapon, as one city after another fell. 

Although the Jews were lOSing the war, the remnant fleeing to Jerusalem, 
thought the city impregnable. The idea of Messianic revolution, not the size of 
their army, sustained the Jews. The Jews were "stimulated by their ardent belief 
that the Messianic period so long foretold by the prophets, was actually dawning, 
when every other nation of the earth would be given to the dominion of Israel."55 

Not everyone was filled with enthusiasm. According to Graetz, "only the very 
young and men of no worldly position devoted themselves to the cause of the 
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revolutionists."56 The more sensible and the more prosperous were ready to capitu
late and throw themselves on the mercy of the Romans. As the glow of the initial 
victories faded and the folly of rebelling against Rome became more apparent, the 
peace party became emboldened. Jewish adherents of the cause of Rome wrapped 
intelligence reports around the shafts of arrows and fired them into the Roman 
camp. 

In February of the year 70 A.D., when Titus, son of Vespa sian and heir to the 
imperial throne, appeared before Jerusalem, the city had maintained its indepen
dence for four years, a scandal to Rome that Titus had to resolve. Titus intended 
to deal leniently with the Jews, asking only that they acknowledge Rome's sover
eignty and pay taxes, but the Jews refused. So Titus resolved to show no mercy. In 
March, Titus's army breached the outer wall ofJerusalem and seized the town of 
Bezetha. His offer of leniency spurned, Titus turned to cruelty to intimidate the 
besieged, crucifying 500 prisoners in a single day. Other prisoners he sent back 
with their hands cut off. Famine, more than Roman arms or cruelty, was taking a 
toll on the city, causing many Jews to surrender; they were then butchered. Cruelty 
was piled upon cruelty, but each time Titus called for negotiations he ran into the 
brick wall ofJewish messianism. John of Gischala was convinced that God would 
not abandon his people; he led the Jews into their last defensive position, the Tem
ple itself, where they held off the Romans by setting fire to their own buildings. 

When Jesus went to the Temple in Jerusalem for the last time He drew a dif
ferent lesson from Daniel's messianic prophecies than the Zealots did. Discussing 
the Temple, Jesus told his disciples "not a single stone here will be left on another; 
everything will be destroyed." Jesus wept because the lost sheep of the house of 
Israel had chosen revolutionary politics, a decision that spelled catastrophe for the 
very people he came to save. "Jerusalem, Jerusalem, you that kill the prophets and 
stone those who are sent to you! How often have I longed to gather your children, 
as a hen gathers her chicks under her wings and you refused. So be it! Your house 
will be left to you desolate." The image of Christ as the mother hen spurned by her 
offspring found grim fulfillment a generation after his death when a woman who 
had fled to Jerusalem was driven beyond endurance by hunger and killed and de
voured her own child. It was, Graetz remarked without irony, "as if not one line of 
the old prophecy concerning the doom ofJudaea was to remain unfulfilled."57 

Titus, sensing victory, decided to take the Temple without destroying it, but 
God had other plans. In August 70, one of the Roman soldiers who had beaten 
back a furious sally by the Jews climbed onto a comrade's back and hurled a flam
ing torch through the window of the Temple, where it set fire to the wooden beams 
of the sanctuary. Soon the whole Temple was in flames. Titus ordered his troops to 
extinguish the blaze, but no one heeded him. Seized by the same curiosity that had 
gripped Pompey a Century earlier, Titus made his way into the Holy of Holies. Ti
tus was the last to gaze on the empty shrine at the heart of the Temple that would 
disappear, never to be rebuilt. Julian the Apostate tried to re-build the Temple 300 
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years later but the workmen were stymied by fire and brimstone explosions and 
work soon ceased. In the mid-1900S, Israel was restored as a nation in an act that 
the Jews of Middle Ages would have found astounding, but the Temple never got 
rebuilt. Titus had the last glimpse of the last remnant of the Jewish religion that 
revolved around Temple sacrifice. Judaism would be reconstituted as a religion of 
the book after the altar of sacrifice was destroyed. 

As Titus contemplated the demise of something larger than he could un
derstand in the Jewish Holy of Holies, the slaughter continued unabated in the 
Temple courtyard. 

Congregated clusters of trembling people from all the country beheld in the 
ascending flames the sign that the glory of their nation had departed forever. 
Many inhabitants of Jerusalem, unwilling to outlive their beloved Temple, cast 
themselves headlong into the fire. But thousands of men, women and children 
clung fondly to the inner court. Had they not been promised by the persuasive 
lips of false prophets, that God would save them by a miracle at the very moment 
of destruction? They fell but an easier prey to the Romans, who slew 6,000 on 
the spot. The Temple was burnt to the ground; only a few smoldering ruins were 
left, rising like gigantic ghosts from the ashes. A few priests escaped to the tops 
of the walls, where they remained without food for some days until they were 
compelled to surrender. Titus ordered their instant execution, saying "Priests 
must fall with their Temple." The conquering legions raised their standards in 
the midst of the ruins, sacrificed to their gods in the Holy Place and saluted Titus 
as emperor. Bya strange coincidence the second Temple had fallen upon the an
niversary of the destruction of the first Temple.58 

"When you see the disastrous abomination of which the prophet Daniel spoke 
up in the holy place, ... then those in Judaea must escape to the mountains .... For 
then there will be great distress such as, until now, since the world began, there 
never has been nor never will be again." 

Within two months, Titus leveled Jerusalem's walls and established three 
camps to capture and execute the escaping soldiers. More than a million lives 
were lost in the siege. So many Jewish women and children were put on the block 
that the price for slaves collapsed. The Menorah, the golden table, and the scroll of 
the Law were taken as booty to Rome along with the mighty Jewish warrior Simon 
bar Giora, who was dragged through the streets of Rome and then thrown from 
the Tarpeian rock in sacrifice to the gods. 

While it seemed the Jewish nation had perished in the aftermath of the siege, 
a remnant escaped to the Diaspora communities in Arabia, Egypt, and Cyrene, 
whence they took both their hatred of Rome and their revolutionary messianic 
politics. A remnant of the peace party also escaped. Sensing the revolution was 
leading to catastrophe, Jochanan ben Zakkai had himself smuggled out of be
sieged Jerusalem as a corpse wrapped in a shroud. When Titus' Jewish spies in
formed him that Jochanan was a friend of Rome, the Roman general granted him 
one request. Jochanan asked for permission to start a school. From this school, 
the new religion ofJudaism arose. The Jews had no Temple, no burnt offerings, no 
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priesthood, and no Sanhedrin or ruling body. All they had was a book, and out of 
this book they created a new religion. The role of the rabbi was now to comment 
on the book. The commentary was known as Talmud, which became the basis of 
the new Jewish religion. 

The Jewish revolutionaries lived on their fantasies of messianic omnipotence, 
even when messianic politics brought catastrophe to the Jewish people. The school 
ofJochanan and Hillel and the other friends of Rome, however, craved an opposite 
good, survival. The basis of their religion was the Pentateuch, upon which they 
built a superstructure of commentary. The Law guaranteed survival, but survival 
often dictated what was going to be the Law. 

The political factions among the Jews became critical schools following the 
destruction of the Temple. The school of Shammai, having espoused the cause of 
the Zealots, now returned to espousing rigorism in scriptural exegesis. The School 
of Hillel became the school of peace with the Romans. After the Jewish religion 
was re-defined as a religion of the book, or of competing interpretations of the 
book, these two schools would define the options for generations of Jews. There 
would be Jews drawn to assimilation, after the model ofJochanan and Hillel, and 
there would be Jews drawn to political messianism, after the model of Eleazar 
the Zealot and the school of Shammai. Jewish life oscillated between these poles 
for two millennia, and the two options manifest themselves in various ways: Roy 
Cohn urging the death sentence for the Rosenbergs during the McCarthy era; or in 
contrast, Spinoza's excommunication by Rabbi Menasseh ben Israel's synagogue 
in Amsterdam. Jews could emulate Moses Mendelssohn on the one hand, or The
odor Herzl on the other; they could emulate David Brooks or Noam Chomsky. 

Unfortunately, there was no way to adjudicate competing interpretations. 
The various interpretations were not organized on any scientific framework. The 
"Halacha" were deduced from the Pentateuch and appended randomly, handed 
down separately usually joined to the name of the authority from whom they were 
derived. They were then memorized and repeated, spawning new interpretations 
which were then strung together, memorized and repeated. There was no way to 
adjudicate between the authorities when they differed. This led to averroeism, the 
notion that the mind could hold two contradictory truths, both of which were 
right. During a contentious debate between the schools of Shammai and Hillel, 
a voice from heaven announced "the teachings of both schools are the words of 
the living God, but practically the laws of Hillel only are to carry weight."59 At 
another point, the rabbis concluded: "Every man according to his choice may fol
low the school of Hillel or of Shammai, but the decision of the school of Hillel 
shall be the only accepted interpretation of the Law."60 By becoming a religion of 
the book, Judaism subverted the book upon which it was based: "The contentions 
between the schools, which extended to various practical matters, brought about 
wide divergence in the view with regard to the Law and life. One teacher held 
some things to be permissible which another forbade. Thus, Judaism seemed to 
have two bodies oflaws, or, according to the words of the Talmud-'The One Law 
had become twO."'61 
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With directives like this, the relationships between the schools became more 
acrimonious. By putting a premium on Jewish survival, the school of accommo
dation could not resolve its own disputes effectively. The Talmudic commentary 
was based ultimately upon the law, but the commentary often contradicted what 
it commented on. "The written Law (that of the Pentateuch) and the oral Law (the 
Sopheric) from this time ceased to be two widely sundered branches, but were 
brought into close relations with each other, although the new rendering certainly 
did violence to the words of Scripture."6. As a result, the rabbis expected to achieve 
unity without truth. Dissenters were expelled from the synagogue; the rabbis had 
to be obeyed even if they were wrong. When Joshua showed that Gamaliel's cal
culation for the commencement of the month of Tishri, during which the day of 
Atonement was celebrated, was false, Gamaliel refused to yield and threatened 
Joshua with expulsion from the synagogue. To preserve unity, Dossa ben Harchi
nas persuaded Joshua to yield, reasoning "that the arrangements of a religious 
chief must be uncontested even if they are erroneous."63 With thought like this in 
the party of peace and accommodation, the political messianism of the Zealots 
soon burst into flame again. 

In 115, the Jews of Babylon revolted against Rome. The revolt soon spread. In 
Cyrenaica, the Jews slaughtered 200,000 Greeks and Romans. In Cyprus, where 
240,000 Greeks were slain, the revolutionary Jews leveled Salamis. So great was 
the local revulsion in Cyprus that the Jews living there were exterminated 30 years 
later. After that, a law decreed that no Jew would be allowed to set foot on the is
land, not even Jews shipwrecked off its coast. 

The normally docile Jews in Egypt were also seized with revolutionary fervor, 
indiSCriminately massacring Greeks and Romans. After plundering towns near 
Alexandria, the Jews boldly attacked the Roman army under the general Lupus. 
In their first encounter, the revolutionary spirit of the Jews triumphed over the 
military experience of the Romans, and Lupus fled. When terrorized Greeks and 
Romans took to ship on the Nile, the Jews followed them bent on revenge. The 
historian Appian, living then in Alexandria, wrote an account that "gives some 
idea of the terror excited by the Jewish populations."64 The Jews "are said to have 
eaten the flesh of the captive Greeks and Romans, to have smeared themselves in 
the skins torn off them." Graetz finds this difficult to believe because these actions 
"are quite foreign to Jewish character and customs." However, he concedes, "it is 
probably true that the Jews made the Romans and Greeks fight with wild animals 
or in the arena."65 He characterizes this as "a sad reprisal" for what Titus and Ves
pasian did after the rebellion of 66.66 

In Judaea, the rebellion was led by Julianus and Pappus, Jews from Alexandria. 
Like his predecessor Nero, Trajan especially feared the rebellious Jews because 
Jewish revolution was never merely local and because there were Jewish colonies 
throughout the Empire since it was based on the Jewish messianic idea applicable 
to all oppressed ethnic groups. Then, as during the Bolshevik revolution in Rus-
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sia, the Jews in the revolutionary vanguard could mobilize far greater numbers 
because of the message of Jewish revolution-the messianic idea they had derived 
from Daniel, the idea of resistance to political authority they had derived from 
Maccabees, and the idea of deliverance they had derived from Exodus-had uni
versal application. Jesus' statement, "Salvation is from the Jews," would take on a 
political significance unintended by Jesus as Jews gravitated toward leadership in 
one revolutionary movement after another. The revolution against Rome was the 
first post-Christian attempt to put revolutionary Jewish principles into practice. 
The Jews-Trajan probably understood this-were motivated by an idea that was 
every bit as powerful as the idea of Rome. As a result, Trajan sent the cruel Moor 
Quietus to crush the rebellion. 

Trajan died in 117; news of his death fanned the rebellion into an inferno that 
threatened to bring the empire down in flames. Captive nations seemed caught 
up in revolution, willing to test it with their lives against Rome's military might. 
Trajan's successor Hadrian lacked the brutal will of his predecessors. He arranged 
limited self-government for the provinces to the East and was even open to mak
ing concessions to the Jews. Quietus was called back to Rome and, in a gesture 
of reconciliation with the Jews, was executed at the command of the emperor. In 
peace negotiations, the Jews asked Hadrian for permission to rebuild their Tem
ple. Hadrian, to their surprise and delight, acceded. What followed, however, were 
years of broken promises by Hadrian and unfulfilled expectations for the Jews. 
Hadrian had second thoughts. Magnanimity to subjugated peoples was unprec
edented imperial behavior. The Jews became more impatient and more inclined to 
act on their growing revolutionary fervor. 

In 130, Hadrian came to Palestine to meet the rebellious Jews. The Samaritans, 
who probably worshipped him as a god to curry favor, soon began to poison his 
mind, claiming reconstruction of the Temple was the first step the Jews planned 
to declare independence from Rome. As a result, Hadrian backed away from his 
promises. The Jews could build their Temple, but not on the original site or on a 
scale as large as the original. The Jews, "filled with the idea of rebellion" anyway, 
were not disposed to put up with Hadrian's prevarication. 

Hadrian remained in Syria for a year. When he left for Egypt, he thought the 
issue was resolved. Jerusalem would be rebuilt as a pagan city, which would hasten 
the assimilation of the Jewish race into the Roman Empire. Racial and religious 
differences would disappear. All would be Romans, nothing more, nothing less. 
The Jewish revolutionaries, however, were plotting rebellion. The Romans' weap
ons, fashioned by Jewish armaments makers, were deliberately weak and meant to 
fail in battle, because the Jews knew they would have to face them soon. 

Hadrian's departure was the signal for rebellion. Well planned, it broke out 
seemingly miraculously, taking Hadrian by surprise. Equally miraculous was the 
emergence from nowhere of Simon bar Kokhba, the military leader of the Jews. 
Virtually nothing is known about him, other than his name. Kokhba (or Cochba) 
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means "star," as the "star which has arisen in David." Kokhba was a play on his 
real name, Bar-Kosiba, referring to the town of his birth. For a short time, bar 
Kokhba was the terror of the Roman Empire, a military figure not unlike Han
nibal, another Semite whose daring and skill threatened the Roman Empire. Like 
Hannibal, bar Kokhba threatened Roman hegemony over the Mediterranean. 

Because he personified the military leader they had longed for, the Jews pro
claimed Simon bar Kokhba their Messiah. In him, the "Jews" found everything 
they thought lacking in Christ. Bar Kokhba was "the perfect incarnation of the 
nation's will and the nation's hate, spreading terror around and standing as the 
center-point of an eventful movement.''67 Bar Kokhba was the Messiah that the 
Jews wanted because he "turned the small, defeated Jewish nation into a mighty 
force that, for a short while, pushed back the mightiest empire the world has ever 
known."68 Resnick adds without the slightest sense of irony "Bar Kokhba was a 
glimpse into the future, a glimpse that enabled the Jews to know that one day, the 
Messiah will truly come.''69 

Bar Kokhba was proclaimed Messiah by Rabbi Akiba, who also gave him the 
name "star." Akiba "was confirmed ... in his hopes that the Roman power would 
soon be overthrown, and that the splendors ofIsrael would once more shine forth, 
and he looked forward through this means to the speedy establishment of the 
Messianic kingdom.''?o Bar Kokhba was proclaimed Messiah largely because the 
"Jews," by expelling the Christian Jews from their synagogues, had become revo
lutionaries who defined their Messiah in exclusively political and military terms: 
"The outstanding quality that is attributed to [the Messiah] is that when his iden
tity is revealed, the kings of the land will tremble when they hear of it; they will 
fear and shake and their kingdoms will plot how to stand against him, by sword 
or other means.''?1 Of course, according to a counter tradition, the false Messiah 
"causes Israel to be slain by the sword, to scatter those who remain, and to humili
ate them. He abolishes the Torah and deceives most of the world to serve a deity 
other than God."7' Again, the Jews had no way to adjudicate competing claims; 
revolutionary fervor ended the debate by sweeping everyone into a movement 
headed for disaster. 

As when Sabbetai Zevi was declared the Messiah in 1666, the verdict was 
virtually unanimous, but not completely. Rabbi Jochanan Ben Torta remained 
skeptical. When he heard Akiba had proclaimed Bar Kokhba the Messiah, he ex
claimed, "Sooner shall grass grow from thy chin, Akiba, than that the Messiah 
will appear.''?3 But his voice was ignored, as the Jews had ignored prophets like 
Jeremiah, who had warned: "do not rebel against the government; do not try to 
hasten the End of Days, do not reveal the mysteries of Torah and do not leave 
the Diaspora by force; otherwise, why should the Messiah have to come.''?4 Bar 
Kokhba did what Jeremiah forbade, but the all but unanimous acclaim he received 
as Messiah increased his power and helped him unite the Jewish people. 

Bar Kokhba demanded that all Christian Jews deny Jesus and make war 
against the Romans. Those who refused were declared traitors, punished with 
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heavy penalties. The process that had begun when the parents of the man born 
blind were threatened with expulsion from the synagogue reached its completion. 
Now there was no longer any question. To be a Jew meant to be a revolutionary. 
Ethnos and religion disappeared into the political ideology of the revolutionary 
movement, which would henceforth masquerade, depending on the circumstanc
es, as both ethnos and religion. The Jewish Christians were considered blasphem
ers and spies, because "they refused to take part in the national war."75 Bar Kokhba 
was not only the alternative to Christ, he also fulfilled Christ's prophecy that oth
ers would come "saying I am Christ, and shall deceive many." Bar Kokhba's com
ing was accompanied by "wars and rumors of wars," at a time when the Christian 
Jews were going to be beaten in the synagogues, and when they were hated by all. 
Christ also predicted unprecedented suffering, a prediction the Jewish Christians 
kept alive as their co-ethnics got swept up in the hysteria and euphoria leading to 
war. 

After Akiba proclaimed Bar Kokhba the Messiah, Jewish warriors from 
throughout the Roman Empire poured into Jerusalem to fight at his side. Jewish 
sources claim Bar Kokhba had 400,000 troops. Dio Cassius, the pagan historian, 
puts the number at 580,000. To test his troops' ferocity and obedience, Bar Kokh
ba asked them to bite off the end of a finger, and 200,000 complied. The size of 
the army was impressive, but when combined with the fervor of the revolutionary 
ideology and significant numbers of heathens who made common cause with the 
Jews, the "revolt became one of great dimensions," and the entire Roman empire 
was in jeopardy from a blow "by which the various members of its gigantic body 
were to be rent asunder.''76 According to Dio Cassius, "All Judaea had been stirred 
up. Many other nations joined them for personal gain. The whole earth, one might 
say, was stirred up in the matter.''77 

The rebellion of Bar Kokhba was no local matter; it was a struggle over who 
was going to rule the world. Jewish revolutionary thought never settled for a 
smaller stage. The same was true of Bolshevism and Neoconservatism; each had 
the same universal scope. Aut munda aut nihil could have been the motto ofJew
ish revolution. Once the Talmud became the essence of the redefinition of Juda
ism as anti-Christian, Judaism espoused a political view antithetical to what it 
perceived as Christian otherworldiness. It committed the Jews to Messianic poli
tics. According to Resnick's reading of the Talmud, "the major distinction of the 
Messianic era will be political.''78 The Talmud looked forward to heaven on earth 
when a political Messiah would reign over a universal political system. Resnick's 
account of that millennial era shows its uncanny similarities to the Jewish utopias 
proposed by Marx, Trotsky, and the Neoconservatives: 

The Messianic Era will herald the onset of a single, universal political system, 
with the Messiah at its helm. There will no longer be localized concern over nat
ural resources. The spirit of universal cooperation and brotherhood will reign 
supreme. There will no longer be the need to accumulate wealth .... There will 
no longer be diverse cultures and philosophies. Just as in the very beginning of 
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time, a single man was created, so, too in the end of days, all Mankind will unite 
as a single entity. There will no longer be the need for war.79 

Finally, the millennial universal revolutionary political system will abolish 
the nations because: 

History has taught us that in a world divided into various nations, no nation 
can achieve eternal independence or perpetual self-reliance. But in a one-world 
political entity, true independence can be achieved. Man can turn his focus to 
the realm of the spirit and strive for moral perfection and intellectual excellence. 
The Messianic Era will usher in the rebirth of virtue, a renaissance of spirituality 
and an understanding of God's will. The world will experience a spiritual revival 
that will result in the perfection of the human condition. Man will achieve the 
same state of godliness as on the day he was created. "The wolf shall dwell with 
the lamb."80 

With huge numbers of Jews pouring into Judaea and a revolutionary fervor to 
match their number, the "warlike Messiah" drove the Roman legions out of Pal
estine. The Governor of Judaea was stunned by the size and power of the military 
force arrayed against him. He retreated under its blows, abandoning in the first 
year 50 fortresses and 985 towns and villages. Like Nero who watched the impetu
ous Cestius go down to defeat in 66, Hadrian had to send one general after another 
packing before he found someone the equal of Bar Kokhba, who, in the ultimate 
act of defiance, had coins struck bearing his image. Known as Bar-Kokhba coins 
or more tellingly "coins of the revolution," they made explicit what was already 
obvious to the entire world. The Jews had defied Rome and created their own state. 
They were a model to any other ethnic group which felt oppressed by Rome, and 
as such they were a threat to the existence of Rome itself. The Jewish revolution 
had thrown off the Roman yoke. Akiba was right: Bar Kokhba had proven he was 
the Messiah. 

In Julius Severus, who had just put down a rebellion in Britain, Hadrian even
tually found the general who was Bar Kokhba's equal. Arriving in Judaea, Severus 
found the Jews so firmly entrenched that a quick and decisive victory was out 
of the question. Like the less impetuous and more effective of his predecessors, 
Severus took advantage of Roman control of the seas and put hunger to work as 
his most effective weapon. With the blockade in place, Severus reconquered Ju
daea one village and town at a time. 

During Severus' campaign, which lasted years and extended over more than 
50 battles, the tide turned against Bar Kokhba. Rabbi Akiba was captured and 
executed after an extended stay in prison. Deemed strategically indefensible, Je
rusalem was abandoned to the Romans, and on the 9th of Ab (August), the day 
on which the second Temple had been destroyed in 70 AD, the Roman governor 
plowed up the Temple mount and offered sacrifice there to Roman gods. It was not 
a good omen. 

The Jews retreated to the fortress of Bethar, and there, like their Messianic 
forebears who had perched atop Masada 70 years before, they assumed that God 
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would protect them. The Romans settled in for a year-long siege which was to be 
the culmination of a three and a half years war of attrition. Eusebius states that 
Bethar was besieged in the 18th year of Hadrian's reign (134 AD), about two years 
after the revolt, and that its fall was caused by hunger and thirst. 

The Jews almost outlasted the Romans. According to one account, Bar Kokh
ba snatched defeat from the jaws of victory by kicking the pious Eleazar, whose 
prayers were holding off the Romans, and whom he suspected of conniving with 
a Samaritan spy. When Eleazar died, a voice was heard from heaven saying, "thou 
hast lamed the arm of Israel and blinded his eyes; therefore shall thine arm and 
thine eye lose their power."81 

Another account says the Romans were ready to call off the siege when two 
Samaritan brothers imprisoned by the Jews threw a detailed map of the city's sub
terranean passages over the city's walls to the Romans. Taking advantage of the 
Sabbath, Roman soldiers forced their way into the city, and a bloodbath ensued. 
Horses were said to wade through blood up to their nostrils. The tide of blood was 
said to have washed bodies to the sea. Dio Cassius claims that half a million Jews 
were slaughtered in addition to those who died of fire and starvation. The Romans 
suffered great losses too, but Bar Kokhba was captured; his head was brought to 
Harain. Bethar fell on the most fateful date in Jewish history, the 9th of Ab. 

The Jewish population of Judaea was largely exterminated in the repression 
that followed Bethar's fall. Hadrian established three military stations to capture 
the fugitives and execute them; women and children were sold into slavery in the 
markets of Hebron and Gaza, as in the first revolt. Towns that offered any re
sistance were leveled; Judaea was "literally converted into a desert."8. Those who 
could escape went to Arabia, where their descendants played a role in the rise of 
Islam. In place of Jerusalem, Hadrian built Aelia Capitolina, a new city slightly to 
the north in the Greek style. On the Temple Mount, instead of the temple prom
ised to the Jews, Hadrian erected a column in his own honor and a temple in 
honor of Jupiter Capitolinus. So completely was Jerusalem eradicated that "a hun
dred years later a governor of Palestine asked a bishop, who said he came from 
Jerusalem, where that town was situated."83 

The catastrophe following the short violent reign of the Messiah Bar Kokhba 
did not bring an end to the Jewish people-although it almost did just that-but it 
did end Jewish messianic politics for a while. For more than one thousand years, 
during which Christianity supplanted Rome and established its hegemony over 
Europe, the Jewish revolutionaries largely held their peace. The bloody suppres
sion of the Bar Kokhba revolution brought about "the annihilation of political 
nationalism" which "put an end both to the apocalyptic faith and to the militancy 
of the Jews."84 

Hadrian made a lasting impression on the Jews. After his governor plowed 
up the Temple Mount, the Jews concentrated on survival. The religion of the book 
took a back seat to the religion of ethnocentric survival, which would henceforth 
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dictate the meaning of the book. Once again, the rabbis disputed one another. One 
group claimed "every Jew ... should be ready to die the death of a martyr."BS The 
faction of Shammai, though, said, "outwardly and under compulsion, one might 
transgress the Law in order to preserve one's life."B6 The assembly at Lydda took 
a middle course, distinguishing between "important precepts and those which 
are less weighty." Finally a decision was reached that "all laws might be broken, 
with the exception of those prohibiting idolatry, adultery, and murder" in order 
"to avoid death by torture."B7 Graetz comments: "It was touching to note the petty 
tricks and pious frauds by which they endeavored to avoid death and yet to satisfy 
their conscience. The mental tortures which they suffered daily and hourly made 
them skillful in discovering loopholes of escape."BB 

The search for loopholes became a defining characteristic of the Jewish race. 
The law could henceforth be transgressed in the interest of survival. As one ex
ample: 

The two authorities of Tiberias, Jonah and Jose, taught that it was lawful to 
bake for Ursicinus on the Sabbath, and the teachers of Neve, a Gaulanite town, 
permitted leavened bread to be baked for the legions during Passover. In their 
distress the religious representatives quieted their consciences with the excuse, 
which they deluded themselves into believing, that the enemy did not expressly 
demand the transgression of the law, but simply required the regular supply of 
the army. But Ursicinus' intention appears really to have been to institute a reli
gious persecution. B9 

The notion that "it is better, for a time, religious laws should be transgressed "1>0 

was not endorsed by Jews who became Christians. Christians died rather than of
fer incense to the emperor. Many died rather than violate their faith. They were 
known as "martyrs," which means "witnesses." And those who listened to their 
witness often concluded that they died believing their faith to be true, which led 
many to accept their faith. 

The opposite conclusion applies to the Jews. If they were not willing to die for 
their religion, then it was probably not true. It was as if the Jews understood that 
with the fall of the Temple they had created a new religion, and that no one was 
willing to put his life on the line to attest to its authenticity. Jewish religion became 
a religion of ethnic survival, which became its highest good. The notion that sur
vival somehow allowed the transgression of religious laws found no precedent in 
scripture. The books of Daniel and Maccabees show that a Jew must accept death 
rather than transgress the law of God. Christians now hold this position, but not 
the Jews. The fact that Christians took the position of Daniel and the Maccabees 
while the Jews repudiated it shows the continuity from Moses to the Church, as 
Christ indicated, not from Moses "to those who call themselves Jews," in St. John's 
words. 

Graetz mocks the Jewish penchant for discovering "loopholes of escape," but 
he ignores the role it played in handing victory over Rome to the Christians.91 

By siding with Bar Kokhba, the rabbis made the split with their Christian co-
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ethnics inevitable and bitter when it finally came. The Christians conquered Rome 
because they had been expelled from the synagogue. Had they remained in the 
synagogue, they would have undoubtedly been compromised by the religion of 
ethnic survival, which compromised everything it came in contact with, includ
ing the Torah, its nominal basis and raison d'etre. "From the time of Hadrian," we 
are told, "all connection between Jews and Christians ceased."92 The Bar Kokhba 
Revolution made the split final and irrevocable. As if to show their independence, 
the Christians chose an uncircumcised heathen as their bishop. Jews and Chris
tians, henceforth, "no longer occupied the position of two hostile bodies belong
ing to the same house, but they became two entirely distinct bodies.''93 Paganism, 
a religion nourished by and in turn breeding "irrational ideas, deceit, and im
morality,"94 was replaced inevitably by ethical monotheism. Mankind cannot pre
tend it doesn't know certain things. Once Jewish religion and Greek philosophy 
were transmitted throughout the Mediterranean basin by Roman infrastructure, 
mankind could not return to placating irrational and petulant gods. Revulsion at 
Jewish revolutionary excess and contempt at the supine behavior that often fol
lowed it meant that heathens would not accept the religion of the "Jews" either. 
That left Christianity, the revised and renewed religion of Moses, Abraham, and 
Christ, alone in the field. After years of contention, Rome submitted to baptism. 
Following Constantine's conversion, "the last thread" connecting "Christianity 
with its parent stock" snapped at the Council of Nicaea when the Church decided 
that it would not rely on the Jewish calendar to calculate the date of Easter. "For," 
Constantine wrote, "it is unbecoming beyond measure that on this the holiest 
of festivals we should follow the custom of the Jews. Henceforward, let us have 
nothing in common with this odious people; our Savior has shown us another 
path.''95 Citing Constantine, Graetz claims "The first utterance of Christianity on 
the very day of its victory betrayed its hostile attitude towards the Jews and gave 
rise to those malignant decrees of Constantine and his successors, which laid the 
foundation of the bloody persecution of subsequent centuries.''96 

But history belies his claim. Persecution of the Jews was, as at the time of 
Masada and Bethar, a function of revolutionary activity. It was oftentimes a re
action to Jewish participation in revolutionary activity, as in Cyprus during the 
second Century and in Eastern Europe in the 1920S and 1930S. But the idea of revo
lution has a life of its own. The temptation to "judaize" has never left Christianity, 
and Christian writers who understood the pull of the "Jewish" idea denounced 
Judaizers as dogs that returned to their vomit. In the Middle Ages, as Christian 
cultural hegemony over Europe reached its zenith, the Jewish idea of heaven on 
earth would burst forth again. The dogs would return to their vomit, and Jews 
would be the first to feel its effects. 
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Julian the Apostate 

Chapter Two 

Julian the Apostate and the Doomed 
Temple 

It is one of the ironies of history that Flavius Claudius Julianus, the Roman em
peror who was the scion of the dynasty that acknowledged Christianity as the 
religion religion of Rome, should come to be known to us as Julian the Apos-

tate. Born in the year 331, Julian was raised a Christian, but watching his relatives 
get slaughtered by nominally Christian relatives soured him on Christianity. He 
never knew Basilina, his mother, who died within months of his birth. His father 
was a distant figure, caught up in the administration of the empire, who had Julian 
raised by servants until his father was murdered by Constantius II, Julian's cousin 
and Constantine's successor. Ricciotti says Julian "seems never to have fully recov
ered from this tragic shock which influenced many of his decisions in later life.''' 

When Constantine the Great died on May 22,337, Constantius II resolved any 
doubts about imperial succession by brute force, murdering his rivals. In his Life 
of Constantine, Eusebius of Caesarea claims "the slaughters had their origin in a 
spontaneous decision of the soldiers throughout the empire,''' but St. Jerome, St. 
Athanasius, and Zosimus agreed with Julian, who held Constantius II responsible. 
Julian escaped death because of his age-he was six years old when Constantine 
died-but later gave full expression to the feeling he nurtured for throughout his 
life: ''And what this most beneficent emperor did for us who were so closely related 
to him! Six of our common cousins, his uncle, my father, and another on our fa
ther's side, and my eldest brother, he put to death without a trial. My other broth
ers and I, whom he had intended to kill, were eventually sent into exile.''3 

Because Julian held Constantius II responsible for the murder of his relatives, 
his hatred gradually transformed itself into a overwhelming desire for revenge 
against Constantius II and his religion, Christianity. Julian also lost his inherited 
property, which passed to Constantius II, his Christian-albeit Arian-cousin. 
(Constant ius II, whose reign saw a resurgence of the Arian heresy, was Christian 
by self-designation only. Like Constantine, he put off baptism until his death bed.) 
Julian hated Christianity "not by any philosophic or abstract reason but by the 
fact that his murderous cousin was a Christian.'l! His revulsion would grow with 
time. 

Constantius II sent Julian to Nicomedia for education, where he was taught 
by Mardonius, his mother's former tutor. Julian learned the poetry of Homer and 
Hesiod as well as the philosophy of Plato, Socrates, Aristotle, and Theophrastus. 
Julian must have received instruction in Christianity there too. 
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Mardonius accompanied Julian to Macellum, where Julian was baptized and 
where he and his brother were enrolled in the Christian clergy in the minor order 
oflector. Julian read the Scriptures in the assemblies. At Macellum, Julian learned 
the habit of duplicity that remained with him for his entire life. Although bap
tized, in Macellum Julian also fell under the influence of Maxim us of Ephesus and 
became convinced the ancient gods had anointed him to restore the empire to the 
glory it knew under paganism. 

Scholars have concluded that Mardonius was an "honest pagan."5 Julian's later 
pagan teachers were more dubious. Mardonius led Julian to the threshold of the 
sacred temple of Neoplatonic philosophy, which had become hopelessly infected 
with magic and the occult. IfMardonius was Julian's Vergil, Maximus of Ephesus 
was the temptress Beatrice who led him across the threshold into the occult. Max
imus "initiated" Julian into theurgy. Under the influence of Maximus and other 
adepts in secret Gnosis, Julian became convinced the wisdom of the Greeks would 
triumph over the folly of Constantine. There was no reason why one of Constan
tine's relatives or successors should not come to his senses and restore Hellenism. 
Those in Constantinople who thought as he did soon saw in Julian their secret 
champion, even though Julian must have taken part in Christian services there. 

At the end of 351, Constantius II ordered Julian to return to Nicomedia, but 
forbade him to attend the lectures of Lib ani us. Julian obeyed his cousin externally, 
but duplicitously followed them closely in secret by poring over notes taken by 
others. The return to Nicomedia marked "the beginning of Libanius' influence 
over Julian, an influence which was to increase continually until the Apostate's 
death.''6 Ricciotti refers to Libanius as "a rhetorician ... without depth of thought; 
in other words, a brilliant literary peacock.''7 Libanius, who later became teacher 
of St. John Chrysostom, hated Christianity as an intellectually feeble alternative 
to the Hellenic tradition, which boasted a pantheon ofliterary gods from Homer 
to Plato. 

When Julian came under Libanius' spell, however, Plato's teaching and phi
losophy had fallen on hard times. Hellenism meant Neoplatonism, a compendium 
based on Plato's teachings as synthesized by Plotinus a Century before but split 
apart again by Plotinus' students Porphyry and Iamblicus. 

Porphyry was a practitioner of magic and theurgy who, under the influence 
of Plotinus, rejected occultism in favor of reason and philosophy according to the 
traditional understanding of Plato's teachings. The same cannot be said oflambli
cus. As Neoplatonism's center of gravity shifted toward Asia at the beginning of 
the fourth Century, magic gained the upper hand over philosophy. Iamblicus was 
Neoplatonism's representative, leading the final decline of the Hellenism of Plato 
into the mumbo-jumbo of Asiatic magic. So 

The exponents of this late N eoplatonism thus gradually ceased to be philosophers, 
since they renounced the hope of arriving at divine contemplation by means of 
reason and became instead to a greater or less extent hierophants, magicians, 
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thaumaturges, and evokers of the gods [who] dedicated themselves to the task of 
bringing that divinity to light [through] "theurgy," that is, divine work. 8 

The decay of Platonic thought eventually infected Judaism. Kaballah was the 
Neoplatonic reading of the Talmud, and the Lurianic Kabbalah would become 
Talmudic Judaism infected with Iamblichus' version ofNeoplatonic thaumaturgy, 
according to which the thaumaturge tried to rescue the scattered sparks and bring 
about Tikkun Olam, or the healing of the world. But that is to get ahead of our 
story. 

Julian, who would live only to 32, was fully formed in his beliefs at 20. By 
then Julian renounced Christ in favor of Mithra, and in keeping with its dualistic 
nature, kept his true beliefs secret until the proper time to reveal them. In the 
meantime, he attended church, especially on religious feast days, while practicing 
his real religion in secret. 

St. Gregory Nazianzen, who met Julian in Athens, felt that he was "handi
capped by a number of physical and moral defects" mirrored in his appearance.9 

Julian was short, stocky and bearded. Ammanius, his pagan biographer, claims 
"the rabble at Antioch called him a Cercops (one of a race changed by Jupiter into 
apes), since being oflow stature and having a beard like a billy goat's he spread his 
broad shoulders as he advanced with great strides through the streets."l0 Gregory 
felt that Julian went to Athens "to associate secretly with pagan priests and quacks, 
since he was no yet confirmed in his impiety.''t! His duplicitous nature was ex
pressed in Julian's "weaving head [and] shifty feet [and] the constant changes of 
opinion without apparent reason"; his religious fanaticism was expressed in "the 
wild, wandering eyes, ... the nostrils breathing hate and scorn, the proud and con
temptuous lineaments of the face, the paroxysms of uncontrolled laughter ... the 
breathless speech and disordered, senseless questions, interlaced with answers no 
more to the point." Gregory wondered, "What a monster the Roman empire is 
nourishing within itself.''t· 

Julian visited Pergamum, then an important center for Hellenism. There Max
imus of Ephesus tightened his control over Julian's mind. Iamblicus was no longer 
at Pergamum, but his spirit perdured through the work of his disciples, Aedisius 
and Maximus. Julian had the reputation of being an ascetic, but intellectually, he 
showed little disCipline much less asceticism. Warned by Eusebius to pursue "the 
purification of the soul through the use of reason," Julian chose instead the mer
etricious thaumaturgy Eusebius condemned.!) Maximus, "completely dedicated to 
the occult sciences and theurgy,''t4 invited Eusebius and Julian to a magic show at 
the temple of Hecate that featured the spontaneous lighting of torches and other 
wonders. Julian was swept away by the spectacle. "Farewell to your books, you 
have shown me my man," Julian said, confounding Eusebius' admonition.!5 

Julian stayed on for a course in magic, during which he was initiated into 
theurgic mysteries, which Gregory Nazianzen describes thus: 
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Julian descended into a subterranean sanctuary closed to the common people 
in the company of a clever conjurer, a theosophist rather than a philosopher. 
Such individuals practiced a kind of divination that required darkness and sub
terranean demons to foretell the future. As Julian advanced father and farther, 
he encountered terrors increasingly numerous and alarming-strange sounds, 
revolting exhalations, fiery apparitions, and other such prodigies. Since he was 
taking his first steps in the occult science, the strangeness of the apparitions 
terrified him. He made the sign of the Cross. The demons were subdued and all 
the visions disappeared. Julian regained courage and began to advance. Then 
the dread objects began to reappear. The sign of the Cross was repeated and they 
again disappeared. Julian wavered. The director of the initiation at his side ex
plained: "We loathe but no longer fear them. The weaker cause has conquered!" 
Convinced by these words, Julian was led on toward the abyss of perdition. What 
he later heard and did only those know who have undergone such initiations. At 
any rate, from that day he was possessed.16 

Like Keith Richards, the Rolling Stones' guitarist at the 1969 rock concert 
that returned human sacrifice to the realm of public spectacle, Julian made the 
sign of the Cross when demons were about to overwhelm him, until he realized 
at the prompting of his guide that he was there to be overwhelmed by the demons 
he feared. The Greek gods were real enough: the Christians called them demons 
or fallen angels. From then, Julian was their servant. At their behest he rose to the 
pinnacle of power in the Roman empire and then to doom in the deserts of what 
is now Iraq. Julian's career is inexplicable without consideration of his recourse to 
these gods. He saw them at his side during crises, and he consulted them in the 
entrails of animals and the flight of birds at every turn; they advised him at crucial 
moments. 

In 355 Julian received permission to study at the School of Athens. The Athe
nians were described in Acts 17:21 as people who "employed themselves in noth
ing else but in telling or in hearing some new thing." Only the level of Athenian 
decadence had changed since the time of St. Paul. When Julian arrived, Athenians 
were living on the memories of the glorious past, but they did not measure up to 
that past. They talked about Plato, but they substituted theurgy for his teaching. 
In a stronger soul, their decadence would have inspired disgust; in Julian, it con
firmed his abandonment of philosophy for magic. Julian encouraged his pagan 
followers by submitting to initiation into the Eleusinian mysteries in ceremonies 
so secret that almost nothing is known of them. 

Judged by its effect, the magic seemed powerful enough. After leaving Ath
ens, Julian was summoned to Milan, where he was crowned Caesar in November, 
355. One month later, he was sent to rule Gaul. Julian was 23 years old and had 
spent his life immersed in books and conversing with those who possessed eso
teric knowledge. 

Gaul was a province in ruin. Colonia Agrippina (Cologne) the principal city 
of Germania Secunda had just fallen to barbarian invaders. The barbarian tribes 
had established a base of operations that extended 35 miles west of the Rhine from 
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which they could pillage Roman Gaul at will. The barbarians controlled the west 
bank of the Rhine all the way to the North Sea, effectively cutting off ship traf
fic up the Rhine, preventing support from or to Britain. To make matters worse, 
Constantius II had made Julian a puppet Caesar answerable to generals already in 
Gaul, whose negligence and corruption had created the chaos. 

Facing great handicaps, Julian learned to be a ruler and a general in a few 
months. Within a short time, he reformed the corrupt tax system of the bankrupt 
Gallic prefecture. Then, securing the goods to prosecute a campaign against the 
barbarians, he defeated Chonodomarius and 30,000 Alamanni in a battle near 
Strasbourg. After the victory, Julian's legions acclaimed him Augustus, or sole 
ruler of the empire, but he declined the honor. 

By this point in his career, Julian had taken on the superhuman characteris
tics of the gods he worshipped. A Mars in battle, he was a Zeus in rule. He drove 
the barbarians across the Rhine and freed Gaul from imminent danger. His skill 
as an administrator won him the esteem even of his Christian enemies like Sts. 
Ambrose and Gregory Nazianzen. As governor of Gaul, "he succeeded in reduc
ing the captatio from 25 to only seven aurei per head'''7 while providing sustenance 
for successful military campaigns. He was renowned for the purity of his morals. 
Ammanius, his pagan biographer, claims "He was so conspicuous for his unde
filed chastity that after the death of his wife [Helena] it is well known that he never 
gave a thought to love .... Even his most confidential servants never accused him 
of any suspicion of lustfulness, as often happens.'''s In 359 he took the war against 
the Alamanni to the heart of their territory, attacking them on their side of the 
Rhine. 

Achievement like this could not go unpunished. Constantius II stripped Ju
lian of the better half of his troops and ordered them to the eastern front where 
they were to fight under Constantius II against the Persians. The fame of the Gallic 
troops, who it was said never turned their back on the enemy, preceded them east
ward, but they refused to return the compliment. After one detachment left, the 
rest mutinied, refusing to leave Julian, whom they again declared Augustus. This 
time Julian consulted the gods before responding. "I prayed to Zeus," he wrote, 
"through an opening in the wall" of his quarters in Paris.'9 "I entreated the god to 
give me a Sign, and thereupon he showed to me and ordered me to yield and not 
to oppose the will of the army.''>o The genius publicus of the empire appeared to 
him in his sleep and rebuked him for his timidity. "If I am not received even now," 
the guardian spirit of the empire told Julian, "when many men share my opinion, 
I shall depart sad and dejected.">l In the morning, Julian, who "told his more inti
mate friends about the vision," according to Ammanius, yielded to the demands 
of his troops, who raised him on a military shield and proclaimed him Augustus, 
sole ruler of the Roman Empire.22 

Julian, like Caesar before him, cast his die and crossed his Rubicon. He con
soled himself against the reproach that he was a traitor, a usurper, and ungrateful 
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to his cousin who had elevated him to Caesar by the "mystic conviction that he 
had been chosen by the gods to renew their worship."'3 Eunapius writes that Julian 
"after his conquest of Gaul ... summoned the heirophant from Greece, and after he 
had performed with his assistance certain rites known to themselves alone, he was 
aroused to throw off the tyranny of Constantius 11."'4 His decision to rebel against 
his cousin was a function of his involvement in the occult and the sense of politi
cal destiny it instilled in him pushed Julian to rebel. 

Summoning his troops, who had mutinied at the thought of leaving Gaul, 
Julian marched east and then embarked on the Danube, sailing forth to his ren
dezvous point in what is now Serbia. During his progress down the Danube, "the 
people flocked together at his passage-the Romans on the right bank to acclaim 
him and the barbarians on the left to gaze on him in wonder and to bend their 
knees in terror.">5 Cooler heads thought he was marching toward his doom. With 
rebellion behind him and Constantius II' army massing in front of him on the 
plains of Illyricum, Julian "was headed toward disaster''>6 when the gods inter
vened in his life once again. Constantius II suddenly died on November 3, 361 

on his way to do battle. Julian took Constantius II' sudden death as proof of the 
gods' approval of the rebellion. Julian entered Constantinople on December 11. 

The court confirmed him sole Augustus because "the times required an energetic 
and warlike leader.''>? 

Julian now found himself at the pinnacle of power and in a position to effec
tuate the commission for which the gods prepared him, the restoration of pagan 
worship throughout the empire. "I came because the gods expressly bade me, and 
promised me safety if 1 obeyed them, but they threatened me with what 1 pray no 
god may do to me if 1 stayed.''>8 

After his accession to the imperial throne, Julian announced he had ceased 
being a Christian at the age of 20 and that he was anointed by Rome's ancient gods 
to restore her former glory. Socrates and Sozomen trace Julian's apotheosis and 
moral fall to the machinations of the theurgist Maximus of Ephesus, and Ricciotti 
writes, "considering the moral character of the theurgists, this is quite probable.''>9 
Socrates, Sozomen and Gregory Nazianzen, he continues, "all affirm that at this 
time Julian kept up the appearance of being a Christian.'':!o Nevertheless, his with
drawal from Christianity in the secret of his conscience was compete and defini
tive. He confesses in a letter at the end of 362 that he had "walked along the road" 
of the Christians "till his twentieth year," but that "with the help of the gods" 
he had walked along another "for twelve years.'':!1 The chief obstacle to restoring 
paganism was Christianity, which had received numerous benefactions from the 
state since the Edict of Milan in 313. 

Julian was a determined reactionary. To purify himself from baptism, which 
he heard left an invisible but permanent sign on those who received it, he submit
ted to the Mithraic sacrament known as the taurobolium. Crouching naked in a 
trench, the most powerful man on earth allowed the blood of a slaughtered bull to 
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pour over his entire body, but particularly those members most in need of purifi
cation: his hands which had handled the body of Christ in the Eucharist. Gregory 
Nazianzen writes Julian "washed his hands, purifying them from the unbloody 
sacrifice through which we become partakers in the sufferings and divinity of 
Christ.''.!> 

The Petulantes and Celts, his loyal legions from Gaul, busily went from one 
drunken orgy to another, gorging themselves on the meat of slaughtered animals 
to propitiate the rehabilitated gods. Cynics began referring to Julian Augustus as 
"the butcher," conjuring up images of him covered with blood hacking away at 
sides of beef as his new priesthood of libertines and whores looked on in cynical 
amusement.33 

Julian was a classic reactionary. He was determined to restore the worship of 
the gods, convinced they had led him through the extraordinary events of his life 
for that purpose. When he became Augustus, "he laid bare the secrets of his heart 
and with plain and final decrees ordered the temples to be opened, victims to be 
brought to the altars and the worship of the gods to be restored.''.!4 

But Julian was thoroughly modern too, which is to say, Masonic in his duplic
ity. He promoted the goals of his esoteric circle of thaumaturges under the exoteric 
guise of religious tolerance. He intended, at least he said in public, "to grant full 
religious liberty not only to the pagans but also to the Christians.''.!! Ammanius, 
part of his inner circle, understood the meaning of the gesture. Julian granted 
universal freedom of conscience "that he might have no fear thereafter of a united 
populace, because such a freedom increased their dissensions, and he knew from 
experience that no wild beasts are so hostile to mankind as are most Christians 
in their savage hatred for one another.''.!6 Trying to "divide and conquer," Julian 
hoped to reduce Christianity "to extremes without appearing as an open adver
sary." 

Julian inaugurated a thoroughly modern persecution in which the state 
seemed a benevolent supporter of tolerance when it was encouraging pagans to at
tack Christians with impunity. It was like Sargent Shriver giving $900,000 to the 
Blackstone Rangers in Chicago in the '60S. Certain groups had free rein to terror
ize Christians because they enjoyed the favor of the emperor and would never be 
punished. Ricciotti calls it "disguised persecution guided by the hand in power.''.!7 
He says "Julian shrank from the death sentence, since this would have removed 
the disguise from his system of veiled persecution.''.!8 

Julian was ahead of his times. He invented Kulturkampf a millenium and a 
half before Bismarck fired Catholic teachers from the Gymnasium in Braunsberg. 
Julian, like Bismarck, felt "Christians should be discredited by being deprived of 
their culture.''.!9 Julian banned Christian teachers from schools, but made it seem 
he was implementing a politically neutral program of educational reform. In June 
362, Julian issued the constitution Magistros studiorum which gives the "appear
ance of neutrality,'1!o because the "words of the decree, taken alone, could not be 
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interpreted as a direct plot against any individuals or groups within the empire 
such as the Christians.'!!' But the exoteric document was interpreted in light of a 
circular letter to the esoteric circle of magistrates and teachers who implemented 
the constitution. Again 

it is necessary to keep in mind that Julian was a member of the secret society of 
Mithra ... and that in such associations it was the rule to reveal only the more 
generic and vague aspects of one's thoughts, keeping hidden what ever was more 
characteristic and decisive. We obViously have an example of this procedure 
here: Juliah's generic plan was set forth in the Magistros studiorum, but its spe
cific interpretation was reserved for the letter already cited.4' 

By depriving Christians of their culture, Julian rendered them powerless 
without the odium of bloody persecution. In this he was a typically modern ruler. 
He was a radical innovator who dramatically expanded the power of the state 
into spheres traditionally left to the family. When Rome was a repUblic, the state 
bowed to the paterfamilias in education. In De republica Cicero claimed Romans 
"had never wished for any system of education for free-born youths that was ei
ther definitely fixed by law or officially established or uniform for all.'!!3 Even in 
Hadrian's time, education was a private initiative. But the situation changed as the 
government subsidized the schools. The quid pro quo was to become common in 
other empires, too: Financial support in exchange for the schools' allegiance to 
the regime. "Vespasian," Ricciotti says, "was the first to assign to rhetoricians an 
annual salary of 100,000 sesterces from the public treasury.'''4 Christian teachers 
had to renounce their faith or give up their careers and face poverty and social os
tracism. "There was to be no bloody persecution," Ricciotti continues, "but rather 
a slow asphyxiation and inevitable paralysis.'!!5 

In one of the ironies that mark Julian's career, he articulated a position the 
Church would eventually take with regard to the Jews. "I do not want the Galile
ans to be put to death or unjustly beaten or to suffer anything else," Julian told his 
teachers and magistrates, "but still I emphatically maintain that those who rever
ence the gods must be preferred to them.'''6 Under the formula "Sicut Judaeis non," 
Pope St. Gregory the Great articulated the same principle as the Church's policy 
toward the Jews. No one was to harm them, but they were to be given no position 
of cultural influence, lest they use it to engage in blasphemy and the corruption 
of morals. 

Mesmerized by Maximus of Ephesus, whom Ricciotti compares to "a myste
rious sphinx charming him from afar,'!!7 Julian was drawn to ruin in the deserts of 
the East, but before that he succumbed to a vision of himself as the pagan messiah, 
a vision confected by the thaumaturges and hierophants who surrounded him. 
The man who studied Greek literature so avidly seemed strangely unaware of the 
hubris that ruled his life. Messianic politicS broke out where least expected, from 
the very empire that crushed it among the Jews three centuries earlier: 
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Just as the Messianic herald had been chosen to bring back to Jahweh all the 
offspring ofIsrael and to carry the message of salvation "even to the farthest part 
of the earth," so Julian would bring back all the peoples of the empire who were 
corrupted by the Christianity of Constantine to the worship of the gods. 

Ricciotti says "this pagan Messianic program" wasn't "exclusively religious in 
the modern sense of the word, since it also involved politics as well,'1J8 But it was 
precisely messianic politics because it mixed religion, politics, and a charismatic 
penchant for private revelations as the validator of preconceived policies. In this, 
Julian was a forerunner of George W. Bush. Both led their empires into ill-fated 
military campaigns against rulers of Mesopotamia; both relied more on gut feel
ing than rational calculation; both were influenced by the traditional source of 
Messianic politics, namely, the Jews-George Bush by his neoconservative advis
ers; Julian through the study of literature, in particular the Church fathers and 
their polemics against the Jews. 

Julian initially espoused tolerance to all religious sects to sow dissension in 
the hope they would eradicate each other, saving him the trouble. His policy to
ward the Jews was dictated by the same principle. Julian felt the religion of the 
Jews was, except for its unfortunate penchant for monotheism, almost as good as 
the religion of the Hellenes. Julian was sympathetic to the Jews, probably because 
of their antipathy toward Christians, and decided to exploit it for political effect. 

Although originally viewed by Rome as a sect of}udaism, Christianity became 
Judaism's bitterest rival after the destruction of the Temple in 70 AD and the bar 
Kokhba rebellion in 131. In Antioch, where Julian was despised by Christians and 
ridiculed by pagans, he was described as a hairy ape with the beard of a he-goat 
who was always buried in books. Since he was avid to refute Christianity, Julian 
was especially familiar with Christian texts and Christian writers. From them, 
he knew Jews were the main opponents of Christianity; Jews were also involved 
in every persecution. So he decided to use them to refute Christianity once and 
for all. Aware of the theological import of Matt 24:2, in which Christ prophesied 
the destruction of the Temple, Julian decided to reverse history by rebuilding the 
temple that Christ said would remain forever destroyed. "The high priest of the 
Hellenes would embarrass the god of the Galileans on his own terrain, making 
Him out to be a charlatan." 

In Against the Galileans, now known only through writings of those who 
wrote to refute it, Julian accused the Christians of impiety, of atheism, of claiming 
that men were not divine, and of being the illegitimate offspring ofJudaism. Juda
ism was more legitimate because it was ancient. Christianity had existed for only 
300 years, and no one in his right mind could put faith in a religion that new. The 
dispute over the relative antiquity of the religions bespoke a deeper dispute: the 
issue of patrimony and lineage. The dispute between the Jews who accepted Christ 
as the Messiah and those who rejected him became full-blown cultural warfare 
within years of Christ's crucifixion. Who were the true children of Abraham and 
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Moses? Who was the True Israel? An astute politician, Julian would have his en
emies fight each other to settle the claim. Since Christianity was the established 
religion, that meant promoting the cause of the Jews, the Christians' implacable 
enemy. 

The Acts of the Apostles and the Epistles describe the founding of the Church 
as a life and death struggle with the Jews, who, even more than the pagan Romans, 
saw it as a threat precisely because it refused to see itself as new. The followers of 
Christ were one religion among many in the Roman empire because they lacked 
political power, but they could not accept the Jews as one of those many religions. 
The Jews, many Christian writers made clear, were different from the Hebrews. 
The Hebrew religion had a priesthood, a Temple, and sacrifice. After 70 AD, the 
Jews had none of these things, so the religion of the Jews could not be the same 
as that of the Hebrews. The only religion that had a priesthood, a Temple, and a 
sacrifice was the Catholic Church, the New Israel. The Jews did not have a sepa
rate but equal covenant; the only real basis for fulfilling their covenant had been 
destroyed. 

Writing about 115 AD, St. Ignatius of Antioch claimed "It is absurd to have 
Jesus Christ on the lips, and at the same time to live like a Jew." He established the 
proper causal and chronological relationship between Judaism and Christianity: 
"Christianity did not believe in Judaism," he tells us, "but Judaism believed in 
Christianity, and in its bosom was assembled everyone professing faith in God.'l!g 
The Hebrew prophets, he wrote, "lived a Christian life," because they lived "a life 
in union with Christ even before he came."50 Logically then, the religion called 
Judaism after Christ was a spurious invention lacking continuity with Abraham 
and Moses. 

Writing in the aftermath of the bar Kokhba rebellion, St. Justin Martyr makes 
the point more emphatically. Justin refers to the Old Testament as "our writings" 
because, though delivered to the Jews, they were destined for the Christians.51 The 
Jews are incapable of understanding Scripture because they are "carnal," a word 
applied to them repeatedly by the Church fathers. Because they did not under
stand the Scriptures, the Jews rejected Christ and attacked him when he walked 
among them. Similarly, they also attack Christians because they do not under
stand the real or spiritual meaning of Scripture. 

Political messianism is a manifestation of the carnal Jew. According to the 
Church Fathers, the Jews perennially await a Messiah who will restore their po
litical power. Christianity is incompatible with political messianism and Jewish 
revolutionary activity because it recognizes another Messiah. According to Justin 
Martyr, who died roughly 50 years after Ignatius, Christians were persecuted dur
ing the bar Kokhba rebellion because of their loyalty to Jesus Christ. Eusebius says 
bar Kokhba persecuted the Christians because they would not fight the Romans 
because that would mean accepting bar Kokhba as their Messiah. Jewish revolu
tionary fervor only increased Jewish hatred of Christianity because they saw the 
Christians as traitors. 
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Justin writes "Not only do the Jews hate the Christians, but they persecute 
them, and treat them like the pagans do, as worthy of punishment and of death, 
whenever they can put their plans into execution.''s> Rejection of the true Messiah 
made them intolerant of those who questioned their Messianic politics, namely, 
the Christians, who chided them for their folly and blindness. Add the dispute 
over which was the True Israel, and constant friction and bloodshed resulted. 
When Christians claimed for themselves the antiquity of the Jews, this reproach 
"struck at the very roots of Jewish self-respect" because in antiquity "the proof 
of late origin meant that historically the people with this late origin was of little 
importance. Such a people received its culture from other peoples.''s3 The question 
perdured through polemics: who had the derivative culture? The Christians or the 
Jews? 

Justin Martyr addressed the issue in Dialogue with Trypho, written in the 
aftermath of the bar Kokhba rebellion. The dialogue was "written ... for those Jews 
brought up with some of the benefits of Greek training, but faithful to the Law" 
who were "disillusioned at the temporal collapse of Judaism in the days of their 
parents.''s4 Justin felt that the Jewish people were held in intellectual and spiritual 
bondage by their rabbis, so "it was against their authority and their competence 
that he leveled his attack.''s5 Dialogue with Trypho is aimed at Jews during their 
moment of disillusionment flowing from the ruined hope in a false Messiah. Justin 
could not set up a straw Judaism; his audience would see through any caricature. 
Harnack comments: Justin is "a reliable reporter and does not construct a Judaism 
that will suit his own polemical purposes.''s6 The Dialogue is, Wilde says, "neces
sarily a substantially faithful representation of Jewish religious life in the middle 
of the second Century from the point of view of a Christian and with the reactions 
of a Christian."571t "shows us that the two religions are completely separated from 
one another." Wilde describes the Dialogue as "the monologue of the victor.''s8 

Justin concedes to Rabbi Trypho that Christians and Jews worship the same 
God. But differences outweigh similarities. Trypho concedes the Messiah, accord
ing to Scripture, must suffer, but pulls back in disgust at the idea he would suffer 
and die in the shameful manner recounted in the Gospels. The Cross was a scan
dal to the Jews of St. Paul's time and to the Jews of Trypho's. Trypho, like Mai
monides 1000 years later and virtually every rabbi in between, wanted a Messiah 
"who would be great and glorious." 

Justin realized the Jewish desire for a carnal Messiah was undimmed by the 
disastrous bar Kokhba rebellion.59 Because the Jews were not going to embrace 
Christ, Justin argued for concessions in behavior so the two groups could live in 
peace under Roman rule. Justin called for an end to reviling Christ in the syna
gogue, a common practice based on the Talmud. He also said only a Jew would 
claim the crucifixion was necessary so there was no guilt on their part (in con
trast to what St. Paul says at Romans 3:5-8). At the end of his Dialogue, his Jewish 
interlocutors remain unconvinced and unconverted. This obdurate blindness, he 
suggests, will last for a long time. 
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The Dialogue is not irenic in the sense those living in the wake of Vatican II 
have grown accustomed to. Justin reviles Jews for "blind obedience to rabbinic 
control." Only in Christianity can Jews find "the fulfillment of their Messianic 
expectations, the explanation of the collapse of Judaism, and the freedom which 
their spirits craved and which their condition denied them."60 The rejection of 
Christ orchestrated by the rabbis turned Judaism into anti-Christianity, distort
ing the Jewish personality. The Jews "are openly wicked men." They are "worse 
than the Ninevites who at least did penance, for they by their bad actions make 
the pagans calumniate God. By their merely carnal understanding of the Law, de
signed to be primarily spiritual; they make men calumniate the law and hence the 
God of the Law and are thus false to their spiritual vocation." The Jews are "wise 
only in doing evil" and, as a result, "unable to know the hidden plan of God."61 

The most obvious manifestation of Jewish wickedness is the persecution of 
Christians, which follows logically from the Jews' responsibility for the death of 
Christ. Justin is not alone in ascribing to Jews the role of persecutor. 

The Martyrdom of Polycarp explains the extent of Jewish participation the 
persecution of Christians. Polycarp was bishop of Smyrna when a persecution of 
Christians broke out. In Revelation 2:8 the Jews in Smyrna are described as form
ing the synagogue of Satan, a group habitually slandering and persecuting Chris
tians. When the persecution commenced, Polycarp escaped. Captured later with 
others, they were burned alive rather than renounce their faith; the whole popu
lace gathered wood, but "especially active in these preparations were the Jews, as 
was their custom, who eagerly helped people in this matter." In ascribing blame 
for the murder of Polycarp, the author mentions that this sort of persecution was 
"habitually practiced by the Jews.''6· 

Origen says Jews were habitual inciters of widespread and long-standing per
secution of Christians. The persecutions were too systematic to be local or person
al. They were the policy of the rabbis who controlled Jewish life. Origen mentions 
that the Jews roused local populations to persecute Christians by repeated cal
umnies. The Jewish claim that Christians ate murdered infants at night meetings 
was a calumny that triggered one persecution, but he says the history of Jewish 
persecution went back to apostolic times. In 62, the apostle James was thrown to 
his death from the Temple. From 131-135, Simon bar Kokhba gave Christians the 
choice of apostasy or death. Women were whipped or stoned if they showed any 
intention of becoming Christians. "Opposition at all times," Wilde writes, sum
ming up Origen, "and persecution where possible, was the policy of the Jews, once 
the distinction between Jews and Christians became known and understood.''63 
Like other Church Fathers, Origen felt Jewish opposition to Christianity flowed 
from Jewish opposition to Christ; their hatred of Christ stemmed from their car
nal nature and "national pride" because Christianity admitted Gentiles into the 
new spiritual kingdom.64 According to Rabbi Tarphon (perhaps the model for the 
Rabbi in Justin's Dialogue with Trypho), Christians "were far worse than the pa-
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gans, for the pagans never had the truth. But the Minim [the Christians] had the 
truth and abandoned it. Hence we find the curse upon the Minim introduced 
into the Shemone Esre at the end of the first Century or the beginning of the 
second.''65 

The evidence for Jewish animus against Christians is not ascribable to unfor
tunate personal experience. It suffuses the patristic writings, just as it suffuses the 
canonical books of the New Testament.66 Nor is the patristic view of the Jew based 
on literary stereotypes compensating for actual experience. The Jew is a personal 
acquaintance, unlike Shylock or the Jew of Malta, who were stereotypes based on 
distant memory. Origen, like Justin Martyr, was personally acquainted with Jews. 
Origen understood that Jewish calumny helped to cause Christian persecution, 
and that Jewish hatred was a fact of life for the Christians, continuing unabated 
after the repeated defeats of Messianic politics. As we have seen, the revolution
ary Jew was born, according to Origen, when the Jews chose Barabbas in place of 
Christ because "it is he who holds sway over them in their unbelief.''67 Like Justin, 
Origen feels that rabbis are the primary source of this hatred and the force that 
holds the Jewish people in their thrall. The Rabbis are also responsible for the 
calumnies and blasphemies in the Talmud. Demonstrating familiarity with parts 
of the Talmud, Origen mentions the Talmudic claim that Christ was born of an 
adulterous union of a Jewish whore and a Roman soldier named Panthera. 

Jews, according to Origen, cling to a carnal, literal interpretation of the scrip
tures and persecute those who have the true spiritual understanding. Jewish pros
elytes are "especially bitter and their hatred lasts after the peace of the church, 
especially against converts from Judaism.''68 Persecutions, according to Origen, 
flowed inexorably from the Jews' rejection of Christ. The Jews not only crucified 
Christ, "the hatred of the Jews for Christ extended beyond the grave, for they 
bribed the soldiers to deny the resurrection of Christ."69 

Origen was not only familiar with Josephus' account of the siege of Jerusalem 
in 70 AD; he draws theological conclusions from it. The Church fathers saw in the 
destruction of the Temple a repudiation of the Jews for their rejection of Christ and 
the destruction of their religion too. The Jews were in darkness because they laid 
violent hands on the light. Jerusalem was destroyed because of the sins of the Jews; 
that destruction is proof of the truth of what Christ had said. The Jews, according 
to Origen, were abandoned because of their rejection of Christ. "Jerusalem," he 
says, "may now be called wretched. It has no honor, no glory. It is without Temple, 
without altar, without sacrifice, without prophet without priesthood, without any 
divine visitation whatever. The Jews are dispersed throughout the world and live 
as fugitives and exiles. They have been repudiated by God.''7o 

Justin Martyr says the same thing. The foundation of Jewish worship was 
sacrifice that expiated sin and won the favor of God. With the destruction of the 
Temple, sacrifice became impossible. So the Jews were rendered unproductive and 
unfruitful, "though great and innumerable." They "drink up the doctrine of bit-
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terness and impiety and reject the word of God.''7' Similarly, "the Jews think that 
because they are by the flesh the sons of Abraham and ofJacob they will be saved. 
In this they are completely deceived."7· The promises to Abraham can no longer 
be fulfilled in the Jews. As we have seen before, if the priesthood, sacrifice, and 
Temple must continue, then Christians are the true Israelites, because only they, 
through Christ, have priesthood, sacrifice (in the Mass) and Temple (in Christ 
himself). 

The destruction of the Temple caused a radical discontinuity in history. Ori
gen deals with this discontinuity by refining the definition of the word Jew, a re
definition necessary because of confusion the word "hoi Ioudaioi" caused in the 
Gospel of John. Origen distinguishes between the Jew in occulto and the Jew in 
manifesto. The Jew in occulto is the spiritual Jew, the follower of Christ. The Jew 
in manifesto is the carnal Jew, the biological descendant of Israel, the Jew who 
claimed to be the "seed of Abraham" whom Christ repudiated. Israel, according 
to Origen, means one who sees God. Everyone who has obtained the vision of God 
through faith and a sinless soul may be called Israel. The synagogue, according to 
Origen, will continue to exist, but it will bear no fruit. 

A number of consequences flow from this rejection. The Jews, who have aban
doned the light of reason, the Logos, have no control over their passions. They 
will live in the darkness of unreason and, as a result, pursue their desires without 
restraint. They "are well represented by the figure of Barabbas," an ill-fated po
litical insurrectionary.73 They are also identified with Judas, "and with him go to 
hell.''74 The devil does not bother the Jews because "they have already fallen into 
his hands.''75 He now attacks the Church. The Jews are agents of the devil who ac
cuse Christians of credulity while persecuting them and blaspheming Christ. Jews 
are unjustly proud of their carnal descent from Abraham and refuse to repent. The 
Jews practice magic, and are "foolish, hard-hearted, wise only in doing evil, un
able to know the hidden plan of God," and are "useless to society.''76 

Origen, according to Wilde, "presents more clearly than any uninspired writer 
of the first three centuries, what was to prove to be the full traditional attitude of 
ecclesiastical authors toward the Jews."77 In spite of their words, which seem harsh 
to modern ears, Wilde rejects the idea that the Church fathers are anti-Semitic 
because "there is no trace of any racial animosity on the part of Christians.''78 The 
fathers did not manifest "hatred of the Jews .... They were opposed to Judaism as a 
religion whose place is taken by Christianity and as an institution responsible for 
the death of Christ."79 They also opposed the Jews because Jews were responsible 
for persecution of Christians. The "present wretched condition of the Jews ... is 
due to their rejection of Christ and is a punishment for their sin."8o That same 
wretched condition, persecution of the Jews, also flowed from "the temporal char
acter of their Messianic expectations."8. Jewish revolutionary activity invariably 
created a violent reaction against all Jews. The Judaism practiced after Christ was 
"condemned as a religion which has been replaced, whose rites are therefore vain 
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and useless."8. The Judaism practiced before Christ, however, was "the precursor 
of Christianity, and, therefore, worthy of respect and reverence."83 Like the Gospel 
of St. John, the writings of the Church fathers were anti-Jewish because they saw 
the Jew as a rejecter of Christ rather than someone with any real religious identity. 
Christian writers would often refer to Judaism as "superstitio," which is to say, 
confected by man not God, for carnal purposes. Wilde concludes "the Christian 
treatment of the Jews never descends to the ad hominem level."84 

St. Irenaeus reiterates what Justin and Polycarp said before him and antici
pates what Origen and others would say later. The Jews are rejected as Israel; their 
vineyard is turned over to the Gentiles; the Church is the New Israel. Irenaeus 
applies the parable of the wicked husbandmen to the Jews as did Jesus when he 
told the Jews "the kingdom of God will be taken from you and given to a people 
who will produce its fruit." Irenaeus makes the implication clear. The rejection 
of Israel as an ethnic group meant the selection of the Gentiles as the Church. 
After comparing the Jews to the wicked husbandmen cast out of the vineyard, Ire
naeus claims that the vineyard has been expanded to include the whole world and 
given to other husbandmen who will render its fruits. The vineyard "is no longer 
hemmed in, that is, no longer limited by Jewish narrowness."85 

Irenaeus knows his idea engenders animosity among the Jews of his time be
cause it engendered animosity among the Jews of Jesus' time. "When they heard 
his parables," Matthew recounts, "the chief priest and the scribes realized he was 
speaking about them, but though they would have liked to arrest him they were 
afraid of the crowds, who looked on him as a prophet" (Matthew 21:45-46). 

Irenaeus thought the choice of Barabbas over Christ had lasting political im
plications. "In dishonoring the Son of God they chose Barabbas, a robber and a 
murderer. They denied the Eternal King, and preferred to admit the temporal Em
peror as their king. For this reason God delivered their inheritance to the Gentiles 
and does not want them to return to the Law."86 According to Irenaeus, all Jews are 
responsible for the rejection of Christ, "the people by not knowing Him, and the 
priests for attacking Him."87 In claiming "we have no king but Caesar," Jews com
mitted themselves to a political program that actively manifested their rejection 
of Christ. Jews would henceforth implement the promise of a Messiah in a carnal 
fashion, which is to say, in a way opposite to the kingdom of God on earth. 

St. Hippolytus of Rome takes this thought to its logical conclusion in his trea
tise on the Antichrist. The death of Christ at the hands of the Jews was anticipated 
in what they did to the Prophet Jeremiah. The desolation of Judaea and the burn
ing of the sanctuary occurred after both events. Hippolytus says, the Jews killed 
Christ because "they were disappointed in Him, for they thought that he was to 
establish a community on earth alone."88 The same carnal messianic political de
sire for heaven on earth that led the Jews to choose Barabbas will lead the Jews 
who perdure in the rejection deeper into the service of the devil until they finally, 
it is argued, bring about the reign of the Antichrist. 
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The Kingdom of the Antichrist, Hippolytus says, is a Jewish operation. Just as 
the Antichrist will bear "many apparent similarities to the true Christ," so too "the 
Jewish people over whom Antichrist will rule bear many apparent similarities to 
the people of God."89 The Antichrist will first gather the scattered Jewish people 
into Jerusalem, where they will reconstruct the temple. The Antichrist, accord
ing to Hippolytus, "will resurrect the kingdom of the Jews."9o The Antichrist thus 
will be the culmination of Messianic politics. He will re-establish the superseded 
ethnic Israel as heaven on earth, but that heaven will be a hell for Christians. The 
Antichrist "will kill kings in battle" and be "a harsh ruler. He will bring tribula
tion and persecution against his enemies,''91 namely, the Church, the New Israel. 
In the meantime, each Jewish Messiah will be an avatar of the Antichrist, because 
the Jews, "who gave themselves over to wickedness according as their temporal 
prosperity grew greater" and were "a stubborn people, and full of cunning, who 
feared not God, and had not shame before men" were condemned to mistake "the 
Antichrist for the true Messias" repeatedly.9· "The Jews had an excessive desire 
for the things of this world, and too great a reliance upon their own strength." As 
a result, "the wrath of God fell upon them because of their part in the death of 
Christ, and it brought with it the following punishments: eternal blindness, loss 
of the Way which is Christ, eternal servitude to the Gentiles and destruction of 
the Temple."93 The Jews would be punished in the aftermath of each intermediary 
Antichrist. In fact, "in the age to come the Jews will be horror-stricken at the pun
ishment they are to receive."94 

Bar Kokhba's failed rebellion did not end Jewish animus against Christianity; 
it merely required a change in strategy. Largely eschewing armed insurrection, 
the Jews turned to psychological warfare and promoted heresy instead. Irenaeus' 
work, as its title implies, was written to combat heresy, specifically Gnosticism, 
but in entering that fray he had to deal with the Jews, acknowledging "from the 
very beginning of the Gnostic attack on Christianity," that Gnosticism was associ
ated with judaizing.95 Irenaeus claims Simon Magus, the proto-heretic mentioned 
in the Acts of the Apostles, "bears a Jewish imprint."96 His ideas of God, of the 
world, of angels, of the Law and of man, according to Irenaeus, "all show Jew
ish influence."97 Origen saw "Jewish influence on heresies such as Docetism and 
Gnosticism.''98 

Origen wrote "Heretics and Jews are grouped together as the conventicle of 
the wicked who build in vain''99 over a Century before Julian became emperor, 
but he could not have more accurately described Julian's project to rebuild the 
Temple-or its outcome. "Under Julian (361-63)," we are told, "there was a revival 
ofJewish national ambition connected with the attempt to rebuild the temple. The 
Jews of Antioch were certainly involved in this revival. In fact, the Jews fitted well 
into Julian's plan to restore paganism.'''oo Graetz says "Julian's reign ... was a period 
of extreme happiness for the Jews of the Roman Empire,",ol and "Julian was greatly 
impressed by the God ofJudaism,"'o, but the latter seems unlikely given his initia-
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tion into the Eleusinian mysteries and his desire to restore the pagan gods. Julian's 
attraction to the Jews was more political than theological, which historians closer 
to his time recognized. 

Rufinus does not share Graetz's feeling that Julian was "greatly impressed by 
the God ofJudaism." Rufinus says in Historia ecclesiastica, written in about 400: 

So great was Julian's subtlety and shrewdness as to land even the unfortunate 
Jews in illusory expectations to which he himself was subject. He summoned 
them and confronted them with the question of why they do not perform sac
rifices, although their laws obligate them to do so. But they sensing the oppor
tunity of the moment said: 'We can do so only in the Temple of Jerusalem. For 
such is the command of the law.' Having obtained from him the permission to 
start with the work of reconstruction, they became so emboldened in their in
solence as to make it appear that a prophet of theirs had come to them. From all 
regions and provinces there came Jews, to start with the reconstruction of the 
Temple which had long ago been consumed with fire. With the permission of the 
Emperor's representative they used public and private means to proceed in great 
haste. Meanwhile they started insulting our fellow Christians, as if the Jews' old 
kingdom were about to be reinstated. As the Jews grew in confidence and pride, 
they menaced Christians ever more heatedly.103 

Socrates is more pointed in exposing Julian's political manipulation of the 
Jews and their messianic hopes. Julian, says Socrates, 

thought to grieve the Christians by favoring the Jews, who are their most invet
erate enemies. But perhaps he also calculated upon persuading the Jews to em
brace paganism and sacrifices; for they were only acquainted with the mere letter 
of Scripture, and could not, like the Christians and a few of the wisest among the 
Hebrews, discern the hidden meaning .... The emperor, the other pagans, and all 
the Jews, regarded every other undertaking as secondary in importance to this. 
Although the pagans were not well-disposed towards the Jews, yet they assisted 
them in their enterprise, because they reckoned upon its ultimate success, and 
hoped by this means to falsify the prophecies of Christ. 104 

An educated man, Julian understood the thrust of Christian anti-Jewish po
lemic. The Christians claimed that destruction of the temple proved the superiori
ty of Christianity and that Christianity had superseded Judaism as the New Israel. 
Julian's desire to rebuild the Temple fit squarely into the trajectory of anti-Jewish 
Christian polemic. To blunt Christian claims, he could find no more willing allies 
than the Jews, who hated Christians and were eager to collaborate with those who 
held political power. The Jews had cried that they had "no king but Caesar," and 
now Caesar was reaching out to them, willing to support their deepest aspirations, 
the restoration ofJerusalem and its Temple. 

In a letter "To the Community of the Jews," Julian promised "I will use all 
my zeal to make the temple of the Most High God rise again."105 His reference to 
"the Most High God" flattered his Jewish audience, and Graetz was still taken in 
by the flattery a millennium and a half later. In his letter Julian affirmed that the 
Temple in Jerusalem alone was recognized by the Torah, and that it would have to 
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be rebuilt before the Jews again had "sacred precincts" and "altars for sacrifice,"'o6 
thereby confirming everything the Christian fathers had said about the Church 
as the New Israel. He also upped the ante. Ifhe could build the Temple, he could 
reverse the course of history, prove that Christianity was a hoax, and prove that he 
himself was a god worthy of induction into the pantheon he was reconstructing. 
From a theological viewpoint, the decision to rebuild the Temple was the most 
ambitious construction project in history. "The high priest of the Hellenes would 
embarrass the god of the Galileans on his own terrain, making Him out to be a 
charlatan.",o7 

St. John Chrysostom attributes more wickedness to Julian and more slyness 
to the Jews. Julian, according to Chrysostom (born 14 years before Julian's reign 
and ordained a priest 20 years after Julian's death), "surpassed all the emperors in 
irreligion."'o8 He did not begin by enlisting the Jews in his project to repaganize 
the Roman Empire; rather he "invited the Jews to sacrifice to idols in an attempt 
to drag them to his own level of ungodliness.'"o9 The Jews were cleverer than the 
emperor. They turned his project to their advantage, saying: "If you wish to see 
us offer sacrifices, give us back Jerusalem, rebuild the temple, show us the holy of 
holies, restore the altar, and we will offer sacrifices again just as we did before.""o 
But the sacrifices the Jews promised were not going to be to Roman gods. 

Chrysostom, too, felt "all Jews are responsible for Christ's passion and death, 
that they have been repudiated and cursed by God, and that they stand condemned 
out of the mouths of their own prophets.'''ll Like Julian, Chrysostom had "received 
an excellent education in the Greek paidaeia."''' Like Julian, Chrysostom saw the 
Jew as the primary enemy of the Christian. Anyone who saw the Church as a dan
ger to the security of state and society, as Julian did, would "favor Judaism'''') to 
remove Christianity as paganism's chief rival. 

The stage was set for a battle of wills in which the emperor would attempt to 
force God's hand. Like latter day evangelicals who show up at the Temple Mount 
in Jerusalem with dynamite to usher in Armageddon by blowing up the mosque 
built on the Temple's foundations, Julian would reverse the course of history by 
resurrecting the Jewish priesthood, sacrifice, and Temple. 

Julian's claim was daring, but not preposterous, for as St. John Chrysostom 
makes clear in Adversus /udaeos, Christians accepted the premises of Julian's ar
gument. If Julian could rebuild the Temple, then the Jews would be vindicated, 
and Christianity, the superseder, would itself be superseded. It may be difficult 
to imagine the construction of one building causing this, but the Temple in Je
rusalem wasn't just any building. It was the sine qua non of the Jewish religion. 
If it could be rebuilt, the Jewish religion would be re-established, and if that were 
to happen, Christianity's claim to be the New Israel would be over. Christianity 
would be one sect among many, easily accommodated into Rome's pantheon. 

Eusebius in Demonstratio evangelica claimed the Temple precincts had been 
completely obliterated by time and the Roman legions. The site of the Temple was 
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"ploughed and cultivated by Roman citizens in a way not all different from other 
such fields.''''4 Much earth and rubble, as a result, had to be removed before the 
foundations were laid bare and Julian's construction could begin. The Jews, "blind 
to all things,''''5 called on the Emperor for help, and the Emperor happily obliged. 
Julian turned to Alypius, distinguished prefect of Britain. Work went smoothly, at 
the beginning. Roman know-how combined with Jewish wealth and enthusiasm 
seemed unbeatable. According to Ammianus, Julian "allotted enormous (immodi
cis) sums for the enterprise," sums which "were augmented by contributions of the 
patriarch of all Judaism and other voluntary offerings, including costly garments 
and jewels handed over for the purpose by Jewish women.''''6 Jewish women, ac
cording to Eusebius, even "used their garments to help carry away the earth re
moved by diggers busy with making room for the new foundations.''''7 The lone 
dissenting voice was St. Cyril, bishop of Jerusalem, who according to Eusebius, 
predicted dire consequences for the day lime was mixed to make mortar for the 
foundation stones. 

The Jews scorned Cyril's prediction. The enthusiastic effort went smoothly for 
a while. Rubble that covered the site for centuries was removed, exposing the orig
inal foundation. But when new construction was about to begin, things started to 
go wrong. "During the night," says Eusebius, "there arose a huge storm, the earth 
shook, and huge balls of fire burst forth from the ground and continued to do so 
through the next day. Instruments melted, workers were burnt to death, strange 
crosses appeared on clothes and bodies, a luminous cross shone in the sky, and 
the enterprise had to be abandoned. A violent tremor caused a portico to collapse 
killing a number of workers.''''8 

According to St. John Chrysostom, Julian "overlooked nothing but worked 
quietly and a little at a time to bring the Jews to offer sacrifice, in this way he 
expected that it would be easy for them to go from sacrifice to the worship of 
idols.''''9 The emperor's construction crew was about to start construction of the 
new temple, "when suddenly fire leaped forth from the foundations and complete
ly consumed not only a great number of the workmen but even the stones piled up 
there to support the structure.'''20 

Gregory of Nazianzen says the Jewish women "carried the dirt in their lap 
with no consideration for their robes and for the tenderness of their bodies, be
cause they saw in all this a work of piety, as they carried everything downward" 
from the Temple foundations to a nearby valley.121 "But," Gregory continues: 

a sudden whirlwind and the convulsion of the earth caused them to rush to a 
nearby church .. as they [the Jewish women] reached the door of the church 
which was open, suddenly those doors closed, as if by an invisible hand, which 
filled with fear the impious and protest the devout. It is reported unanimously 
and held for certain that when they tried to open the door of the church, flames 
that burst forth from the inside prevented them from forcing the door open. The 
flames then burnt some of them and destroyed others ... Still others lost various 
limbs of their bodies to the flames that burst from inside the church and burnt 
some of them to death. '22 
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Gregory adds that those who refuse to admit the event's miraculous char
acter "do not believe in any miracle of God .... >3 Gregory, says Stanley Jaki, "was 
fully aware of the need of being credible when reporting about truly miraculous 
events .... 24 He, therefore, scrupulously avoids embellishment in describing the sec
ond miraculous occurrence, "the appearance of a cross within a luminous circle 
in the sky" followed by the appearance of crosses on the clothing of the Jews: 

Anyone who was there found either on his vestments or on his body a luminous 
sign in the form of a cross, which exceeded the beauty of anything produced 
by a weaver or by a painter. On seeing this, they [the Jews] were so terrified as 
to invoke in one voice the God of the Christians and tried to expiate Him with 
many praises and supplications. Some even went so far as to seek out our priests 
and were after many prayers admitted into the Church, and introduced into the 
greater mysteries. They had their souls purified in baptism and so profited from 
their terror."l>S 

Again, Jaki explains why Gregory could not exaggerate, much less lie: "Had 
he done so he would have exposed himself to immediate rebuttal by pagan ad
mirers of Julian who were very numerous indeed and were not absent even from 
Cappadocia, a stronghold of Christianity. But neither Gregory, nor other erstwhile 
reporters of the event were challenged about the veracity of their presentation. 
Gregory ... was never charged of falsifying or inventing facts .... •6 

St. Ambrose, a former civil servant, also could not embellish the tale because 
it was within the memory of those still living, and any fabrication would have 
undermined his credibility with the people he wanted to impress. Yet he pulls 
no punches in describing the incident and its meaning to the Emperor Gratian. 
"Have you not heard how," Ambrose asked the Emperor in reference to a syna
gogue he planned to build, "when Julian had ordered the Temple ofJerusalem re
built, those who were carrying the rubbish were burned by fire from heaven? Are 
you not afraid that this will happen also now? In fact, you should not have given 
an order such as Julian would have given .... •7 

Ammian.us Marcellus, Julian's pagan biographer, reports "frightful balls of 
flame kept bursting forth near the foundations of the temple" which "made it im
possible to approach the place," even though "Alypius pushed the work forward en
ergetically" and "was assisted by the governor of the province .... •8 Alypius ordered 
men to their deaths by ordering them into the flames from the Temple's founda
tions, but he eventually conceded defeat because "the elements [i.e., fire] persis
tently drove them back. ... •9 Ammianus notes, "Julian gave up the attempt."'30 

Socrates says the Jews were driven to doom by their desire to gratify their il-
licit passions: . 

when God caused the earthquake to cease, the workmen who survived again 
returned to their task, partly because such was the edict of the emperor and 
partly because they were themselves interested in the undertaking. Men often, in 
endeavouring to gratify their own passions, seek what is injurious to them, reject 
what would be truly advantageous, and are deluded by their ideas that nothing 
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is really useful except what is agreeable to them. When once led astray by this 
error, they are no longer able to act in a manner conducive to their own interest, 
or to take warning by the calamities which are visited upon them. 

The Jews, I believe, were just in this state; for, instead of regarding this unexpect-
ed earthquake as a manifest indication that God was opposed to the re-erection 
of their temple, they proceeded to recommence the work. But all parties relate, 
that they had scarcely returned to the undertaking, when fire burst suddenly 
from the foundations of the temple, and consumed several of the workmen.'3' 

Socrates concludes: the incident is "believed by all; the only discrepancy in 
the narrative is that some maintain that flame burst from the interior of the tem
ple, as the workmen were striving to force an entrance, while others say that the 
fire proceeded directly from the earth.">32 

The explosions dumbfounded Julian and his Jewish allies. The Jews "were as
tonished and struck with shame."'33 Julian, formerly "madly eager" to finish the 
project, was suddenly filled with fear, afraid fire might fall on his own head too. 
So "he and the whole Jewish people withdrew in defeat." Chrysostom comments: 
"Even today if you go into Jerusalem, you will see the bare foundation. If you ask 
why this is so, you will hear no explanation other than the one I gave. We are all 
witnesses to this, for it happened no long ago but in our own time .... 34 

Julian tried to make the best of a bad situation in "To a Priest." According 
to him, the Jewish prophets who scorned the worship of idols were brought low. 
Julian fails to note the idea to rebuild the Temple was his. Julian the idol worship
per concludes idols of all kinds are perishable. "The God of the Jews may be great," 
Julian says, "but He has not found worthy prophets and interpreters. The reason 
is that their souls have not been refined by a liberal education, and their eyes have 
not been purified by the light of study .... 35 Julian thus tried to pin the failure on the 
Jews. 

Some have claimed the explosions resulted from the "seepage of petroleum."'36 

But there is no natural explanation. The Dead Sea, which contains asphalt, which 
does not explode, was 25 miles away and a thousand meters lower than the Tem
ple. A recent Jewish Encyclopedia entry blithely claims no fire rose from the earth 
to stop work on the Temple, but Graetz is not as reckless with the truth. Graetz 
admits "on the occasion of the pulling down of the ruins and the excavation of 
the foundations, a fire broke out by which several workmen lost their lives.''>37 He 
ascribes "this subterranean conflagration" to "gases which had long been com
pressed there, and which, on being suddenly released from pressure, ignited on 
coming into contact with the air above .... 38 "[T]hese sudden explosions," Graetz 
says, "disheartened the workmen, so that they gradually gave up work.">39 Graetz's 
explanation fails twice. First, Ammianus insists "frightful balls of flame kept 
bursting forth near the foundations of the temple,"'40 which could not occur from 
pent-up gas. If construction were halted by that kind of explosion, the explosion 
would have solved the problem. Construction could have resumed immediately. 
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Ammianius states the fire "kept bursting forth,"'41 something incompatible with 
pent-up gas. Secondly, Graetz overlooks the implication that flows from use of 
Ammianus as his source. Ammanius is a pagan with a vested interest in a non
theological explanation unfavorable to the Christians. If there were evidence for a 
natural cause, Ammanius would have seized it. 

Julian, Graetz recounts, "accused the Christians of having caused the fires to 
break out in the underground passages."'41 Graetz then attempts to rebut Chrysos
tom's account without mentioning him by name, claiming "the Christian authori
ties of the following generation relate the most wonderful tales of the miracles 
which are said to have happened during this impious rebuilding, the purpose of 
all of which was to warn the obdurate Jews and to glorify ChriSt."143 

Graetz is playing the familiar role of the Jewish debunker, but his assessment 
of Chrysostom is not far off the mark. Chrysostom does assert that the attempt to 
rebuild the Temple was an act of impiety, and that the project's failure. was a warn
ing to obdurate Jews and a vindication of Christians. Julian did not make a second 
attempt. Julian and the Jews recognized the explosions as a sign the work should 
not continue. Julian was fatally wounded by a spear thrust in his side in his mili
tary campaign against the Persians, uttering, according to one account, "Nenike
kas Galilaiae," just before his death or, as Swinburne rendered the phrase, "Thou 
hast triumphed, 0 pale Galilean." Another account has him saying, "Helios, thou 
hast ruined me!"144 Christian legend attributes his death to St. Mercurius, a Ro
man soldier martyred a Century before.'45 St. Mercurius' role in slaying Julian 
was memorialized in Orthodox iconography, but it appears first in the chronicle 
ofJohn Malalas after 563. According to one account, Christ ordered Mercurius to 
slay Julian. Another says the Theotokos gave the order. 

Either way, the champion of the Jews died by the rivers of Babylon, and Jewish 
hopes for a rebuilt Temple died with him. The Jews and the pagans were demoral
ized by their failure to reconstruct the Temple. Graetz says "the death of Julian in 
the neighborhood of the Tigris (June 363) deprived the Jews of the last ray of hope 
for a peaceful and unmolested existence .... 46 The death of Julian for all practical 
purposes ended Jewish political aspiration, certainly in Europe, for roughly a mil
lennium. Towards the end of the 14th Century, their hopes would revive briefly as 
they conspired with the Moors in Spain against the Reconquista, but they backed 
the wrong side and were expelled from Spain. 

Chrysostom's explanation ofJulian's efforts is straightforward; it is consider
ably less labored than Graetz's. The Emperor and his Jewish allies failed because 
they "failed to see that they were attempting the impossible" because if God de
stroyed their city, "no human power could ever change what God had decreed .... 
What God has reared up and wishes to remain, no man can tear down. In the 
same way, when he has destroyed and wishes to stay destroyed, no man can re
build .... 47 
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The Jews' failed attempt to rebuild the Temple with help from the most pow
erful man on earth shows "how conspicuous our victory is" and how it could not 
be attributed to the efforts of Christians to halt it, because, Chrysostom says, 

This did not happen in the times of the good emperors; no one can say that the 
Christians came and prevented the work from being finished. It happened at a 
time when our religion was subject to persecution, when all our lives were in 
danger, when every man was afraid to speak, when paganism flourished. Some 
of the faithful hid in their homes, others fled he marketplaces and moved to the 
deserts. This is when these events occurred. '48 

The failure to rebuild the Temple happened when Christians were power
less, Chrysostom concludes, "So the Jews have no excuse left to them for their 
impudence.'~49 Chrysostom is under no illusion that Jewish impudence will disap
pear, because it became part of their identity when they rejected Christ and would 
remain as long as they perdured in that rejection. The project of restoring the 
Temple was, according to Chrysostom, traceable to the Jewish character, which by 
resisting the Holy Spirit, has become revolutionary. What kind of men, Chrysos
tom asks, would rebuild the Temple? The answer is simple: the revolutionary Jew, 
or as he puts it: 

They were men who constantly resisted the Holy Spirit, revolutionists bent on 
stirring up sedition. After the destruction under Vespasian and Titus, these Jews 
rebelled during the reign of Hadrian and tried to go back to the old common
wealth and way of life. What they failed to realize was that they were fighting 
against the decree of God, who had ordered that Jerusalem remain forever in 
ruins. '50 

On February 27, 380, the Emperor Theodosius decreed Christianity was the 
official religion of the Roman Empire. In 17 years, the Jews had suffered a complete 
reversal of fortune. The people who cried "We have no King but Caesar" found 
that Caesar had suddenly become a Christian. Theodosius's decree brought many 
converts into the Church but it created another more complex problem for the 
Church, the danger of judaizing. 

St. John Chrysostom was ordained to the priesthood six years after Theodo
sius issued his decree. The decree did not obliterate the status quo ante. Theodo
sius protected the Jews. The benefactions Julian had established were still in effect, 
and they gave the Jews a force and vitality dangerous to the local church. There 
were theoretical issues, too. Jewish monotheism seemed more rational than the 
Trinitarian formula that Christ was true God and true man; as a result, the Jews 
forged politically useful links with Arian heretics. 

Chrysostom felt converts to the official religion of the empire often were "po
litically motivated to accept the Christian faith rather than committed to its way of 
life.'~51 To meet this threat, Chrysostom gave a series of sermons known as Adversos 

Judaeos, translated as Against the Judaizing Christians, since that is his focus. The 
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Jews and their synagogues were "a risk to the faith of this Christian community" 
that he countered "with every weapon in his rhetorical arsenal.'''5' Chrysostom, 
along with Augustine and Jerome, has been accused of aiding and abetting "neu
rotic anti-Semites in every historical crisis affecting the Jews for more than the 
next 1500 years.'''53 Chrysostom in particular, but the Church Fathers in general, 
portrays the Jews as "sensual, slippery, voluptuous, avaricious and possessed by 
demons.'''54 Additionally, Jews are "drunkards, harlots and breakers ofthe Law," 
as well as "the people who murdered the prophets, Christ and God."'55 The Jews 
are "pitiable" because they chose darkness over the Light. They are "pitiable and 
miserable" because "when so many blessings from heaven came into their hands, 
they thrust them aside and were at great pains to reject them. The morning Sun 
of Justice arose for them, but they thrust aside its rays and still sit in darkness."'56 

They are also pitiable "because they rejected the blessings which were sent to them, 
while others seized hold of these blessings and drew them to themselves."'57 

The Church, as a result, has superseded the Jews. Christ said "it is not fair 
to take the children's bread and cast it to the dogs." The Jews were originally the 
children, and the Gentiles the dogs, but the coming of Christ and his rejection 
by the Jews changed that. Now, said Chrysostom, "they became the dogs, and we 
became the children.'''58 

The animus expressed here is theological not biological. Everything depends 
on the Jews' rejection of Christ. Everything can be rescinded by a rejection of the 
rejection. That rejection is the source of Messianic Politics because, as Chrysos
tom points out, "the Jews rejected the rule of Christ when they said: 'We have 
no king but Caesar.""59 In rejecting Christ, Chrysostom tells the Jews "you made 
yourselves subject to the rule of men."'60 And when the Jews "broke the yoke," he 
continues, "they grew fit for slaughter.'''61 Messianic Politics leads to the slaughter 
of the Jews who continue to reject Christ. The cycle is clear: prosperity leads to 
revolution and revolution leads to disaster: 

When brute animals feed from a full manger, they grow plump and become more 
obstinate and hard to hold in check .... Just so the Jewish people were driven by 
their drunkenness and plumpness to the ultimate evil; they kicked about, they 
failed to accept the yoke of Christ, nor did they pull the plow of his teaching .... 
Although such beasts are unfit for work, they are fit for killing. And this is what 
happened to the Jews: while they were making themselves unfit for work, they 
grew fit for slaughter.'6. 

When Jews use their cultural influence to drag Christians after them into di
saster, Chrysostom speaks out. "Dancing with bare feet in the marketplace," they 
lure Christians to destruction by luring them from the freedom of the Gospel back 
to the synagogue of Satan, where they "are gathering choruses of effeminates and 
a great rubbish heap ofharlots.'''63 In fact, "they drag into the synagogue the whole 
theater, actors, and all. For there is no difference between the theater and the syna
gogue.'''64 Christians in Antioch were afflicted with the" deadly opinion" that they 
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should "respect the Jews and think that their present way oflife is a venerable one." 
It is Chrysostom's task is "to uproot and tear out this deadly opinion" to protect 
the Christians "still sick with the Judaizing disease" from seduction by the "inde
cency and laughter" which "fellowship with those who slew Christ" fosters. ,6s 

Antioch, where Chrysostom became bishop, had historical and cultural pe
culiarities that fostered Judaizing. Antioch had Jewish inhabitants since its found
ing. When Antiochus IV Epiphanes tried to Hellenize those Jews by forcing them 
to eat pork, the Maccabees refused, choosing martyrdom rather than compro
mise. The tomb of the Maccabees was in Antioch, a shrine for Christians and 
Jews. Christians worshipped there because they were the New Israel and the Old 
Testament was their history; Jews worshipped there as a sign that there was no 
New Israel and to show the old covenant was still in force. 

The situation was bound to lead to confusion. De facto syncretism resulted 
among new converts so strongly that it was difficult to tell demi-Christians from 
demi-Jews. They were, in effect, one and the same, a group "sick with the Juda
izing disease,",66 Chrysostom said. Chrysostom felt "the Judaizing sickness raged 
especially among women and slaves, who should be kept at home and away from 
the synagogues."'67 Devotion to the seven Maccabees spawned pilgrimages. The 
Maccabees were properly revered as precursors to the Christian martyrs, but they 
were also revered because they preferred death to violation ofJewish ritual, which 
led many to feel the Jewish law was still valid and binding on Christians. The 
Church eventually took over the synagogue that housed the relics of the Mac
cabees, but uprooting the syncretism engendered by devotion to the relics proved 
more difficult. 

Hence, Chrysostom's sermons, which were intended for "those who are sick 
with the Judaizing disease." Chrysostom had to assert the orthodox mean in the 
face of two heretical extremes. One the one hand, some Christians felt that going 
to the synagogue was the same as going to church. On the other hand, the Mar
cionists asserted that Jews and Christians worshipped different Gods, so great 
were the differences between the Old and the New Testaments. 

The same golden mean applied to behavior. Jews were a pernicious threat to 
civil and moral order, but Jews should not be harmed. Judaizers were a constant 
threat to the purity of Christian doctrine, but Christians should not persecute 
them. If there is a curse on the Jews, it is of their own making, inflicted when they 
rejected Christ, and removable through acceptance of Christ. The proper place 
for the Jews is in the Church as Christians. The Jews can be saved. The friendly 
relations that existed between Justin and Trypho in the former's Dialogue with 
Trypho were both a model for future Christians and thought to be based on ac
tuallife. Christians, in other words, were opposed to Judaism on theological, not 
racial, grounds. The source of the animosity-rejection of Christ and persecution 
of Christians-could be overcome (some would later say, could only be overcome) 
by conversion. Conversion, however, should not be forced, nor should Jews be 
harmed. 
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But the Jews were a threat to Christian society that had to be contained. Jews 
were promoting syncretism or the sense that there was no difference between 
the Old and the New Covenant, luring unsuspecting newly-baptized but poorly 
catechized Christians into their synagogues, where they promised cures by Jew
ish doctors, who often used amulets and spells. Jews were also promoting elabo
rate musical productions that overshadowed the Mass. Unlike the Fathers of the 
Second Vatican Council, St. John Chrysostom tried to impede dialogue between 
Christians and Jews, especially when it entailed Christians and Jews worshipping 
together in the synagogue. To halt this dialogue, Chrysostom asks newly baptized 
Christians to consider that they are sharing their fasts "with those who shouted: 
"Crucify him, Crucify him," and with those who said: "His blood be upon us and 
our children." For those who "worship the Crucified" to "keep common festival 
with those who crucified him" is more than strange, it is "a sign offolly and the 
worst madness."168 

Since many newly baptized Jews saw going to the synagogue as the equivalent 
of going to Mass, Chrysostom began his attack there: the synagogue "is no more 
than a theater into which the Jews drag effiminates, harlots, and actors."169 The com
parison with the theater is more invidious than it sounds to modern ears because 
obscene performances were often staged there. "To go to the synagogue," Chrys
ostom continues, "is a greater crime than going to the theater. What goes on in the 
theater is, to be sure, sinful; what goes on in the synagogue is godlessness."17o 

Chrysostom also hates the synagogue because of how it differs from the the
ater. The synagogue has the prophets; it has the law; it has the word of God; and yet 
it uses them to corrupt: "This is my strongest reason for hating the synagogue: it 
does have the Law and the prophets. And now I hate it more than if it had none of 
these. Why is this? Because in the Law and the Prophets they have a great allure
ment and many a snare to attract the more simple-minded sort of men."'71 

Chrysostom also hates Judaism because "although they possess the Law, they 
put it to outrageous use."!7' Because "they have heaped outrage on him whom the 
prophets foretold,"173 "the man who sets a Judaizing Christian straight, wins a vic
tory over godlessness."!74 The deceptive similarities between the Church and the 
synagogue are dangerous and troubling: 

this is the reason above all others why I hate the synagogue and abhor it. They 
have the prophets but do not believe them; they read the sacred writings but 
reject their witness-and this is a mark of men guilty of the greatest outrage. Let 
that be your judgment about the synagogue too. For they brought the books of 
Moses and the prophets along with them into the synagogue, not to honor them 
but to outrage them with dishonor.!75 

By luring unsuspecting Christians into synagogues, the Jews implicate the 
"saintly prophets" as "partners of their impiety" in rejecting Christ. So, "the harm 
they bring to our weaker brothers is not slight," because "when they see that you, 
who worship the Christ whom they crucified, are reverently following their ritual, 
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how can they fail to think that the rites they have performed are the best and that 
our ceremonies are worthless"?176 

Chrysostom finds the Jews' promotion of music especially troubling. By go
ing to the synagogue and participating in the festivals of the trumpets, weaker 
brethren will "be emboldened to admire what the Jews do."177 Blinded by spectacle 
and music, they will not see that what really stands "in their synagogue" is "an 
invisible altar of deceit on which they sacrifice not sheep and calves but the souls 
of men."178 God is not worshipped in the synagogue; after the Jewish rejection of 
Christ, the synagogue "remains a place of idolatry."179 Because Christ is God, "No 
Jew adores God!'''80 Chrysostom bases his claim on the authority of Jesus Christ, 
the Son of God, "For he said: 'If you were to know my Father, you would also know 
me. But you neither know me nor do you know my father.' Could I produce a wit
ness more trustworthy than the Son of God?'''81 

Chrysostom cites Matthew 12:43-45 as proof"demons dwell in the synagogue" 
and "these demons are more dangerous than the ones of old." "When God forsakes 
a place," he says, "that place becomes the dwelling of demons." The synagogue "is 
not merely a lodging place for robbers and cheats but also for demons. This is true 
not only of the synagogues but also of the souls of the Jews ... who "live for their 
bellies; they gasp for the things of this world; their condition is no better than that 
of pigs or goats because of their wanton ways and excessive gluttony.'''82 

Demons gained a foothold in the synagogue when the Jews "sacrificed their 
own sons and daughters to demons. They refuse to recognize nature, they forgot 
the pangs of birth, they trod underfoot the rearing of their children, they over
turned from their foundations the laws of kinship, they became more savage than 
any wild beast.'''83 

That savagery began in sexual license and culminated in rejection and cru
cifixion of Christ, a gratuitous act made more heinous because the Jews had their 
law given to them by God. "No necessity," Chrysostom continues, "forced the 
Jews when they slew their own children with their own hands to pay honor to the 
avenging demons, the foes of our life .... Because of their licentiousness, did they 
not show a lust beyond that of irrational animals. Hear what the prophet says of 
their excesses. 'They are become as amorous stallions. Everyone neighed after his 
neighbor's wife.""84 

Sacrificing their children to idols paved the way for the synagogue's rejection 
of Christ. "Why is it," Chrysostom wonders, "that God put up with you in the old 
days when you sacrificed your children to idols, but turns himself away from you 
now when you are not so bold as to commit such a crime? Is it not clear that you 
dared commit a deed much worse and much greater than any sacrifice of children 
or transgressions of the Law when you slew Christ?'''85 As a result, the synagogue 
is worse than the theater, and "everything that goes on among the Jews today is a 
ridiculous sport, a trading in shame, filled with outrages beyond number."186 

The Jews dedicated themselves to their lusts and sacrificing their children to 
idols. As a further impiety, they dedicated themselves to strict adherence to the 
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law and rigorous fasts after rejecting Christ who abolished the law. "Now that the 
Law has ceased to bind," Chrysostom writes, "they obstinately strive to observe it. 
What could be more pitiable than those who provoke God not only by transgress
ing the Law but also by keeping it? ... 87 The Jews offend God, "not only by trans
gressing the Law but also by wishing to observe it at the wrong time .... 88 According 
to Chrysostom, Jewish legalism is as impious as Jewish lawlessness. "That is what 
destroyed the Jews. While they always kept looking for the old customs and life, 
these were stripped from them and they turned to impiety."'89 

In addition to blaspheming, Jews are "drunkards," a people in whom reason 
is overcome by the darkness of uncontrolled passion. Chrysostom uses the term 
"drunkard" because" drunkenness is nothing other than a loss of right reason, a 
derangement, and depriving the soul of its health."'90 For, Chrysostom continues, 

the man in love with a woman who is not his wife, the man who spends his 
time with prostitutes, is a drunkard. The heavy drinker cannot walk straight, 
his speech is rude, his eyes cannot see things as they really are. In the same way, 
the drunkard who is filled with the strong wine of his undisciplined passion is 
also unsound of speech; everything he utters is disgraceful, corrupt, crude and 
ridiculous; he, too, cannot see things as they really are because he is blind to 
what he sees. Like a deranged man or one who is out of his wits, he imagines he 
sees everywhere the woman he yearns to ravish. No matter how many people 
speak to him at gatherings or banquets, at any time or place, he seems not to hear 
them; he strains after her and dreams of his sin; he is suspicious of everything 
and afraid of everything; he is no better off than some trap-shy animal.'9' 

If "the man in the grip of passion or anger is drunk" because "his reason is 
submerged," then "this is all the more true of the impious man who blasphemes 
God."'92 Just as the drunkard "has no awareness of his unseemly behavior .... So, 
too, the Jews are drunk but do not know they are drunk."'93 Anyone who goes 
to the synagogue or observes Jewish fasts, has "fallen among robbers, the Jews," 
who are "more savage than any highwaymen" because "they do greater harm to 
those who have fallen among them .... 94 They did not strip a victim's clothes nor 
inflict wounds on his body as did robbers on the road to Jericho. The Jews have 
mortally hurt their victim's soul; they have "inflicted on it ten thousand wounds 
and left it lying in the pit of ungodliness." So Christians "must not turn to God's 
enemies, the Jews, for cures" because "this will only rouse his anger against them 
still more."195 

Those who attend the synagogue and observe Jewish fasts destroy "the peace 
which comes from the harmony sent by the Spirit."'96 The Judaizers "are now tear
ing this peace asunder by destroying us and exalting the Jews. These men consider 
the Jews as more trustworthy teachers than their own Fathers; they believe the ac
count of Christ's passion and death, which is given by those who slew Him. What 
could be more unreasonable than this?"197 

Chrysostom felt the Jews would be a perennial danger to the Christian com
munity. The Church must formulate that danger so future generations could act 
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justly to the Jews but without prejudice to the Christian communities. "Let us," 
Chrysostom concludes, "not exalt our enemies' side and destroy our own."198 

Once the Church became the established religion, it had to find a modus vi
vendi with the Jews. The Church, as a result, proposed for the first time in history 
a dfferent reaction to Jewish revolutionary activity, one based on Christian char
ity and forbearance. The normal reaction to Jewish revolutionary activity was to 
slaughter the Jews. That is what Vespa sian, Titus, and Hadrian did, as did the 
Greeks on Cyprus and in Alexandria. The Church could not respond that way, 
but it also could not ignore the danger Jews posed in terms of cultural subversion 
and, ultimately, armed insurrection. It formulated its position with those dangers 
in mind. 

Shortly after Chrysostom's death, the Church articulated what would become 
the constant teaching of the Church on the Jews. A law promulgated in either 412 

or 418 announced: "Let no one who has done no harm be molested on the ground 
that he is a Jew, nor let any aspect of his religion result in his exposure to contu
mely; in no place are their synagogues to be set afire, or wantonly damaged." In 
other words, no one was to harm the Jew. The Church fathers had learned that the 
Jew left unmolested tended to abuse his position and act in ways subversive to the 
common good. So the same law "warn [ edJ the Jews that, elated, it may be, by their 
security, they must not become insolent and admit anything which is opposed to 
the reverence due to Christian worship.'~99 

The relationship between Christians and Jews is central to Christianity. "There 
is," in fact, "no moment from the beginning to the end, when Christian legislation 
on the Jews is silent on their providential role, especially as guardians of Scripture 
and as destined for final salvation. That Jews are the people first chosen by God 
and never abandoned, an Elect whose failure, for all its tragedy in Christian eyes, 
is less a fall than a 'stumbling' (Rom 9: l-ll, 32), remains Catholic teaching.''2oo 
That same Christian doctrine absorbed Roman law, so "the Jews could expect that 
the rights and privileges conceded them in the decrees of past emperors would be 
vindicated in the imperial courts," but they should not expect to expand them.w1 

Christian Roman law added theological depth to what had been Imperial law. 
That generally played itself out in the following fashion. Christian Roman law 
"declared it illegal to confiscate or to burn down existing synagogues, but, on 
the other hand, generally forbade the construction of new ones.''202 Jews were not 
permitted to ridicule the Christian faith; they were not to introduce "the sign of 
our worship into their buffooneries," and they must "restrain their rites, keeping 
them this side of contempt for the Christian Law.''203 In 1215 a decree of the Fourth 
Lateran Council forbade Jewish ridicule of Christian Good Friday services. 

The Church dealt with Jewish subversion too. One law prohibited military 
careers for Jews. A decree of 439, "proclaimed as 'valid forever' a statute that de
clared Jews ineligible to hold any civil office that included power to judge or to 
pronounce sentence against Christians.''204 Similarly, if a Jew attempted to subvert 
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the faith of a Christian with "perverse teaching" his goods and life were forfeit.>os 
The Church also forbade Jews from owning Christian slaves. This prohibition 

went back to the Roman empire; it was adopted by the papacy and incorporated 
into canon law. "In 339, Constantius II proclaimed that Jews could possess no slave 
'of another sect or nation' and should he attempt to obtain one the slave was ex
propriated to the imperial treasury.">06 Reiterated often by popes, the prohibition 
became part of the teaching of the Church. ''A pious Jew ought not to keep in his 
house a slave who refused persistently to be circumcised; after a year, he ought to 
be sold back to the idolaters whose convictions he refused to relinquish.",o7 If a Jew 
knowingly bought a Christian slave, all his possessions were forfeited. 

Pope Gregory the Great was especially adamant in opposition to Jews owning 
Christian slaves. In this, the Church added theological nuance to the practice of 
the Roman empire. As the epistles of St. Paul made clear, master and slave enjoyed 
equal stature before God. Unlike Aristotle, who felt certain men were slaves by 
nature, the Church considered slavery a sociological accident, even if recognized 
by law. The Jews were an exception because they were "willing slaves of Torah.",o8 
They chose the bondage of the law over the freedom of Christ and wanted to spread 
this bondage to anyone under their cultural influence. Pope Gregory was loath 
"to expose the faith of Christian slaves to the daily pressure of its Jewish denial, 
embodied in masters whose social superiority might seem to reinforce the plausi
bility of their claims to religious superiority.,,>o9 No Christian soul was worth the 
risk posed by Jewish subversion. Gregory was unwilling to turn a blind eye to the 
risk, and so the only alternative was to forbid Jews from owning Christian slaves. 
When Gregory heard that Brunichilda, Queen of the Franks, permitted Jews to 
hold Christian slaves, he rebuked her in writing. Hearing of the circumcision of 
pagan slaves by Samaritan owners, Gregory declared the practice "'detestable to 
us, and altogether hostile to the laws'; such slaves, he directed, were to be set free 
immediately and far from receiving some reimbursement for them, the masters 
were to face the penalty of law.">lo A bishop who did not insist on enforcement of 
these laws was rebuked for allowing Jewish masters "less by persuasion than by 
virtue of their power" over Christian slaves, to bring them to subserve "Jewish 
superstition." Gregory felt that it was "altogether unwholesome and accursed that 
Christians be in servitude to Jews.''''' If a Christian slave fled his Jewish master and 
took refuge with the Church, he was not to be returned to his Jewish owner, nor 
was his owner reimbursed, whether the slave was a Christian of long standing or 
newly baptized. Jews who owned Christian slaves had to dispose of them to Chris
tian masters within 40 days. If the Jew transferred the slave to another member of 
his family he could be prosecuted for fraud. 

As in many areas of Church life-sacred music, for example-Gregory for
mulated the Church's position on the Jews. He is the founder of the celebrated 
medieval "Constitution on the Jews," which goes by the name "Sicut ludaeis non." 
Culled from more than 850 letters, Gregory's teaching was cited by every suc-
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ceeding pope when the issue arose. According to Synan, Gregory "canonized" the 
existing civil law. Gregory strove to balance persecution and the unjust appropria
tion of property on the one hand with a laxity that would allow if not encourage 
subversion on the other. He came up with a formula: ''As the determination oflaw 
does not permit the Jews to erect new synagogues, so also does it permit them to 
possess their old ones without disquietude."212 

Gregory's position was an example of theological grace perfecting Roman 
legal nature. From a theological perspective, the Jew was deficient in faith, "bur
dened with perfidia,"213 a faith that is wrong because it is truncated, distorted, and 
ultimately a form of disbelief. Gregory does not refer to Judaism as a religion. Put
ting it on the same level as the Christian faith was unthinkable, no matter what 
the two shared. Judaism was a "superstitio," a cult outside of the official religion. 
"This superstition," the Pope warned, would "pollute" Christian faith and "deceive 
with sacrilegious seduction" simple Christian peasants.214 Indeed, Gregory termed 
Judaism a disaster, perditio. Pope Gregory described Jews as "Stone of Darkness" 
and "shadow of death," "wild asses," "dragons for poisonous ideas," the "shaken 
reed" of Isaiah, a kingdom "gleaming without, but empty within." He describes 
"their hearts" as "the den of a beast."21! Gregory got these terms from the book 
of Job. His appropriation of the vocabulary of the prophets was also prophetic. 
The split between faithful Hebrews and unfaithful Hebrews had been superseded 
by the split between the Jews who voluntarily chose bondage to the Law and the 
New Israel who embraced the freedom conferred by faith in Christ. "After the ap
pearance of One he recognized as Messiah," Synan tells us, "Gregory could see in 
Judaism only a retrogression,'''-16 

Even though Judaism was retrogression, the Jew could not be coerced from 
his unbelief because the Christian faith could only be a free acceptance of a gift 
from God. Gregory encouraged Jewish conversion, but forbade forced baptism 
"with all possible firmness," according to Synan.217 But his firmness implies that 
forced baptism happened nonetheless. A bishop, he wrote, ought to replace force 
with preaching. "Reason is so little profane that Logos, Word and thought, can 
serve as a divine name,'''-18 Reason was the only licit means to lead perfidious Jews 
to the Logos. Subsequent popes would interpret this by forcing Jews to listen to 
sermons but never forcing them to accept baptism. Gregory termed it, ''A novelty, 
indeed a thing unheard of, is this doctrine that extorts faith through blows,'''-19 

The prohibition against coercion applied to overly zealous converts from Ju
daism as well as to bishops and heads of state. When a convert from Judaism 
invaded the synagogue in Caligari, Sardinia, to plant a cross and an image of 
Mary on the day of his baptism, he earned the rebuke of the local bishop, a rebuke 
Gregory would have seconded. "The unwilling," as Gregory said, "are not to be 
compelled,'''-20 He established the principle that the assent of faith cannot be the 
object of intimidation. "We forbid," he wrote, "that the aforesaid Hebrews be bur
dened or afflicted contrary to the order of reason; rather, just as they are permitted 
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to live in accord with Roman statutes, they can, as they know, order their activities 
without hindrance, and to this Justice gives assent.">" Gregory rebuked a fellow 
bishop when he confiscated a synagogue and its guesthouse. "Our brother has 
acted unsuitably,' .... he wrote, and what he did was not just. What has been given 
to sacred use cannot be withdrawn without sacrilege. The bishop responsible must 
pay for the buildings, thus making them the legitimate property of the Church, 
and guaranteeing that the Jews "should in no way appear to be oppressed, or to 
suffer an injustice.">'3 Forbidding Jewish worship will not lead to the conversion of 
the Jews, Gregory continued. They are to be converted by reason; until then, "Let 
them enjoy their lawfulliberty ..... 4 

The Jews, however, continued to test the limits of papal tolerance with their 
cultural subversion. Acting on a complaint from the Jewish community of Rome, 
Gregory responded with a letter of incalculable importance because it contains the 
formula "Sicut Judaeis non," a formula" destined to recur endlessly in papal docu
ments concerning Jewish rights and disabilities throughout the Middle Ages:"'5 

"Just as license," Gregory writes, "ought not to be presumed for the Jews to do 
anything in their synagogues beyond what is permitted by law, so in those points 
conceded to them, they ought to suffer nothing prejudicial.'''·6 Jews have the right 
to practice their religion without harm, but they should not be granted positions 
of cultural influence from which they could spread error and subversion. 

That would remain the papal position throughout the Middle Ages, and be
cause ofit, the Papal States often were a refuge for Jews persecuted in other Chris
tian countries. When Jews were subjected to forced baptism, expelled from Spain, 
or both, many took refuge in the Papal States, much to the chagrin of Spanish 
princes. Poland erred in the opposite way by allowing Jews too much cultural 
influence, something the Poles regretted when rapacious neighbors partitioned 
Poland at the end of the 18th Century. 

The Jews never perceived" Sicut Judaeis non" as a model of judicious tolerance 
and forbearance. Gregory's formulation occurred during unprecedented upheaval 
in the Roman empire, a time best described as the empire's death throes, when 
civil order broke down and the rule of the strong-homo lupus homini-seemed 
more likely to succeed Roman order than did the new religion. Gregory was con
cerned with injustices against Jews, but also about the breakdown of public order. 
"At this time especially," he wrote, "when there is fear of the enemy, you must not 
have a divided populace.">'7 

The codification of the new Jewish religion occurred about the time the 
Church articulated its position on the Jews. The first articulation of "Sicut Judaeis 
non" appeared between 412 and 418. The Babylonian Talmud was codified dur
ing the fifth century by the Amora'im, beginning with Rabbi Ashi, who died in 
427, and culminating in the work of Rabbi Abina, who died in 499. It was as if 
Christians and Jews needed to brace themselves against the coming barbarian 
invasion by putting what they believed in writing, lest it be swept away in the 
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coming chaos. Alaric sacked Rome in 410. Augustine's City of God was written in 
response. Someone had to explain how the hand of God could be discerned in the 
destruction of civilization. 

Those Jews not busy writing down the Talmud were preparing for another 
Messiah, the Cretan Moses, who announced he had come to usher in the end of 
the world, something predicted to occur between 440 and 470. As they would a 
millennium later, the Jews abandoned their property and neglected their busi
nesses, waiting for Moses to divide the waters of the Mediterranean and lead them 
dry-shod back to Palestine. On the appointed day, the latter-day Moses led his 
followers to a cliff overlooking the ocean and commanded them to jump. Many 
complied. Some drowned; sailors rescued others. The false Moses disappeared 
never to be seen again!'8 

After one disappointment after another, the Jews' Messianic politics largely 
went into remission. No one, however, could predict a remission in effect lasting 
over a millennium. No one other than St. Hippolytus of Rome in his writings on 
the Antichrist would have predicted the return of revolutionary messianic poli
tics after so long an absence. But the codification of the Talmud, the hubbub sur
rounding the failure of Moses of Crete and the fall of Rome (after which Genseric 
the Vandal carried the sacred vessels of the Temple from Rome to Carthage), and 
the articulation of the Church's policy toward the Jews were each a manifestation 
of the Zeitgeist of collapse and uncertainty. Graetz called the time of the com
pilation of the Babylonian Talmud "one of the most important epochs in Jewish 
history."229 Thereafter, "the Babylonian rather than the Jerusalem Talmud became 
the fundamental possession of the Jewish race, its life's breath, its very soul.''>.30 The 
Babylonian Talmud defined Jewish life during the millennium of remission, when 
revolutionary politics went dormant and Catholic culture created Europe. "For 
more than a thousand years," Graetz says, 

nature and mankind, powers and events, were for the Jewish nation insignifi
cant, non-essential, a mere phantom; the only true reality was the Talmud. A 
new truth in their eyes only received the stamp of veracity and freedom from 
doubt when it appeared to be foreseen and sanctioned by the Talmud. Even the 
knowledge of the Bible, the more ancient history of their race, the words of fire 
and balm of their prophets, the soul outpourings of their Psalmists were only 
known to them through and in the light of the Talmud. '31 

The Talmud absorbed the Torah, allowing the Jews to view the rise of Chris
tian Europe with consolation born from disdain. Graetz claims "the Babylonian 
Amoraim created that dialectic, close-reasoning Jewish spirit, which in the dark
est days preserved the dispersed nation from stagnation and stupidity.''>.3' It also 
ensured the Jews of Europe, unlike the Jews of Antioch, were cut off from contact 
with Christianity. Judaizing, as described by St. John Chrysostom, became a thing 
of the past, replaced by two completely separate societies even though they lived 
in close proximity-with contact, at least in Poland, only when usury or illicit sex 
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was involved. The Talmud, says Graetz, "preserved and promoted the religious 
and moral life ofJudaism," but it did so by bringing about separation and control, 
insuring "there could not arise that dream-life, that disdain of the world, that 
hatred of reality, which in the Middle Ages gave birth to and sanctified the hermit 
life of the monks and nuns. "'33 

The Talmud may have protected the Jews from schism and sectarian divi
sions, but the price the Jews paid for this protection was complete rabbinic con
trol. The Talmud took the sacred scriptures out of the hands of the Jews and made 
their interpretation the sole purview of the rabbis as codified in Talmudic lore. 
The word of God was nullified by the Talmud. The Talmud, the saying went, per
mitted whatever the Torah forbade. The Jew, in other words, could not appeal to 
sacred writ without the permission of the rabbis who controlled the Talmud. The 
Talmud became, as a result, control through hermeneutics. The Talmud became, 
according to Walsh, "the chief means employed by the Annas and Caiaphas of 
each age to keep the mass of the Jewish people in ignorance of the true nature 
of Christianity, and to fan their misunderstanding of it to hatred.">34 To fan this 
hatred, the Talmud contained "the most scurrilous and vindictive blasphemies 
against Christ.'':135 The Talmud claimed that Christ was a bastard (Kallah 51A) off
spring of a Jewish whore and a Roman soldier (Sanhedrin 106A) who is in hell 
buried in boiling excrement (Gittin 57A). During persecution, the most contro
versial parts of the Talmud were committed to memory and transmitted orally, 
but the tradition of blasphemy and subversion continued unabated. The Talmud 
insured blasphemy and subversion became part ofJewish culture, because, as one 
scholar noted, the Talmud was "the creator of the Jewish nation and the mold of 
the Jewish soul." 

The Talmud would also be instrumental in the rise of the revolutionary spirit 
when it re-emerged during the Reformation. "We can boldly assert," Graetz writes, 
"that the war for and against the Talmud aroused German consciousness and cre
ated a public opinion without which the Reformation, like many other efforts, 
would have died in the hour of birth, or perhaps would never have been born at 
all .... 36 The Talmud also became the link between the Neoplatonist thaumaturgy of 
Julian and later assaults on the Catholic Church from behind the mask of Freema
sonry. Masonic theology, according to Rabbi Benamozegh, is "at root nothing else 
than ... the theology of the Kaballah. "'37 
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Chapter Three 

Rome Discovers the Talmud 

On November 27, 1095, Pope Urban II broke precedent at the council he 
had convoked; he addressed not only the bishops at the cathedral but the 
entire population in a field outside of Clermont's eastern gate. His topic 

was the humiliations Christians were suffering at the hands of infidels in the Holy 
Land. He asked them to leave their possessions and families and march in one 
great Christian army marked with the sign of the Cross to Jerusalem to restore 
that city to its rightful owners, namely, Christians for whom Christ died there. 

Urban indicated there would be other benefits too, "since this land which you 
inhabit, shut in on all sides by the seas and surrounded by the mountain peaks 
is too narrow for your large population; nor does it abound in wealth and it fur
nishes scarcely enough food for its cultivators.''! Urban spoke when Europe was on 
the cusp of change. Prosperity and stability had increased since the collapse of the 
Roman empire; that prosperity led to increased population, which the feudal agri
cultural economy could not absorb. In subsequent centuries, the market economy 
would replace the agricultural subsistence economy of the feudal era. 

The main vehicle for that transition was wool. Peasants and smalliandown
ers producing wool cloth for themselves already had the capital equipment-the 
spinning wheels, looms, etc.-to produce a surplus, which could be sold for cash, 
the sine qua nan of the market economy. Because wool varied from region to re
gion, and what was common in one was desired in another, commerce aided de
velopment of the market economy. The Danube basin became famous for Loden 
cloth, which was more water repellent than cloth from other areas. The German 
principalities became famous for black wool cloth, which the clergy demanded, 
and the Low Countries became famous for wool that took dye particularly well. 
The surplus population of northwestern Europe, a particularly rich agricultural 
area, drifted into the cities, taking up trades like fuller and dyer, and soon became 
Europe's nascent proletariat, people who owned nothing but their time, which 
they hired out, and who produced nothing but prales, or children. This uprooted, 
impoverished population became the mainstay of the crusading armies. With sol
diers like this, trouble could be expected, and trouble followed within a year of the 
pope's proclamation.' 

Within a month of Urban's call for a crusade, the Jews of France were "gripped 
by fear and trembling,''3 sending letters to Jewish communities on the Rhineland 
warning them to fast and pray for deliverance. The French Jews were spared be
cause of the discipline of the French crusaders, kept in line by feudal lords who 
responded to the pope's call. Along the Rhine, though, the rulers were weak and 
ineffective, and the cities were teeming with the uprooted, men who had already 
broken with tradition in leaVing the land. 
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The Jews had been in France and the adjacent areas of the Rhine Valley ever 
since their disastrous revolutionary insurrection against Rome had been crushed 
and the Temple in Jerusalem destroyed. The Jews had come to the Rhein valley in 
the time of the Romans because they were merchants; the Rhine and the Danube 
rivers comprised the major commercial corridor for central Europe. In Ashkenaz, 
the Hebrew word for Germany, the Ashkenazim learned their new language, /ue
dische Deutsch or Yiddish. 

The Jews brought their messianic politics to the Rhine Valley. Being a revo
lutionary was for many part of what it meant to be a Jew, even if no one had acted 
militarily for almost a millennium. The Jews, according to Norman Cohn, "re
fused to be absorbed into the populations amongst which they lived" even though 
"their lot in the early Middle Ages was by no means a hard one.'!! The Diaspora 
meant the dispersion of revolutionary politics; in the millennium following the 
defeat of Simon bar Kokbha, the Jews interpreted the destruction of the Temple 
and subsequent Diaspora as God's plan for spreading revolution. "What made the 
Jews remain Jews," according to Cohn, "was ... their absolute conviction that the 
Diaspora was ... a preparation for the coming of the Messiah and the return to a 
transfigured Holy Land.''s 

Around the time of the first crusade, millennialism, the Jewish Messianic 
philosophy of history and political liberation based on the Book of Daniel, broke 
out in Europe after remaining largely dormant for a millennium. Ironically, it 
broke out among people who were not Jews, and, more ironically, the Jews suffered 
at their hands. The Jews, says Cohn, "rarely inspired armed risings, and never 
amongst European Jews."6 But during the rise of cities in Europe, when European 
Christians first came in contact with Jews in significant numbers, "the desire of 
the poor to improve the material conditions of their lives became transfused with 
phantasies of a new Paradise on earth, a world purged of suffering and sin, a King
dom of the Saints.''7 At the close of the 11th Century, "it was no longer Jews but 
Christians who cherished and elaborated prophecies in the tradition of 'Daniel's 
dream' and who continued to be inspired by them."8 The temptation to look for 
heaven on earth was known as Judaizing, which took messianic inspiration from a 
distorted interpretation of the Old Testament, but usually without the further dis
tortions of the Talmud. It was a perennial temptation for Christians who failed to 
find solace in "a messiah who suffered and died [and] a kingdom which was purely 
spiritual."9 The Book of Daniel, the Christian Scripture most likely to be corrupted 
by Judaizers, seemed to prophesy an earthly kingdom while also offering a key to 
understanding history in the parable of the colossus with the feet of clay: 

Generation after generation was seized at least intermittently by a tense expec
tation of some sudden, miraculous event in which the world would be utterly 
transformed, some prodigious final struggle between the hosts of Christ and 
the hosts of antichrist through which history would attain its fulfillment and 
justification.'o 
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Heaven on earth was a Jewish idea; hence, Cohn finds it "natural enough that 
the earliest of these prophecies should have been produced by Jews'''-' convinced 
they were God's chosen people for whom things had not gone well since the de
struction of the Temple. What sharply distinguished the Jews from other peoples 
was their attitude towards history and in particular towards their own role in his
tory. "Precisely because they were so utterly certain of being the Chosen People," 
Cohn tells us, "Jews tended to react to peril, oppression and hardship by phan
tasies of the total triumph and boundless prosperity, which Yahweh, out of his 
omnipotence, would bestow upon his Elect in the fullness of time.'''-' The dispar
ity between an unbelievably happy future and a wretched present led the Jews to 
believe "out of an immense cosmic catastrophe, there will arise a Palestine which 
will be nothing less than a new Eden.'''-3 Throughout the Diaspora, the fantasy of a 
temporal heaven on earth coming about in and through history (as opposed to in 
eternity) captured the minds of the Jews and anyone in contact with the Jews who 
also considered themselves oppressed. The Diaspora created exaggeration: "for 
the first time the glorious future kingdom is imagined as embracing not simply 
Palestine but the whole world.'''-4 Through their suffering, the Jewish people would 
liberate all mankind. The Christian undertone is unmistakable. Moses Hess would 
take this reasoning to its logical conclusion in the 19th Century, claiming the Jew
ish people had become its own Messiah. In the meantime: 

The tyranny of that power will become more and more outrageous, the suf
ferings of its victims more and more intolerable-until suddenly the hour will 
strike when the Saints of God are able to rise up and overthrow it. Then the 
Saints themselves, the chosen, holy people who hitherto have groaned under the 
oppressor's heel, shall in their turn inherit dominion over the whole earth. This 
will be the culmination of history.'5 

The millennialist kingdom that will be "the culmination of history" and 
that "will have no successors" found numerous adherents from Karl Marx to the 
neoconservative Francis Fukuyama, whose The End of History announced the 
neoconservative millennium when Marx's millennium failed. The revolutionary 
chiliasm Marxists and anti-Marxist Neoconservatives would champion emerged 
in the Rhine Valley during the first crusade, and it caused problems there for 
four centuries, culminating in the Anabaptist uprising in Muenster in 1533. Cohn 
claims there is "no evidence" of revolutionary chiliasm in Europe "before the clos
ing years of the 11th Century," Le., before the first crusade.'6 Since revolutionary 
chiliasm was a Jewish idea, the necessary condition for its outbreak in the Rhine 
Valley seems to have been contact with Jews. Subsequent events bore this out. 

Contact between Jews and Christians meant a cross-fertilization of ideas. For 
every Jew who became Christian, there seemed to be ten judaizing Christians ea
ger to use Daniel as an all-encompassing theory of history that allowed them to 
seek heaven on earth. Judaizers repudiated Augustine's claim that the millennium 
arrived with the Church, the New Israel. The Judaizers wanted a more "carnal" 
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kingdom. Millennialism broke out in the Rhine Valley among Christians because 
cities had replaced the monasteries as commercial entities and had contact with 
revolutionary ideas. 

"Like so many generations of Jews before them," Cohn says, the Christians 
of the Rhine Valley "saw history as divided into two eras, one preceding and the 
other following the triumphant advent of the Messiah," who, according to Com
midanus, "will be at the head not of an angelic host but of the descendants of the 
ten lost tribes ofIsrael, which have survived in hidden places, unknown to the rest 
of the world."!7 The idea of the Ten Lost Tribes would recur wherever Judaizing 
dominated, culminating in England in the 17th Century when Menassah ben Is
rael wrote a best-seller among the Puritans on the topic. 

When Jewish revolutionary activity went dormant for almost 1000 years, the 
Church by and large forgot about it, until attacks on Jews after the call for the 
First Crusade refocused her attention. Even more confusing was the reemergence 
of the "error of the Jews," i.e., the desire for an earthly kingdom, among people 
who were not Jews and seemed to hate the Jews. Messianic revolutionary politics 
re-emerged among the proletariat in Christian Europe, a phenomenon as shock
ing and violent as it was perplexing. Millennialism inevitably resulted when the 
urban proletariat of the Low Countries came into contact with Jewish messianic 
politics. "The Church's fear of the popularity of Jewish messianism," Lea Dasberg 
says, "was definitely no figment of her imagination.'''s It always posed a threat to 
Catholic theology; now it posed a threat to the social order. St. Jerome, she con
tinues, had condemned Millennialism as "Jewish dogma, Jewish traditions, and 
Jewish fables.'''9 And Christians who believed this sort of thing were denounced 
as "judaizing Christians" and "demi-Jews." The constellation of ideas revolving 
around the "end of days" concept was Jewish, as much as the idea that the rise of 
Jerusalem would follow the decline of Rome. Add to that the notion that the Jews 
were again predicting the advent of the Messiah in the very year preparations were 
being made for the first crusade, and you get a sense of why Millennialism swept 
the Rhine Valley and took root among the uprooted. It did so "amongst the masses 
in the overpopulated, highly urbanized areas," Cohn says, because 

there were always many who lived in a state of chronic and inescapable insecu
rity, harassed not only by their economic helplessness and vulnerability but by 
the lack of the traditional social relationships on which even at the worst times, 
peasants had normally been able to depend. These were the people whose anxiet
ies drove them to seek messianic leaders and they were also the people who were 
most prone to create demonic scapegoats.20 

The scapegoats were the Jews; the perpetrators of violence against them, 
ironically, were often Judaizing priests and monks. According to Cohn's reading 
of John of Roquetallade's Vademecum in tribuiationibu5, "the old eschatological 
tradition" based on the "carnal" reading of the Book of Daniel, "had been adapted 
as a vehicle for the new social radicalism.''>! Rootless apostate monks assumed po-
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liticalleadership among the rootless proletarians of the cities; often the local and 
higher clergy bore the brunt of the attack after it glanced off the Jews. Just as often, 
the higher clergy alone could stop the violence. According to Cohn, the leadership 
of millennialist movements "passed into the hands of a number of prophetae, who 
seem to have consisted largely of dissident or apostate clerics." "Apostate monks 
in Germany" whipped the rootless masses into an apocalyptic frenzy as a way of 
"destroying clergy and Church." Revolutionary chiliasm was as anticlerical as it 
was anti-Semitic." 

In April, 1096, Peter the Hermit, a monk inspired by Urban II's call for a 
crusade against the infidel, arrived in Trier, the ancient Roman city on the Mo
selle River. He had letters of introduction from the French Jews, which he used to 
demand money and provisions from the Jews in the Rhineland. The Jews in Trier 
must have acceded to his demands because by the end of the month he was in 
Cologne making the same demands. 

Peter the Hermit wasn't just interested in raising money. He was also inter
ested in raising troops. To do that, he engaged in the motivational speaking then 
known as preaching. Count Emicho (or Emico or Emmerich) of Leiningen, a mi
nor landowner from Upper Lorraine, was touched by his words. Emicho is what 
Liddell-Hart and Englishmen of his generation would have called a "bad hat,"') 
and typical of the bad hats who were attracted to irregular warfare. Ekkehard 
writes that Emicho was "count of those regions that lie about the Rhine, and long 
infamous in the extreme." He was a man "of very ill repute on account of his 
tyrannical mode of life."'4 He was also what Msgr. Knox would call an "enthusi
ast"; he claimed to receive private revelations from the Lord about his anointing 
as a charismatic leader. Emicho called himself the "Emperor of the Last Days" 
and claimed that he would conquer Jerusalem for Christ. Ekkehard claims he was 
"called to religion in this guise by divine revelations," and "like a second Saul, 
he usurped for himself the leadership of nearly 12,000 who had taken the Sign." 
Emicho then led these men "through the cities on the Rhine, the Main and the 
Danube." Emicho believed that, if it was meritorious to wage war on the infidel in 
Jerusalem, then it was doubly meritorious to wage war on the infidel at home. "Let 
us, therefore," he concluded, "take our revenge first on [the Jews], and extirpate 
them from among the nations." 

One commentator described Emicho as an "accomplished charlatan," who 
"claimed that he had been divinely anointed for leadership in the messianic 
mode." As the Franciscans of Medjugorje have shown in our day, thuggery and 
charisma are not mutually exclusive. Indeed, they are often united by messianic 
politics. Emicho, according to his self-proclaimed anointing, "would defeat the 
forces of Islam and establish himself triumphantly in the Holy city. There he 
would do battle once again, this time destroying the even more powerful army 
of Antichrist, the satanic son of a Jewish harlot, who aspired to rule the world in 
the name of the devil." This would usher in the millennium-a thousand years of 
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glory with Christ as king of the world-beginning with the military conquest of 
Islam, and culminating in conversion of the Jews. Because there were no Muslims 
along the Rhine, but there were plenty ofJews, the order of conquest was reversed. 
The crusaders "made it their concern, wherever the execrable Jewish people were 
found, either to wipe them out completely, or to force them within the bosom of 
the Church." 

On May 3,1096, Emicho arrived at the gates of Speyer at the head of his cru
sading army. He gave the Jews there the choice of baptism or death. The situa
tion was probably similar in all towns along the Rhine, Main, and Danube when 
the crusading armies appeared. A large mob milled around the town square with 
nothing to do as negotiations took place behind the scenes. Then, growing impa
tient with the delay or fired up by a preacher, or both, the mob would sack homes 
in the Jewish quarter, motivated by a desire to punish infidelity, a desire to avenge 
long-standing grudges, particularly over the lending of money, or a desire to req
uisition material for the military campaign against the Muslims. 

Unable to defend themselves, the Jews would flee to the palace (or fortress) of 
the local bishop and implore his protection, offering money to facilitate his altru
ism. The Jews of Speyer "fled for refuge to the Bishop of the city, and he under
took, not without suffering the accusation of both Jews and Christians that Jewish 
money assisted him in the decision, first to defend the Jews and second to punish 
those guilty of the outrage." Punishment meant that those implicated in the at
tacks on the Jews had their hands cut off by order of the bishop, who "was moved 
with wrath at this and bought by the Jews' money." 

On May 24, three weeks after pillaging Speyer, Emicho arrived in Worms;, 
where similar carnage followed. The crusaders milled around the town square 
until a riot broke out, then the mob ran amok and killed 300 Jews. The crusaders 
"slaughtered young and old alike." In the Jewish quarter, they looted the Jews' 
homes, there trampling Torah scrolls underfoot. 

Half the Jews remained in their houses in Worms. The other half fled to the 
bishop. A day or two after the initial attack, 500 Jews were holed up at the bishop's 
compound, hoping to weather the storm there. Many Jews committed suicide 
while waiting for the bishop to rescue them. According to one Jewish report, one 
"pious lady ... slew herself for the hallowing of the divine Name" rather than con
vert. The Jewish reports are largely hagiographic, but even so, they mention that 
many Jewish survivors "were rescued by the Bishop, without having to change 
their faith." 

The sheer numbers of the crusaders overwhelmed the bishop, who had some 
armed men at his command. As a result, he informed the Jews he could ensure 
their safety only if they accepted baptism. William Thomas Walsh, though un
abashedly pro-Catholic, makes no apologies for crusaders who "massacred Jews, 
in the summer of 1096, at Trier, Worms, Mainz, Cologne-wherever they advanced 
along the Main and the Danube; and when they took Jerusalem, they soiled their 
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victory by a hideous butchery of Jews." The Second Crusade, he says, "was marred 
by similar atrocities in Cologne, Mainz, Speyer, Strasbourg and elsewhere."25 Even 
Jewish historians, though, defend the bishops. "The Jewish chroniclers" Glick 
says, "speak bitterly of the bishop and the townspeople of Worms, all of whom 
they blame for the catastrophe, but modern historians have concluded that noth
ing more could have been done."26 

The situation in Worms highlights a salient fact. The conflict with the Jews 
was not based on race; it was based on behavior. The segregation between Jew and 
Christian which existed during the previous millennium broke down when large 
segments of the superfluous agricultural workforce began settling in the cities and 
looking for jobs. The rootless proletariat that made up the crusading armies was 
upset with what they perceived to be Jewish behavior. If not, they would not have 
attacked them. All threat of violence usually ceased upon conversion, demonstrat
ing the absence of racial animus. If the animus were racial, conversion would not 
have solved the problem. The Jewish issue was a religious issue, first and foremost; 
the mob assumed behavior would change when religion changed. 

Jewish historiography, beginning with Heinrich Graetz, is a fertile source on 
the behavior of the Catholic Church during the Middle Ages, but it has distorting 
premises-some articulated, some not. The articulated premise ofJewish histori
ography is, in Norman Cantor's formulation, that "the Catholic Church was the 
most persistent fount of anti-Semitism in the world,"27 otherwise expressed as the 
claim that the core of Catholicism is anti-Semitism. The unarticulated premise 
is that anti-Semitism has nothing to do with Jewish behavior. Both dogmas mar 
Jewish scholarship, but not all Jews succumb to them. Cohn, for instance, rec
ognized explicitly that Catholic clergy divided along class and hierarchical lines 
when it came to treatment of the Jews. The lower clergy often encouraged the mob 
to attack on the Jews, but the Jews would then invariably seek protection from 
the bishop. The term "clergy" is itself deceptive because the clerics who joined the 
mob were often just as rootless as the mob. As Cohn points out, the prophetae who 
egged the mobs on to violence against the Jews were usually monks who had left 
their monasteries and were under obedience to no one and followed nothing but 
their own passions. Once mob fury was unleashed on the Jews, the next victims 
were the local secular clergy, who often knew the Jews and sometimes protected 
them. The Jews' defender was invariably the local bishop, the only one with suffi
cient will and power-and often a fortress and soldiers-to oppose the crusaders. 

The second and unarticulated premise of Jewish historiography-that anti
Semitism has nothing to do with Jewish behavior-plays an even greater role in 
shaping perceptions. The rise of the cities meant more commerce; more commerce 
meant more contact with Jews; more contact with Jews meant more conflict. Usu
ry was the main point of contention. The slaughter of the Jews during spring 1096 
was the reaction of the uprooted to Jewish messianic politics combined with the 
resentment against Jewish usury. Walsh does not impugn the motives of everyone 
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who put on the sign of the Cross in the crusades, but notes the armies attracted 
"some fanatics, some criminals escaping from the law, some adventurers with no 
more belief in Christ than the Jews themselves had," and, most importantly, "some 
debtors eager to escape from the crushing burden of high interest.'''s 

By mid-12th Century, the time of the Second Crusade, usury was a serious 
social problem. "Extremely high interest rates and annual compounding," says 
Glick, had "led to crushing debt accumulations.'''9 Glick cites a letter from Pope 
Innocent III complaining "bitterly that the Jews extort 'not only usury but usury 
upon usury'" (non solum usuras sed usuras usurarum), his term for compound 
interest.30 Innocent complained about the clergy of France, "who were pawn
ing everything from cathedral chalices to church-owned real estate.''.!l Innocent 
could not look with indifference upon the prospect of Church possessions fall
ing into Jewish hands. Ten years later, Innocent translated his fears into action at 
the Fourth Lateran Council. The problem was not new-two of the three Lateran 
councils convened in the 12th Century condemned usury-but it was growing 
alarmingly, not unlike compound interest. 

The problem was systemic, not easily solved by conciliar pronouncements. 
High interest rates and compounding are by their nature morally problematic. 
The Church, following prohibitions in the Hebrew scriptures, tried to deal with 
it by moral condemnation. Christians were prohibited from exacting usury, so 
Jews had the field to themselves, with all of the social odium that went with it. 
Ecclesiastical prohibition, however, has only a limited effect on behavior, and in 
the 12th and 13th centuries, that prohibition was counterbalanced by the increas
ing contact between Christians and Jews made possible by the cities. Increased 
contact meant increased opportunity to borrow money, and that led to crushing 
indebtedness, and indebtedness led to the possibility of increased violence against 
the lender. If people deep in debt to credit card companies and paying 21 percent 
interest per annum knew that by burning down the house of the head of Visa they 
could eliminate their debts, they might understand the temptations faced by the 
medieval Christians in financial bondage to the Jews. Many of the financially na
ive borrowed from Jews to finance "immediate consumption, not productive en
terprise.''.!> Exorbitant interest and compounding led many to financial ruin. The 
Jews, Glick notes, were often gUilty of "leading the least productive members of 
society into ruin by encouraging them to consume beyond their means.''.!3 The Jew 
could charge 40 percent interest compounded annually, insuring that his debtor 
would never get out of debt. In a situation like that the crusades, which promised 
suspension of payment on debt as a recruitment incentive, seemed like a godsend. 
But the crusaders would also remember the usury that compelled them to leave 
home when they arrived in Speyer and Mainz and saw the number of Jews living 
there. Again the problem was systemic: 

The connection with money was a condition of Jewish life, and money was the 
very substance of survival. But money was also the devil's own creation, and 
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handling it with such intimacy only confirmed what the Gospel of John had de
clared: that Jews were truly children of the devil. With this in mind, one readily 
understands the pervasive sense of insecurity that came to characterize so much 
of European Jewish life, even into the 20th Century.34 

The Jews were often constrained to maintain high interest rates because the 
conditions of their survival were more political than economic. The Jews charged 
40 percent interest to the average person for small sums so they could provide 
large sums to the lord of the land at lower interest rates. "Usury of such dimen
sions," Glick says, 

was inescapable if [the Jews] were to meet the lords' incessant demands for tax 
payments and low interest loans, but of course it meant that they soon had a 
reputation of greed and rapacity that confirmed everything said about them in 
the Gospels. Thus they were caught in a nasty trap: disliked and resented by the 
general populace because they did no visible work and seemed to flourish on 
the misfortunes of others; too weak to defend themselves, hence dependent on 
rapacious lords.35 

The nobility was tempted to expel the Jews if they ceased to provide money, 
which could only be raised by exploiting the population at large. As a result, "Jews 
became pariahs.''36 Hated by the people who borrowed money that could never be 
paid back, the Jews were "helpless, in need of protection and obliged to please their 
protectors" and the natural target for any proletarian revolution.37 Usury thus al
lowed Jews to buy "official protection at the price of public detestation.''38 Money
lending is "by its very nature a socially isolated and isolating activity.''39 With each 
loan, the Jew's position became more precarious because it engendered resent
ment. When the crusades seemed to suspend the laws of everyday life, moral in
hibition was suspended too, especially when the crusaders came to towns where 
they were complete strangers, and therefore not bound by custom imposed by 
native places. Mob violence expressed the resentment. 

The issue was moral not racial. If Jewish behavior caused the reaction, no 
matter how unjust, of the crusading mobs, Jewish behavior could solve the prob
lem. The purpose of the crusade, even from the distorted perspective of Emicho, 
was conversion of the Jews, not their extermination. From the bishop who pro
tected the Jews to the mob that looted their houses and killed them, all accepted 
the premise that Baptism solved the problem. 

Coerced baptism would create a more intractable problem, though. No 
church authority accepted coercion as a justification for baptism. The Dominican 
philosopher and theologian Thomas Aquinas was very clear. "Heathen and Jews," 
he wrote 

are by no means to be compelled, for belief is voluntary. Nevertheless, the faith
ful, if they are able, should compel them not to hinder the faith whether by their 
blasphemies or evil persuasions or even open persecutions. It is for this reason 
that Christ's faithful often wage war on infidels, not indeed for the purpose of 
forcing them to believe, because even were they to conquer them and take them 
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captive, they should still leave them free to believe or not, but for the purpose of 
stopping them from obstructing the faith of Christ. 40 

The Church's position on coercion, as articulated by Aquinas and in Sicut 
Judaeis non never changed. Definitions of what constituted coercion, however, 
did change over time. A Jew who did not object when the water was poured over 
his head was considered a Christian, even if there were a howling mob outside the 
church urging him on. Church authorities also were hemmed in by the theology of 
baptism, according to which the sacrament left an indelible mark on the soul. The 
issue had been resolved by St. Augustine in the Donatist crisis. Since no Christian 
could be rebaptized, no Christian could be unbaptized either. If the Jew accepted 
baptism, he was a Christian. He would not be harmed, even by marauding mobs 
that would have killed him ifhe hadn't converted, but he would be subjected to se
vere penalties if he attempted to revert to what the clerics referred to as the vomit 
of Judaism. The Jews were never subjected to the Inquisition. But those Jews, "qui 
redeunt ad vomitum Judaysmi," to use Bernard of Clairvaux's phrase, were, and 
the penalties could be severe.41 

When Emericho and his crusaders arrived in Mainz on May 25, the pattern 
repeated itself. After Jewish community leaders paid the archbishop and a local 
count large sums of money, the Jews were granted refuge in their palaces. When 
the bishop's guards and the local constabulary proved incapable of defending his 
palace, the bishop fled to his estate in nearby Rudesheim, and the Jews were on 
their own when the mob swarmed into the palace to murder and pillage. "The 
Jews," according to Glick, 

turned first (as European Jews almost invariably have done) to men at the top: 
local bishops .... Jews turned repeatedly to these princes of the Church, and bish
ops consistently did their best to defend and protect Jews, even when this meant 
no inconsiderable danger to themselves. We envision Jews huddling terrified 
in cathedral courtyards, crowded for days on end in rooms of an archbishop's' 
palace, racing for their lives into a cathedral sacristy filled with crucifixes and 
chalices."41 

"The bishops," Glick continues, "behave[d] with commendable, even aston
ishing, sympathy and generosity,'l!3 even when they proposed conversion, because 
"with hindsight that advice seems well intended and reasonable. Had more Jews 
gone through the motions of conversion, they would have lived to return to Juda
ism within a year.'lJ4 

On June 3, the crusaders arrived in Cologne, which is not on the route be
tween Mainz and Jerusalem. There the pattern repeated itself with happier results. 
The Jews fled to the bishop for protection; the bishop saved them by arranging 
transport to neighboring villages. 

Emicho never made it to the Holy Land; instead he continued his predations 
along the German-speaking world's major waterways for 20 years. In 1117, he got 
caught up in a battle with the Hungarians, in the course of which his army was 
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destroyed, and he barely escaped with his life. Legend had him returning to live 
in the mountains near Worms. Long after his life must have ended, the people of 
the Rhineland still recounted stories of the "Emperor of the Last Days," and many 
of them anticipated his return as eagerly as their forebears had joined his army. 
Orthodox Catholic chroniclers were less enthusiastic and not shy about drawing 
moral lessons from Emicho's debacle in Hungary. Albert of Aix claimed the "hand 
of the Lord" struck down the marauding crusaders because they "had sinned by 
excessive impurity and fornication," and because they "had slaughtered the exiled 
Jews through greed of money, rather than for the sake of God's justice, although 
the Jews were opposed to Christ.'l!5 Jews should not be coerced because "The Lord 
is a just judge and orders no one willingly or under compulsion, to come under the 
yoke of the Catholic faith.'l!6 

Roughly one century after Emicho arrived at Speyer, Joachim of Fiore pro
posed a millennialist reading of the Scriptures that applied typology to the New 
Testament and that broke history into three ages based on the three persons of the 
Trinity. The age of the Father corresponded to the Old Testament era. The Age of 
the Son commenced when Christ arrived on earth, but it was to be followed by the 
Age of the Spirit, the age then about to dawn, which would be the culmination of 
history. Joachim was condemned as a Judaizer, but Cohn sees him as "the inven
tor of the new prophetic system, which was to be the most influential one known 
to Europe until the appearance of Marxism.'l!7 Joachim's theory of history was, as 
Cohn notes, "wholly irreconcilable with the Augustinian view that the Kingdom 
of God had been realized, so far as it ever could be realized on this earth, at the 
moment when the church came into being and that there never would be any Mil
lennium but this.'l!8 His theories were "carnal" and appealed to a population that 
never accepted their Messiah had died on a cross and that his kingdom was not of 
this world. Joachim's ideas of the three ages culminating in the "end of history" 
would recur in subsequent revolutionary or evolutionary philosophies: in Hegel; 
in Comte's ascent from the theological through the metaphysical to the scientific 
age; in Marx in the ascent from primitive communism through class society to the 
dictatorship of the proletariat, when history and class shall cease simultaneously; 
and in Neoconservatism, a derivative form of Trostkyism, according to which 
widespread acceptance of American values will bring about the "end of history." 
History has shown that "the route to the Millennium leads through massacre and 
terror,'l!9 but Neoconservatism's appropriation ofJoachim's paradigm shows revo
lutionaries are undeterred. The rise ofJoachim of Fiore's philosophy of history is 
the strange fruit of the cross-fertilization that the medieval city brought. 

The Rhineland, especially the lower Rhine and the adjacent low countries, 
would continue as a hotbed of revolution and Millennialism for more than four 
centuries following Emicho's death. Medieval millennialist messianic politics 
would reach its culmination in Muenster in 1533, when the Anabaptists under Jo
han Bokelzoon established their communist dictatorship there. After the Bishop 
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of Cologne and his army drove out the Anabaptists, they drifted toward the Span
ish Netherlands to places like Antwerp, where they linked up with Puritans from 
England and Jews from Spain as the seed from which the modern revolutionary 
movement would grow following the Iconoclast Rebellion of 1566. 

On December 1, 1145, Pope Eugenius III, responding to a report that a Muslim 
army had overrun the principality of Edessa in what is now southeastern Turkey, 
called for a second crusade to protect Jerusalem from renewed attacks. As an in
centive to enlistment, the pope promised crusaders remission of debts, spiritual 
and temporal. The pope offered a plenary indulgence and remission of all interest 
on debts and postponement of payment until the crusaders' return. "The King of 
France," according to Ephraim bar Jacob, "then allowed an order to be published 
to the effect that one who resolved to go to Jerusalem on the Crusade must be 
forgiven his debts to Jews. Most of the loans made by French Jews, however, were 
made on mere credit; through this they lost their fortunes.''5o 

Before long it became clear that the people interested in escaping the burden 
of debt were no friends to the Jews. When the crusaders arrived at the Rhine, the 
carnage that had taken place 50 years before happened again. Just as they had done 
50 years before, the Jews again turned to the local bishops, who then turned to one 
of the great figures of the middles ages, St. Bernard of Clairvaux. The archbishops 
of Mainz and Cologne wrote to Bernard asking for his assistance. 

Bernard's task was not easy. Summoned in late summer 1146 from a preaching 
tour, he confronted open insurrection. In Mainz, he found the enormously popu
lar renegade monk Rudolph at the head of a revolutionary mob intent on murder
ing the Jews. At great personal risk, Bernard confronted Rudolph, denouncing 
him as a renegade against the rule of monks and as a man who presumed to preach 
on his own authority while wandering the globe under obedience to no one in 
violation of his solemn vows. Bernard's courage and eloquence induced Rudolph 
to return to his monastery. The people of Mainz were ready to take up arms and 
rebel despite Rudolph's obedience; they were only restrained, says Synan, "by the 
consideration of [Bernard's] sanctity.''51 

Bernard thus prevented further slaughter of Jews and nipped the millennial
ist revolution in the bud. Nevertheless, "Bernard," Glick says, "was no friend of the 
Jew,"52 because "his sermons and letters are replete with anti-Jewish invective."53 
Glick adds that Bernard "insisted always that Jews had to be dealt with humanely 
and permitted to live" but his accusation of anti-Semitism remains.54 Cantor links 
Bernard and Anselm of Canterbury as members of a generation "who moved 
Catholic thought in a new direction" that was implicitly more anti-Semitic, but 
there was nothing new about Bernard.55 His critique of the Jews is the same as 
the Church's position, reiterated since Augustine and codified by Pope Gregory 
the Great in Sicut Judaeis non. Jews, according to Catholic teaching, are carnal 
and blind. Not even the wonders Jesus performed could overcome their blindness. 
Bernard notes: 
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Not the flight of demons, nor the obedience of the elements, nor life restored 
to the dead, was able to expel from their minds that bestial stupidity, and more 
than bestial, which caused them, by a blindness as marvelous as it was miserable, 
to rush headlong into that crime, so enormous and so horrible, oflaying impious 
hands upon the Lord of Glory.56 

Nonetheless, "the Jews are not to be persecuted, killed or even put to flight" 
because "the Jews are for us the living words of Scripture, for they remind us al
ways of what our Lord suffered. They are dispersed all over the world so that by 
expiating their crime they may be everywhere the living witnesses of our redemp
tion."57 Aware Jews might complain about being characterized as "ox-like," Ber
nard offers only the words of scripture, in particular Isaiah, who goes farther than 
Bernard because where "I put you on a par with the beasts, he puts you beneath 
them."58 Jews are blind: "Jewish disbelief is a night, and a night too, is the fleshy or 
bestial way of life led by Catholics."59 Catholics who engaged in usury "played the 
Jew" to their co-religionists.60 

None of this rhetoric was calculated to endear Bernard to the Jews, but none 
of it was new either. Bernard praised those Christians who "wish to go forth 
against the Ishmaelites," but he warned them "whoever touches a Jew so as to lay 
hands on his life, does something sinful as if he laid hands on Jesus himself.''61 
The Jewish chronicler Ephraim bar Jacob mentions Bernard's denunciation of "my 
disciple, Rudolph." In speaking against the Jews "to exterminate them," Rudolph 
"has preached only unrighteousness."62 Whenever the Jews promoted violence 
against Christians, then Bernard held it would be right to match force with force 
in self-defense. 

The Third Lateran Council in 1179 passed resolutions on the Jews, most of 
which were, as Synan notes, "already traditional policy of many years' standing."63 

Jews were not to possess Christian slaves and servants-specifically neither nurses 
nor midwives. Compulsion was not to be used in order to convert Jews, but sincere 
converts to Judaism were to be received without calumny. Jews were to suffer nei
ther in their persons nor in their goods, apart from lawful trial and sentence; no 
one was to disturb their religious ceremonials. They were not to drag clerics before 
secular judges, and Christians could give testimony against Jews in court trials; 
"to give preference to Jewish witnesses fell under the penalty of excommunica
tion .... Jews were not to obtain control over Christian churches, to the contempt of 
God and the loss of revenue [and] ... feudal homage could not be sworn to a Jew." 
The long constitution in which most of these provisions occur is the oldest extant 
form of the famous Sicut Judaeis non, already mentioned and to recur regularly 
in the future.64 

The statements of the Third Lateran Council reiterate the traditional critique 
of the Jews, who are "clinging to a stage of faith long since rendered obsolete by 
the mercy of God, to which they had been blind. The kernel, in a stereotyped 
metaphor, remained hidden from the Jews under the shell which is the letter of the 
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sacred text."65 Sicut Judaeis non was the essence of Christian realism and Chris
tian charity. No Christian should harm a Jew but Jews should be excluded from 
positions of cultural influence. Jewish converts are to be accepted "without cal
umny": 

No Christian is to compel an unwilling Jew by force to accept baptism, but the 
Jew who freely manifests a desire for baptism is to be christened "without calum
ny." Apart from lawful judicial sentences, no Christian is wickedly to injure their 
persons or violently to confiscate their possessions; no one is to change the good 
customs they have in any given religion. No one is to disturb their rest with clubs 
and stones ... and no one is to attempt to extract from Jews service unsanctioned 
by custom. Their cemeteries and the bodies therein, are to be respected.66 

This protection shields only those Jews innocent of plotting to subvert the 
Christian faith. Glick incorrectly attributes the first utterance of Sicut Judaeis non 
to 1120, but correctly states the principle behind it: 

just as Jews must not over step their bounds, so Christians must not arbitrarily 
mistreat them. Although Jewish faithlessness must be condemned, it begins, the 
Jews must not be unjustly oppressed. Although they persist in their obstinacy 
and refuse to understand the mysteries of their own scriptures, Christian charity 
demands that they be granted papal protection. Thus they are not to be forced 
into baptism; nor may they be injured, robbed, or persecuted in any manner. 
No one is to desecrate their cemeteries, or to exhume and plunder bodies. Those 
who violate these prohibitions are to be subject to excommunication unless they 
make proper amends. But, the edict concludes, the Church extends protection only 
to those Jews who have not plotted to subvert the Christian faith. 67 

According to Glick, "the essential message here was forbearance. Jews were 
to be peacefully encouraged to see the light, but until they did so of their own 
free will they were to be tolerated, preserved as a form of testament to Christian 
truth."6s Jews, according to his reading of Sicut Judaeis non, were permitted to live 
in their own manner until they recognized their error and entered the ranks of 
the redeemed. 

As the italicized passage above indicates, forbearance is a two-way street. 
Only those Jews "who have not plotted to subvert the Christian faith" were worthy 
of toleration. If Jews were plotting subversion, then all bets were off. That is pre
cisely what happened during the course of off the 13th Century with the discovery 
of 1) the Talmud and 2) Jewish involvement in support of heretical movements like 
the Albigensians in France. 

Jewish historians treat Christian anti-Semitism (as opposed to anti-Judaism) 
as so obvious that no proof is necessary; the only question is did the Church be
come more anti-Semitic during the 13th Century, or did it remain as anti-Semit
ic as it always had been? Jewish historiography breaks down into two schools, 
both of which view the Church adversely. Norman Cantor maintains that noth
ing changed from the time of Bernard to the Second Vatican Council. The one 
constant of European history was the Catholic Church's anti-Semitism. Cantor 
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claims, "in the revered Bernard's preaching on the Jewish question" one finds 

the central and authentic voice of the Catholic Church. Nothing changed funda
mentally in the Catholic Church's hatred for the Jews and the teaching of con
tempt and fury against them between the twelfth Century and the Second Vati-
can Council of 1965. In all that time the Catholic Church was the most persistent 
fount of anti-Semitism in the world. Things are different now, but the truth about 
the old days, these long dark centuries of Jew hatred must not be forgotten. 69 

Cantor ignores Bernard's risking of his own life to save the lives of Jews in 
Mainz. He also ignores the split between higher and lower clergy that Cohn sees 
as essential to understanding the reality of revolutionary chiliasm. Not only does 
the confrontation between Bernard and the renegade monk Rudolph go unmen
tioned, Cantor even makes Bernard accountable for Rudolph's behavior, claiming 
"ecclesiastics" like Bernard "hated Jews and spewed hostility toward them that 
was bound to echo through all the ranks of the hierarchy, down to the level of par
ish priest and simplest monk.'']o Cohn, though, shows that the mob invariably also 
attacked the local clergy, and that the Jews invariably sought protection from the 
local bishop. Bernard thought Jews were blind and carnal, but he defended them 
against the millennialists, a group of anti-Semitic Judaizers, who were as anticleri
cal as they were anti-Semitic. As a result, many clergy perished at the hands of the 
eschatologically inspired hordes: 

Any chiliastic movement was in fact almost compelled by the situation in which 
it found itself to see the clergy as a demonic fraternity. A group oflaymen headed 
by a messianic leader and convinced that it was charged by God with the stupen
dous mission of preparing the way for the Millennium-such a group was bound 
to find in the institutionalized Church at best an intransigent opponent, at worst 
a ruthless persecutor.71 

Cantor, who sees the first crusade as "the beginning of the downfall of Ashke-
naz," ignores this fact to dispute the claim that Catholic anti-Semitism 

was something marginal, extraneous, disseminated by unruly and underliterate 
people. No, anti-Semitism lay at the center of medieval Christian sensibility. It 
was at the core of medieval Christian sensibility and the vanguard literary cul
ture of that day. Blood libel, King Arthur and the Round Table: they were jointly 
integral to the medieval ethos, inseparably bound together in the structure of 
the medieval imagination. The child-killing Jew and Sir Lancelot were equally 
fixtures ofthe medieval mind and embedded inextricably in the same romantic 
culture.72 

To him, the Rhineland pogroms expressed the essential nature of Christian
ity, not an anti-Christian, anticlerical aberration opposed by the higher clergy. 
Cantor's inability to distinguish between the Church's traditional anti-Judaism as 
manifested in St. Bernard's sermons and Sicut Judaeis non and the revolutionary 
chiliasm Bernard opposed, renders his treatment of the era increasingly and un
necessarily opaque. 
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The other school of Jewish historiography isn't much better. According to 
Jeremy Cohen, something changed in Christian-Jewish relations during the 13th 
Century. Things went from bad to worse. The evidence supports Cohen more than 
it supports Cantor. Something did change then, but it was not the Church's teach
ing. Rather, the Church's image of the Jew changed. The traditional view-the Jew 
is a blind, carnal Israelite as at the time of Christ-was replaced by a new under
standing which saw him as a social revolutionary and outlaw. This change in per
ception occurred for two reasons: 1) because of the conflict with the Albigensians 
in southern France and 2) because of the discovery of the Talmud. 

This change in the Church's perception of the Jew did not call into question 
the principle of Sicut Judaeis non, but it changed how that principle would be ap
plied. Cantor's adherence to the two pillars ofJewish historiography blinds him to 
the changes. According to Cantor, the "New Piety" of the 11th and 12th centuries 
was created by men-Pope Gregory VII and Cardinal Peter Damiani, one of his 
main associates; St. Anselm of Canterbury a theologian and monastic leader; and 
St. Bernard of Clairvaux theologian, preacher and mystic-who all "hated Jews."73 
Cantor says that "these ecclesiastics stood at the pinnacle of power in the Western 
church of their day and were the re-creators of medieval Christianity along the 
lines of a deeper and more personal sensibility. They also hated Jews and spewed 
hostility toward them that was bound to echo through all the ranks of the hierar
chy, down to the level of parish priest and simplest monk."74 

The situation changed dramatically when Innocent III became pope in 1198. 
The supreme pontiff declared war on heretics at home and infidels abroad, and 
one might add, the infidels at home, the Jews, after inheriting "a Church that had 
been sliding ominously in efficiency and esteem.''75 When Innocent III became 
pope, "the status of European Jews was radically altered, and the policy of the 
Church became imbued with an increasingly aggressive and polemical spirit. The 
war against the heretics of Languedoc included the Jewries of the cities involved 
and it was not long before 'the crusade against the Albigensians led to the crusade 
against the Jews."'76 

During his pontificate, the Orders of Dominican and Franciscan Friars came 
into prominence as auxiliaries of the Church. The Fourth Lateran Council of 1215 
enacted measures against Jews and heretics, and the newly created mendicant or
ders, in particular the Dominicans, were assigned to implement them. The Do
minicans were largely responsible for the attack on the Talmud; for establishment 
of the Inquisition; and, under the direction of Dominican General Raymond of 
Penaforte, for the campaign of converting the Jews over the next two centuries. 

By 1200 the Albigensians and the Waldensians were firmly established in 
Lombardy and Languedoc. In 1204, Innocent III dispatched Diego de Acebes, the 
bishop of Osma, to preach among the Cathari in Languedoc. The rise of the new 
Mendicant orders followed as the Church employed them to fight heterodoxy. Un
like the Benedictines, bound to a place by the rule of Benedict, the Dominicans 
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and the Franciscans moved around to fight heresy wherever it emerged. When 
Dominic died in 1221, his order was working throughout Europe and on the way 
to creating the Inquisition to combat heresy and subversion. In 1209 St. Francis 
of Assisi presented his rule to Innocent III for approval, also placing his order at 
the Church's disposal to fight heresy. When Francis died in 1226, Cohen says, "his 
order was already a permanent institution of the Church and like the Dominicans, 
an elite clerical force in the service of Rome."77 

The rise of the mendicants responded to a growing serious threat. In 1184, 

Pope Lucius III told each diocese to campaign against heresy in his decretal Ad 
abolendam. Fifteen years later Innocent III labeled heresy "the worst sin possible" 
because it was "far more serious to attack the eternal majesty than the temporal.''78 

Concerned about Albigensianism in southern France, Innocent sent special leg
ates there to prosecute heresy. The mendicants quickly engaged European Jewry 
because Jews were consistently supporting heresy to subvert the social order in 
Christian Europe. As soon as the Dominicans entered England, they opened a 
priory in the heart of the Jewish quarter in Oxford. 

When Saint Dominic arrived in Languedoc, he found "widespread contempt 
for the clergy," due, Walsh notes, to "the incessant propaganda of Jews, Saracens 
and heretics," and "the luxurious and easy living of some of the priests themselves, 
and sometimes by notorious scandals among them.''79 The Waldensians and Albi
gensians were "Communists of a sort," who held "unconventional views of sexual 
morality."80 "The Waldenses praise continency to their believers," said Bernard 
Gui, "yet they grant that one ought to satisfy a burning lust by any manner of 
shamefulness whatsoever, their apostles explaining this by saying it is better to 
marry than burn (Melius est nubere quam uri), for it is better, they say, to satisfy 
lust by any act of shame whatsoever than to be tempted in the heart within; this, 
however, they keep very secret indeed."81 In attacking marriage, the Cathars at
tacked the very foundation of the social order. 

Walsh insists the Inquisition never proceeded against the Jews, "either on ra
cial grounds as Jews, or on religious grounds as members of the synagogue."82 The 
Jews came under the purview of the Inquisition for aiding heretics and for con
verting and then relapsing. Cohen concurs but says the Church's attitude, even as 
articulated by Thomas Aquinas, "facilitated attacks upon Jews": 

First, Jews were often accused of promoting heretical ideals and giving aid to 
heretics. Although such ties may indeed have existed in Languedoc and Lom
bardy, the charges of the Inquisition were undoubtedly much exaggerated; even 
the anti-Jewish Cathari were accused of using Judaism as a cover for spreading 
their own ideas. Second, both Christian converts to Judaism and Jewish converts 
to Christianity who "relapsed" into their former religion came under the juris
diction of the Inquisition, as did by extension those Jews who consorted with the 
converts and relapsi in their practice ofJudaism.83 
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Since Cohen admits Jews promoted heresy, how can he object to measures 
taken against them on these grounds? The measures he mentions were preventa
tive, aimed not at persecuting or annihilating Jews but rather at protecting the 
Christian social order. The Church strove 

first to prevent Jews form aiding and associating with Christian heretics; second, 
to eliminate from Christian life every trace of Jewish literary influence emanat
ing from those writings, particularly in the domain of the Talmud and Rab
binicalliterature, alleged to be injurious to Christian faith; third, to curtail any 
personal proselytizing by Jews or Jewish communities ... fourth, to prevent Jews 
who had accepted Christianity by baptism from reverting to Judaism, accompa
nied by their own families and by Christians upon whom they had provided lies 
with which to desert the Catholic Church.84 

Complaints against the Jews grew throughout the 13th Century. In a letter 
written on June 6, 1299, Philip the Fair complained that Jews "receive fugitive her
etics and conceal them."85 Jews "received into their homes and hid from the inves
tigation and pursuit of the Holy Office, not only Judaizing Christian Jews, namely 
the converts from Judaism to Christianity who had relapsed, but also Christian 
dissenters, whether Albigensian, Walden sian or members of any other contempo
rary party under the ban of the Church."86 One Jewish historian explains "it was 
only natural that one group, exiled from society because of religious difference 
should seek the friendship and protection of another group likewise banned."87 
The Jews "carried on a continuous and effective propaganda" throughout Chris
tendom, "which, while it persisted, was bound to make impossible the complete 
Christianizing of society."88 Saying this is "freely admitted" by Jewish scholars,89 

Walsh then cites I. Abrahams, who claims that as a rule, "heresy was a reversion to 
Old Testament and even Jewish ideals. It is indubitable that the heretical doctrines 
of the southern French Albigenses in the beginning of the Thirteenth Century, as 
of the Hussites in the Fifteenth, were largely the result of friendly intercourse be
tween Christians and Jews."90 Cohen claims the newly founded mendicants used 
Jewish association with heretics as an excuse to harass the Jews, but the associa
tion was there nonetheless. Walsh claims "if the Jews had confined their activities 
to the synagogue and their allegiance to the Law of Moses, a great deal of conflict 
and even bloodshed might have been avoided.''91 

The prosecution of heresy in Languedoc must have been effective because in 
1208 the papal legate there was murdered. Raymond of Toulouse was held respon
sible, and Innocent, in response, preached a crusade to liberate the area from here
sy. In 1209, an army assembled at Lyon and then marched southward, engaging in 
indiscriminate slaughter; when a soldier asked how to tell heretics from Catholics, 
he was told to slaughter them all and let God sort them out. The struggle outlasted 
Innocent's papacy, coming to something of a conclusion in 1229 when Languedoc 
became part of the French royal domain. In 1244 Catholic forces stormed Montse
gur, which had harbored men who murdered Dominican preachers, and burned 
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200 heretics at the stake without trial. After Raymond of Toulouse was flogged 
publicly in 1209 for employing Jews and heretics at his court, he swore to obey 
injunctions dictated by the papal legate, one of which ordered him "to remove the 
Jews from the administration of public and private affairs in all your lands" and 
never "to restore them to the same or to other offices, nor to take any Jews for any 
administrative office, nor ever to use their advice against Christians.''92 

In 1204, Moses Maimonides, champion of Jewish scholasticism, died with
out establishing a coherent relationship between faith and reason of the sort that 
Aquinas would bequeath to Christendom. "Maimonides's failure to achieve a so
cially approved synthesis of science and Halakic Judaism" meant the rise of ir
rationalism and the occult in Jewish thought. As a result, "the orthodox rabbis" 
never attempted another synthesis of faith and reason, turning instead "to the soft 
theosophy of the Cabala.''93 That turning to irrational occultism was most pro
nounced in southern France, known as Judaea Secunda, the area where Albigensi
anism took root. More than one Jewish historian traces Albigensianism to Jewish 
influence. "Some of the Cathari of Leon," we are told, "used to circumcise them
selves, so that they might propagate heresy as 'Jews.'" "If the truth were known," 
says Lewis Browne, "probably it would be found that the learned Jews in Provence 
were in large part responsible for this free-thinking sect. The doctrines that the 
Jews had been spreading throughout the land for years could not but have helped 
to undermine the Church's power." Another modern Jewish writer goes further, 
considering it "indubitable" that the heretical doctrines of Southern France "were 
largely the result of friendly intercourse between Christians and Jews.''94 

Louis Israel Newman claimed Jews were active in "Christian Reform Move
ments," Le., heresies, throughout European history beginning with the Albigensi
ans and Waldensians, and that heresy often meant Judaizing, "the policy of imita
tion ofJewish ideas, practices, and customs which many Christians professed.''95 
The Waldensians were, according to Newman, Judaizers, "indviduals or groups 
who, as in Lombardy, adopted a Jewish outlook on life, and Jewish forms of cer
emony and conduct.''96 Heresies are Judaizing because, says Newman, "in almost 
every period of Christian Reform a return to the simple interpretation of the bib
lical word has played an important role in the rejection of established orthodox 
doctrines. The Waldensian, Hussite, Wycliffe, Lutheran, Puritan and modern 
Protestant movements have been accompanied by a reversion to the sources of 
Christian faith," Le., the Old Testament in its chiliastic revolutionary meaning.97 

That Judaizing would reach its peak "during the Puritan Renaissance," when "the 
center of gravity among many scholars and believers shifted from the Gospels to 
the Jewish Bible.''98 

Pope Innocent III knew what his predecessors felt about those who "returned 
to the vomit of Judaism." Innocent III soon was upset about "Jewish insolence" 
as much as about Jewish usury. The Jews, he wrote to the bishop of Paris in 1205, 

were 
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so insolent that they hurl unbridled insults at the Christian faith, insults which 
it is an abomination not only to utter but even to keep in mind. Thus, whenever 
it happens that on the day of the Lord's Resurrection the Christian women who 
are nurses for the children ofJews take in the body and blood ofJesus Christ, 
the Jews make these women pour their milk into the latrine for three days before 
they again give suck to the children. Besides, they perform other detestable and 
unheard of things against the Catholic faith, as a result of which the faithful 
should fear that they are incurring divine wrath when they permit the Jews to 
perpetuate unpunished such deeds as bring confusion upon our faith.99 

Jews, he reminded the bishops of northern France, "are consigned to per
petual servitude because they crucified the Lord" and dwell among Christians 
only on sufferance; therefore they "ought not be ungrateful to us, and not requite 
Christian favor with contumely and intimacy with contempt."lOO The Jews, thus, 
were not simply following the Old Testament and minding their own business; 
they were deliberately provoking their Christian hosts. The Jews at Sens had built 
a synagogue "more lofty than the venerable local church."'o, Jewish cantors raised 
such a clamor that they disturbed the worshippers in the adjacent church. The 
Jews of Sens were also blasphemers, referring to Christ as "a mere rustic, gibbeted 
by the Jewish people.'''o. The list went on: "On Good Friday, contrary to ancient law 
and custom, the Jews had taken to rioting through the streets and squares, ridicul
ing Christians for adoring One nailed to a cross, and this in the hope of diverting 
Christians from their religious obligations. The Jews were accused ofleaving their 
gates unlocked until midnight for the convenience of thieves.",o3 Noone, Innocent 
concluded, "ever succeeded in recovering stolen property" from Jews.'04 

Innocent makes the traditional criticism ofJews. Jews are carnal because "the 
Mosaic Law promised temporal and earthly delights, a land flowing with milk 
and honey, the law of the talon, conjugal joy, and a numerous progeny."105 The 
Christian Gospel is more spiritual because it "extols poverty, invokes a blessing in 
answer to a curse, venerates virginity.'''o6 "The carnal Jews," can only follow "what 
sense perceives." They differ from their own prophets, who "spoke not carnally, 
but spiritually." Because they have the word of God in the Torah, Jews are cul
pable; the Jew of Innocent's time differ from the Israelites before Christ, because 
some of the Israelites accepted Christ when he came, but all Jews of Innocent's 
time reject Him. Rejecting Christ was "blindness," which could be an involuntary 
fault. Even so, Innocent was unwilling to excuse Jewish disbelief on the ground of 
ignorance: "The Jew who denies that Messiah has come, and that he is God, lies .... 
Herod is the devil, the Jews demons; that one is King of the Jews this one the King 
of demons.'''o7 The Lord "condemned the Synagogue because of her disbelief, and 
chose the Church because of her obedience.'"o8 The "Synagogue has reason enough 
for envy: Her most precious possessions have been inherited by the church.'"o9 All 
this Hebrew wealth is now in the hands of the Church. The Jews are burdened with 
"perfidia" which meant bad faith rather than treachery. So the Church continued 
to pray for the Synagogue "that God might remove the veil from Jewish hearts, 
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that she might acknowledge who is Truth."l1O The issue, as Innocent frames it, is 
behavior, not race. Innocent "never forgot that Jesus was a Jew,"111 which meant 
everything bad about the Jews could be changed by conversion, which he saw as a 
labor oflove, bringing those with darkened minds to the Truth: 

For we make the law that no Christian compel them, unwilling or refusing, by 
violence to come to baptism. But if anyone of them should spontaneously, and 
for the sake of the faith, fly to the Christians, once his choice has become evident, 
let him be made a Christian without any calumny. Indeed, he is not considered 
to possess the true faith of Christianity who is recognized to have come to Chris
tian baptism, not spontaneously, but unwillingly.ll2 

Jewish historians rarely portray conversion to Christianity that way. Heinrich 
Graetz, founder of modern Jewish historiography, describes Innocent III as "the 
first pope who directed against the Jews the burning fury and inhuman severity of 
the Church." Graetz never mentions Innocent's reaffirmation of Sicut Judaeis non. 
Ifhe had he could not have claimed "only a delusive hope restrained [Innocent III] 
from openly preaching a crusade and a war of annihilation" against the Jews. 113 

Innocent III never questioned Sicut Judaeis non, the Church's traditional 
teaching on the Jews, a doctrine then 600 years old: "Just as, therefore, there ought 
not to be license for the Jews to presume to go beyond what is permitted them by 
law in their synagogues, so in those which have been conceded to them, they ought 
to suffer no prejudice.'''!4 Innocent insisted that the papacy grant Jews "the buckler 
of Our protection." They were to be safe in life and limb; and, "in the celebration 
of their own festivities, no one ought to disturb them in any way," nor should any 
Christian dare "to dare mutilate or diminish a Jewish cemetery, nor, in order to 
get money, to exhume bodies once they have been buried." If any Christian did so, 
he was to "be punished by the vengeance of excommunication.'''!5 

This protection was, of course, conditional, applying only to Jews who did not 
plot to subvert the Christian faith."6 The caveat is in Innocent's condemnation of 
blasphemous Jewish behavior on Good Friday, when "Jews, contrary to ancient 
custom, publicly run through streets and squares, congregating and everywhere 
deriding Christians for adoring in the customary way the Crucified on His cross, 
and by their improprieties strive to recall these from their duty to adore.'''!7 It is 
implicit in his condemnation of Jewish trafficking in stolen goods. "Blasphemers 
of the Christian Name," Innocent III said "ought not to be coddled at the price of 
oppressing the Lord's servants, but rather be repressed by the servitude of which 
they have rendered themselves deserving when they laid sacrilegious hands on 
Him who had come to confer true liberty upon them, calling down His blood 
upon themselves and on their children too [Matt 27: 25].'''18 Innocent criticizes 
"certain secular princes" who "receive Jews in their manors and town in order 
that they might set them up as their own again for the exacting of usury, and who 
are not ashamed to afflict the churches of God and the poor of Christ.'''19 As a re
sult, "widows and orphans are despoiled of their inheritances, and churches are 
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defrauded of their tithes and other customary income because Jews, who disdain 
to respond to the prelates of those churches on parochial right, hold castles and 
manors."120 Jews were coming into possession of Church property through usury, 
and they were using their economic power to exert pernicious cultural influence 
over those who owed them money. They were abusing the conditions under which 
they were tolerated in Christian states, and the state was well within its powers 
stop to the abuse. 

Innocent III, however, did not preach a crusade against the Jews; he preached 
one against Albigensians. In confusing the two, Graetz shows that Innocent's con
cern about the connection between Jewish insolence and Jewish support of heresy 
was not unfounded. Innocent, Graetz tells us, 

was well aware why he so thoroughly abhorred Jews and Judaism. He hated those 
among them who indirectly agitated against the rotten form of Christianity, 
upon which the papacy had built its power. The aversion of the truly God-fearing 
and moral Christians to the arrogance, unchastity, and insatiable covetousness 
of the hierarchy had in some measure been prompted by the Jews. The Albigenses 
in southern France, who were branded as heretics. and who were the most reso
lute opponents of the papacy, had imbibed their hostility from intercourse with 
educated Jews. Amongst the Albigenses there was a sect which unhesitatingly 
declared the Jewish law preferable to that of Christians. The eye ofInnocent was, 
therefore, directed to the Jews of the south of France as well as to the Albigenses, 
in order to check their influence on the minds of the Christians. Count Ray
mund VI of Toulouse and st. Gilles ... who was looked upon as a friend of the 
Albigenses, and consequently cruelly harassed, was also credited by the Pope 
with favoring the Jews [myemphasis].'2l 

Innocent's animus toward the Jews was, as we have seen, not motivated by 
anti-Semitism but instead by Jewish behavior, specifically, usury, insolence, blas
phemy, and support for heretical sects subverting the social, moral and political 
order. Innocent III and subsequent popes reevaluated their understanding of who 
and what the Jews were, gradually replacing the idea of them as blind and car
nal with a new understanding of them as revolutionaries threatening the social 
and political order of Christendom. "The Cathars," one historian has noted, "were 
hardly as harmless as Graetz portrays them."122 The people Graetz portrays as "the 
truly God-fearing and moral Christians" regarded "a pregnant woman as pos
sessed by a devil, and, if she died in childbirth, certain to go to Hell." The Cathars 
were a secret society; they were, Umberto Eco points out in Foucault's Pendulum, 
the predecessors of the Freemasons, a group which "would resort to every subter
fuge and hypocrisy to conceal their true beliefs." Their refusal to take oaths un
dermined feudal society as much as their attitude toward sexuality threatened to 
depopulate it. Perversion was, in their eyes, preferable to marriage. And their fast 
unto death, the endura, "cost more lives than the Inquisition ever did."'23 

Unlike Graetz, Cantor does not play down the threat Albigensianism posed 
to 13th Century Europe. Nor does he portray the life-denying Cathars as "truly 
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God-fearing and moral Christians." The papacy, says Cantor, "faced a real crisis 
in the early 13th Century" when "Catharism revived the old Manichean dualist 
doctrine."124 The Inquisition's job was not to exterminate heretics, "but rather to 
persuade and frighten suspected deviants back into the church."125 The defendant 
had to be recalcitrant or a triple recidivist to be "turned over to the secular arm,"126 
that is, the state, for burning. The Inquisition did not fish for Jews even though, as 
Cantor maintains, "The Jews were not entirely innocent victims within the reli
gious structure of southern France, nor was the inquisitorial friars' attack on them 
idiosyncratic and fortuitous."127 

Unlike Graetz, who turns the Jews into cynical manipulators of the Albig
ensians, Cantor claims the Jews succumbed to the Jewish version of the same er
ror, namely, Cabala. "The Jewish community of Provence was the place where the 
Cabala started."128 Vehemently rejecting Maimonides' attempts at rationalism, the 
rabbis of Provence succumbed to a "pastiche of mysticism, demonology, and as
trology that came eventually to be called the Cabala."129 The Zohar, the definitive 
cabalistic text, would not be written for another Century, "but its origins lie in 
Provence in the early 13th Century, precisely at the same time as the flourishing 
of the Catharist heresy."!30 Citing Gershom Scholem, Cantor claims "Cabala was a 
late continuation or revival of ancient Jewish Gnosticism." Gnosticism was "her
metic among the Jews" as it was in Freemasonry, the English Protestant appro
priation of Cabala, "but blatantly separatist among the Christians .... it surfaced 
at the same time and in the same place, southern France, among both Christians 
and Jews. In the case of the Christians it takes the form of Catharism; among the 
Jews, of Cabalism."!3! When Gnosticism first appeared in the ancient world, "the 
Gnostic community was the greatest internal threat that Christianity faced in the 
first two centuries of its existence.'~32 It was no less a threat in the 13th Century. 

Innocent convoked the Fourth Lateran Council to deal with the threat force
fully and directly. That Council was the fullest expression of Christendom, i.e., 
the integration of Church and State, Europe would see. Five of its edicts dealt with 
Jews. Two addressed the problem of "heavy and immoderate" usury, suggesting 
"Jews were still providing essential capital at high rates of interest and gaining 
ownership of valuable properties when debtors defaulted.'~33 Another specified, 
"men are not to be charged interest while away on crusade.'~34 Another repeats 
the injunction against appointing those "who blaspheme against Christ" to public 
office, "since this offers them the pretext to vent their wrath against the Chris
tians.'~35 The fifth addressed how to deal with converts who appear insincere. 

According to one historian, the first paragraph of the Fourth Lateran's Canon 
68 initiated "a new era in European Jewish history," by specifying that hence
forth all Jews "shall be readily distinguishable from everyone else by their type 
of clothing'~36 to guard unsuspecting Christians against intercourse with Jews. In 
1221, Innocent's successor, Pope Honorius III, informed the bishops of Bordeaux 
province that he had heard that some Jews in the region "scorn to wear the pre-

115 



The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit 

scribed signs by which they are able to be distinguishable from Christians ... That 
Christians mingle [commiscentur] with Jewish women, and Jews wickedly mingle 
with Christian women."137 

Cantor traces the roots of Canon 68 to the Albigensian crisis: 

The attack upon the Jews by the papal inquisitors-and Pope Innocent III's de
termination at the Fourth Lateran Council of 1215 to segregate the Jews from 
Christian society-was due not only to general cultural and social developments 
but also especially to the Jewish Gnostic involvement in the rise of Catharism. 
The Jews were therefore not entirely passive victims. When the inquisitorial friars 
went after them, there was an immediate cause [myemphasisl.138 

This is an atypical take on the Lateran Council's edicts on the Jews. More 
typical is the assertion that the Jews were to wear distinctive dothing because 
"they were to be treated as pariahs in society."'39 And they were treated as pariahs 
as a first step: ''After this blow, it was just a matter of time before the Jews would be 
massacred or expelled." Louis IX, according to this view, was "the ideal monarch 
in the eyes of European society" and as such "a vitriolic hater of the Jews, intent on 
humiliating them and removing whatever shred of dignity, prosperity and protec
tion remained from the glorious days of Charlemagne."'4o According to Cohen, 
the culmination of "the new Piety" otherwise known as the new anti-Semitism, 
"was institutionalized in the early 13th Century with the creation of two new re
ligious orders of friars, the Dominicans and the Franciscans .... Conversion of the 
Jews became one of their favorite projects."'4' 

Taken together, the papacy ofInnocent III and the death of Maim on ides con
stituted, according to one historian, "the very nadir ofJewish fortunes."14 2 These 
"twin disasters" stood at the midpoint of the trajectory that began with Emicho 
of Leiningen and ended with the disappearance of the Ashkenazim from Western 
Europe. The sense of Jewish woe is heightened rather than ameliorated because 
this was not a campaign of extermination but of conversion. The Jews saw anni
hilation and conversion as essentially the same thing. That says much about their 
view of Christianity. Cantor maintains 

Nothing changed fundamentally in the Catholic Church's hatred for the Jews 
and the teaching of contempt and fury against them between the twelfth Centu
ry and the Second Vatican Council of 1965. In all that time the Catholic Church 
was the most persistent fount of anti-Semitism in the world. Things are different 
now, but the truth about the old days, these long dark centuries of Jew hatred 
must not be forgotten. '43 

Even after this outburst, Cantor is constrained to note that the Mendicants' 
desire to convert the Jews "is not the voice of the Nazi Holocaust" because "the 
Nazis would give the Jews no escape from their doom, but the Catholic church 
always left the door open to Jewish conversion and escape."'44 

No pope, however, could view conversion to Christianity as annihilation. The 
popes were constrained by their faith to view it otherwise: those who were blind 
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could now see; those who were spiritually dead had come back to life. It was cause 
for rejoicing. In the medieval Church, one is struck by the remorselessness of their 
logic and their simplicity in responding to the alternatives that confronted them. 

The Church seemed to be faced with two equally repugnant choices: either al
low Jewish subversion of Christian culture through usury, blasphemy, and covert 
support of heresy, or allow the people affected most by it to resolve it violently. 
Doing nothing would have entailed choosing both options in dialectic fashion, 
which is to say, the former leading to the latter. The Church, however, applied the 
principle of Sicut Judaeis non as the only viable alternative to Jewish subversion 
on the one hand and mob mayhem on the other. No one should harm the Jew, 
the popes taught, nor should his conversion be forced. If a Jew wanted to persist 
willfully in his blindness, he should be allowed the opportunity to celebrate his 
religious rites, but a Jew should be allowed no cultural influence, because experi
ence had shown he used it to subvert faith and morals. The Jew was an enemy of 
Christ and an enemy of Christendom, but Christians were always taught to love 
their enemies. 

The simplest way to prevent this enemy from destroying the social order while 
also protecting him from the unruly mob was to work for the Jews' conversion. 
And this is precisely what the Church did. The mendicant orders studied Hebrew 
and Arabic and read the sacred writings of the Jews to understand them better. 
This approach bore fruit. Jews converted in significant numbers toward the end 
of the 13th Century, and when they did, they brought insider's information with 
them and shared it with those in authOrity in the Church. 

In 1292 the Jewish congregation in Apulia in Italy disappeared because, as one 
Jewish historian puts it, "the friars succeeded in harassing the Jews sufficiently so 
that most accepted baptism."'45 A manuscript in the Vatican Library confirms the 
conversion of a great number of Apulian Jews by Bartolomeo and two colleagues 
in 1292. And Neapolitan documents dating from 1294 ... reveal that 1,300 Jewish 
families in Apulia have converted-probably a total of at least 8,000 proselytes. 
Other contemporary sources relate that many Jews fled from Apulia at this time, 
causing the Jewish community in at least some cities to vanishcompletely.146 The 
Hebrew chronicler Solomon ibn Verga wrote "Some were forced to convert ... and 
the rest departed for distant lands."'47 Sincere conversion to Christianity is an oxy
moron for Jewish historians, but even they concede "the inquisitorial endeavor 
achieved success during the last decade of the 13th Century." The historical record 
indicates most conversions were sincere, which is to say, not forced. When a group 
of Jews converted in Naples in 1290, Charles II granted their request "to have a 
synagogue building ... given to them for use as a church." When all of the Jews in 
Salerno converted, the Dominicans sold the building and "used the proceeds to 
aid impoverished converts."148 

Innocent III had claimed the Church was the ruler of the Jews in the lands of 
Christendom. Jews perhaps felt the same way: Abraham of Montpellier wrote to 
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Gregory IX in 1232 and asked him to ban Maimonides. Unable to resolve their in
ternal disputes, the Jews turned to the Church-in particular, the Dominicans
to use the Inquisition to resolve the issue of Maimonides' orthodoxy. Eventually, 
Abraham and his party won; the Mendicants burned Maimonides' writings at 
their request. Jewish historians say this shows the Inquisition was "perhaps ac
tively looking for an excuse to strike out at the Jews."149 But the Dominicans were 
caught between two groups of Jews who could not resolve their own dispute but 
who thought the Church could. Hence, both sides appealed to the Inquisition 
for a judgment. Abraham of Montpellier, according to one Jewish historian, was 
"imitating the example of Pope Gregory IX," when he "issued a ban against the 
Maimonist writings at the beginning of 1232." The orthodox Jews wanted "the Do
minican Friars to proceed against Jewish heretics in the same fashion as against 
Christian dissenters." The avidity with which this group of Jews sought out the 
Dominicans belies the claim that "Christian orthodoxy now appeared willing and 
eager to try and equate Jews with heretics." The Jews sought the Church's aid in 
ridding the synagogue of heretics, not the other way around. The incident was the 
opening act in the great drama of the Church's discovery of and crusade against 
the Talmud. "Forty days did not pass from the burning of our teacher's [Maimo
nides] works until that of the Talmud," one chronicler wrote. His account though 
"can hardly be considered factual. Nonetheless, the thrust of his argument reveals 
the perspective of contemporary Jews." It also shows "in a certain measure Jews 
were responsible for the inauguration of the crusade against their writings."15o 

That crusade began in 1236 when Nicholas Donin, an apostate Jew who had 
become a Christian and a Dominican (some sources claim he was a Franciscan), 
was granted an audience with Pope Gregory IX. Donin called the pope's attention 
to the blasphemies in the collection of Hebrew writings known as the Talmud. 
Donin's outspoken opinions had caused his expulsion from the synagogue 11 years 
earlier, so revenge may have been a motive, but Donin took with him an acute un
derstanding of the role the Talmud played in Jewish life. It was, as Graetz claimed, 
"the mainstay of Jewish civilization";151 it was also full of blasphemies-claiming, 
among other things, that Christ was being cooked in boiling excrement in hell and 
that he was the illegitimate son of a Roman soldier and a whore named Mary. 

The Jewish Encyclopedia, for example, discussing Celsus' debt to Judaism, re
marks that "he asserts that Jesus was the illegitimate son of a certain Panthera, 
and again that he had been a servant in Egypt, not when a child as according to 
the New Testament, but when he was grown, and that there he learned the secret 
art. These statements are frequently identical with those of the Talmud." Accord
ing to another source, the Jews "call Christ the illegitimate son of a whore, and 
the Blessed Virgin Mary, an abominable thing to say or even to think, a woman 
of heat or lust, and they curse both, and the Roman faith, and all its members and 
believers." 
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Before Donin, the Talmud was virtually unknown among Christians, who, 
like Pope Gregory IX, labored under the illusion that the Jews merely followed 
the Torah, books which Catholics also considered canonical. As a result of these 
discoveries, "the Talmud suddenly became a prime target of Christian anti-Ju
daism."151 The campaign against the Talmud is the beginning of the change in 
the Church's attitude toward the Jews. Cohen's proposed dichotomy in Christian 
teaching on the Jews doesn't exist. Sicut Judaeis non never changed from the time 
of St. Gregory the Great to the time of the Mendicants. What changed was the 
Church's understanding of the Jews. They were in the eyes of the Church trans
formed from essentially blind followers of a perversely understood Torah to social 
revolutionaries largely as a result of the discovery of the Talmud and its blasphe
mies. 

Cohen adverts to this when the writes "the Talmud and writings of medieval 
rabbis remained generally unknown to Christians for centuries after Augustine."153 

As a result, he repeatedly contradicts his own thesis, especially when he notes 
"when Jews had recourse to him for protection, Gregory showed himself benign, 
issuing in his turn the basic papal Constitution on the Jews, Sicut Judaeis non."154 

In other words, Gregory never deviated from Sicut Judaeis non. Cohen claims the 
popes were "bound to protect only those [Jews) who conformed to the classical 
Augustinian conception of the bearers of the Old Testament."155 This is not true, 
but when he adds "that sort of Jew no longer existed,"156 he is getting to the heart of 
the matter. This is another way of saying that the Church's understanding of the 
Jew changed. No pope ever said anyone had a right to harm the Jew or force his 
conversion. The popes never said papal protection extended to behavior that was 
"extra legem." How could they? That would mean Jews could engage in criminal 
activity with impunity. But the discovery of the Talmud indicated that that sort of 
behavior lay at the heart of the Jewish "religion." That caused Gregory's shocked 
response to Nicholas Donin. 

When Gregory IX heard that the bands of crusaders were massacring Jews, 
he reiterated the prohibition against harming them. Gregory IX, according to Co
hen, "passionately disliked Jews," but "like all medieval popes, Gregory drew the 
line at physical persecution."157 Gregory also "sternly reminded Christian folk that 
baptism must never be imposed upon anybody:~58 but he still got blamed for the 
excesses of those who ignored him. The same is true of his condemnation of the 
Talmud, which is said to have led directly to the disappearance ofJews from West
ern Europe, making conversion sound like another word for Auschwitz: 

Condemning the Talmud in 1239 as a heretical deviation from the Jews' bibli
cal heritage, Pope Gregory IX probably did not conceive of the important ef
fects his pronouncements would have on the course of history. He could not 
have foreseen that he had sanctioned the commencement of an ideological trend 
that would justify attempts to eliminate the Jewish presence in Christendom, a 
radical shift from the Augustinian position that the Jews occupied a rightful and 

119 



The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit 

necessary place in Christian society. Yet Gregory's awakening to the discrepancy 
between the religion of contemporary Jews and that of the "biblical" Jews whom 
Augustine had wished to tolerate coupled with the pontiff's exclamation that the 
belief in the Talmud "is said to be the chief cause that holds the Jews obstinate in 
their perfidy," laid important groundwork for those who came after him. In the 
generations that followed the Paris disputation of 1240 and the initial burning 
of the Talmud in 1242, mendicant inquisitors throughout Europe continued to 
persecute rabbinic literature, compelled the Jews to submit to their inflamma
tory sermons, and where possible often worked toward the complete destruction 
of specific Jewish communities. Early in the 14th Century, Bernard Gui burned 
the Talmud even in the absence ofJews. '59 

Even Innocent III, unaware of the Talmud's existence, had dealt with the con
tingency it presented when he excluded from protection under Sicut Judaeis non 
Jews who plotted against the faith. "We wish," Innocent wrote, "to place under 
the protection of this decree only those who have not presumed to plot against 
the Christian faith.'''60 Cohen concludes "such a stipulation might have excluded a 
large portion, if not all, of European Jewry.'''61 Why? Was it because the pope had 
changed his mind? Or because, as the Talmud revealed, the Jews were not practi
tioners of just another false religion but of one that had revolutionary potential? 
"By the fourteenth Century," Cohen continues, "the Sicut Iudeis bull in particular 
and papal protection of the Jews in general had all but lost their practical effective
ness.'''62 But, as Cohen points out, the popes never stopped ordering Christians not 
to harm the Jews. Why had the Jews lost their protection? The only logical answer 
is: they were perceived as operating "extra legem" as revolutionaries and outlaws 
and, therefore, no longer worthy of protection. 

I am addressing only official protection. The mob, as we have already shown, 
ignored papal bulls when it sacked Jewish sections of medieval towns. It was only 
the higher clergy in general and the popes in particular whom the Jews could 
count on for protection, and the segregating legislation they passed was intended 
to protect the Jews as much to protect Christendom from Jewish subversion, a goal 
consistent with Sicut Judaeis non. In attempting to establish some dichotomy in 
Catholic teaching (as opposed to a dichotomy in Catholic perception, which did 
take place), Cohen makes absurd generalizations. Only "from the 13th Century 
onward," Cohen tells us, "were Jews portrayed as real, active agents of Satan."163 
Cohen evidently never read the Gospel of John. In chapter 8, Christ himself por
trayed the Jews as "active agents of Satan." The same applies to the Revelation of 
John, which refers to Jews as "the synagogue of Satan." 

The Church had always claimed the Jews were not children of Moses and 
Abraham but rather children of Satan. Nevertheless, the Church in Sicut Judaeis 
non consistently maintained that no one had the right to harm a Jew. If the Jew 
were engaged in criminal activity, as the state then construed it, the state could 
proceed against him, but that did not negate Sicut Judaeis non. What changed as a 
result of the discovery of the Talmud was the number of Jews that were perceived 
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as engaged in subversive behavior. Accusations of blood libel, host desecration, 
the poisoning of wells, and holding the Jews responsible for the Black Plague, all 
emanated from the popular mind not the mind of the Church. The popes, as in the 
case of the plague, often went out of their way to refute them, insisting always that 
no one had the right to harm a Jew. 

Cohen consistently misrepresents this point. He accuses the Church of "na
tivism," because "the romana ecclesia was also a society which strove to achieve 
functional unity and root out foreign influences.'''64 What does he mean by for
eign? Europe was a group of ethnic groups speaking different languages, all of 
which were foreign to each other. According to Cohen, the Church "attacked a 
religious group which detracted from that unity, charging it with the same basic 
crimes: heretical deviation from Scripture, blaspheming the ideals of the society, 
and immoral and unnatural hostility toward its citizens.'''65 But, if the Jews did 
what the Talmud said they did, they were not just another religion, most certainly 
not the religion of Moses and Abraham. They were a group of outlaws. Why should 
they not be treated as outlaws? Wasn't that the role of the state? Cohen as much 
as admits this, then tries to deflect its implications by exaggeration. "The Jews of 
medieval Europe espoused a new system of belief," he tells us, which is true. But 
"they had lost the right to exist in Christendom previously accorded them because 
of their adherence to ancient, biblical Judaism.'''66 If Cohen means innocent Jews 
could now be harmed with impunity, he is wrong. Ifhe means the State could now 
proceed against them because they were operating "extra legem," then he is right, 
but it proceeded against them as criminals not as Jews. The Inquisition never pro
ceeded against Jews on either racial or religious grounds. Gregory IX was the first 
pope to discover the Talmud. He was shocked by what he discovered, but he did 
not abrogate Sicut Judaeis non and its prohibition against harming the Jew. What 
changed was his understanding of what the Jews believed and how they acted on 
those beliefs. 

On June 9, 1239, Pope Gregory responded to Donin's 35 petitions by dispatch
ing him with a letter to William of Auvergne, bishop of Paris. His letter substan
tiates the changed perception of Jews after discovery of the Talmud. The Jews, 
Gregory wrote, "so we have heard, are not content with the Old Law which God 
gave to Moses in writing: they even ignore it completely and affirm that God gave 
another Law which is called 'Talmud: that is 'Teaching: handed down to Moses 
orally .... In this is contained matter so abusive and so unspeakable that it arouses 
shame in those who mention it and horror in those who hear it.'''67 The offenses 
are so great that Gregory uses the word "crime" to describe them. He also claims 
the Talmud is "the chief cause that holds the Jews obstinate in their perfidy.'''68 He 
ordered "on the first Saturday of Lent to come, in the morning which the Jews are 
gathered in the synagogues, you shall, by our order seize all the books of the Jews 
who live in your districts and have these books carefully guarded in the posses
sion of the Dominican and Franciscan friars.'''69 If those friars found the books 
offensive, they were to burn them. 
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The discovery of the Talmud changed the status of the Jews. In addition to 
"displaying no shame for their guilt nor reverence for the honor of the Christian 
faith," the Talmud's blasphemies indicated the Jews had equal contempt for "the 
Law of Moses and the prophets" which the Christians thought they honored.'70 

Instead of following God's word in the Torah, the Jews "follow some tradition of 
their elders," giving it priority over the word of God.'71 The Talmud asserts rabbis 
are superior to the biblical prophets and that the Jews must obey them even to the 
absurd point of abrogating Mosaic Law. As a result the Jews prevent their children 
from studying the Bible, by placing the Talmud at the center of their educational 
curriculum. 

It took a while for the Church to digest what it had learned about the Talmud, 
but Pope Gregory's letter to the bishop of Paris indicated "the attack on the Tal
mud heralded a change in the Church's basic attitude toward Judaism."'71 Three 
years later, Bishop Eudes's legantine commission reported that the Talmud was 
"full of innumerable errors, abuses, blasphemies and wickedness such as arouse 
shame in those that speak of them and horrify the hearer."J.73 The books were so 
horrifying that they "cannot be tolerated in the name of God without injury to 
the Christian Faith."'74 In a letter to St. Louis IX, King of France, in May 1244, In
nocent IV, Gregory's successor, drew certain conclusions. "The wicked perfidy of 
the Jews," he said, "does not properly heed the fact that Christian piety received 
them and patiently allows them to live in Christendom through pity only. Instead, 
it commits such grave sins that are stupefying to those who hear of them and hor
rible to those who tell of them.'''75 The Talmud's blasphemies and its injunctions 
about defrauding the unsuspecting goyim threatened the conditions under which 
Jews were tolerated. They called for rethinking the whole social compact. 

Upset by the harm that it was doing, St. Louis called a conference on the 
Talmud. In June 1240, Nicholas Donin had an extended debate with Rabbi Yehiel 
ben Joseph of Paris under royal auspices and presided over by the queen mother, 
Blanche of Castile. One Jewish commentator claims "the entire event epitomized 
the declining status ofJews in that century and their transformation in Christian 
minds into little more than embodiments of blasphemous doctrine.'''76 The rabbi 
was dumbfounded that he had to defend Jewish esoteric writings in a hostile en
vironment. Nothing like this had ever happened before. Rabbi Yehiel, lacking any 
precedent for conducting a disputation of this sort, didn't know how to respond. 
When asked whether it were true that the Talmud claimed "Jesus was condemned 
to an eternity in hell, immersed in 'boiling excrement'" and Mary, his mother, was 
a whore, the Rabbi could only respond, yes, those passages were in the Talmud, 
but they did not refer to "that" Jesus or "that" Mary. "Not every Louis born in 
France is the king of France," Yehiel maintained, giving new meaning to the term 
"chutzpah." "Has it not happened," he continued, "that two men were born in the 
same city, had the same name, and died in the same manner? There are many 
such cases.'''77 One Jewish historian referred to Rabbi Yehiel's denial as the birth 
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of Jewish humor. A Christian account of the debate, however, failed to see the 
humor in his statement. "Concerning this Jesus, he confessed that he was born out 
of adultery and that he is punished in hell in boiling excrement and that he lived 
at the time of Titus." But Rabbi Yehiel said, "this Jesus is different from our Jesus. 
However, he is unable to say who he was, whence it is clear that he lied."'7s 

Having exploded his own credibility, Yehiel could do little to refute Donin's 
claim that the Talmud sanctioned criminal behavior, including "murder, theft, 
and religious intolerance." The Talmud also "included strictures against trusting 
Gentiles, honoring them or even returning a lost piece of property to them."179 
The Rabbis would have done better to emulate Maimonides, but" drugged ... into 
comfort with the narcotic of the Cabala, an otherworldly withdrawal into astrol
ogy and demonology, considered fit only for those who had mastered traditional 
Talmudic learning" they were no match for those trained by the Dominicans/SO 
Many Jews took "the terrible deterioration of the status and security of the Jews" 
as "a sign of the coming of the Messiah," something one historian calls, "a charac
teristic figment of the Jewish mind .... In the Jewish context, it is the syndrome of 
waiting quietly for the holocaust. Thus the Orthodox rabbinate failed to exercise 
leadership on behalf of the Jews in the 13th Century Ashkenaz as was again the 
case in 20th Century Poland.'"sl 

With defenders like Rabbi Yehiel, the Talmud needed no enemies. The debate 
resulted in the public burning of the Talmud in Paris. The Jewish religion was 
now clearly seen not as biblical Judaism, but rather as a heretical deviation from 
the Old Testament. Over a 36-hour period in June 1242, over 10,000 volumes were 
consigned to the flames. As if determined to prove what the Christians had said 
was correct, a group of Jews appealed to Rome, "complaining that they could not 
practice their religion without the Talmud."lS2 "Once more," one Jewish commen
tator writes, "it was the pope to whom the Jews had turned in their extremity.'"s3 
In May 1244, Innocent IV, relented: "bound as we are by the Divine command to 
tolerate them in their Law, [we] thought fit to have the answer given them that we 
do not want to deprive them of their books if as a result we should be depriving 
them of their law.'"s4 The decision to return the Talmud to the Jews caused outrage. 
One bishop concluded the Jews had lied to the pope, and it would be "most dis
graceful and a cause of shame for the Apostolic Throne, if books that had been so 
solemnly and so justly burned in the presence of all the scholars and of the clergy, 
and of the populace of Paris were to be given back to the masters of the Jews at the 
order of the pope-for such tolerance would seem to mean approval."ls5 In 1254 
Louis IX renewed the ordinance ordering the burning of the Talmud, as did both 
of his successors. When Louis X readmitted the Jews into France, he barred them 
from bringing the Talmud with them. 

After the disputations, the Church made conversion of the Jews a high pri
ority. In 1242, James I, King of Aragon, compelled Jews by force of law to listen 
to sermons of the Mendicants, "a measure which drew considerable praise from 
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Innocent IV and which James renewed in 1263."186 In 1278, Pope Nicholas III "for
mally made preaching and missionizing among the Jews part of the apostolate of 
both the Dominican and Franciscan orders."187 In his bull Vineam Soreth, Nicho
las urged the mendicants to "overcome the obstinacy of the perverse Jews .... Sum
mon them to sermons in the places where they live .... Inform them of evangelical 
doctrines with salutary warnings and discreet reasoning.''I88 

Once Judaism ceased being the religion of the Old Testament in the mind 
of the Church, it was construed instead as a heresy that fell under the Church's 
jurisdiction as doctrinal watchdog. The Talmud was an offense not only against 
the Christians but against the religious life ofJews as well, which allowed the pope 
to intervene into their affairs "if they violate the law of the Gospel in moral mat
ters and their own prelates do not check them" or "if they invent heresies against 
their own law.''I89 "Innocent's line of thought quickly became the common opinion 
of 13th and 14th Century canonists.''I9o The Church, according to the Dominican 
inquisitor Nicholas Eymeric, now had the right and duty "to defend genuine Juda
ism against internal heresy and thereby to bring Jews closer to an acceptance of 
Christianity.''I91 

Raymond of Penaforte, General of the Dominicans, the man who told Greg
ory IX to listen to Nicholas Donin in 1236, organized another disputation in Bar
celona over four sessions from July 20 to July 27, 1263, between another converted 
Rabbi, Saul ofMontpellier, now known as Pablo Christiani (or Paul Chretien) and 
Rabbi Moses ben Nachman of Gerona. Christiani was no low-level convert. He 
had studied under the direction of Rabbis Eliezer ben Emmanuel of Tarascon and 
Jacob ben Elligah Alttes of Venice. Christiani must have been influenced by the 
Order of Preachers while still a Jew because he joined the Dominicans almost im
mediately after converting, and, consistent with the apostolate of the Dominicans, 
devoted the rest of his life to conversion of the Jews. As a result of the debate and 
Raymond's efforts, the focus of the Inquisition shifted from southern France to 
the Iberian peninsula, where it inaugurated "a second stage in the development of 
the new anti-Jewish polemic.'''92 

Raymond of Penaforte entered the Order of Preachers in 1222, and eight years 
later, Gregory IX summoned him to Rome to be his confessor. Raymond remained 
at that post until 1238, when he became Master General of the Dominicans. If 
there is one man responsible for the Jews' disappearance from Western Europe by 
1500, it is Raymond ofPenaforte. His tool was not expulsion nor force but reason 
and persuasion, the most powerful weapons in the arsenal of cultural warfare 
but the most difficult to wield. Raymond persuaded Thomas Aquinas to write his 
conversion tract, the Summa Contra Gentiles in which Aquinas insisted conver
sion must be based on "recourse to the natural reason, to which all men are forced 
to give their assent.'''93 The infidel, according to Penaforte, had to be converted 
"soothingly," by an appeal to reason and not to force.194 Penaforte persuaded James 
I of Aragon to bring the Inquisition to Aragon. He was "the moving spirit ... of 
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Gregory IX in all that affected the Jews," including Gregory's sympathetic recep
tion of Nicholas Donin.195 In 1250 Raymond took the initial steps to establish a 
Dominican academy for the study of Arabic in Tunis, reasoning that conversion 
was impossible unless they learned the language and sacred scriptures of those 
they hoped to convert. So, too, "certain friars were thus instructed in the Hebrew 
language, so that they could overcome the malice and the errors of the Jews."196 

The strategy of having Dominicans study the Talmud was not without dan
ger, which became more apparent during the reformation. In 1275 the English Do
minican Robert of Reading converted to Judaism after learning Hebrew, expos
ing in microcosmic form the perennial English attraction to things Jewish. Three 
hundred years later, England's enthusiasm for the Hebrew language was on the 
verge of leading that country into an orgy of Judaizing and revolutionary politics 
that culminated in the mid 17th Century when Puritans murdered the king. Pope 
Honorius IV warned the faithful "the Jews of England lived with, and corrupted 
Christians"; 

Among the techniques [the Jews] used was that of inviting Christian to their 
synagogues where the Torah would be venerated by all present, including the 
Christian guests; another was to keep their Christian servants busy with servile 
labor on days of precept, thus preparing the way for failures against the faith on 
the part of Christian women by first inducing them to moral failure; in general, 
English Jews used social contacts to prepare apostasy. Finally, the Jews daily 
cursed Christians in their "supplications, or more precisely, imprecations." The 
English hierarchs, so the Pope berated them, had often been instructed to rem
edy the situation but their negligence required the present letter.197 

Penaforte's most famous pupils were Pablo Christiani, with whom he worked 
out, in the words of Jeremy Cohen, "tactics [that] often resulted in a considerable 
number of conversions"198 and Raymond Martini, author of Pugio Fidei, Dagger of 
the Faith, which was, in Cohen's words, "the most learned and best documented 
polemic against Judaism which the Middle Ages produced."199 Post-Christian Jews 
like Rabbi Akiba, according to Martini's view, 

died at the hands of the Romans not because they kept the law of Moses but 
because they forsook it, by supporting two false messiahs in succession, inciting 
rebellion against Rome, and denying that Jesus was the messiah. By rejecting 
God as their savior, the Jews of the Talmud destroyed the whole system of divine 
prophecy in the Old Testament!°o 

The Jews were heretics to their own religion, and since the Torah was part of 
the canon of Christian scripture, they were heretics in the Christian sense, too. 
Since heresy was not a matter of indifference to the civil authorities, the Talmudic 
Jews lost the tolerance that the blind and carnal figures from the Old Testament 
enjoyed and became personae extra legem, Le., outlaws. 

Raymund Uull made the same point. Uull underwent conversion from a dis
solute life at the court in Aragon. Like Martini and others of his generation, Uull 
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considered the Jews not as preservers of the Old Testament but "outlaws." Forsak
ing the Torah, they now lived "extra legem." Like Martini, Llull dedicated his life 
to their conversion. Llull, says Cohen, "devised grandiose schemes for converting 
the Jewish community to Christianity, systematically and completely. As for those 
Jews who would ultimately persist in refusing baptism, he advocated their perma
nent expulsion from Christian society.' .... O! Cohen portrays the alternatives invidi
ously, but they flowed from the medieval notion of citizenship as privilege rather 
than right, something that pertained to localities often on the scale of city-states 
rather than nations in the modern sense. If citizenship in a state like Florence 
entailed fulfillment of certain duties, then aliens like the Jew lived there only by 
sufferance of Christian kings and not by any right. If resident aliens were dedi
cated to subversion of those states, evidence of which the newly discovered Tal
mud provided, then the Jew's status in those states was precarious at best. Cohen 
doesn't state it this way, but the wave of conversions and expulsions which swept 
virtually every state in Western Europe from the 13th to the 15th Century was 
based on the discovery of Talmud, what it revealed about the true nature of the 
Jews, and the conclusions statesmen drew from that evidence. The discovery of 
the Talmud changed the Jewish question fundamentally. What used to be a ques
tion of religious tolerance became an issue of civil order. The Christian king could 
tolerate outsiders who based their religion on a flawed but sincere understanding 
of the Old Testament; he could not tolerate outlaws and subversives using religion 
as a cover for social revolution. Hence, Llull's admonition to those who wielded 
the sword of civil authority: "You, therefore, owe it to these children of God that 
you protect them from criminals and from robbers and from arsonists, from Jews, 
from heathens, and from heretics, from perjurers and from illegal violence.' .... o. The 
Jews were categorized with criminals as people who promoted "illegal violence." 
They were, says Cohen, "no longer the Jews of the Bible, to whom the right of 
existence in Christendom had been guaranteed.' .... o3 Even here, Cohen misstates 
the position of the Church. The Jews never had any rights in medieval Christen
dom. They were tolerated as aliens because they were economically useful and for 
theological reasons. When it became obvious that their usefulness was vitiated by 
their newly recognized penchant for subversion, they were offered the alternative 
of changing their behavior, via baptism, or being expelled. But even expulsion was 
not a violation of their rights because, as aliens, Jews had no rights. 

Once the contents of the Talmud became known, interfaith dialogue-never 
strong in the Middle Ages-was absorbed into the hermeneutic of suspicion. Ac
cording to Llull, the only reason "a Jew wants to make conversation with you" 
is "so that you might thereby become weaker and weaker in your belief." Simple 
folk should be on their guard, because the Jew "has thought out well for a long 
time how he will converse with you, in order that you might thereby become ever 
weaker in your faith. For the same reason it is decreed by Scripture and the papacy 
that no unlearned man should speak with a Jew.' .... 04 Once the pernicious nature of 
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the Talmud became known, the Church had to face the issue ofJewish subversion. 
It was time to administer the medicine of conversion to the Jews. 

In 1267, Clement IV issued the bull Turbato Corde. With his heart in turmoil 
(hence the title) Clement implies proselytizing was a two-way street in medieval 
Europe by complaining, "exceedingly numerous reprobate Christians, denying 
the truth of the Catholic faith, have gone over, in a way worthy of damnation, to 
the rite of the Jews."205 Clement's response was to treat the relapsi as heretics, i.e., 
subjecting them to the Inquisition, and to punish Jews who helped them relapse. 
He appealed primarily to the Mendicants, who ran the machinery of the Inquisi
tion. They were told 

to proceed against Christians whom you shall have discovered to have commit
ted such things in the same way as against heretics; Jews, however, whom you 
shall have discovered inducing Christians of either sex into their execrable rite, 
before this, or in the future, these you are to punish with due penalty.206 

Clement's decree was consistent with the understanding of the Talmudic Jew 
as subversive. Since Jews were heretics to their own religion and induced unsus
pecting Christians to embrace their heresy, they would be drawn closer to the 
Inquisition, the machinery constructed to combat heresy. The issue of conversion 
played a role too. If the Jew accepted baptism, it was presumed that he accepted it 
freely, and he was not permitted to relapse into his former life, like a dog returning 
to his vomit. Ifhe relapsed, he was to be treated as a heretic, not an infidel tolerated 
because of ignorance. Because the theology of the sacrament of baptism claimed 
that that sacrament left an indelible mark on the soul, "it is necessary that they be 
forced to uphold the faith which they accepted under duress or by necessity, lest 
the name of the Lord be brought into disrepute, and the faith which they accepted 
be held vile and contemptible."207 

Cohen faults Innocent III for acting "even though he himself had issued the 
traditional repetition of Sicut Judaeis only two years earlier."208 But there is no con
tradiction here. Jews who consented "in the slightest degree" to baptism were no 
longer Jews; Sicut Judaeis non no longer applied to them. Jews who relapsed were 
heretics to be investigated by the Inquisition. If they persisted in apostasy, they 
could be turned over to the secular powers and burned at the stake. Jews who en
gaged in subversion were criminals, to be treated as such. The problem persisted: 
Clement's successor, Gregory X, complained in 1274 that the Jews continued to 
proselytize and "even some Christians by birth" had "wickedly transferred them
selves to the rites ofJudaism.'':z09 

The Talmudic Jew was seen increasingly as deliberately attacking Christians, 
urged on by the Talmud itself. As a result, they were perceived as a group "who en
danger public safety." Martini identified contemporary Judaism as "a new religion 
which we were not commanded at Sinai": 

The attack of the mendicant Inquisition on contemporary Jewry relied on the 
claim that rabbinic Judaism, embodied in the Talmud, which had just become 
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known to the Church, was heretical and evil. In their belief that all heresy threat
ened the proper order of a universal Christian society, and especially incensed by 
evidence of hostility toward Gentiles in the Talmud which they assumed applied 
to Christians, the friars began to see no place for the Jews in Christendom."° 

Once the Church discovered the Talmud and understood the threat the Jews 
posed to the social order, she had to do something, if for no other reason than 
to head off the mob violence that knowledge of the Talmud was sure to generate 
among Christians. The natural reaction to the threat of Jewish subversion is vio
lence, a reaction that can be seen in the Chmielnicki pogroms in 1648 and when 
Bolshevism threatened the social order of Europe during the 1920S and 30S. 

The supernatural reaction to the threat of Jewish subversion was based on 
charity, which is to say, bringing those in darkness to the light of truth, which is 
another way of describing conversion. The point of Martini's Pugio Fidei was the 
conversion of the Moors and the Jews, especially the latter, because they "consti
tute the worst enemy of the Church, and ... converting them outweighs even that 
of the Christian mission to the Muslims." As we have seen, Judaism, according 
to the new Catholic insight, was not a religion; it was a revolutionary ideology. In 
espousing the Talmud, the Jews deprived themselves of any correct understanding 
of the Bible; their allegiance, according to Martini, lies with the Antichrist. As a 
result, "the redeemer whom they now expect at the end of the Roman Empire is 
really the Antichrist.''>ll 

The Church could have turned the Jews over to the secular arm for prosecu
tion as outlaws, but instead it concluded that the most charitable thing was to 
convert them. Martini explains at length why the Jews have not converted: 

First, the Jews have always been greedy people, and they fear that by abandoning 
the promise of temporal reward in their law they would invite financial penu
ry upon themselves. Second, "from the cradle they have been nurtured in the 
hatred of Christ, and they curse Christianity and the Christians daily in their 
synagogues." The supposition upon which one is reared eventually becomes part 
of one's natural outlook, in this case perverting any rational, objective sense of 
judgment. Third, Christianity demands subscription to difficult beliefs.212 

The Church could do nothing about the first and third conditions. Poverty 
and belief beyond the ken of reason were part of the Gospel the Church had to 
preach. But she could do something about Jews cursing Christians and Christian
ity in their synagogues by first exposing and then publicly burning the Talmud. 
She did that as her first step in converting the Jews, because the Talmud was the 
biggest hindrance to conversion. The Church's campaign against the Talmud led 
to "a crescendo of conversions," which by 1260 "already necessitated special orders 
to facilitate the new Christians' integration into local society.''>13 The campaign 
was supplemented by the secular arm, which was determined to segregate the Jews 
to limit their pernicious influence. Louis IX implemented the anti-Jewish edicts 
of the Fourth Lateran Council by ordering all Jews within his realm to wear "a 
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circle of felt or yellow cloth, stitched upon the outer garment in front and in back" 
about "the size of a palm," so the simple folk might not fall unsuspecting into 
intercourse with Jews of the sort Raymund Llull would warn against.214 The com
bined power of Church and State was brought to bear on the Talmudic Jews, who 
considered the loving ministrations of the mendicants "an unmitigated disaster" 
and "unquestionably the nadir ofJewish fortunes" precisely because so many Jews 
were persuaded by their reasoning and voluntarily embraced Christianity. 

After the discovery of the Talmud, the Jews became "the ultimate outsiders." 
The Jews, in Cohen's words, "had come to represent a reversal or denial of the so
cial order as it was intended to be.":ns They became revolutionaries, outlaws, and 
subversives, and by the end of the 13th Century, they were universally recognized 
as such. The expulsions that followed were the official recognition of status that 
had its roots in the discovery of the Talmud. 

As Cantor notes, "a remarkable number of Jewish converts",,6 became Do
minicans because Dominican efforts struck at the heart of Judaism when they 
exposed the Talmud. Once the Talmud was exposed, it lost its validity. Giving his 
own take on the "crescendo of conversions," Cantor writes, "a small but signifi
cant minority of the rabbinate went over to the Christian side" because "a cultural 
civil war was being fought among the Jews in 13th Century France and later also 
in Iberia. We will probably never know what happened in detail, but it happened, 
that is for sure:"'7 

Throughout this period, the Church never changed its position that no one 
had the right to harm the Jew. Nicholas IV at the end of the 13th Century expressly 
forbade the molesting ofJewish residents in Rome. When the Jews were assaulted 
by violent mobs, the popes were their first defenders. Clement VI reminded the 
faithful "Let no Christian compel Jews to come to baptism by violence, these same 
unwilling or refusing .... Too, let no Christian have the presumption to wound or 
to kill those same Jewish persons, not to take their money from them, apart from 
the lawful sentence of the lord of the region" who had authority to deal with crimi
nals."8 

The papal tradition of protecting the Jews manifested itself during the Black 
Death, when Jews were accused of spreading the plague and suffered according
ly. In October 1347, a fleet of Genoese ships brought the plague to Italy from the 
Crimea. By 1350, 25 million people had died. Many survivors blamed the Jews. 
Bands of flagellants roamed the countryside trying to stem the plague with pen
ances. When a group of them arrived in Frankfurt in July 1349, "they rushed di
rectly to the Jewish quarter and led the local population in wholesale slaughter." 
In September 1348, Pope Clement VI exonerated the Jews from responsibility for 
the plague. "If the Jews were guilty," he reasoned, "We would wish them struck by 
a penalty of suitable severity." But "since this pestilence, all but universal every
where, by a mysterious judgment of God has afflicted and does now afflict through 
the diverse regions of the earth, both Jews and many other nations to whom life 
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in common with Jews is unknown, that the Jews have provided the occasion or 
the cause for such a crime has no plausibility .... ·9 Clement concluded his bull "by 
commanding all ordinaries to announce to their people, as they gathered to cel
ebrate the liturgy, that the Jews were not to be struck, not to be wounded, not to 
be killed, and that all those who did these things put themselves under the ban of 
the Church."z>o As a result, the papal states became a perennial place of refuge for 
Europe's Jews, often to the chagrin of princes who felt those states were harboring 
subversives, whereas "outside papal territory, the Jews continued to suffer perse
cution for witchcraft and poisoning:"" 

The "crescendo of conversions" did not diminish during the Black Plague, 
even though the number of people inhabiting Europe did. In 1390, St. Vincent 
Ferrer baptized the famous rabbi Selemoh ha-Levi, and a massive wave of conver
sions followed in Spain. In 1388 "an exceptionally large number ofJews came into 
Italy, announcing that they wished to enter the Church .... •• Trying to make sense 
of the wave of conversions that swept Spain in 1390, Cantor describes medieval 
Judaism succumbing to its own internal contradictions. Its great weakness was 
"its finite, static quality:"'3 The Jews had rejected reason when they rejected Mai
monides; as a result Judaism's "only innovative wing was in hazardous theosophic 
irrationalism,""4 which "could not offer a durable response to persecution and 
discomfort or a comprehensive social theory .... ·5 But those "sephardic Jewish intel
lectuals who, after 1390, for whatever initial motive, proceeded to cross over into 
Christianity, found in Latin Christian culture a much more complex and vibrant 
culture that they eagerly embraced:,,·6 The sephardic elite who abandoned Mai
monides and succumbed to the mumbo-jumbo of the Cabala descended into the 
Gnostic dualism the Church had defeated when it defeated the Albigensians. The 
descent into astrology, magic, and demonology would culminate when Cabala 
brought forth the false Messiah Shabbetai Zevi, 300 years later. 

In the meantime, Jews converted en masse. "By the second quarter of the 15th 
Century," Cantor says 

more than half the Jewish elite and an unknown proportion of the Jewish mass
es-at least one hundred thousand people-had converted to Christianity. These 
included great merchants, government officials and rabbinical scholars. Some of 
the scholars advanced to prominent roles in the clergy. A prominent 15th Century 
bishop of Burgos in Castile was a former rabbi, and his son became a bishop.'7 

A wave of expulsions followed the wave of conversions. The Jews were expelled 
from Cologne in 1424, from Speyer in 1435, and from Mainz in 1438. In 1492, in an 
act that would have momentous consequences for the revolutionary movement, 
the Jews were expelled from Spain. "These events," Glick says, referring to the 
conversions and expulsions, "dealt a blow to Ashkenazic Jewry from which ... it 
never recovered:,,·8 By 1450 the medieval phase ofJewish history in Germany and 
France had ended. The Ashkenazim migrated to Poland, which would become the 
paradisus Judeorum until their excesses as tax farmers helped to eventually cause 
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the Chmielnicki pogroms. The Sephardim migrated to the Spanish Netherlands, 
where they would link up with English Protestants and German Anabaptists to 
create the Iconoclast rebellion of 1566. 

Forced conversion created a bitterness that would bring about the first major 
outburst of revolutionary activity since the failed uprisings of antiquity in Jeru
salem. Excess is part of the tragedy of history, but it should not obscure the sin
cere conversions that were its antithesis. Nor should it obscure the truth that the 
Church of the Middle Ages, no matter what her excesses, recognized her funda
mental purpose is evangelization, and that conversion is its necessary corollary. If 
the Church had not embarked on its campaign to convert the Jews, she would have 
conceded the field to those who felt the only way to deal with Jewish subversion 
was elimination, the choice the neopagan movement National Socialism pursued 
in the 20th Century. 

The prelates of the Middle Ages may have been overzealous; that is for God 
to judge. At least in their zeal they were Christian, which is more than can be said 
for their 21st Century successors. On November 6, 2002, Walter Cardinal Kasper, 
president of the Vatican commission for Religious Relations with the Jews, an
nounced at Boston College, that Jews "in order to be saved" do not "have to be
come Christians; if they follow their own conscience and believe in God's promis
es as they understand them in their religious tradition they are in line with God's 
plan, which for us comes to its historical completion in Jesus Christ."129 Does "us" 
refer to Innocent III? Pablo Christiani? St. John Chrysostom? St. Paul? St. Peter? 
The term "us" is not broad enough to include both Walter Kasper and the people 
we just mentioned. 
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Chapter Four 

False Conversion and the 
Inquisition 

In 1350 , three years after the arrival of the Black Death in Genoa, Pedro the 
Cruel ascended to the throne of Castile. His coronation must have caused great 
rejoicing among Jews because within months he turned the administration of 

his kingdom over to them. The rejoicing, however, was short lived. Pope Urban 
V, reacting to hostile reports from the clergy in Castile, denounced Pedro as "a 
rebel to the Church, an enabler of Jews and Moors, a propagator of infidelity and 
a slayer of Christians.'" Pedro's tolerance for the Jews quickly became a liability, 
exploited by his illegitimate brother, Henry of Trastamara, who articulated the 
old grievances against the Jews in a campaign to gain the throne for himself. The 
Jews had been blamed for the plague, a charge refuted by Pope Clement VI, but 
resentment did not subside when the plague did or when the pope refuted errone
ous popular arguments. 

The Jews were viewed as a subversive and exploitative fifth column in 14th 
Century Spain. Indeed, they had always been viewed that way there. The history 
of Jewish subversion in Spain could not be erased. There was too much evidence. 
The Jews had conspired with the Moors to overthrow the Visigoths. When their 
conspiracy became apparent, persecution followed. In 694, the 17th Council of 
Toledo proclaimed "the impious Jews dwelling within the frontiers of our King
dom ... have entered into a plot with those other Hebrews in regions beyond the 
seas, in order that they might act as one against the Christian race ... through 
their crimes, they would not only throw the Church into confusion, but, indeed, 
by their attempted tyranny, have essayed to bring ruin to the Fatherland and to 
all the population.''' In 852, the Anales Bertinianos described the loss of Barcelona 
because the Jews "played the traitor," allowing the Moors to capture it. As a result, 
"nearly all the Christians" were "killed; the city [was] devastated," and the Jews 
"retire[d] unpunished.''3The Jews "defined themselves as the antithesis of Chris
tianity" and conspired with Christendom's enemies.4 Although they prospered 
under the Visigoths in Spain, they nevertheless conspired with Arabs in Africa 
to overthrow the Visigothic monarchy. At the beginning of the 8th Century, they 
used their contacts with African Jews to prepare the invasion of the Mohammed
an Berbers across the straits of Gibraltar. When the Mohammedans conquered 
Spain, the Jews flourished, achieving one of the most sophisticated cultures in 
Europe. The Jews excelled in medicine and helped in bringing Aristotle to Europe. 
But the flower of Sephardic culture drew its economic substance from unsavory 
roots. The Sephardic Jews grew rich on slaves and usury. 
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When the Spaniards began the reconquista, the Jews were not persecuted de-
spite further acts of bad faith: 

Saint Fernando, on taking Cordoba from the Saracens, turned over four mosques 
to the large Jewish population, to convert into synagogues, and gave them one 
of the most delightful parts of the city for their homes, on two conditions: that 
they refrain from reviling the Christian religion, and from proselytizing among 
Christians. The Jews made both promises, and kept neither.5 

Even as Islam was rolled back to North Africa, the Jews continued to col
laborate with the Muslims. Spanish Christians were persuaded that the Muslim 
invader had been welcomed by the Jews and assisted by them, with all this im
plied for the national and religious life of Spain. The Judaeo-Muslim symbiosis 
that characterizes most of the Arab occupation gives considerable plausibility to 
the Christian view that in these two communities, alien both in faith and at law, 
Christendom faced an unfriendly alliance. 

Much of the civil order in Spain was enforced through canon law, but Jews, 
because they were not Christians, could not be touched by that law. "The laws 
against blasphemy, for example, could not be enforced against them. They could 
encourage heresy, and, in defense could claim the freedom of worship granted to 
the Jews:'6 Jews were therefore allowed to engage in many subversive activities 
with impunity, which caused resentment. 

Because Jews were above or beyond the law, Christians were often tempted 
to apostatize to obtain "freedom." Heretics like the Cathars of Leon, according 
to Lucas of Tuy, writing about 1230, would circumcise themselves so that "un
der the guise ofJews," they could "propound heretical dogmas and dispute with 
Christians; what they dared not utter as heretics they could freely disseminate as 
Jews:'? Because they had imbibed the best of Arab culture, becoming learned in 
science and medicine, Jews traveled in court circles with an air of sophisticated 
impiety, which again caused resentment among the more pious but less wealthy 
and powerful. 

Jews thus became synonymous with enlightened decadence. "The governors 
and judges of the cities listened approvingly to heresy put forth by Jews, who were 
their friends and familiars, and if anyone, inflamed by pious zeal, angered these 
Jews, he was treated as ifhe had touched the apple of the eye of the ruler; they also 
taught other Jews to blaspheme Christ and thus the Catholic faith was perverted."8 
Given their number, influence, and sophistication under Muslim rule, Spain's tol
erance of the Jews and their heretical ideas exceeded that of any other European 
nation. Given their wealth, the Jews engaged in ostentatious display, which in
creased the odium against them by contrast with the poverty of the Christians. 
Preachers easily used Jews as material for their sermons, "powerfully aided by the 
odium which the Jews themselves excited through their ostentation, their usury 
and their functions as public officials": 
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The Oriental fondness for display was a grievous offense among the people. The 
wealth of the kingdom was, to a great extent, in Jewish hands, affording ample 
opportunity for the clergy to make invidious comparisons between the opulence 
of the Jews and the poverty of the Christian multitude, and the lavish extrava
gance with which they adorned themselves, their women and their retainers, was 
well fitted to excite envy more potent for evil because more wide-spread than 
enmity arising from individual wrongs.9 

The reign of Pedro the Cruel pOinted out a paradox that would recur: the 
more powerful the Jews grew, the more precarious their position became. Tol
erance led to violence against the Jews because the Christian majority felt that 
Pedro the Cruel had given his Jewish retainers control of the government and 
carte blanche to oppress them culturally and financially. Jews, Walsh reminds 
us, "were disliked not for practicing the things that Moses taught, but for doing 
the things he had forbidden. They had profited hugely on the sale of fellow-beings 
as slaves, and practiced usury as a matter of course, and flagrantly .... o They were 
also "much given to proselytizing, even by a sort of compulsion; thus they would 
force Christian servants to be circumcised, and urged their debtors, sometimes, 
to abjure Christ. Again, Moses had condemned blasphemers to death. Yet it was 
a custom of many Jews to blaspheme the Prophet for whom Moses had warned 
them to prepare."" 

But the biggest problem was usury. As in the rest of Europe, Christians in 
Spain were forbidden to take interest on loans, thus granting a monopoly to Jews 
for a practice which, over a relatively short period, could concentrate all a nation's 
capital in their hands. As in France at the beginning of the 12th Century, Jews 
were hated because they were money-lenders; money lenders were hated because 
in a pre-capitalist economy usurious compound interest could quickly ruin any
one caught in its snares. Then Jews could use their financial leverage to exert cul
tural pressure on Christians to the detriment of faith, morals, and ultimately the 
social order. Jews were above the law, waging covert cultural warfare against the 
majority with impunity, a situation bound to lead to resentment. Their activies in 
certain areas became a reproach to Christian ideals. 

Usury was the interface with Christian culture which caused the most resent-
ment. According to Lea, the Jews of Aragon 

were allowed to charge 20 percent per annum, in Castile 33 1/3 and the constant 
repetition of these limitations and the provisions against all manner of inge
nious devices, by fictitious sales and other frauds to obtain an illegal increase, 
show how little the laws were respected in the grasping avarice with which the 
Jews speculated on the necessities of their customers. In 1326 the aljama of Cuen
ca, considering the legal rate of 33 1/3 percent too low, refused absolutely to lend 
either money or wheat for the sowing. This caused great distre~s and the town 
council entered into negotiations, resulting in an agreement by which the Jews 
were authorized to charge 40 percent. In 1385 the Cortes of Valla do lid described 
one cause of the necessity of submitting to whatever exactions the Jews saw fit 
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to· impose, when it says that the new lords, to whom Henry of Trastamara had 
granted towns and villages were accustomed to impose on their vassals and starve 
and torture them to force payment of what they had not got, obliging them to get 
money from Jews to whom they gave whatever bonds were demanded." 

Faced with either starvation or usury, the farmers and small businessmen 
of 14th Century Spain chose usury and watched their prosperity drain into the 
hands of Jews. Lea claims Jews "recklessly" aided the clergy "in concentrating 
popular detestation on themselves."'3 As later in Poland, Jews were also hated be
cause they were tax-farmers, which brought them into direct and unpleasant con
tact with large numbers of Christians. The Church tried to protect her flock from 
the predations of Jews involved in such activities by reminding rulers that canon 
law forbade employment ofJews in public office, but rulers, then as now, were too 
intent on short-term gain to consider the long-term consequences, which often 
swept them from their thrones. 

In 1366 Henry of Trastamara mobilized political resentment against Pedro 
the Cruel and created regime-change in Aragon. When he marched into Spain 
with an army of French mercenaries, the Jews were the first to suffer. Thousands 
ofJews were slaughtered; many more took refuge in Paris, where the same cycle of 
usury leading to resentment started again. As one of his first official acts, Henry 
released Christians in his realm from their debts to the Jews. It was undoubtedly 
popular, but short-lived. Henry soon realized that if the Jews were unable to extort 
usurious interest, they couldn't pay taxes or lend the king money. Jews also pos
sessed indispensable financial and administrative skills. Henry, who ascended to 
the throne on a tide of resentment against Jews, employed the same Jews to remain 
financially solvent and administer his realm. The cycle of exploitation leading to 
resentment continued toward social upheaval. 

The resentment against usury combined with the suspicion that Jews were 
thwarting the reconquista, by controlling the reconquered regions with the secret 
help of the Moors, to cause the riots of the late 14th Century. When the monarchs 
did nothing to curb Jewish influence, the outraged citizens took the law into their 
own hands; widespread bloodshed resulted. Leniency only created more violence, 
as when Pedro the Cruel was perceived as giving "his Jewish friends complete con
trol of his government; a circumstance that led his enemies to call him a Jewish 
changeling," and contributed to his denunciation by the pope.'4 By the end of the 
14th Century, Spain's Christian population, convinced that the Jews were "plan
ning to rule Spain, enslave the Christians, and establish a New Jerusalem in the 
West" took the law into their own hands.'s Widespread bloodshed and widespread 
conversion (sincere and forced) were the results. 

Henry's accession to the throne made the social situation more explosive 
because the Church was freer to denounce the Jews for their predations and to 
stimulate popular response. If the social situation was ready to explode into anti
Semitic violence, Ferran Martinez was the spark that set off the explosion. Giving 
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voice to popular grievances in his sermons, he brought the situation into the open. 
Martinez was Archdeacon of Eeija and the judicial representative of the Archbish
op of Seville. Lea calls Martinez "a man of indomitable firmness ... though with
out much learning.'''6 He claims Martinez was "highly esteemed for his unusual 
devoutness, his solid virtue and his eminent charity" but then condemns him as a 
"fanatic" for whom the Jews were "the object of his remorseless zeal.'''7 

In 1378, Martinez gave a series of sermons in Seville, claiming the city's 23 

synagogues should be razed and Jews should be prevented from contact with 
Christians. Partly fearing loss of revenue, Henry of Trastamara ordered Martinez 
to stop inflaming the masses. When Martinez ignored the king's order, the aljama, 
the Jewish council, of Seville took their case to Rome, which was known for giving 
the Jews favorable hearings-for a fee, it was rumored-but Martinez ignored the 
pope as flagrantly as he had ignored the king. 

The battle between Martinez and the aljama continued unabated for more 
than ten years. In 1382, Juan I, Henry's son and successor, reiterated his father's 
order, but Martinez ignored him too. When the aljama produced three royal let
ters ordering him to desist in 1388, Martinez replied it was better to obey God than 
man; he then told the Jews he still intended to have the synagogues razed because 
they had been erected illegally. The opposition of Rome was now more than pe
cuniary: Sicut Judaeis non specified synagogues were to be left intact and their 
worshippers unmolested. But the focus of the resentment was clearly motivated 
by religion. The rapacity of many Jews and their royal protection fueled resent
ment and threatened the legitimacy of the state. The longer the crown left the 
issue undecided, the greater the likelihood of insurrection. Popular resentment 
was also fueled by the murder ofYucaf Pichon, "who had been greatly beloved by 
all Seville."18 

In order to avoid more trouble, the archbishop of Seville suspended Martinez 
in August, 1389. He was to be tried for heresy and removed from his juridical of
fices. He was denied the right to preach until his trial had been concluded. Within 
less than a year, however, Archbishop Baroso and King Juan I were dead, and the 
chapter of his order made Martinez one of the provisors of the diocese sede va
cante, thus promoting him into a position to put his sermons against the Jews into 
effect. Martinez lost no time. On December 8, he ordered the clergy under pain 
of excommunication to tear down the synagogues in the diocese "within three 
hours."19 Towns which housed synagogues were placed under interdict until they 
were torn down. Martinez was undoubtedly emboldened because King Juan I's 
successor was an ll-year-old invalid in no position to stop him. 

On January 15, however, the chapter which had just promoted him deprived 
Martinez of his provisorship, again suspended his preaching faculties, and or
dered him to rebuild the synagogues demolished at his command. Martinez re
mained defiant, declaring he repented of nothing. The mob in Seville grew bolder 
and more defiant too as a result of his continued preaching. When the authorities 
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scourged two mob leaders, the mob was enraged and took its anger out on the 
Jews. 

On June 9, 1391, the storm finally broke. The uprising in Seville sacked the 
Juderia, and 4,000 Jews were killed. Those who were not killed saved their lives by 
submitting to baptism. Two of the town's synagogues were converted into churches 
for Christians who settled in the quarter that before had housed the town's Jews. 
The rioting then spread north, first to Cordova, then to Toledo and Burgos, until 
all of Castile was swept into the vortex of anti-Jewish violence. Castile, nominally 
under the rule of the boy king Henry the Invalid, was in a state of interregnum. 
No one had the power to stop the rioting, and no one had the power to punish the 
rioters. As a result, 50,000 people died. 

One month after the riots in Seville, a group of boys marched on the Jud
eria in Valencia crying, ""The Archdeacon is coming. The Jews must choose be
tween baptism and death.'''o When some of them pushed their way inside, the 
gates closed behind them, and those on the outside shouted that their companions 
were being murdered. When the civil authorities arrived, the Jews, out of fear, 
refused to open the gate. By thwarting the authorities, the Jews turned events over 
to the mob, which entered the Juderia over the roofs of adjoining houses and by 
the old rampart below the bridge. Once inside, the mob sacked the Juderia, and 
hundreds ofJews were murdered. In the Jewish quarter, the mob demanded what 
the boys had proposed at the beginning of the riot: baptism or death. The Jews 
who accepted baptism were spared, but the plundering continued unabated. The 
mob then broke into the jail and freed its prisoners. They then attacked the Baylia 
and destroyed the royal registers as a way of evading payment of taxes. The same 
pattern repeated itself elsewhere as the rioting spread across Spain. In Palma, on 
the island of Majorca, three hundred Jews were slain, and the remaining Jews only 
escaped death by accepting baptism. 

In 1395 Henry attained his majority and came to Seville to punish the insur
rectionists. Martinez was put on trial, but there is no record of the verdict, an 
indication that the punishment was trivial if in fact there was any punishment. 
When Martinez died, he bequeathed a considerable fortune to the Hospital of 
Santa Maria. In the meantime, nothing was done to punish the assaults, robber
ies, and murders perpetrated against the Jews. The municipal authorities, who 
looked the other way when the rioting was in full-swing, blamed the rioting on 
"little people." 

Forced conversion was more often an instrument of the state than the Church. 
On the eve of the converso crisis, forced conversion seemed the simplest way to 
calm an explosive social situation which was leading to anarchy and civil war. As 
Baer notes, "after the conversions, the disorders stopped.'''' The king of Castile was 
the exception to the rule. In October 1394, after hearing complaints that converted 
Jews were inciting the population against unconverted Jews, he stated categori
cally that forced conversion was a violation of civil and canon law, and "those who 
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interfere in this matter, either by persuasion or in any other way, endanger them
selves with both God and man."» 

Once a Jew submitted to baptism, he could walk unharmed through the very 
mob which only minutes before was determined to kill him. Forced conversion 
as a political solution had increasing appeal the lower one descended in the hi
erarchies of Church and State, probably because those were the people most im
mediately affected by the violence and most immediately in need of a solution. "A 
pope might find it necessary to protect the human freedom of Jews against the 
excessive, and inauthentic, zeal of a bishop who saw in forced conversion a simple 
way to dissolve pluralist tensions in his jurisdictions."'3 Rome was more likely to 
defend the sincerity of Jewish conversion than a bishop "who was inordinately 
hesitant to receive converts he thought unreliable in principle."'4 

Not all of the conversions following the turmoil OfI391 were sincere, as nu
merous Jewish converts themselves indicated. The fear of reprisal created an un
fortunate spate of forced conversions, which compounded the problem of sub
version that had led to the riots and forced conversions in the first place. Forced 
conversion is antithetical to the Christian faith. "The unwilling," Pope Gregory 
the Great wrote at the beginning of a tradition that would remain unchanged 
throughout the papacy, "are not to be compelled." 

Popes throughout the period in question walked a fine line between two ex
tremes, as shown by Poland, which erred by allowing Jews to usurp Christian 
privilege, and Spain, which erred by promoting forced conversion. Popes pro
tested both abuses, but, in the case of Spain, unscrupulous politicians, seeing in 
forced conversion a quick fix to a difficult problem, ignored the warnings and 
created a deeper, more intractable problem. Many Jews accepted baptism to re
tain their goods and their lives. "Given the forced nature of the mass conversions 
of 1391," Kamen writes, "it was obvious that many could not have been genuine 
Christians."'5 The king of Aragon repudiated the concept of forced conversion and 
made clear to the Jews there that they could return to their ancestral religion, but 
that was not the case in Barcelona, which then became a hotbed of subversive ac
tivity until the Spanish Civil War. 

Conversion stopped insurrection, which made it dear to the ruler's heart. 
Royal involvement in forced conversion was a tradition as long standing in Spain 
as the tradition of suspicion of Jews as subversives. The most conspicuous advo
cates of violence to "convert" Jews were the Visigothic kings Reccared and Sisibut. 
Sisibut felt Jews "had corrupted the minds of the princes."·6 Referring to Sisibut's 
intentions, St. Isidore of Seville, said "He had zeal, but not zeal in conformity with 
knowledge [Rom 10: 2] for he compelled by means of power those whom he ought 
to have invited to the faith by reasoning."'7 Isidore of Seville rebuked Sisibut in the 
name of Pope Gregory the Great. The Fourth Council of Toledo added a further 
caveat. Once converted there was no turning back. Converts, the Council contin
ued, "received the divine sacraments, the grace of baptism, were anointed by the 
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chrism and partook in the body and blood of the lord"; so, "it is proper that they 
keep the faith, although they admitted to its truth under compulsion.''z8 

The Church was caught in the middle. The popes did not condone forced bap
tism, but they affirmed that the sacrament of baptism left an indelible mark. The 
princes were the first to advocate forced baptism to end civil disorder, but they 
were also the first to allow the Jews to return to their former way of life once the 
disorder passed. For them, expediency trumped dogma. Princes and kings needed 
Jews to lend them money, so they were more likely to allow them to attempt what 
was theologically impossible, namely, undo the indelible mark of baptism on the 
soul. Bishops and popes were the first to resist forced baptism, but they were also 
the first to resist the idea that a baptized Jew could return to his former life. 

Eventually, the Church took the lead in the matter and came down on the side 
of baptism. If force were so absolute that it overcame all capacity to resist it, the 
sacrament was not valid, and the man remained a Jew. If, on the other hand, there 
was some degree of assent, though, then the sacrament was valid, and the Jew was 
no longer a Jew, and he was subject "to the rigors of canonical penalties should he 
fail to practice his new religion." So, "although Jews cannot be forced to accept 
baptism, still, if they have in fact received it owing to force, they cannot now evade 
the penalties of heretics .... a will that is forced remains a will ... provided, however, 
that the force was not absolute.''z9 If a Jew who converted with a howling mob 
outside the church during the riots failed to practice his religion, he was a Chris
tian and subject to the penalties of canon law. Those who reverted to their former 
religion were heretics; the punishment for heresy could be death. The popes "were 
as consistent in requiring the fulfillment of these obligations on the part of validly 
baptized Jews as they were in condemning the intemperate zeal that would force 
the sacrament on an unwilling Jewish adult or his child.''3O 

Judaism proscribed in the minutest detail the regulation of daily life, includ
ing many dietary laws. A Jewish woman who accepted baptism on Sunday did 
not wake up on Monday morning with new recipes in her head. The absence of 
catechesis after conversion meant that old habits were going to perdure. If Jewish 
prescriptions about the minutiae of daily life had any psychological validity, the 
perdurance ofJewish ritual would mean the perdurance ofJewish thought, which 
was oftentimes antithetical to Catholicism. 

Moreover, the Jews who were likely to convert were oftentimes the Jews who 
lacked zeal when it came to what Jews interpreted as biblical law. This group tend
ed to follow a "religion of the intellect" which qUickly degenerated into Averroism, 
a rationalism that would eventually find expression through Jews like Spinoza in 
the Enlightenment.31 

As the storm of anti-Semitism spread across Spain, small Jewish communities 
converted en masse. In October 1391, large numbers of Jews converted to Chris
tianity. Many, like cartographer Judah Cresques, were famous. Some conversions 
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were, again, insincere. Isaac Nifoci, the astronomer, converted, but at the first op
portunity, he renounced his conversion and sailed to the Holy Land. 

Resentment against the Jews had led to widespread rioting in 1391, and that in 
turn riveted the attention of the Church on the Jews. St. Vincent Ferrer, as a con
sequence, led crusades for the conversion of the Jews. In 1391 he achieved his most 
spectacular success when Rabbi Solomon ha-Levi converted to the Catholic faith 
and became Paul of Burgos or Paul de Santa Maria. Levi was thoroughly conver
sant with Talmudic literature and acquainted with the leading Jewish scholars of 
his day. He embraced Christianity after reading Aquinas. His conversion, howev
er, increased the general animus against the Jews because it revealed the evidence 
of anti-Christian conspiracy from the inside. Paul of Burgos was a Jewish insider 
if there ever was one, and he implicated the Jews in a conspiracy to overthrow the 
Christian monarchs of the Iberian Peninsula. After his conversion, Levi published 
"two dialogues in which he categorically declared that the Jews were bent upon 
ruling Spain.''32 

St. Vincent Ferrer was in Valencia when the riot broke out there on July 9, 

1391. Lea says his presence "may perhaps be an indication that the affair was pre
arranged.''33 But Lea does not mention that Ferrer was born in Valencia, which 
makes his presence there not unusual. Ferrer was born in 1350, the same year 
Pedro the Cruel ascended to the throne. Influenced by the spirit of Raymond of 
Penafort, Ferrer jOined the Dominicans and its crusade to convert the Jews just 
as social unrest was turning into civil war in Spain. According to Gheon, Ferrer 
"hurled himself at the Jewish problem in a kind of frenzy.''34 As a result, he was 
held responsible for the pogroms, a point Lea raises and then denies. Ferrer was 
eager to convert the Jews, but he was equally adamant in opposing force to achieve 
that end. "The apostles," he claimed "did not carry lances or knives. It is not with 
knives that Christians must destroy Jews-destroy, that is, the errors that poison 
their souls and their lives-but by words. When they riot against the Jews they 
are rioting against God himself. The Jews must come of themselves to baptism.''35 
Ferrer also denied the Jews any right to refuse to hear the Gospel preached, which 
meant any right to avoid listening to his sermons. 

The sermons of St. Vincent Ferrer seem to have been miraculous events. Huge 
crowds assembled; the fact that they heard his words at all in the days before elec
tronic amplification is miracle enough. But people from different parts of Europe 
understood his sermons even though he preached them in the Valencian dialect, 
the only language he knew. Lea claims "his Catalan was intelligible to Moor, Greek, 
German, Frenchman, Italian and Hungarian.''36 He also claims that Ferrer "healed 
the infirm and repeatedly restored the dead to life.''37 Ferrer tramped from one end 
of Spain to the other during 1391, and because of his efforts Jews converted by the 
thousands. "On a single day in Toledo," Lea reports, "he is said to have converted 
no less than four thousand.''38 Lea, however, can't let the magnitude of his efforts 
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pass unscathed without a hint that Ferrer was responsible for the violence, if only 
by omission: "It is to be hoped that," he concludes, "in some cases at least, he may 
have restrained the murderous mob, if only by hiding its victims in the baptismal 
font."39 On the eve of the riots, the Jews had regained prosperity. There was no 
reason to convert for venal reasons. Indeed, few Jews in Spain did convert, "until 
Saint Vincent, by his preaching and his miracles, began to touch their hearts with 
pity for the sufferings of the Crucified Jew.'1!o 

Baer cites the traditionally accepted date of Solomon ha-Levi's baptism as July 
21, 1390, but adds "it is more likely that the baptism took place on the 21st of July 
1391, in the midst of the great persecution.'!!' He cites no evidence for changing the 
date, but the change undermines the sincerity of ha-Levi's conversion. Even ac
cording to Baer, however, Paul of Burgos was no opportunist. His conversion pre
ceded the pogroms of 1391 and may have been prompted by a vision of them, but 
it went much deeper than the superficial pressure that would prompt conversos to 
convert for temporal gain. 

Baer's account of Levi's conversion emphasizes the coercion of the mob but 
minimizes Jewish losses in the intellectual battle with the Catholics ever since 
Donin arranged the disputation over the Talmud in Paris in the mid 13th Century. 
Aquinas' Summa Contra Gentiles and Martini's Pugio Fidei figured in Levi's con
version, which was not one of "thousands of baptisms" hastily administered so 
"the frightened Jews" could "keep their goods and their lives.'1!' He did not convert 
under duress. Even Baer says he "should not be looked upon merely as a careerist 
whose actions were in no wise influenced by study and religious considerations." 
Baer adds "There is undoubtedly a grain of truth in the Christian tradition that the 
works of Thomas Aquinas were the decisive factor in Solomon Halevy's decision 
to adopt Christianity.'!!3 Despite hints Levi was a rationalist, Baer claims "he had 
come to the conclusion that the messianic prophecies had been fulfilled in Jesus of 
Nazareth," based on a letter Levi wrote to his fellow Jews.44 One of the Jews, Joshua 
Halorki read that letter and expressed shock and dismay at Levy's conversion, 
but admitted he too had religious doubts. Twenty years later Halorki converted, 
also as a result of reading Aquinas, Martini, and other disciples of Penaforte and 
listening to the sermons of Vincent Ferrer. Baer states explicitly about Halorki 
what he only hints about Levi. Halorki's faith, Baer claims, had "long before been 
undermined.'!ts In the letter that expressed his doubts to Levy, Halorki 

reveals anew the character of those Averroist intellectuals who sought to enjoy 
all the cultural values and treasures of enlightenment, while their ties with the 
traditions of their own people slackened more and more. Eventually they turned 
to the Catholic Church, which, though its principles too, were irreconcilable 
with the religion of their intellect, nevertheless offered them a reasonably coher
ent system of dogmatics as well as a rich tradition of humanistic and secular 
culture.46 
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Levi, or Paul of Burgos, followed in the footsteps of his Dominican mentors. 
He studied at the University of Paris, then returned to Castile, where he rose rap
idly in the hierarchy, eventually becoming Bishop of Burgos. In old age, he wrote a 
polemic, Scrutinium Scripturarum, and an addendum to the biblical commentary 
of Nicolaus de Lyra. Paul was no rationalist however. As the less educated Jews 
were agitated by messianic visions as the 14th Century closed, Paul wrote about 
predictions of "signs and wonders" which corresponded to the massacres of 1391 
and the conversions which followed. 

In 1412, as Chancellor of Castile, Paul of Burgos drew up The Ordenamiento 
de Dona Catalina, a rigorous set of regulations which levied stiff penalties on Jews 
and Moors and attempted to separate them from intercourse with unsuspecting 
Christians. Jews and Moors were required to wear badges distinguishing them 
from Christians. They could only dress in coarse cloth and were not allowed to 
shave or cut their hair so as to appear Christian. They could not change their 
place of residence; any nobleman from another land who received them if they 
did was heavily fined and obliged to return them to their previous abode. Any Jew 
caught trying to leave the country was enslaved. Jews were barred from the higher 
professions and forbidden to learn the trades of "apothecaries, grocers, furriers, 
blacksmiths, peddlers, carpenters, tailors, barbers and butchers.'!t? They were for
bidden to bear arms or to hire Christian servants or to drink, bathe, or eat with 
Christians or attend their weddings. In short, the Ordenamiento established strict 
segregation as well as powerful disincentives for living as a non-Christian minor
ity in Spain. Conversely, it established powerful incentives for conversion. 

In 1410, shortly before his death, Rabbi Hasdai Crescas wrote Or Adonai to 
deal with the conversions which had swept through the Jewish communities in 
Spain. According to Rabbi Crescas, the chief cause of conversion was "the Greek 
[i.e., Aristotle] who has dimmed the eyes of Israel in these our times.'!tB The me
dieval confrontation with Aristotle exposed the Talmud as an unscientific list of 
opinions and commentaries, constantly turning in on itself in more and more 
convoluted fashion. Averroes opened the Jews to a Christianity that could accom
modate the insights of the Greek philosophers and the Jewish prophets, as Aqui
nas' synthesis had done. As a result, "Men seeking salvation for their souls hoped 
to find their heart's desire in Christianity, which was expounded to the people by 
great popular orators and highly cultured humanists.'!t9 

One year after Or Adonai, St. Vincent Ferrer arrived in Castile at the head of a 
band of hundreds so touched by his preaching and his call to repentance that they 
followed him from town to town flogging themselves in a public display of peni
tence. The bands of flagellants terrified the Jews. Those who did not flee at the sight 
of the approaching penitents flogging themselves were subjected to St. Vincent's 
sermons when he entered their synagogues to preach the word of Christ to them, 
whether they wanted to hear it or not. Ferrer was adamant in opposing forced 
conversion, but just as adamant in forcing the Jews to listen to his sermons. 
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Toward the end of 1412, Ferrer turned his attention to neighboring Aragon. 
While visiting the castle of Caspe and playing a decisive role in raising Fernande 
de Antiquera to the throne, Ferrer met Joshua Halorki, the pope's physician, and 
engaged him in conversations about conversion. Twenty years earlier, Halorki had 
written that letter to Solomon Halevy, expressing dismay at the latter's conver
sion, but also expressing doubts about the Jewish religion. The doubts had evi
dently grown, and when Ferrer pressed the issue, Halorki converted. Halorki then 
changed his name to Hieronymus de De Sancte Fide, and like Levi, directed his at
tention to his former co-religionists. In August 1412 he presented the Avignonese 
anti-Pope Benedict XIII with a treatise on the Jews in Latin and Hebrew. The pam
phlet must have impressed the pope because it became the seed from which the 
disputation at Tortosa grew. 

In late 1412, Benedict XIII ordered the aljamas of Aragon to send representa
tives to San Mateo, near Tortosa, for a debate with the newly converted Geronimo 
de Sancte Fide on the proposition that the Messiah had already come. Attendance 
was not optional. The Jews tried to get out of attending through bribery and pro
test, but to no avail. The pope was determined to solve the Jewish question once 
and for all. Benedict felt the confrontation between Halorki and the rabbis would 
lead to the extinction ofJudaism in Spain. It turns out that the hopes of the anti
pope were not exaggerated. Three thousand Jews from Aragon presented them
selves for baptism during the debate, including members of the prominent de la 
Caballeria family. Aljamas across Aragon converted en masse. Baer explains the 
conversions by claiming "Aragon's Jewry was feeble and exhausted, and there was 
no king to protect it,"50 but the disputation would show that the feebleness was 
intellectual and rooted in the Talmud, which Geronimo Sancte Fe, the former 
rabbi, knew intimately. Benedict XIII had arranged an all-out cultural offensive 
against the Jews. While Geronimo de Sancte Fide would engage them in debate, 
St. Vincent Ferrer would traverse Aragon preaching his miraculous sermons. Few 
Jews could resist this combination. 

Led by Rabbi Vidal ben Veniste de la Cavalleria, a team of 14 rabbis met for 
debate at the pope's palace on February 7, 1413, under the supervision of Benedict. 
The following day, the pope laid down the ground rules. The disputation was not 
a debate between equals; it was rather a form of instruction, according to which 
the Jews were allowed to defend themselves against charges Geronimo de Sancte 
Fide would raise. De Sancte Fide, a genius in dividing his opponents, according to 
Baer, opened the disputation by pitting the writings of the Old Testament against 
the Talmud. 

The Jews, Baer claims, had little time to prepare, although they had been in 
Tortosa for a month preceding the disputation. On the second day of the disputa
tion, Rabbi Joseph Albo "got entangled in self contradictions ... and the Jewish 
multitude present laughed at him and considered him defeated.''51 The discussion 
involved the Messiah. Some of the rabbis brought up the Aggada of the Palestin
ian Talmud that suggested the Messiah had been born on the day the Temple had 
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been destroyed and that he had remained alive since then in an earthly Paradise, 
and that occasionally he would appear at the gates of Rome. When the pope asked 
whether it was possible for the Messiah to live such a long time, Rabbi Astruc Ha
levi snapped back that it was no less plausible than what Christians believed about 
their Messiah. Rabbi Astruc then claimed the Jews didn't need a Messiah for the 
salvation of their souls-"because their souls would be saved even if the Messiah 
never came" -but rather for the restoration of their political kingdom.5' The pope 
reminded the Rabbi, if that were the case the Jews needed no Messiah at all, and 
Rabbi Astruc "had to apologize."53 

The disputants demonstrated very different notions of what the Messiah was 
supposed to do. The gentiles longed for release from the bondage of sin and for the 
salvation of their souls; the Jews "await[edj a Messianic king who will build the 
earthly Jerusalem.''54The Talmudic Messiah was "a lofty personage, a man born of 
a human being, and his act of redemption will be to bring the bodies out of slavery 
into freedom, to raise the Jewish people to a state of enduring prosperity, to build 
the Temple and to maintain it in splendor. All admit that such a Messiah has not 
yet arrived."55 If nothing else, the disputation showed that the Jews were seeking a 
Messiah different from the one whom the Christians said had already arrived. The 
Christians saw the Messiah as "a God-man, while the Jewish definition is that of a 
superior human being. The function of the Christian Messiah is to save souls from 
Hell, which the Jewish Messiah is to keep the Jewish bodies out of servitude.''56 

The Jews were handicapped by the ground rules of the debate, which took 
place in an "irksome atmosphere of political pressure and moral coercion.''57 But 
the Jews faced internal difficulties too. Virtually all their fundamental difficulties 
revolved around the Talmud. The Talmud was an esoteric text, written by rabbis 
solely for rabbis, and never intended to be the object of public debate. As a result, 
when the Talmud's more embarrassing passages were dragged into the light by 
converts who were former rabbis, the Jews didn't know what to say. The Disputa
tion of Tortosa thus followed the same pattern as Donin's attack on the Talmud a 
Century and a half before. 

On June 15, 1414, Geronimo de Sancte Fide read "some Talmudic passages 
which should have been censored," and asked the Jews if they were ready to de
fend them.58 The Jews, who probably decided to maintain silence beforehand, gave 
no reply. Geronimo took the Jews' silence as proof they were" dumbfounded and 
bewildered.''59 Baer does not dispute the claim, but adds as justification "it was 
naturally not pleasant for the Jews to have to discuss such passages before the 
tribunal."6O The Jews, quite simply, could not defend their own sacred texts. In the 
minutes of July 7, 1414, they are recorded as saying:: 

The Jews here assembled from all the communities in the kingdom ... declare 
that because of their ignorance and lack of enlightenment, they are unable to re
but the arguments of Hieronymus [de Sancte Fidel against the talmudic sayings 
cited by him, and do not know how to defend those sayings. They are, neverthe
less, firmly convinced that, were the authors of those sayings now alive, they 

145 



The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit 

would have known how to defend them because, as wise and good men, they 
could not have uttered any unseemly statements.61 

This may be sly irony, but it was hardly convincing apologetics. The rabbis 
then petitioned the pope to allow them to go home "inasmuch as they did not 
have among them a champion competent and worthy of defending the Talmud."62 
The rabbis added "their weakness was not to be taken as a reflection upon the 
Talmud," but it certainly seemed that way.63 

Jerome of the Holy Faith was aided by another rabbi convert, Andreas Be
trandi, a scripture scholar in the employ of the pope. When the two former rabbis 
reminded the Jews that one false statement in the Talmud would disqualify the 
entire book, and when they reminded them that this was the criterion used to 
condemn the writings of Maimonides, Rabbi Astruc Halevi responded 

Taken literally, the talmudic passages quoted by Magister Andreas and Magister 
Hieronymus seemed to be heretical, inconsistent with good morals and falla
cious. According to the traditional view taken by his teachers, however, these 
passages were to be interpreted in another sense. He himself admitted that he 
did not know the correct interpretation and did not intend to defend the pas
sages; he therefore withdrew all his previous statements.64 

Baer says it is "most unlikely that the Jews had nothing more to say," and they 
"were eager to hurry back to their communities no matter what, so as to try to save 
them from impending disintegration and collapse," but their eagerness could also 
be interpreted as discomfort at not knowing what to say.65 Before long it became 
clear that the Jews had lost the battle. They were incapable of defending their most 
sacred writings. The Jews had written the Talmud to support their religion; they 
had then turned that religion into a manifestation of the Talmud by claiming that 
it was "more binding that the Torah itself," but for the second time in as many 
centuries, the most learned Jews could not defend their writings in the court of 
reason.66 

Baer tries to explain this failure by saying the rabbis had been infected with 
"Averroism" and therefore "the Torah had lost its taste and fragrance and ceased 
to yield its strength," but the Torah was not at issue because the Christians accept
ed it as their sacred text as well (though not, of course, what the Hebrews would 
call the 'oral' Torah).67 The Christians asserted exclusive rights over the Torah and 
cited the blasphemies of the Talmud as proof that the Jews had abandoned the 
religion of Abraham and Moses. Baer claims "Judaism was inconsistent with the 
religion of reason," but the disputation showed something slightly different.68 It 
showed the Talmud was inconsistent with reason and inconsistent with the Torah 
as well. The issue was the Talmud, which had become the heart of the Jewish re
ligion, distorting the Torah and shielding it from its true and infallibly protected 
interpretation by the Church in the light of the New Covenant upon which She is 
founded (the failing of the Jews regarding the Torah is also a failing of Messianic 
Christian heretics who in many ways imitate the Jews in belief and practice). The 
issue was also the Jewish inability to defend the Talmud. Once the rabbis could 
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not defend the Talmud against the attacks of former rabbis, Judaism was perceived 
as irrational, outdated, and not worth defending. Jews as a result began to convert 
in large numbers even before the debate ended. "In March 1413 and the following 
months," Baer says, 

Jews appeared in Tortosa, singly at first and then in groups, declaring that after 
listening to the feeble arguments of their rabbis they had decided to become 
Christians. Others were baptized in their own localities. On February 2, 1414, 
some members of the de la Cavalleria family and their households were baptized. 
Within a few weeks several of these men, under Christian names, held important 
administrative and political postS.69 

Solomon de Piera, the aged poet, joined Don Vidal de la Cavalleria, the rab
bis' chief disputant, in converting to Christianity. Baer says, "Such faithlessness 
on the part of educated Jews of good family, who had been bred in the Hebrew 
tradition with its cultural treasures, was already quite common .... Nevertheless, 
each and every instance of betrayal cut the loyal Jews to the heart."7o Baer feels "the 
king was inviting the two de la Cavallerias to his camp mainly for political and 
practical reasons," but the defection was devastating nonetheless, "to the remnant 
of Spanish Jewry it must indeed have seemed as if the sun had set with the apos
tasy of Don Vidal."71 Rabbis like Bonafed compared the Jews who did not convert 
to "grain forgotten in the fields," it was "only by sheer accident were they not swept 
away by the tempest of apostasy."72 

The conversions continued into 1414, when Astruc Rimoch, "a physician and 
poet of Fraga who had protected faithful Jews in 1391, converted to Christianity 
together with his son, also a physician and assumed the name of Magister Fran
ciscus de Sant Jordi."73 The Rabbis were perplexed; they could not explain why so 
many Jews converted. Baer returns again and again to "Averroism" as the most 
plausible explanation: "our pious men believe that philosophical contemplation," 
which is to say, "knowledge of the books of nature and of Aristotelian metaphys
ics" is "more important than the performance of the commandments."74 There 
were external factors too. "There is reason to assume that Vincent Ferrer's ser
mons made an impression upon both humble and educated classes, and that the 
Church's 'victory' at Tortosa bewildered many."75 In the aftermath of the dispu
tation, St. Vincent Ferrer continued to march through Aragon with his band of 
flagellants, forcing the Jews to listen to his sermons, and many Jews converted 
there as well. 

Two years after Vincent Ferrer's flagellants marched through Aragon, Bene
dict XIII was deposed. The king died a few months later, and a psychological reac
tion set in. The frenzy had worn out the Spanish nation psychologically. As normal 
life resumed, some of the old and the new Christians fell into the habits that had 
sustained them before the conversions. The Ordeniamento of Dona Catalina fell 
into desuetude. As the old habits reasserted themselves, the suspicion spread that 
the conversions of the new Christians were insincere. "Given the forced nature of 
the mass conversions of 1391," Kamen writes, "it was obvious that many could not 
have been genuine Christians."76 As a result, the conversos were regarded with 
suspicion as a fifth column within the Church. Terms of opprobrium were applied 
to them, the most common being marrano, a word of obscure origin. 
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Chapter Five 

The Revolution Arrives in Europe 

It is clear that the Gospel, rendered purely natural (and, therefore, absolutely 
debased), becomes a revolutionary ferment of extraordinary violence. Jacques 
Maritain, Three Reformers 

Whenever a party in Christendom opposes itself to the ruling church, it assumes 
a tinge of the Old Testament, not to say Jewish spirit. Heinrich Graetz, History 
ofthelews 

In 1412, the "revolutionary storm" broke unexpectedly over Bohemia. Accord
ing to Aeneas Sylvius Piccolomini, Bohemia had more beautiful churches and 
monasteries than any other kingdom in Europe. Aeneas Silvius's claim was no 

idle boast; he had traveled widely through Europe on the Church's business. He 
also wrote a history of Bohemia, took part in the Council of Basel, and eventually 
became head of the Catholic Church as Pope Pius II. 

Prague's Jewish community was the most important in Bohemia. Jews in Bo
hemia invariably found their way to Prague, a center of European usury, and the 
"money business created over time a widespread network of familial and business 
connections that extended far beyond the borders of Bohemia .... 

Prague had been linked directly to Spain by the slave trade since antiquity. 
Archbishop Agobard of Lyon reported that at the time of Louis the Pious, Jews 
were involved in slave traffic, importing pagan slaves from the Slavic lands east 
of the Holy Roman Empire. Jewish merchants trafficking in slaves, Bavarian salt, 
Bohemian wax, and horses, would stop regularly in Prague from the ninth Cen
tury onwards. Cosmas, the Czech chronicler, said in the loth Century that Jews 
had been in Prague so long that no one knew when they had first settled there, 
although he speculated they lived in Prague from the time of the Roman Emperor 
Vespasian.' 

The trade in German and Slavic slaves began in Berlin. The slaves were then 
sent to Prague and from there to Venice and then to Cordoba. Since the Jewish 
commercial network was also an intelligence network, whatever happened in Cor
doba was discussed in Prague and vice versa. And much was happening in both 
places. Jews were converting in unprecedented numbers in Spain, and those who 
did not convert were looking nervously for a safe place to land. And Bohemia, the 
jewel of central European Catholic and monastic culture, was on the verge of the 
first full-blown revolution on European soil. 

Trouble had been brewing in Prague for years. Ordained a priest in 1400, one 
year later John Huss became dean of the philosophy faculty at the Charles Uni
versity, founded in 1348 at the pinnacle of Prague's golden age to honor St. Charles 
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the Great. Charles University would prove less a monument than an occasion for 
the undoing of that Golden Age. After Anne of Bohemia married King Richard 
II of England, probably in 1382, the University of Prague became a conduit of 
subversive English thought, particularly the ideas of John Wycliffe, a professor 
of heretical leanings who became the pride of Oxford University when he was 
appointed Doctor there in 1371. Prague University's prominence increased in 1383 
when the Dominicans transferred their Parisian college to Prague as a result of the 
Great Schism. By 1390 Bohemian students were studying at Oxford, and Wycliffe's 
philosophical works were being copied and discussed in Prague. John Huss was 
one of the scribes. 

Wycliffe's ecclesiology made dangerous inroads into the mind of John Huss. 
Wycliffe does not distinguish between Church and State. He uses "Regnum," "ec
clesia" and "respublica" interchangeably. Huss soon talked about the "regnum" 
or realm as a salvationary community. "The political ecclesiology ofWycliffe had 
defined the body politic of the realm as an ecclesia, an autonomous section of the 
Church Militant and had seen the secular powers of the realm as also the rulers of 
the church.''.! Wycliffe was an advocate of returning to the Primitive Church. An 
alliance of ill omen formed between those who espoused the "evangelical ideal" 
and those who wanted to "justify the nationalization of the English church and 
the secularization of her property.'lf This idea would reach fruition in England 
when Henry VIII put in motion the theft of the monasteries from the Church 
and their distribution to families-Cecil, Russell, Cromwell, et aI-who would 
become the backbone of what William Cobbett regarded as a revolutionary move
ment there. John Huss would do the same thing sooner in Bohemia. 

Wycliffe was both a Donatist and an Erastian. He believed a sacrament's va
lidity was a function of the soul of the celebrant and transformed this idea into 
a political weapon to justify appropriation of Church property by the "realm." 
According to Huss, "The temporal lords can, as they judge proper, take temporal 
goods away from habitually delinquent ecclesiastics."5 In Huss's ecclesiology, that 
meant "clerics so stubbornly habituated and hardened to evil as obviously to be in 
mortal sin.''6 This doctrine was music to the ears of the greedy nobility, who had 
long looked with envy on the Church's property in Bohemia, where 50 percent of 
the land was in Church hands. 

One by one the ingredients that made up the stew of revolution took their place 
in Huss's mind where they simmered through years of public activity as a profes
sor and a preacher. The idea of the realm as a salvationary community enabled an 
ethnic group to appropriate models from the Old Testament and define itself as a 
"holy nation," whose purpose was spreading heaven on earth by the sword, which 
became the essence of the revolutionary ideology. The idea of the realm as salvific 
community also explains "how the pietistic religious movements of the 14th Cen
tury, passing though the medium ofHuss's leadership in the early 15th emerged as 
the mutiny of 1414-5 and the revolution of the following decade."7 
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Huss, like Wycliffe, appealed first to the example of the Primitive Church. 
That appeal soon went beyond the Primitive Church of the New Testament to a 
more appropriate object of imitation in the Old, Joshua leading his people in battle 
against flesh and blood foes, not against the principalities and powers the Church 
fought. Huss's appropriation of Wycliffe's conflation of regnum and ecclesia "en
couraged others to revolt."B Rome became the Antichrist, and Huss's followers 
longed for "that blessed hour when the Whore of Revelations will be stripped bare 
and her flesh consumed by the fire of tribulation," as Nicholas of Dresden, one of 
Huss's followers put iU The appeal to judaizing primitivism expressed "a general 
and comprehensive rejection of the Roman system, a kind of total alienation from 
the status quO."lO In statements like that of Nicholas of Dresden, "we breathe the 
atmosphere of revolution, with evangelical love, humility and suffering displaced 
by the fanatical hatred that so often forms their psychological correlate.'''l We 
breathe, in other words, the toxic vapors of the revolutionary movement. 

Huss was appointed preacher at the Bethlehem Chapel in Prague in 1402. 

Wealthy benefactors created the Chapel in the 1390S to promote preaching in the 
Czech language. The confluence of Wycliffe's heretical ideas and nascent Czech 
nationalism spawned a powerful political movement, which immediately became 
the vehicle for messianic politics. Huss's followers were soon carrying the confla
tion of ecclesia and respublica to its logical conclusion. Jerome of Prague, who 
would follow his master to the stake, called Bohemia "a holy nation" in his ser
mons and claimed the "Law of God" could be identified with "the national com
munity loyal to King Wenceslas, the realm of Bohemia.'''2 John of Jesenice took 
the idea a step further ideologically and a step backward toward its Jewish source 
when he claimed the Bohemians' relationship to King Wenceslas was comparable 
to Israel's relationship to God, a comparison that encouraged the King's appropri
ation of the Church's worldly goods. As later in England, the appeal to Scripture, 
to the example of the Primitive Church, and to Israel provided intellectual cover 
for revolution among the masses and justification for the greed of the princes. 

Huss's idea that Bohemia was a "holy nation" led the Czechs inexorably into 
conflict with other ethnic groups, particularly the Germans, who constituted a 
significant minority in Prague and the northern and western sections of the king
dom. The conflict first surfaced at the university, where it took on philosophical 
trappings. Since most Germans were Okhamite nominalists, the Czechs gravitat
ed via Wycliffe into the realist camp. Huss's German colleagues at the university 
orchestrated a condemnation of Wycliffe's teachings in 1403. Undeterred, Huss 
continued to promote Wycliffe, and in 1408 his priestly faculties were suspended. 
Proving himself a master of academic politics, Huss orchestrated a successful 
counter-attack, persuading the king to disenfranchise the German "nations" at 
the university. After Huss's coup, more than a thousand Germans decamped for 
Leipzig, where they started their own university in 1409. The University of Prague 
lost the esteem of the academic community throughout Europe, but it became a 
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more effective instrument for Wyclifite propaganda, which became more revolu
tionary under Huss's guidance. Rome and Prague were on a collision course. 

In December 1409, the disputed Pope Alexander V condemned Wycliffism 
and forbade most public preaching. When the bull was made public in Prague, 
Huss, who had repeatedly attacked the papacy in sermons at Bethlehem Chapel, 
was clearly the object of the pope's ire. Huss was not cowed. Huss appealed the 
bull to the archbishop on the day it appeared. More defiantly, he read it aloud 
at Bethlehem Chapel to elicit support. The Archbishop of Prague sided with the 
pope. At his request, Canon Zdenek burned 200 volumes of heretical material, 
including most probably books Huss had transcribed. The archbishop then fled 
from Prague to his castle at Roudnice, but not before excommunicating Huss and 
his followers for grave and pertinacious disobedience. 

Huss responded in accord with the Wyclifite doctrine of the salvific regnum 
by upping the ante. Huss took his heretical doctrines and used them as a spring
board to revolution by invoking the Old Testament. "Will you stand with me?" 
Huss asked the congregation at Bethlehem Chapel after his excommunication be
came public. When the people responded affirmatively in Bohemian, "We will 
and we do," Huss knew where to take them next. "The time has come for us," he 
said to the eager congregation, "just as it did for Moses in the Old Testament, to 
take up our swords and defend the law of God".!3 

Huss's contemporaries were shocked and outraged by his boldness. Peter of 
Unicov, the Dominican Master in Prague, publicly denounced Huss's sermon as 
"a summons to the people to take their swords and strike their fathers and moth
ers dead."!4 By 1410 clerical appeals to revolutionary violence in the name of Old 
Testament figures were commonplace. Jerome of Prague preached sermons that 
seethed with revolutionary violence against Rome and the Germans. Jerome not 
only encouraged others to take up the sword, he carried one himself, much to 
scandal of traditionalist clergy. Brandishing a sword, Jerome chased preachers of 
indulgences out of churches throughout Prague. He also used a sword to cap
ture three monks he suspected of exhibiting false relics. Sword in hand, he took 
two to the civil authorities and imprisoned the third. Putting his sword aside, he 
beat the Franciscan preacher Benes of Boleslav with his fists. He was also a mas
ter of cultural and psychological terrorism, engaging in a propaganda campaign 
against Ernest of Carinthia and leading mobs in three incidents where they broke 
into churches and smeared excrement on crucifixes. He justified these acts of vio
lence and impiety by appealing to the Czech nation as the New Israel. If Jerome of 
Prague were unable to invoke Moses, he would have been considered a common 
thug. With Moses and Israel on his lips, Jerome took thuggery to a new level, the 
level of revolutionary activity. Once Israel got invoked, Jerome was not a renegade 
priest or a sword-wielding cultural terrorist; he was Joshua leading the Bohemian 
Israelites, the "holy nation," into battle with "Edom," the heretics who were invari
ably German and loyal to Rome. 
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By now it should be clear that Huss could not have led a congregation of 
Catholics into rebellion against the Church of Rome without invoking the Old 
Testament. Huss and his followers had already described the Czechs as "a holy na
tion". Unlike the "New Israel," warned by Jesus that those who lived by the sword 
would die by it, the Bohemian zealots who conflated "regnum" and "ecclesia" could 
spread the gospel with the sword because Bohemia was their "ecclesia," and their 
religion, derived from the messianic politics which revolutionaries from the time 
of Simon bar Kokhba had gleaned from the Old Testament. Since there was only 
one "holy nation," Bohemians became the "New Israel" by default. 

The concept "holy nation" as a conflation of the secular "regnum" with the 
spiritual "ecclesia" is a Jewish idea. The Hussite revolution was, at its core, a rejec
tion of the Roman Church and its adherence to Christ's claim that his kingdom 
was not of this world. The popes would term the idea that a holy nation wielding 
the sword could create heaven on earth a return to the vomit ofJudaism. This was 
the essence of revolution then, and revolutionaries from Bar Kokhba to Trotsky 
have remained faithful to this creed. Many Jewish commentators have noticed the 
underlying congruity between Talmudic Judaism and revolution. Calling Huss, "a 
Czech priest" who had "loosened the bonds in which the church had ensnared the 
minds of men,"15 Heinrich Graetz notes 

the flames ... fired a multitude in Bohemia, who entered on a life and death 
struggle with Catholicism. Whenever a party in Christendom opposes itself to 
the ruling church, it assumes a tinge of the Old Testament, not to say Jewish spirit. 
The Hussites regarded Catholicism, not unjustly as heathenism, and themselves 
as Israelites, which must wage holy war against Philistines, Moabites and Am
monites. Church and monasteries were to them the sanctuaries of a dissolute 
idolatry, temples to Baal and Moloch and groves of Ashtaroth to be consumed 
with fire and sword [myemphasis].'6 

Millennialism played an increasingly prominent role in the revolutionary 
mind. Millennialism was a derivation of two biblical texts-Daniel 7, describing 
the "fourth beast" or kingdom in Daniel's dream and Revelation 20, describing 
the reign of a thousand years. According to Daniel, 

The fourth beast 
is to be a fourth kingdom on earth, 
different from all other kingdoms. 
It will devour the whole earth, 
trample it underfoot and crush it. 
As for the ten horns: from this kingdom 
will rise ten kings, and another after them; 
this one will be different from the previous one 
and will bring down three kings; 
he is going to speak words against the Most High, 
and harass the saints of the Most High. 
He will consider changing seasons and the Law, 
and the saints will put into his power 
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for a time, two times and half a time. 
But a court will be held and his power will be stripped from him, 
consumed and utterly destroyed. 
And sovereignty and kingship, 
and the splendors of all the kingdoms under heaven 
will be given to the people of the saints of the Most High. 
His sovereignty is an eternal sovereignty 
and every empire will serve and obey him. 

Historically Daniel is referring to Alexander the Great as the fourth beast. 
His kingdom split after his death into two main divisions, the Seleucids and the 
Ptolomies, but its reign is only temporary. His kingdom will be succeeded by a 
kingdom which has "an eternal sovereignty." Revelations 20 complements Dan
iel's vision by describing the thousand year reign of Christ on earth that begins 
when "an angel" came "down from heaven with the key ofthe Abyss in his hand 
and an enormous chain." The angel then "overpowered the dragon, that primeval 
serpent which is the devil and Satan, and chained him up for a thousand years. He 
threw him into the Abyss, and shut the entrance and sealed it over him, to make 
sure that he would not deceive the nations again until the thousand years had 
passed. At the end of that time, he must be released, but only for a short while." 
When St. John wrote his Ap0calypse, the fourth beast was associated with Rome, 
specifically with the persecutions of Nero, which took a terrible toll on the nascent 
Christian church. 

Roughly four centuries later, St. Augustine would propose the definitive 
interpretation of these passages in The City of God. The book of Revelation was 
understood not in a literal historical sense but as a spiritual allegory. The Mil
lennium had begun with Christ's death on the Cross and would continue until 
the Second Coming, when the Antichrist would reign for three and a half years 
before Christ returned in glory to judge the living and the dead and end time and 
human history. To consider the Millennium as anything other than the dispensa
tion of the New Israel, the Catholic Church, was declared a heresy and a supersti
tious aberration by the Council of Ephesus in 431. In spite of this condemnation, 
Millennialism "persisted in the obscure underworld of popular religion."17 And it 
would come to the fore whenever a movement challenged the Church's claim to 
be the "New Israel." Invariably, each heretical sect would identify the fourth beast 
with the Church of Rome, and each would avidly ascribe to itself the event that 
would inaugurate the Millennium on earth. The Fifth Monarchy men at the time 
of Cromwell are a prominent example, but by no means exceptional. Their calcu
lations were strikingly similar to those of the Taborites, the revolutionary wing of 
the Hussite party that established itself as the revolutionary avant garde by force 
in the summer of 1420. 

There is another interpretation of Revelations 20. Those who refused to suc
cumb to the persecutions of the fourth beast, made up Rome, and reigned for 
literally one thousand years-the period between Alaric's sack of Rome in 410, the 
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date conventionally given for the fall of Rome, and the first outbreak of revolution 
in Europe, when Huss was excommunicated and gave his revolutionary sermon at 
the Bethlehem Chapel in 14lO. 

If there were one institution associated with this thousand-year reign in Eu
rope it was the monastery. Nothing symbolized the Roman religion better than 
the monasteries. The monastery, which antedated the Rule of St. Benedict, its most 
enduring norm, encouraged men to live like angels on earth by proposing a way 
to live the counsels of perfection Christ proposed to the rich young man in the 
Gospel. When the rich young man asks Jesus what he must do "to possess eter
nallife," Jesus tells him to "keep the commandments." When the young man re
plies by saying that "I have kept all these. What more do I need to do?" Jesus tells 
him "If you wish to be perfect, go and sell what you own and give the money to 
the poor, and you will have treasure in heaven; then come and follow me." Jesus' 
boldness shows the radically supernatural character of the New Covenant, which 
the Fathers of the Church stressed. The commandments are natural; the counsels 
of perfection are supernatural; they transcend a man's natural inclinations-sex, 
food, money, autonomy-which the commandments regulate by confining within 
the bounds of reason: "You must not kill. You must not commit adultery. You 
must not bring false witness. Honor your father and, mother, and: you must love 
your neighbor as yourself." The new way involves a radical departure from the 
natural order. Sell everything you have, give the money to the poor, and you will 
have treasure in heaven; then come follow me. Thus the monastic vows of poverty, 
chastity and obedience, all flowing from the absence of money. Those who did 
not marry did not need money to support their families, nor did they need the 
autonomy necessary to use that money wisely as heads of households. They could 
live like angels on earth. 

Monasticism preserved the culture of antiquity when the predations of the 
barbarian tribes threatened to destroy civilization after the collapse of the em
pire in the fifth century. The Rule of St. Benedict enabled establishment of stable 
autonomous communities and a cultural lingua franca, the Christianization of 
classical culture that prevented Europe from disintegrating into a patchwork of 
warring ethnicities. Monasticism did this according to the letter of the gospel, not 
by the sword but by gentle example. Like the mustard seed that became the tree in 
which the birds of the air found shelter. the monasteries gathered in the maraud
ing barbarian tribes and civilized them. Like the yeast that inexorably but imper
ceptibly suffused the lump of dough to raise it, the monasteries raised the level of 
European culture by integrating Christianity, classical culture, and local ethnic 
identity into one powerful whole. The Benedictine Monks who sailed down the 
Danube from Regensburg brought the gospel and culture in its most practical and 
mundane forms. A Roman senator sent to administer the border provinces along 
the Danube said it was the unhappiest place on earth because its inhabitants had 
neither grapes nor olives. The Benedictines brought grapes, transforming the wil-
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derness into a garden, a vineyard, and an orchard-all still standing today, bear
ing fruit over a hundred-fold over the thousand year reign of Benedict in Europe. 

The monasteries became wealthy in the mundane sense by ignoring wealth. 
The individual monks renounced money, but their labors produced enormous 
wealth for the monasteries. That wealth grew over generations because the monks 
did not have children or the expenses they require. More importantly, their lands 
were not constantly divided as children inherited the land from their fathers. The 
monks who had turned their backs on wealth ended up living lives of wealth, and 
wealth led to moral decay. The enemies of the Gospel used that moral decay to 
justify their attack on a supernatural way of life deeply repugnant to the carnal 
mind. 

Christ told his followers that those who live according to the Gospel will elicit 
hatred from the carnal; the monasteries were no exception. Jews would always 
symbolize those wise in the ways of the world, but blind to higher realities. Those 
who loathed the order the Church imposed on Europe allied themselves with Jews 
to vent their fury on those who lived according to laws that transcended nature. A 
wealthy Church will soon attract those with no taste for the counsels of perfection 
even if they have to take vows of poverty, chastity, and obedience to gain access to 
that wealth. Wealth can promote its own decline. Carnal clerics fuel resentment 
and oftentimes manifest the very resentment their own immoral behavior has fos
tered in others. John Zelivsky, the apostate monk, would be a good example of 
just that sort of behavior. 

Cohn claims that the resentment arising from poverty created the Hussite 
revolution. Heymann disagrees; he says that largely because of laws designed to 
attract German settlers, the lot of the Bohemian peasant was significantly better 
than in the rest of Europe. "At no time again until the early 19th Century" were 
"Bohemia's peasants ... as relatively well off as in the period preceding the Hussite 
wars.'''8 Slavery, the engine that drove wages down, "had disappeared in Bohemia 
in the course of the 12th Century.'''9 Heymann contends the Church owned 50 

percent of the land in Bohemia, and as such had an insurmountable advantage 
over peasants and the princes, who gradually united in resentment of monastic 
renunciation and the prosperity and moral laxity it engendered. The peasants, 
a "revolutionary class""o at Tabor, were unhappy because the wages the monks 
received, no matter what they did or did not do, were consistently higher that 
what the peasants and the proletariat could demand. Once the peasantry caught 
the millennial virus, no economic calculus was applicable, because what was then 
at stake was not better wages but heaven on earth. To the carnal and uneducated 
peasant, the destruction of the monasteries took on a numinous quality. Destruc
tion of the monasteries, perhaps more than any theory about communion under 
both species, united the revolutionary movement. 

This strain of messianic politics made the Hussite revolution different from 
the great English peasant revolt of 1381 or the Pastoreux uprising in France in 
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1320. The Hussite revolution is "inexplicable" as "a purely socio-economic 
development.'''' "They," said one Hussite referring to Rome, "have introduced as 
necessary for the kingdom of God, Greek rules, Aristotelic justice, Platonic sanc
tity, and gentile rites and honor.'''' The Hussites would have none of this. Like the 
Muslims before them and the Puritans after them, they were willing to burn down 
whatever edifice contained more than their understanding of the word of God. To 
bring about the kingdom of God, then, the Holy Nation of the Bohemian warriors 
had to destroy the monasteries. Once that repository of secularized Christianity 
or the "mulier fornicaria" which the Bohemians identified with Rome had been 
destroyed, heaven on earth would rise phoenix-like from the ashes of the burned 
monasteries. 

While Huss was urging his congregation to take up the sword, one Bohemian 
was doing just that, but not in Bohemia. In July 1410, John Zizka ofTrocnov fought 
in the Battle of Gruenwald at which the Polish nobility decisively defeated the 
territorial ambitions of the Teutonic Knights in Prussia. Of the 50 divisions con
stituting the Polish army at Gruenwald, two were composed entirely of Czechs, 
and three in part. 

Zizka, an impoverished squire who was blind in one eye, spent his younger 
years organizing hunts for the king. He also engaged in brigandage, plundering the 
estates of the local magnate Lord Old rich Rosenberk, a man Zizka would plague 
his entire life. At the Battle of Gruenwald, Zizka witnessed medieval warfare in all 
its panoply but left the field unimpressed. Since the invention of the stirrup, the 
major offensive weapon in armed combat had been the cavalry. Zizka realized that 
the aristocratic army of armored knights on horseback could be neutralized by 
judicious use of terrain. Armed horsemen were unbeatable on an open plain, but 
they were not as effective charging uphill, especially if the defenders surrounded 
themselves with trenches and portable fortifications and made judicious use of the 
newly developed firearms, especially at close range. The Golden Lane at Hradcany 
Castle in Prague had traditionally been home to the King's alchemists, and one 
of their tasks was developing firearms and potent gunpowder. That tradition has 
continued to this day with the production of Semtex, developed in Czechoslova
kia during the Communist era and the preferred explosive of terrorists during 
the 1970S. Zizka would use Czech expertise in explosives in unprecedented ways, 
changing the face of warfare. 

When Zizka returned to Bohemia in 1411, he bought a house in Prague, in
tending to settle there as one of the king's retainers. One of his duties was to ac
company Queen Sophie to chapel; since the queen was attending Bethlehem Cha
pel, Zizka imbibed Huss's messianic Bohemian nationalism ex fontem. He also 
ran head on into Huss's conflict with the pope and the local bishop, which was 
reaching its climax when Zizka returned from the Prussian wars. 

On June 12, 1411, Archbishop Zbynek placed all of Prague under interdict, 
which meant that none of the sacraments could be confected there. King Wenc-
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eslas told Praguers to ignore the bishop, fostering Huss' agenda of creating a na
tional church. If the king could lift an interdict, then his power exceeded that of 
the bishop, and even that of the pope. In meddling in spiritual affairs, Wenceslas 
may have been influenced by the Wyclifite doctrine of the supremacy of lords 
temporal in matters spiritual, which had been preached at the Bethlehem Cha
pel. Vindicated by the king's defiance, Huss continued to preach sermons derived 
from Wycliffe, and the masses who attended Bethlehem Chapel edged closer to 
revolution. 

Wenceslas, though, was motivated by something less lofty than philosophical 
principles. In 1412 Pope John XXIII called for a crusade against King Ladislaus 
of Naples. To finance this campaign, the pope authorized the sale ofindulgences. 
When papal representatives arrived in Prague to sell indulgences, the king did an 
abrupt volte face and sided with the pope because he stood to benefit financially 
from indulgences sold in his realm. Huss denounced the sale of indulgences: "The 
papal legate sold whole deaconries, towns and cities to unworthy clerics living in 
concubinage" and to other unsavory characters, who then "taxed the population 
as much as they wished.'''3 The pope then confirmed Huss's excommunication and 
the interdict on Prague. The pope also denounced Bethlehem Chapel as a "nest of 
heretics" and demanded it be torn down, which the pope's supporters attempted 
while Huss was inside preaching.24 

Since the king had sided with the pope on indulgences, he could not contra
vene this interdict, and a stalemate existed until Huss resolved the impasse by 
leaving Prague. On 15 October 1412, unwilling to deprive the city of divine services 
and access to the sacraments, John Huss left Prague and went into voluntary exile. 
For almost two years, Huss lived in the castle Kozi Hradek and worked in the 
countryside of Bohemia, writing books and preaching wherever and whenever 
opportunity allowed. In exile, Huss continued his agitation against the Church, 
preaching open-air sermons to peasants, whose gatherings foreshadowed the mass 
Taborite rallies after his death. The propaganda campaign in Prague continued in 
his absence under the direction ofJerome of Prague. The Manifesto of 1412, a part 
of that propaganda campaign, again appealed to the sword and the patriarchs of 
the Old Testament as a summons to revolutionary battle against the Roman Cath
olic Church, now identified by Jakoubek of Stribro and others as the Antichrist: 
"And so, dear holy community in Bohemia," the Manifesto concludes, 

let us stand in battle line with our head, Master Huss, and our leader, Master 
Jerome; and whoever will be a Christian, let him turn to us. Let everyone gird on 
his sword, let brother not spare brother, nor father spare son, nor son father, nor 
neighbor spare neighbor .... All should kill so that we can make our hands holy in 
the blood ofthe accursed ones, as Moses shows us in his books; for what is writ
ten there is an example to US. 25 

The outcome was predictable. Demonstrations in the streets led to assaults on 
priests and a number of arrests. The mob talked about a radical change of gover-
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nance, a revolution, based on Huss's translation ofWycliffe's ideas. In particular, 
Wycliffe claimed that" dominion," the right to rule, resulted from grace. So sin, 
which meant the loss of grace, meant the loss of political legitimacy. Sin trans
formed a legitimate ruler into a usurping tyrant who could be swept from office 
by a "holy nation", e.g., the mob in the streets of Prague. 

The propaganda campaign against the Church lasted from 1412 until the 
revolution of 1419. The Hussites staged obscene and blasphemous processions 
throughout Prague, ridiculing the official church through songs, pictures, and 
dramaturgy. As before, the magnet for popular wrath was the monasteries. Je
rome of Prague was involved in three separate attacks on monasteries in 1414, 

in which excrement was smeared on crucifixes, one of his favorite psychological 
warfare techniques. 

Heymann calls Zizka "the implacable destroyer of those whom he considered 
as the arch sinners: the monks."26 Zizka's hatred of the monks was notorious, so 
notorious, in fact, that a legend that his sister had been raped by monk was cre
ated to explain his hatred. Zizka was drawn to the Czech nationalism promoted 
by revolutionary priests. Both Zizka and the priests began by identifying ecclesia 
with regnum and then moved to the creation of a de facto national church. When 
Jerome of Prague referred to Bohemia as a "holy nation," he made no distinction 
between regnum and ecclesia. Similarly, the idea of pope and emperor, the lords 
temporal and spiritual, would merge too. 

What made the merger possible was the appeal to the Old Testament. Bohe
mia had supplanted the Church as the "New Israel." That meant the Hussite revo
lution would produce generals that promoted theology, i.e., someone like Zizka, 
a devoted supporter of the lay chalice, the prime bone of theological contention, 
who used each military campaign to promote the Four Articles of the Hussite 
faith. But it would also produce sword wielding priests like Jerome of Prague, John 
Zelivsky, and, most notably, Prokop the Bald. Inspired by Israelite genocide in the 
Old Testament, the Hussite warriors of God earned a reputation for cruelty. Hey
mann claims Zizka "always insisted on sparing the lives of women and children."27 

But that didn't prevent him from exercising a "holy hatred" on those whom he 
considered enemies of the Law of God,'B above all, monks. During his attack on 
the castle of Sedlec, Zizka told six captured prisoners that if one were prepared to 
decapitate the others, his life would be spared. The man who volunteered was then 
invited to join Zizka's army. 

In October 1414, Jakoubek of Stribro and other priests in Prague began cel
ebrating the Eucharist sub utraque specie with the faithful. What seemed like a 
minor liturgical issue had deep political consequences. The Hussites' position that 
Christ had celebrated the Eucharist under both species at the Last Supper was met 
by Catholic insistence that only priests and bishops were in attendance then, and 
that only they had always communed sub utraque specie by consuming the body 
and blood of Christ under the appearance of both bread and wine at Mass. The 
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Hussites' position, known as Utraquism, led them to affirm the priesthood of all 
believers, which they implemented at the communist settlement of Tabor by urg
ing women to participate in the act of consecration. The priesthood of the laity 
was an oxymoron that would usher in revolutionary change throughout Chris
tendom. 

The Council of Constance immediately condemned the lay chalice, which 
had become the symbol of the Hussite reformation. That Council threatened all 
who partook of both species at Mass with the ban of heresy and excommunica
tion. The Council then invited Huss to explain himself. Huss had ignored similar 
invitations before, but he accepted this time, despite his fears, after receiving a 
guarantee of safe conduct from Sigismund, King of the Romans. He set out for the 
council on October 11,1414 under the protection of Lords Wenceslas of Duba and 
Henry Lacembok, as well as John of Chlum and the latter's secretary, and a rep
resentative of the University of Prague, Master John Kardinal. Huss nevertheless 
made out his last will and testament before he left. 

Two days after arriving in Constance, Huss received the document assuring 
his safe conduct from the Emperor. On November 28, however, he was summoned 
from his lodging and, despite the protest of John of Chlum, placed under arrest. 
When Sigismund arrived on Christmas Eve, he lodged a protest, but by the first of 
the year was reconciled to ratifying whatever the council decided. Huss was then 
spirited off to Gottlieben castle, where he was interrogated for months about his 
beliefs and put under duress to recant. Antipope John XXIII, who had excommu
nicated Huss, was a fellow prisoner at Gottlieben, after fleeing in disguise when he 
realized the council intended to depose him to resolve the Great Schism. Huss told 
his inquisitors he had never espoused the proposition attributed to him. The in
quisitors, who seemed predisposed toward his guilt, did not believe Huss's denials, 
nor did Sigismund. In June 1515, Huss was found guilty of espousing the hereti
cal doctrines of John Wycliffe, including the doctrine of remanance, or denying 
the real presence, which he had never held. In condemning him, the council was 
reacting more to the movement Huss created and the dangers it posed, which con
tinued to metastasize. Jakoubek of Stribro, taking Huss's conflation of "regnum" 
and "ecclesia" to its logical conclusion was now claiming that God had created 
the Bohemian people to lead the church out of bondage to Rome. The universal 
Church had gotten the administration of the chalice wrong for 1400 years; the 
Bohemian Church, the Holy Nation, the New Israel, the new headquarters of the 
true universal church would now correct it. 

On June 15, 1415, the Council of Constance condemned Utraquism. Three 
weeks later, the council condemned Huss to the stake for espousing doctrines, "of 
which many are-God knows-" he claimed "falsely ascribed to me.'''-9 On July 
6, 1415, Huss was divested of all spiritual authOrity. His tonsure was shaved off 
and replaced with a paper dunce cap bearing the figures of three demons and the 
words "this is a heresiarch."30 "Oh cursed Judas," the bishop charged with carry-
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ing out the sentence said to Huss, "who breaking away from the counsels of peace, 
has consulted with the Jews, we commit your soul to the devil.''3l The faggots sur
rounding Huss were then lit; according to one account, he died singing. 

The bishop's final malediction against Huss mentions accusations that dogged 
Huss's movement from its inception. Huss was accused of conspiring with the 
Jews, which discredited the movement in the eyes of the orthodox. Most of the 
evidence comes from Jewish sources. Rabbi Louis Israel Newman claims the Hus
site revolution was "a conspiracy between Hussites, Waldensians and Jews.''32 Huss 
was thus stigmatized as a "Judaizer". His followers were stigmatized as "Jews or 
worse than Jews,''33 and the Hussite movement was characterized as "Judaism." The 
charge was based on the Hussites tendency to portray their cause in Old Testa
ment terms, but there were other reasons. Newman claims the Hussites had "per
sonal associations with individual Jews and Jewish communities in their coun
try.''34 He also claims "Jewish groups participate[d] actively and publicly in the rise 
and spread of the [Hussite] movement.''35 According to Newman, Jewish support 
of heretical movements, especially when they threatened to spill over into political 
revolutions, "run like dark threads through the history of nearly every movement 
of reform in European Christendom," but they "united in a special combination 
in the case of the Hussite Reformation.''36 Newman sees a Jewish continuity in 
Europe's revolutionary movements. Newman also sees the Hussite revolt as "the 
second important movement to challenge the authority of the Catholic Church.''37 
After "the Albigensian-Waldensian heresy in Languedoc and Lombardy had been 
crushed, ... the impulse to revolt was transplanted to other countries, and during 
the 15th Century gave birth to the Bohemian Reformation.''38 

The pattern of Jews supporting Judaizers in rebellion against the Church re
peated itself over the next few centuries. Before long, the trajectory was predict
able. The "reformers" would urge a return to Scripture and the purity of the early 
Church, which would lead to a resurrection of figures from the Old Testament 
as models of how to use the sword to bring about heaven on earth. Vernacular 
editions of the bible (often falsified and published by Jews) were crucial, leading 
the Bohemians to think of themselves as a "chosen race." So, too, the Puritans 
in England and America, who, like "Christian biblicists of every period," felt "a 
strong and immediate sense of identity with many figures in Jewish history.''39 
Their study of the Bible prompted the Hussites to challenge the ordained priest
hood and to see themselves as Israelites reincarnated with a new mission from 
God. Huss compared Czechs who would have nothing to do with Germans to "the 
Jews whom Nehemiah forbade to intermarry with foreigners.'l!o Citizens of Prague 
whose speech was "half Bohemian, half German deserve[d] a whipping." Huss 
closely "sought to follow the example of the Hebrew Prophet.'l!l 

When word of Huss's death reached Prague, fierce indignation spread, unit
ing the Bohemian people against Rome and the Emperor. Hundreds of Bohemian 
lords affixed their seals to a document protesting the Council's action against 
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Huss, but their protest only earned them excommunication by the same council. 
The Jews of Prague joined the Christians of Bohemia in their protest. They were, 
of course, immune to ecclesiastical sanction, but the way in which they described 
Huss's death is instructive. The anonymous author of a contemporary Jewish 
chronicle described Huss' death as "Kiddush hashem" or Sanctification of the Di
vine Name, a term Gladstein says was "applied only to the martyrdom of Jews.'lf2 
Gladstein cites the term as "further proof that the Jews considered the Hussites 
were Jews.'lf3 The Hussites' view of themselves was no different. Heymann says the 
Hussites "did not think of themselves as innovators' or "as creators of a new form 
of religion and society," but rather "as restorers of the old ways of God, as the di
rect successors of the people ofIsrael" determined to create "little theocratic com
munities" in the mountains of Bohemia, which took their names from "Biblical 
mountains like Tabor and Oreb" and espoused a creed that was "stern, puritan, 
old-testamentarian, often fanatic in its determination to purge this world for all 
sins and sinner by fire and sword.'lf4 They were classic revolutionaries, in the mold 
of Simon bar Kokhba at Bethar and the Jews who committed suicide at Masadah. 

Less than a year after Huss's death, Jerome of Prague followed him to Con
stance and suffered the same fate, burning at the stake on May 30,1416. Jerome did 
not die singing. His death was long, slow, and painful. Their deaths, as the anony
mous Jewish chronicler noted, rallied the Czech people around Huss, whom they 
declared their saint. From 1416 on, the anniversary of Huss's death was celebrated 
in Prague. Huss and the chalice became "joined from then on in a mutually rein
forcing union"45 that threatened to fall apart whenever external opposition lagged. 
Sigismund's brutal and stupid policies, however, ensured that that would not hap
pen soon. Galvanized by the death of Huss, his movement became increasingly 
messianic. In March, 1417, the Hussite faction at the University of Prague redou
bled its support of the utraquist position, saying that communion under both spe
cies was necessary for salvation. They also declared the Roman rite invalid, and 
made the Bohemian Hussite movement the one true church of Christ on earth. 
The chalice, images of which would soon be sewn on the sleeves of Taborite sol
diers, became the official symbol of the Bohemian revolution, which, true to the 
Old Testament model, was both political and religiOUS. 

Eight months after the Hussites declared spiritual independence, the Council 
of Constance resolved the Great Schism by electing Oddone Cardinal Colonna 
pope. Pope Martin V soon met a procession ofJews in Constance, informing them 
while astride a white horse with silk and gold harness "you have the law, but un
derstand it not.'lf6 The Jews, though, hadn't come to be lectured on the Christian 
faith or their blindness to its truth. Still smarting from the accusations of a Jew
ish-Hussite conspiracy, the Jews feared for their lives at the hands of Catholic cru
saders, and so pleaded with the pope for protection. Graetz claimed the request 
was accompanied by large sums of money. What the Jews got for their money, 
although Graetz doesn't put it this way, was a reiteration of Sicut Judaeis non, the 
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traditional teaching of the Church on the Jews. The Jews were blind, and they were 
a pernicious influence in Christian society, but they should not be harmed. Or as 
Martin V put it: "Whereas the Jews are made in the image of God and a remnant 
of them will one day be saved, and whereas they have besought our protection, 
following in the footsteps of our predecessors we command that they be not mo
lested in their synagogues; that their laws, rights and customs be not assailed; that 
they be not baptized by force, constrained to observe Christian festivals, nor to 
wear new badges and that they be not hindered in their business relations with 
Christians.'!!7 

Martin V was not as lenient or as understanding with the Hussites. A few 
months after his election in spring 1418, Martin V in conjunction with the Coun
cil, which dissolved in April, sent King Wenceslas 24 recommendations to rid 
Bohemia of the Hussite heretics and to repair what they vandalized and restore 
what they stole. On April 22, Martin appealed to Sigismund to enforce the de
crees, granting him the right to organize a crusade against the heretics. Each time 
the Council of Constance tried to impose order by force in Bohemia, it united 
a people that otherwise threatened to dissolve into warring factions, unable to 
resolve internal theological differences without recourse to force of arms. Martin 
V demanded that Huss' followers publicly approve his condemnation and execu
tion. Coupled with the economic boycott imposed on Bohemia and the threat of a 
crusade, Martin V's demand united the Bohemian nation behind the most radical 
Hussite leaders. 

In spring 1419, John Zelivsky, a violent revolutionary priest became de facto 
dictator of Prague. Zelivskywas an "apostate monk," who never missed an oppor
tunity to attack the institution he had abandoned.48 Zelivsky was a sword-wielding 
priest who aspired to be Zizka's equal as a military leader. He failed miserably as 
a military leader, but he was adept at agit-prop and mobilizing the mob for vio
lence, which culminated in the defenestration that touched off the revolution. The 
transition from priest to revolutionary is discernable in Zelivsky's sermons, which 
became progressively more revolutionary and violent during 1419. Zelivsky turned 
Sigismund's unfortunate use of words in creating an "Order of the Dragon" into 
the claim that Sigismund was the Antichrist. The second coming of Christ was 
thus was at hand, and Prague had a special role to play. The Holy Nation of Bohe
mia was going to inaugurate the millennium, Christ's reign, heaven on earth. The 
time had come for God's holy nation to grab the sword and bring on the millen
nium. Intoxicated by his rhetoric, the mob in Prague began to bring on the mil
lennium by vandalizing images, often destroying whole churches, and beating up 
Catholic priests or monks unfortunate enough to be caught alone on the street. 

To whip the masses into a revolutionary frenzy, Zelivsky organized proces
sions, leading the faithful to a church with a monstrance firmly grasped in both 
hands, and standing back as the mob vandalized the church under this blas
phemous sanction. During the late spring and summer of 1419, as Wenceslas IV 
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lost control of his capital city and his kingdom, the revolutionary priests staged 
blasphemous processions featuring bare breasted whores riding beasts symbol
izing the Whore of Babylon from the book of Revelations. The rest of the whore's 
body was covered with scrolls representing papal bulls and tiny bells that tinkled, 
in mockery of the bells rung during the consecration of the Mass. The riotous 
procession eventually wound its way to the New Town Square, where a fire was 
kindled and the bulls, stripped from the whore's body, were burnt in defiance. Fes
tivals and processions of this sort, replete with obscenity and blasphemy, served as 
"visual and dramatic propaganda" that tended toward "temporal subversion of the 
social order." For a time, "the world was turned upside down. The lecherous whore 
played the virgin or pope, the fool became bishop, the criminal donned the king's 
crown, the ass brayed at the altar, while everyone ran leaping though the cathedral 
singing uproariously the drunken liturgy.'l!9 

Hussite songs would play an even more crucial role in the revolution. The 
most famous was "Ye Warriors of God." Hussite warriors could win battles just by 
singing "Ye Warriors of God," because its melody would throw opposing armies 
into panic. Even the music had an Old Testament referent. Zizka seemed a reincar
nation of Joshua, and the Hussites were bringing the walls of Jericho down with 
their music. But the connection was in the music too, or at least in the lyrics. In 
"Arise, Arise Great City of Prague," the Hussites call upon God to protect them 

against that king of 
Babylon who threatens the city of 
Jerusalem, Prague, and all faithful people. 

Hussite propaganda could only subvert the medieval ecclesiastical order by 
appealing to models from the Old Testament. If Bohemia were now Israel, then 
Prague was Jerusalem, and if Prague were Jerusalem, then Rome must be Babylon, 
and so on. This logic of analogy was essential to the revolutionary project be
cause it was the only way the revolutionaries could legitimize their cause. "Matej 
of Janov," we are told, "had earlier written in his Narracia de Milicia that the Je
rusalem experiment founded by Jan Milic of Kromeriz was the beginning of a 
divine action though Christ to create from Prague, formerly a city of Babylon full 
of filth and shame, a city of light upon a hill-Jerusalem.''so These appeals to the 
Old Testament de-legitimatized a social order based on the Catholic Church and 
its appropriation of classical culture. The cultural agit-prop proved it possible to 
construe sacred realities in another compelling way. 

The mass gatherings on the hills throughout summer, 1419, showed that an al
ternative society, where there was neither lord nor servant, nor mine or thine, was 
pOSSible. The Hussites named these Woodstock-like gatherings on the hills Ta
bor, after the mountain in Palestine where Jesus was transfigured and appeared in 
glory alongside Moses and Elijah. Napoleon would stand on Tabor centuries later 
after defeating the Ottoman Turks in a moment of apotheosis that led many Jews 
to proclaim him the Messiah. Tabor, in turn, towered over the plains of Megiddo, 
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where, it is said, the antichrist would fight his final battle. In Bohemia in 1419, 

Tabor symbolized the alternative to the Catholic social order, symbolized by the 
monasteries. Tabor was an assembly in nature, outside the city, and therefore out
side of history and the sinful accretions of Roman culture. Tabor was the locus of 
the Transfiguration, a manifestation of glory in the here and now. In the gospel, 
Jesus warns his disciples not to erect permanent structures on Tabor, a warning 
that stresses how fleeting glory and exaltation are in this world. The judaizing 
Taborite priests, however, imposed the opposite meaning. Tabor was to be the 
basis of a new social order. During the summer of 1419, thousands of peasants 
abandoned their farms and cottages, wives, and families to live on top of a hill 
near Usti overlooking the Luznice river according to the new dispensation. 

"Nothing," Norman Cohn says, "could show more clearly the extent to which 
these people lived in and from eschatological phantasies than the names which 
they gave to this town and to the river beneath it. While the latter became the 
Jordan, the former became Tabor-that is to say, the Mount of Olives [sic] where 
Christ had foretold his Parousia, where he had ascended to heaven and where, 
traditionally, he was expected to reappear in majesty. It was Tabor which became 
the spiritual center of the whole radical movement."51 

The Taborite settlement in Bohemia was the locus of different movements: 
iconoclasm, communism-"Mine and thine do not exist at Tabor ... whoever owns 
private property commits a mortal sin"52-Millennialism, Adventism, and, if we 
include the Adamites, who were eventually expelled, nudism and sexual liberation. 
But they were united in their revolutionary messianic politics derived from their 
reading of the Old Testament. "The Taborites," Newman says, "were dominated 
by Old Testament influence almost to the same degree as the Puritans of England 
and early America."53 Like the Puritans, they "compared themselves to the ancient 
Israelites, regarded themselves as God's Chosen People and denounced their foes 
as impious Canaanites, inhabitants of Edom, Moab and Amalek, as they desig
nated the adjacent German provinces."54 Newman says the Taborites "rejected the 
entire ecclesiastical ritual system, and held invocation of saints to be heretical and 
idolatrous."55 They based their iconoclasm "on Old Testament injunctions against 
image worship."56 Like the Israelites, the Hussites favored an elective king. They 
attempted to get first the Polish King and then his Lithuanian nephew to rule 
them. Like Cromwell and the founders of the American republic, they based their 
republicanism, not on classical models, but on their reading of the Book of Deu
teronomy. 

Tabor began not as a settlement but as a rally. To use a modern analogy, the 
settlement at Tabor was as if the people who attended Woodstock never left but 
instead created a community, which created an army, which conquered the coun
try, and then went on military forays into Canada and Mexico, too. The success 
of the rally gave credence to "mass secession from the established order,"s7 which 
began when the peasants heard the Millennialism of the revolutionary priests at 
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rallies and decided not to go home but to set up a permanent dwelling outside the 
existing social order. The mass rally was itself an act of revolutionary defiance in 
a culture where the right to "convoke a multitude" was the sole prerogative of the 
state. Lawrence of Brezova was dumbfounded by the novelty of large masses of 
people congregating on hills; he consulted astrologers for an explanation, even
tually concluding Saturn had set the mob in motion and inclined their minds 
toward "rebelling against their superiors."5B The uneducated peasants thought the 
end of the age was at hand, especially since the priests were telling them that, with 
citations from Daniel and Revelations to prove it. 

The gatherings began during the summer of 1419 as an extension of the cul
tural agit-prop priests like Zelivsky were promoting in Prague. Kaminsky calls 
Tabor, a "conspiracy" which "had diverse heads but its tails were all tied togeth
er,"59 meaning Zelivsky was coordinating activities that linked the revolutionar
ies in Prague with those in southern Bohemia. Zelivsky preached sermons about 
the meaning of the biblical Mt. Tabor while the revolutionaries gathered on the 
similarly named hill on a promontory in the Luznice River. The rhetoric of his 
sermons made him sound like a prophet predicting the future. When the king 
learned of the revolutionary activity, the pace of events increased dramatically. 
On July 6, 1419, the king replaced the New Town City Councilors with personally 
picked opponents of the Hussites, but the king had waited too long. The incessant 
propaganda against throne and altar had turned Prague against him. 

Then Zelivsky and other revolutionary priests forced the issue. The radical 
wing of the Hussite movement convoked a meeting on a hill near Bechyne. On 
July 22, between 40,000 and 50,000 people showed up. Taborite contingents from 
throughout Bohemia arrived with priests marching before them holding mon
strances containing the body of Christ. The local Taborites were joined by con
tingents from the regions around Plzen in the west, Domazlice in the northwest, 
Hradec Kralove in the northeast, Moravia, and, of course, Prague. After arrival, 
the people attended Mass and received the Eucharist sub utraque specie. 

Royal spies at the rally reported that a conspiracy involving Zelivsky and 
several other Taborite priests was afoot. Kaminsky stresses the rationality of the 
conspirators. They may have proclaimed the end of the world to the masses, but 
when it came to political action in Prague, "they were not fanatics; they were at 
home in the world of political realities and they knew a good deal about their king 
and how he acted. The most reasonable way to change his policy of reaction would 
be to undertake limited action, to convince him that continuing the policy would 
cause him more trouble than reversing it, and the most reasonable kind of action 
would be a coup against the hated magistrates he had just installed.''6O The spies 
did not know when the coup would occur. One chronicler claims the spies warned 
the king the Taborites planned to attack the royal castle of Novy Hrad in Septem
ber. If the king thought he had a month to prepare for the attack, he was ill served 
by their intelligence. The attack came eight days after the mass rally at Bechyne, 
where it must have been planned. 

166 



The Revolution Arrives in Europe 

If Zelivsky attended the rally at Bechyne, he could not have planned the at
tack after he returned to Prague. There wasn't enough time, especially since Ze
livsky also had to write a sermon to incite his congregants to violence as well. 
On Sunday morning July 30, 1419, Zelivsky's Church of St. Mary was crowded as 
usual. The congregation had been told to come bearing arms so when Zelivsky 
told them to raise the sword they could follow his exhortation in a literal manner. 
Zelivsky looked to the Old Testament to find models to justify insurrection. He 
began by citing Ezekiel 6: 3-5: "Behold I, even I, will bring a sword upon you, and 
I will destroy your high places. And your altars shall be desolate and your images 
shall be broken: and I will cast down your slain men before your idols. And I will 
lay the dead carcass of the children of Israel before their idols and I will scatter 
your bones round about your altars." Zelivsky's sermon was calculated to get his 
congregants to act on what he preached. The anonymous chronicler claims "he 
vigorously incited the people to sedition in the city against the town councilors 
and those who supported them."61 

Concluding his sermon at around 8:30 a.m., Zelivsky picked up a monstrance 
and urged the congregation to follow him into the streets. The fired-up con
gregants marched in an illegal procession to St. Stephen's Church, forced open 
its doors, and held an impromptu service there. Zelivsky celebrated Mass and the 
congregants received communion sub utraque specie. After Mass, Zelivsky again 
picked up the monstrance; this time he led the mob to the New Town Hall, where, 
although it was Sunday morning, a number of city councilmen had gathered, 
probably to discuss what to do about Zelivsky. 

Hearing the mob outside, the mayor and a number of the town magistrates, 
all wearing the chains that were the insigniae of their office, went to the window 
and began an ill-advised colloquy with the mob, which demanded release ofHus
site prisoners. The mayor might have been stalling for time. A troop of mounted 
horsemen had already been dispatched from Hradcany castle across the river to 
disperse the mob. However, the mob, having heard sermon after sermon about 
sinful men being cast down to destruction from high places, was in no mood to 
negotiate with the Antichrist or his minions. The confrontation grew more heated 
until someone claimed a magistrate threw a stone at Zelivsky, who was standing 
off to the side holding the monstrance containing the sacred species. The mob then 
rushed the door to the New Hall, broke the bolts holding it shut, and swarmed up
stairs, where they murdered some of the councilmen on the spot and threw the 
others out of the window, thereby giving the first successful revolution of its kind 
on European soil its name, i.e, the First Defenestration of Prague (the second took 
place at the outbreak of the Thirty Years War). Those who survived the fall were 
set upon by the mob outside the hall and slain. The golden chains of office were left 
on their bodies, as if to indicate the symbols of office had lost their legitimacy. 

During the carnage, Zelivsky stood by holding up his monstrance and urg
ing the mob not to be reticent about shedding the blood of the Antichrist and his 
minions. The anonymous chronicler says, while the slaughter was going on, "the 
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priest called John ... bearing the body of Christ ... continued to incite the people.''62 
He also says "John Zizka, King Wenceslas' most personal attendant, was pres
ent at the slaying of the councilors."63 This probably explains the coup's stunning 
success. Not only were the councilmen overpowered in their own bastion, the 
troop of horses sent to rescue them was also turned back, and the hall was quickly 
turned into a garrison by the Hussites. The chronicler adverts to Zizka's treachery 
too. As a personal attendant to the king, he broke a personal oath of allegiance 
when he engaged in the insurrection, a fact generally brought up only by Catholic 
commentators. Hoefler mentions Zizka's solemn oath and compares him in his 
impiety to George Washington, although not the way whiggish historians usu
ally do, as an example of treason justified only by saying that the end justifies the 
means. The revolution, when it is successful, justifies the oathbreaking impiety of 
those who would otherwise be condemned. Even Lawrence of Brezova, the moder
ate Hussite who knew that Zizka committed an act of grave disobedience toward 
the king in whose service he was bound, characterizes Zizka as an extraordinary 
defender of the law of Christ.64 

The successful attack on New Hall indicates Zizka was privy to the planning 
of the operation. This was not a haphazard ad hoc outburst of pent up emotion that 
would spend itself in looting and then burn itself out as quickly as it had sprung 
up. The Hussites installed their own government and neutralized political opposi
tion. The defenestration meant the revolution had reached "the absolute point of 
no return."65 The revolutionary regime had been established, and now it would 
serve, as all true revolutions claim to do, as a model for the rest of the world. On 
August 13, Zelivsky preached an exultant sermon claiming that Prague "now, at 
this time" was "the model for all the faithful-not only in Moravia, but in Hun
gary, Poland and Austria.''66 

Three days later, King Wenceslas suffered a second stroke more severe than 
his first, which happened when word of the insurrection reached him, and he 
died the same night "roaring like a lion" in pain, as Lawrence of Brezova put it.67 

There was now no king to oppose the revolution; a town council installed by the 
revolution claimed to be the rightful government of Prague. Heymann comments 
"important inhibitions to open revolutionary action disappeared."68 The king died 
without an heir, complicating matters. The legitimate claimant to the throne was 
now Sigismund, who had allowed the Council of Constance to burn John Huss 
and Jerome of Prague at the stake. 

A day after the king's death, the looting of the monasteries began. The first to 
go was the great chapter house of the Carthusians at Smichov. The monasteries' 
wealth made them an object of envy for the entire social spectrum in Bohemia 
from nobles to peasants. Hatred of the monasteries united priests like Zelivsky 
and soldiers like Zizka. The German heritage of many monks fueled the Czech 
nationalism inherent in the Hussite rebellion as well. One of the great monuments 
to medieval culture went up in flames. 
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The Jews were unmolested in the looting, even though they were usually the 
first victims of the mob in medieval towns. Heymann considers this "a remark
able fact, especially if one considers the religious fervor underlying the movement 
and remembers that the Jews were often considered the servants of anti-Christ."69 
The Jews were unmolested because of what they shared with the revolutionaries, 
namely, "their ways oflife," which Heymann claims were "just as austere and pu
ritan as those followed by the adherents of the new creed.''?o 

The Taborite gatherings continued after the defenestration. On September 17, 

a large gathering of Hussites assembled near Pilsen. Less than two weeks later an 
equally large assembly took place at Na Krizkach (At the Crosses) near Benesov, 
not far from Prague. Zelivsky must have been busy in Prague during the rally 
at Na Krizkach because the star of the show there was Wenceslas Koranda. But 
personality was irrelevant. All Taborite priests thought of themselves as Old Tes
tament warriors. "Brethren," Koranda told the mob at Na Krizkach, "the time has 
come to lay down the staff of the pilgrim and take up the sword."71 It was at Na 
Krizkach, Koranda first met Zizka. 

Fired up by Koranda's sermons, the Taborites moved from Na Kriskach to 
Prague, arriving there after dark, where they were met by John Zelivsky at the 
head of a torch-bearing mob. The Church bells rang in their honor; the following 
day the mob broke into local churches and defaced crucifixes and other works of 
sacred art. The radical Taborite clergy rapidly consolidated power in Prague un
der Zelivsky's leadership. In their manifestos, which began showing up in univer
sity towns across Europe from Leipzig to Cambridge, the Hussites denounced the 
pope as the Antichrist and his clergy as "the priests of Pharaoh" and "followers of 
Satan.''?> True to the judaizing paradigm, they called themselves "faithful fighters 
of God" and compared themselves to the Maccabbees.73 

But an anti-Hussite reaction was building, one which satirized their reliance 
on Old Testament models to subvert the social order. "When," the anti-Hussites 
wrote, "our Moses-Zizka, the executioner-talks to God ... [then the Hussites] 
will strike their clubs against the rock ... water will come forth from the rock. And 
when you cross the Danube on dry ground like the Israelites at Jordan ... when this 
happens all the land beyond the Danube will belong to yoU.''?4 Something like the 
satire actually happened when Hussite armies invaded German lands to the north 
of Bohemia. Under the leadership of the warrior priest Prokop the Bold, Hussite 
armies would march undefeated all the way to the Baltic. 

By late October hundreds of Taborite revolutionaries had streamed into 
Prague from the provinces. The first pitched military battle of the Hussite rebel
lion occurred when Taborites on their way to Prague ran into royalist troops near 
Zivohost and suffered heavy losses. Fighting soon broke out in Prague, too. On 
October 25, Zizka stormed Vysehrad, the royalist castle on the Old Town side of 
the Vltava, successfully wresting it from royalist troops. Now the city was open to 
Taborite movement from the South, even if movement from the west was still cut 
offby Hradcany castle. 
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When news of the defeat of the Taborites at Zivohost reached Prague, a group 
of radical priests under Ambrose of Hradec Kralove attacked the royalist posi
tions across the river. After initial success, including forcing Queen Sophie to flee 
from Hradcany, they were unable to prevail, leaving Hradcany in the hands of the 
royalists. 

During the winter of 1419-1420, millennialist fever increasingly took over 
the Hussite movement. "During this time," Lawrence of Brezova wrote, "certain 
Taborite priests were preaching to the people a new coming of Christ in which all 
evil men and enemies of the truth would perish and be exterminated, while the 
good would be preserved in five cities."75 Lawrence of Brezova was not unsympa
thetic to the revolutionaries, yet he concluded the devil took over the movement 
that winter, leading many Taborite priests "to reject the doctrines of the Church 
Fathers and of the Church tradition and to interpret SCripture on their own. Ac
cording to the new Taborite hermeneutic, everything necessary to the salvation, 
of man here on earth is sufficiently expressed in the New Testament; however, any 
interpretation necessary to understand the New Testament can be drawn from 
the Old for the two Laws expound each other."76 That hermeneutic would lead 
inexorably to the preeminence of the Old Testament over the New, and that would 
affect the Taborite priests, who let their hair grow long and grew beards so they 
would resemble more closely the priests of the Old Testament. "The priests of the 
Taborites," Lawrence tells us, 

fleeing human traditions, walked about with beards and unshaven heads, in gray 
clothing. They did not read the canonical hours, and, without chasubles, cor
porals, or special chalices, they performed divine rites under the heavens or in 
houses, not on a holy altar, but on any sort of table covered with a linen cloth. 
Nor did they observe the rite of the mass by saying the collects with the canon; 
but all at once the priests would kneel with the brethren place their heads on the 
ground ... and pray the Lord's Prayer; then the one who was to make the sacra
ment of the altar got up and said in a loud and intelligible voice, in the vernacu
lar, no more than the words of consecration over the hosts and the wine.n 

John Pribram also noticed a change in the movement that winter. Priests like 
Wenceslas Koranda were changed by the Old Testament rhetoric of their own ser
mons into "seducers" who 

began to preach enormous cruelty, unheard-of violence and injustice to man. 
They said that now was the time of vengeance, the time of destruction of all 
sinners and the time of God's wrath ... in which all the evil and sinful ones were 
to perish by sudden death, on one day .... those cruel beasts, the Taborite priests, 
wanting to excite and work up the people so that they would not shrink from 
these afflictions, preached that it was no longer the time of mercy but the time of 
vengeance, so that the people should strike and kill all sinners .... And they called 
us and others who admonished them to be merciful, damaging hypocrites/8 

The rhetoric of the revolution was drawn from historical events described 
in the Old Testament, but the revolution had its own inner logic. its own formal 
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causality, that would be repeated in subsequent revolutions. Plato had described 
it as metabolia, a "quasi-natural transformation of one form of government into 
another" as Hannah Arendt described the devolution from democracy to tyran
ny.79 Kaminsky says "the new communities formed in the winter of 1419-1420 were 
not stable societies, they were essentially mass movements, with a character deter
mined by the ... realities of the movement itself."8o 

In 1418, "Pikarti," probably Beghards or Beguines living in the area now 
called Belgium, migrated en masse to Prague after hearing of the revolutionary 
upheaval there. The Waldensians were already there; soon, according to Graetz, 
Jews expelled from Austria for collaborating with the Hussites joined them. All 
of these groups contributed ideas to the revolution, which took on a life of its own 
during the winter of 1419-1420. 

Adventism was part of that life. In "The Story of the Priests of Tabor," John 
Pribram names 26 Taborite priests who "preached that Judgment Day would come 
in 1420."81 As more peasants streamed into the city, preachers upped the ante, until 
finally they named the day, proclaiming that the second coming would occur be
tween February 10 and 14, 1420. Citing Revelation 18:2, the radical preachers pre
dicted the entire old order would perish. Their claims split the Hussite movement. 
The split widened when the world did not end on schedule. Jakoubek ofStribro ar
gued against the Adventists that "even the worst calamities did not annul the sure 
path to salvation taught by Jesus, the path of virtuous and humble suffering."81 But 
the appeal ofMillennialism, Adventism, and the whole judaizing tendency toward 
messianic politics and heaven on earth through the sword lay precisely in its rejec
tion of humble suffering. The Hussite conservatives found themselves swept up in 
a movement that was no longer Christian in any identifiable sense. Hussitism had 
become a Jewish revolutionary movement. The revolution was a parasite inside 
the Hussite host. It infected the movement, then it weakened it, and then it took 
over the host and turned it into the vehicle for revolution. Jakoubek realized the 
withdrawal from society happening all around him was not only unprecedented, 
it was also profoundly subversive: 

the peasant who gave up his land, burnt his house and in some cases left his fam
ily, in order to flee to "the mountains," was behaving in a way for which there 
was no precedent. And when that peasant claimed the right to wield arms, his 
behavior was more than anomalous, it was revolutionary." 83 

"Did you not formerly preach against killing," Jakoubek asks Master John 
of Jicin and by extension all of Tabor's revolutionary priests, "how then has ev
erything come to be turned into its opposite?"84 By the "opposite" Jakoubek was 
referring to the revolutionary messianic politics preached by the Taborite priests 
urging the use of "carnal and secular arms against the enemy."85 This led to "the 
danger of homicide and bloodshed" as "hatreds are thereby generated which bring 
about a falling away from charity and a neglect of spiritual arms."86 Jakoubek felt 
the priests of Tabor "should persuade people to fight an evangelical battIe in God's 
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cause, according to the evangelical and Catholic sense, with spiritual arms on 
the model of the Primitive Church of Christ's apostles."87 Instead, the preaching 
and "perilous interpretations of scripture," of the Taborite priests were leading the 
people to take up "carnal military arms, abandoning the customary labor of their 
hands and living in idleness from the plundering of their neighbors' substance; 
they kill and shed blood."88 

Nowhere was the change in the Hussite revolution more drastic than in the 
area of "carnal arms." Newman and others felt the Waldensian heretics had pre
pared the way for the Hussites, especially in southern Bohemia where their influ
ence had always been strong. But the Waldensians were pacifists. The revolution 
turned on the Waldensians, by rejecting pacifism in favor of Israelite holy war. 
In summer, 1420, Peter Chelcicky tried to explain the trajectory in On Spiritual 
Battle, according to which the devil took over the Hussite movement during the 
winter of 1419-20 and turned it into a revolutionary movement based on Old Tes
tament models. "The Devil," says Chelcicky, 

came to them clothed in other garb, in the prophets and the Old Testament, and 
from these they sought to confect an imminent Day of Judgment, saying that 
they were angels who had to eliminate all scandals from Christ's Kingdom, and 
that they were to judge the world. And so they committed many killings and 
impoverished many people, but they did not judge the world according to their 
works for the predicted time has elapsed with which they terrified the people, 
telling them strange things which they collected from many prophets.89 

"At some point during the winter of 1419-1420, the congregations degenerated 
morally to the point where their reaction to persecution in the winter of 1419-20, 

was not the Christian suffering of the New Testament but the self-conscious violence 
of the Old.''9o The assessment is Kaminsky's, but he is clearly following Chelcicky's 
lead. Chelcicky portrayed the conflict as between the old law and the new: 

If power were supposed to be administered through Christ's faith by means 
of battles and punishments, and try to benefit Christ's faith thereby, then why 
would Christ have abolished the Jewish Law and established a different spiritual 
one? Ifhe had wanted people to cut each other up, to hang, drown and burn each 
other, and otherwise pour out human blood for his Law, then that Old Law could 
also have stood unchanged with the same bloody deeds as before.9' 

The turn toward revolution during that winter bespoke a reversion to the 
vomit of Judaism and a rejection of the Cross, the symbol under which civilization 
had grown for a millennium in Europe. The uprooting of thousands of peasants by 
the preaching of the Judaizers increased the pressure to pursue the revolutionary 
course. Since the uprooted peasants were no longer tilling their fields, they had to 
pillage their non-Adventist, non-revolutionary neighbors to survive. They had to 
destroy to live; the revolutionary creed rationalized their violence and gave them 
incentive to pursue it to its bloody conclusion. Adventism, the idea that the cur
rent order was going to be destroyed, flowed inexorably from the premises of mil-
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lennialism. As we have seen. from Adventism. it was only a short step to messianic 
politics. which decreed that the new heaven and new earth could be brought about 
by the sword. Theological doctrines ratified the revolutionary situation. When the 
peasants left their farms and moved to Tabor. they had to pillage and destroy in 
order to survive. That is how the revolutionary engine got created. 

By 1429. the high point of Hussite incursion into neighboring countries. Peter 
Payne-Englis. the English Wycliffite who joined the Bohemian revolution in 1419 

and followed both Zizka and Prokop into battle. would proclaim to Sigismund 
that "Our Lord Jesus Christ is a most invincible soldier and Prague warrior.''92 

Hussites like Jakoubek and Christian of Prachatice thought the idea preposter
ous. so the controversy split the Hussite movement between the "conservatives" of 
Prague and the "radicals" of Tabor. The split between Prague and Tabor presaged 
a similar split in the French and the Russian revolutions. One wing wanted to 
reform society (or the church); the other wanted to abolish society. The same split 
would take place in the Taborite movement too. when the Adamites were expelled. 
In the winter of 1419-20. the Judaizers took over the movement and turned it into 
a revolution. By spring. the new movement had "nothing in common with even 
the most radical variety of official Hussite scholasticism" and a civil war between 
Prague and Tabor was inevitable.93 By spring. the Hussite movement centered in 
Prague was committed to reform. while the branch in Tabor was committed to 
revolution. 

In March 1420. John Zizka. recognizing he could not conquer Pilsen in west
ern Bohemia against superior royalist forces. agreed to lift his siege and with
draw but only under certain conditions. Zizka had become a devoted defender of 
the Four Articles. the essence of the Hussite creed. As one condition of his with
drawal. he demanded Hussites in Pilsen be allowed to communicate under both 
species. As another. he asked for passage under safe conduct for about 400 of the 
most radical Hussites to Tabor. the hill-top redoubt a few days to the southeast. 
Zizka set out with 400 armed men and 12 gun-carrying wagons on March 22 or 23. 

On March 25. they crossed the Otava River at a ford near the village of Sudomer. 
There they encountered two columns of royalist troops. around 2000 men. most 
of whom were mounted and in heavy armor. According to conventional military 
standards. Zizka and his men were hopelessly outnumbered and doomed to de
feat. But Zizka was a military genius who was not bound by the conventions of war 
that held at that time. His only chance lay in quickly finding terrain disadvanta
geous to a cavalry charge. There were no hills in the vicinity. but Zizka found an 
embankment which served as a dam for a fishpond. Using the dam to cover one of 
his flanks and the war wagons to cover the other. he concentrated his troops on a 
very small front. negating the superior numbers of his foe. When the first waves of 
cavalry failed to dislodge the Hussites. the cavalry dismounted and tried to defeat 
them in hand-to-hand combat. They nearly broke through the line of wagons but 
were eventually beaten back. Finally it grew dark and the attackers. whose posi-
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tion was neither so compact nor so organized as the defenders, called off the at
tack and retreated. To commentators, there seemed something miraculous about 
Zizka's defeat of a superior force. One quotes royalist soldiers: "My pike does not 
pierce, my sword does not cut and my crossbow does not shoot."94 The Battle of 
Sudomer was the beginning of the Zizka legend. In the eyes of many Hussite war
riors, God had intervened and saved them from a superior foe. 

Zizka's "army" was made up of peasants, who neither had arms nor knew 
how to wield them effectively. Using the sword and riding a horse, or doing both 
simultaneously, required skill, which peasants had neither time nor opportunity 
to learn. In two months in 1420, before he was summoned to defend Prague, Zizka 
took men armed with pitchforks and flails used to separate wheat from chaff, and 
turned them into an army that would become invincible, defeating over the next 
decade, the most powerful armies the pope and emperor could send against them. 
No less an authority than Aeneas Sylvius Piccolomini, later Pius II, said Zizka 
had been sent by God to punish the Church for its sins. Piccolomini was no fan of 
Zizka: at another point, he said, in Bohemia a blind people followed a blind leader. 
But Zizka was undeniably one of the great military geniuses of European history. 
Zizka could be compared to Napoleon, but the man Zizka most closely resembled 
was Oliver Cromwell, another military genius moved by an equally revolutionary 
form of Old Testament-inspired messianic politics. 

Zizka was also a tactical genius. Even when he was totally blind, he could 
deploy his troops based on his memory of the terrain and the reports he got from 
his subordinates. His tactical judgment was invariably correct, and it saved his 
troops repeatedly from hopeless situations. But Zizka was also a genius at using 
what was available and developing it in ways no one had thought of before. It was 
pointless to use the peasant flail against a cavalry charge; but once that charge was 
neutralized by hill, trenches, and encircled wagons armed with mortars, forcing 
the knights had to dismount, then those flails, studded with iron spikes, suddenly 
became formidable weapons. 

Zizka understood medieval warfare was largely individual combat. Battles 
were melees of individuals fighting other individuals. Once the battle was engaged, 
only those along the front did the actual fighting. So if Zizka could reduce the ef
fective size of the front with hills, trenches, battlewagons, and embankments, as 
at Sudomer, he could reduce the numerical advantage of his foe. Zizka's greatest 
innovation was his use of the war wagon as a mobile fortress, a tactic American 
pioneers would later use against the plains Indians. The Boers would use the same 
innovation still later in South Africa. But Zizka's wagons were not simply portable 
walls; they had heavy boards on them as rudimentary armor, and guns, which 
were very effective at short range in stopping a cavalry charge. 

Zizka created a very effective division oflabor. He did not train the inexperi
enced peasants to engage in individual combat with the knights. Instead, teams of 
peasants were assigned to perform specific tasks on the war wagons, which were 
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armed with two or three hand pieces, a large number of crossbows, and heavier 
guns on gun carriages. At the battle of Kutna Hora, Zizka used wagons as offen
sive weapons-as 15th Century tanks-for the first time in the history of warfare, 
to break out of an encirclement that would have doomed any other field com
mander. "The Taborite army, in the way Zizka formed it, acquired a degree of na
tional subdivision, tactical organization and actual battle cooperation far beyond 
anything used before in medieval warfare."95 Zizka did all this in less than two 
months, between March 27, 1420, when he arrived at Tabor, and May 18, when he 
left to save Prague from Sigismund's army. 

Many were drawn to Tabor by the Adventism and chiliasm of the priests, 
who predicted the world, except for the five Bohemian places of refuge, would 
be destroyed. Once the date came and went without noticeable change, prophecy 
was replaced by will. The new world would now be brought into existence by de
stroying the old. Communism also made its first appearance at Tabor. Adventism 
may have failed, but the millennial spirit was still strong. Communism flowed 
from Millennialism-the time when the wolf would lie down with the lamb
and the exigencies of the revolutionary situation. Tabor was an armed camp with 
autonomous military units which would issue forth from the hill-top redoubt and 
attack local villages. Often, those villages would be burnt to the ground, and their 
inhabitants would then migrate to Tabor, where they too became infected with 
the millennialist virus. Once at Tabor, the refugees learned that, as the Millen
nium was about to dawn in Bohemia, "men would no longer be like wolves to 
one another; they would be as brothers and sisters."g6 At Tabor the gospel was 
going to be implemented as in the early Church. So, "following the commands of 
Holy Scripture, it was enacted that no one was to own anything; private property 
was to be abolished and everything to be common property as in the days of the 
apostles."97 Wooden tubs were set up in the town square in front of the community 
church, so the faithful could place all their worldly goods in them. The revolution
ary priests appointed "clerks of the tubs" for "giving to everyone according to his 
needs.''ll8 Private property was to be abolished "not only in Bohemia but all over 
the world.''ll9 Private property was associated with Babylon, the city from which 
the Taborites had fled in horror. Since Tabor was the antithesis of Babylon, prop
erty was considered sinful. At Tabor, "everything should always be in common 
for all, and no one may have anything privately; ifhe does, he sins mortally.'''°''1he 
elect were assembled, uncontaminated by the corrupt Roman system, and from 
this ethnic enclave, the holy Bohemian nation would spread the gospel to all man
kind. 

Communism flowed logically from the failure of Adventism, by making the 
kingdom of the New Israel a matter of will. But it flowed just as obviously from a 
millennialist reading of the scriptures and the exigencies of the situation. Thou
sands of uprooted peasants poured into Tabor weekly, and all of them had to be 
fed. Communism satisfied theological and practical needs. Modern Communists 
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saw Tabor as the forerunner of Marxism, but their commitment to materialism 
blinded them to the religious dimensions at Tabor, for Communism at Tabor was 
based on a reading of the Acts of the Apostles. Czech communist Josef Macek 
claimed "the new revolutionary fortress Tabor" was "the first time in world his
tory that a rebellious people, dreaming of a classless sOciety, started to work and 
build a new town in which from the beginning decisive power lay in the hands of 
the common people,'"ol Macek's materialism blinded him to Tabor's revolutionary 
Jewish antecedents as much as it blinded him to the influence of the Acts of the 
Apostles. Tabor may have been the first "new revolutionary fortress" on European 
soil, but this hill-top redoubt bore a striking resemblance to Masada and Bethar, 
where the Jewish.revolutionaries took their stands against another Rome. 

Like Simon bar Kokhba and his followers, the Taborites were a "holy nation" 
of ethnic nationalists who strove to drive "Romans" from their land. The leaders 
of both revolutions saw themselves as following in the footsteps of figures from 
the Old Testament-Moses, Joshua, Gideon, David. Both revolutions defeated 
the Romans initially and established a "golden age" and a "paradise on earth" 
by recourse to the sword. Their enemies saw them as rejecters of Christ or, more 
specifically, rejecters of the Cross of Christ and the political consequences which 
the Cross entailed. Both movements created a state religion and expelled those 
who would not swear allegiance to the military messiah who was to lead the "holy 
nation" in battle. Both revolutions were to serve as an alternative to the Roman 
model for all mankind, and both felt that they were inaugurating a new era of 
history, a concept which reached its fulfillment in the French Revolution, which 
denominated 1792 as the year One. 

Macek and, to some extent, Cohn, fails to see how these revolutionary branch
es are connected to theological roots. For example, the Taborites denied the ex
istence of purgatory. "They say that there will be no more purgative fire because 
when a man is poor that is his purgatory."'02 There is no purging fire in the next life 
because "when people live in poverty, that can be seen as their purifying fire." If 
the Taborite theologians could declare purgatory was on earth, why couldn't they 
say the same about heaven? This in fact is exactly what they did, claiming 

only God's elect were to remain on the earth-those who had fled to the moun
tains. And they said that the elect of God would rule in the world for a thousand 
years with Christ, viSibly and tangibly. And they preached that the elect of God 
who fled to the mountains would themselves possess all the goods of the de
stroyed evil ones and rule freely over all their estates and villages. And they say, 
"you will have such an abundance of everything that silver, gold, and money will 
only be a nuisance to yoU.'''03 

The failed predictions of February 1420 didn't change matters. They simply 
substituted the human will for God as the agency which would bring about heaven 
on earth. To bring about heaven on earth, the Taborites had to eradicate sin. The 
eradication of sin became the rationale for revolutionary violence derived directly 
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from Old Testament. Taboritism was an extreme form of Zionism, with the Bohe
mian people in the role of the new Israelites. "Every place that your foot strikes," 
the Taborite priests told the uprooted masses in Tabor to usher in the millennium, 
"is yours and will remain yours."'04 The passage is from Deuteronomy 11:24, which 
indicates once again that the Taborites were the new Israel, "an army sent by God 
through the whole world to remove all scandals from the kingdom of Christ, 
which is the Church Militant, and to expel the evil ones from the midst of the just, 
and to take vengeance and visit affliction on the nations of the enemies of the Law 
of Christ and against their cities, villages and fortified places.",o5 

The Taborite priest John Capek, who wrote sermons "more full of blood than 
a fish pond is of water," went out of his way to incite the mob to bloodshed. Capek 
developed the idea of the time of vengeance. He specified the kinds of violence to 
be done to the enemy "according to the will of the Holy Spirit" and insisted on ab
solute, universal killing and destruction outside the congregations of the elect: all 
sinners were to be killed, all buildings were to be destroyed, every last physical en
tity of the old world had to be wiped from existence. Since the only way to destroy 
nonmaterial institutions was to kill the people in them, "all people in high ranks 
were to be brought down, chopped down like pieces of wood." The violence was 
religious, orgiastic, ritualistic, and practical; its purpose was to purge the world 
in preparation for the "consummation of the age," and its sanction lay in the new 
situation created by Christ's secret coming, which had annihilated all traditional 
guides to behavior.'o6 

The Millennium would usher in not the fulfillment of Christianity but its 
abolition. The Taborite priests talked of how the Elect will rule the earth. "All 
kings, princes and prelates of the church will cease to be,",o7 which is logical if 
God's soldiers have abolished sin on earth. Without sin, there would be no need 
of princes to wield the sword in earthly rule. The irony was that the revolution
ary priests were going to bring this about by wielding the sword themselves, but 
ironies were lost on them: 

"The Elect ... will be brought back to the state of innocence of Adam in Para
dise, like Enoch and Elijah and they would be without any hunger or thirst, or 
any other spiritual or physical pain. And in holy marriage and with immaculate 
marriage-bed they will carnally generate sons and grandchildren here on earth 
and on the mountains, without pain or trouble and without any original sin. 
Then there will be no need for baptism by water because they will be baptized in 
the Holy Spirit, nor will there be the tangible sacrament of the Holy Eucharist, 
because they will be fed in a new angelic mode-not in the memory of Christ's 
passion, but of his victory .... In this renovated kingdom there well be no sin, no 
scandal, no abomination, no falsehood, but all will be the chosen sons of god, 
and all the suffering of Christ and of his lambs will cease ... Women will give 
birth to their children without pain and without original sin, ... and children 
born in the kingdom, if they are of the kingdom, will never die, because death 
will no longer be. loB 
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The references to women giving birth without pain gave the conservative wing 
of the Hussite movement pause. "If women give birth without pain," John Pribram 
wrote in Contra Articulous Picardorum, taking their thought to its logical conclu
sion, "then also without sin, for all pain is from sin; thus original sin will cease and 
so will baptism, and, consequently Christianity.",o9 The new system-"a peculiar 
system of interpreting the New Law by the Old, and vice versa, so as to generate a 
third body of wisdom" -was not Christian. It was decidedly anti-Christian. Mar
tin Huska and other Taborite priests learned this system from "Wenceslas, the 
tavern keeper in Prague."lIo 

And why not? Prague had already become a magnet for heretics and Jews 
from all over Europe. In 1418, according to Lawrence of Brezova, a group of forty 
"Picardi," with their wives and children, came to Prague saying they had been 
expelled by their prelates 'because of the Law of God," and "they had heard that 
Bohemia offered the greatest freedom for the evangelical truth."111 By spring, 1420, 

the revolutionaries had taken over Tabor. Under the leadership of Martin Huska, 
who was eventually expelled and then hunted down and martyred for his beliefs, 
the Taborites morphed into the Adamites, who decided they could bring about 
heaven on earth by shedding their clothes and engaging in indiscriminate sexual 
activity, when they were not pillaging neighboring villages and murdering anyone 
who opposed them. Adamitism took the idea "man can attain the same perfec
tion of beatitude in the present as he will obtain in the blessed life to come"112 
to its logical conclusion, at least according to the logic of carnal minds. Heaven 
on earth became a function of pure will, disconnected from reason. Zizka would 
deal with the Adamites militarily, but it's hard to see how he could argue with 
their premises. To have heaven on earth, we must first have total war; that premise 
stretched from Simon bar Kokhba to Trotsky and the Neoconservatives. It had 
nothing to do with Waldensian pacifism. That premise provided the justification 
for each of the Taborite sects, even when fighting among themselves over how to 
bring heaven on earth into being. 

Fortunately for the Hussites, Sigismund would unite them in spite of them
selves and their theological differences. The conservative Hussite wing in Prague 
was always trying to find a modus vivendi with the King of the Romans, and 
Sigismund, through his brutality and blundering, constantly drove them back 
into the arms of the Taborite radicals. When Zizka was working out details of 
the evacuation of Pilsen, John Krasa, a Prague merchant, foolishly espoused the 
cause of the chalice while on a business trip to Breslau, later Wroclaw, one of Si
gismund's strongholds. Krasa was accused of heresy, refused to recant, and was 
burned at the stake in the public square. Two days after Krasa's death, a bull an
nouncing a crusade against the Wycliffites, the Hussites, and other heretics was 
proclaimed in Wroclaw. Sigismund's treatment of Krasa awakened memories of 
how the Council of Constance had dealt with Huss and Jerome of Prague. His 
treatment of Krasa drove the conservative Hussites into the arms of the Taborite 
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radicals just when the conservatives were coming to see how radical their agenda 
was and how incompatible it was with Christian tradition. The crusading army 
was to be convened in a German city and made up of troops largely from German
speaking lands; all Czechs, not just the radical Taborites, must have viewed it with 
horror. The bull was aimed at all Czechs, and as its first consequence, it forced 
them to overcome their differences. Sigismund evidently was not conversant with 
the tactic of divide and conquer. He could have granted liturgical concessions to 
the Prague conservatives and then proceeded militarily against the revolutionar
ies, but his mind did not make subtle distinctions. Instead, he vowed to proceed 
against "all of those who took communion in the two kinds," thereby uniting the 
Czech nation against him. 

His policy also drove the uncommitted and those who had expressed reserva
tion about the Taborite agenda into the hands of the radicals. Once reconciliation 
was ruled out, those who had no other place to go swelled the ranks of the radicals. 
About the time ofKrasa's execution, John Zelivsky, the man who orchestrated the 
defenestration, emerged as the de facto ruler of Prague. Zelivsky had identified 
Sigismund with the Red Dragon of Revelations, and Sigismund's actions appeared 
to prove that Zelivsky was a prophet. 

Soon a common spirit of solidarity and defiance united Prague. On April 3, 
Zelivsky convoked a meeting at the city hall of the Old Town in Prague; everyone 
in attendance swore a solemn oath to defend their religion and their country. Five 
days later, Praguers began digging a moat between the city and the royalist for
tress ofVysehrad south of town. The whole town mobilized for digging the trench, 
including-and this is the first time the Hussites are mentioned in open alliance 
with them-the Jews. On April 8, 1420, the Jews worked side by side with the Hus
sites in digging the trench opposite Vysehrad Castle, and both sang hymns com
posed by Rabbi Avigdor ben Isaac Kara as they worked. Open ecumenical collabo
ration of this sort was unprecedented. Another version of the same story explains 
the communal singing not as an expression of solidarity but as a Jewish attempt to 
proselytize Hussites. Ruth Gladstein claims the Jews sang Kara's songs in Yiddish 
hoping that the Czechs, who were already familiar with German, might under
stand the lyrics and convert to Judaism."3 "Jew, Christian, Arab! Understand!" 
they sang, "God has no form that can be seen." The Jews were emboldened because 
they felt the Hussites were on their way to becoming Jews anyway and needed only 
a subtle nudge to take the final step. 

The Catholics quickly used this collaboration to discredit the Hussites. The 
Catholics had always claimed that the Hussites were involved in a conspiracy with 
the Jews. Now they had proof. Gladstein says "the Jews of Bavaria were accused of 
the same crime," i.e, of collaborating with the Hussites."4 As a result, the crusad
ing armies attacked them as well. In discussing "the alleged collaboration of Jews 
with Hussites and the so-called Judaizing elements in Hussitism," Gladstein cites 
Rabbi Newman, who claims Huss was on friendly terms with Jewish teachers in 
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Prague, that the Vienna Theological Faculty accused the Hussites of collaborating 
with the Jews, and that Jews of Bavaria secretly supplied the Hussites with money 
and arms."S Any attempts to portray the Jews as neutrals are dismissed out of 
hand by Newman as "not ... likely.""6 St. John of Capistrano, in Wroclaw at the end 
of the 15th Century, leveled the same accusation: the Hussites had joined with the 
Jews in a war against the pope and Christendom, a contention Newman supports. 
Newman also says the Jews influenced the Adamites. Jewish influence pervaded 
the Hussite movement, according to Newman. "From its inception," virtually the 
entire spectrum of the Hussite movement "bore marks of Jewish, and particu
larly Old Testament influences.""7 Graetz says the same thing: "Catholics accused 
Jews of secretly supplying the Hussites with money and arms; and in the Bavarian 
towns near the Boehmerwald, they persecuted them unmercifully as friends and 
allies of the heretics. The Dominicans ... included the Jews in their fiery pulpit 
denunciations of the Hussites."118 

By May, 1420, as the imperial crusade marched from Wroclaw to Prague, the 
Jewish/Hussite collaboration had become intolerable to Catholic princes. React
ing to accusations of such collaboration, Albert, Archduke of Austria, ordered all 
the Jews in his realm thrown into prison on May 23. In March, 1421, Albert had 
some Jews burned at the stake and the rest expelled from Austria. Conversion was 
also an option, but, as Graetz says, "the converts proved no gain to the church. The 
majority seized the first opportunity of emigrating and relapsing into Judaism."" 9 

Those who converted to save their skins then "bent their steps to Bohemia, ren
dered tolerant by the Hussite schism," swelling the revolutionary movement 
there.1>O This came as no surprise. The Church had been alleging a Jewish/Hussite 
conspiracy ever since Huss had been burned at the stake. Catholic crusaders were 
reported as attacking Jews, "and only them," as they marched to Bohemia in 1419 
as part of the anti-Hussite crusade. The attacks were so violent that "the Maha
ril, the leader of Central European Jewry, found it necessary to order every Jew, 
men and women alike, to observe a severe and long fast."121 The illustrious rabbi 
of Mainz, Jacob ben Moses Moelin Halevi, known as the Maharil, renewed his 
call for fasting and prayer that victory might be granted to the Hussite armies in 
September 1421, when Zizka faced the imperial army at Saatz. Apparently God 
granted their prayers; Zizka triumphed, and the crusaders who threatened to wipe 
the Jewish people from the earth instead begged for bread at their doors. 

Gladstein claims the Jews were deeply impressed by "a drastic change in the 
Hussites' religious behavior,"'21 implicitly corroborating the charge levelled by 
the Catholics that the Jews supported the insurrection. Rabbi Avigdor Kara, who 
grew up in Prague and authored the hymns the Jews sang with the Hussites in the 
trenches outside Vysehrad, felt the Hussites were on the verge of becoming Jews. 
It was not an idea to be taken lightly, because any Jew who held these views risked 
his life, but the Jews too were caught up in the millennialist fever. The idea that the 
Hussites were becoming Jews was so fraught with danger, that "no Jew would have 
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imagined such a thing as the conversion of the Hussites, let alone written about 
it, unless he thought that the exile was ending and the footsteps of the Messiah 
would soon be heard. So we can assume that Avigdor Kara believed that the days 
of the Messiah were imminent."123 

The Jews felt the Hussites were ripe for conversion because, according to Jew
ish sources, King Wenceslas and John Huss had converted secretly to Judaism 
under Rabbi Avigdo Kara himself. According to the anonymous Jewish chroni
cler, King Wenceslas liked Kara and spoke with him often. Kara exploited this by 
subverting the King's faith, wearing him down "until the King acknowledged that 
that man's [in Hebrew writing "that man" refers to Jesus Christ] faith was false. 
After the King's death, there appeared a priest called Huss 'who attracted all the 
townsfolk and taught them the true unity-Israel's faith."'124 

King Wenceslas died four years after Huss, not before Huss as the chronicler 
alleges. So the anonymous Jewish chronicler's claim may be a fantasy based on a 
priori assumptions, most notably the fact that Jews didn't think that the goyim 
were intelligent enough to come up with the judaizing Hussite creed on their own. 
Gladstein says precisely that but rescues the credibility of the anonymous Jew
ish chronicler by claiming that while he was inaccurate with particular dates, he 
did describe "two stages in the rise of the movement: 1) the King renounces his 
belief in Jesus: 2) Huss teaches the essential principles of Judaism to the people of 
Prague and they destroy images, burn statues and kill priests. After that it says: 
'and most of the people in that country (Bohemia) set themselves to dissolve that 
man's faith."'125 The Viennese Hebrew MS describes the burning of Huss at the 
stake as "Kiddush hashem" or "Sanctification of the Divine name," constituting 
"further proof that the Jews considered the Hussites Jews; for the expression 'sanc
tification of the divine name' is applied only to the martyrdom of Jews."126 In the 
same manuscript, Catholic countries are referred as "Edom." This epithet is tradi
tionally applied to enemies of the Jews, but here it denotes enemies of the Hussites, 
another indication the Jews considered the Hussites, if not one of their own, then 
at least on the way. In an era of Messianic expectation for the Jews and millennial
ist and Adventist expectation for the Hussites, the two groups were clearly linked 
in what was about to happen. When the Hussites threatened to burn Nuremberg 
to the ground, the German natives imposed a tax on the Jews to buy off the Czech 
invaders. The Jewish commentator claims "When the Hussites had no leader, they 
dropped their ideas and most of them relapsed. [But] on one mountain called Ta
bor, there are still Hussites who do not believe in 'that man.""'7 

The full extent of the collaboration between the Hussites and the Jews, and 
the extent to which the Hussite judaizing meant an actual conversion to Juda
ism, remain objects of debate. Ben Sasson, a Jerusalem historian, indicates Hussite 
conversion to Judaism was largely wish fulfillment fueled by millennialist expec
tations: "Objection to the complex of images, altars, crosses, priests was so strong 
in the soul of the Jews, and they longed so much to see the fulfillment of their 
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hope that there would be a movement from Christianity toward Judaism, that 
they painted reality with the colors of their hearts' desires and began to discern, 
in what was happening, certain elements of the disappearance of that complex 
and the fulfillment of the messianic hope."l>8 The Hussites, like the Puritans 120 

year later, hoped the Jews would convert, and probably Hussites and Jews took the 
conversion of the other group as a sign that the millennium was about to begin. 
Gladstein claims that one ofKara's poems was set to the tune of the Hussite battle 
song, "Ye Warriors of God." The Jews probably hoped that the song would scare 
off the crusaders when they sang it, as it had done more than once when Hussites 
sang it. There was no "better sign of the Jews' sympathy for the Hussites than 
the apparent adoption of their most representative tune."l>9 Similarly, the Hussites 
found encouragement for their iconoclasm from the Jews who sang 

The mystery of faith is nowhere found 
Except among the Hebrews, 
Forbidden altars shall lie upon the ground.'30 

On May lor 2, 1420 King Sigismund's army started slowly but inexorably to
ward Prague. Sigismund demanded unconditional surrender. Since the fate ofJan 
Krasa was fresh in their minds, the Hussites and a large number of Bohemians felt 
they had no choice but to unite with groups whose theology they found repugnant 
to keep Bohemia from being overrun by marauding German troops. And so the 
inhabitants of Prague, no matter what their political or religious views, prepared 
the town for a siege. "Wherever there had been one chain before to barricade the 
streets, they put two, and they locked themselves up against the King."'3' 

On May 16, the Praguers sent an urgent call for assistance to Zizka, who un
derstanding the tactical advantage of rapid troop deployment, responded without 
delay. Between 50 and 60 miles separated Zizka's 9,000 men from Prague when 
he got the call for help. According to the standards of medieval warfare, it should 
have taken him at least four days to march to Prague, but he left on May 18 and 
was in Benesov, half way to Prague, one day later. He arrived in Prague on May 20, 

even though he had to fight at Porici on the way. 
His arrival was met by general jubilation among the inhabitants of Prague, 

who arranged banquets in honor of their rescuers. Their joy changed to consterna
tion when the Taborite rustics, most of whom had never seen a city as luxurious 
as Prague, repaid their hosts by engaging in iconoclasm and even went so far as 
to attempt to'cut off the beards and mustaches of the natives. The town had al
ready undergone a Taborite purge of "public mortal sins." Notorious brothels had 
already been converted to more edifying use, and Zelivsky and his followers had 
conducted house to house searches, asking each household to make a choice be
tween utraquism and leaving town, something that must have made the reaction 
of the Taborite rustics that much more painful. 

Once again, ethnicity was given an ideological spin. Expelling everyone who 
disagreed, including the wives and children of Germans who had already left, 
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ensured "there would be no traitors at work in the city," but, more importantly, it 
pushed the Hussite movement in an irrevocably revolutionary direction.'3' Revo
lutionaries would take over the movement, something most Praguers must have 
viewed with consternation, when, for example, the women who had come from 
Tabor burned the monastery of St. Catherine in the New Town to the ground after 
evicting the nuns. It also ensured a bloody reaction since it established the prin
ciple that the most radical faction got to decide policy. The Hussites established 
that principle as normative by deducing it from their reading of the Old Testa
ment. The ideologically chosen ethnic group was an idea that would wreak havoc 
in Europe for the next 600 years and in Israel and the Middle East after that. 

Zizka had more pressing concerns. First he had to neutralize Vysehrad, the 
royalist stronghold south of town, so he ordered the moat dug deeper and wider. 
Once again Jews, women, priests, and boys too young to bear arms were put too 
work. By the time King Sigismund's armies arrived on June 12, Zizka had been 
at work for three weeks, digging fortifications outside the city and stretching 
chains and other impediments across the streets inside the town walls. Zizka was 
at a major disadvantage because large royalist fortresses blocked the western and 
southern approaches to the city. He also suffered a major setback when Sigismund 
replenished Hradcany on the west bank of the Vltava. That entire bank was oc
cupied by imperial troops, who were close enough to shout insults and provoca
tions at the natives. "Ha, Hal Huss, Hussl Heretic, Heretic," the imperial forces 
shouted across the river, and, to show it was not merely good-natured ribbing, any 
Czechs who fell into their hands were immediately burnt as heretics. Lawrence of 
Brezova claims Sigismund had 150,000 troop under arms "of many different na
tions, tribes, and tongues.'33 Even if Sigismund had half that number of troops, he 
still had a four or five to one advantage over Zizka. 

Sigismund's strategy was rational. Since he already controlled the southern 
and western approaches to the city, all he had to do was block access to the farms 
of the Elbe valley to the north, and the city would starve to death in days. That 
meant occupying the Vitkov Hill on the old town side of the river. Zizka under
stood the importance of the hill too and had two wooden forts built on its summit. 
On July 14,1420 Sigismund's armies crossed the Vltava and started up the gradual 
northeast slope ofVitkov Hill, putting heavy pressure on the badly outnumbered 
defenders. Once again, the Hussites were aided by their choice of terrain. The nar
row ridge they had to defend magnified the power of the defenders, neutralizing 
both the numbers and the cavalry of the attacking army and allowing time for 
reinforcement. 

Zizka, who was in the town when the attack started, quickly ordered a counter
attack. A priest holding a monstrance led the archers, who were followed by peas
ant soldiers wielding flails and pikes, all singing a Hussite battle song. Lawrence of 
Brezova claims it was the sight of the body of Christ in the monstrance that routed 
the Hussites' enemies. The author of the Magdeburger Schoeppenchronik claimed 
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that the Taborites had miraculous powers because the Bohemians worshipped the 
devil, whom the Germans had seen fighting alongside the Czech soldiers.'34 

Terror spread through the ranks of the numerically superior royalist army, 
and they fled back across the river in panic. The victory seemed doubly miracu
lous because the royalists had suffered relatively few casualties and yet were re
luctant to renew the attack. There was no adequate military explanation for why 
Sigismund failed to renew his assault. Since he was still in possession ofHradcany, 
which towered over the town, he could have bombarded Prague, but he couldn't 
bring himself to destroy a city he loved. 

During the siege of Prague the Four Articles were formulated in their final 
form. All faithful Bohemians were called to 1) communicate under both species, 2) 
promote free preaching, 3) force priests to give up pomp and avarice and worldly 
ambition and 4) bring about a cessation of all public mortal sins. The symbol of 
the Hussite Revolution was the chalice. Hussite soldiers wore the emblem of the 
chalice on their clothing, and royalist forces carried banners portraying a goose 
(Huss is the Czech word for goose) drinking from a chalice. The Chalice was both 
a liturgical issue and an eschatological symbol. "For the Hussites, to drink the 
blood of God was a sign of the reality of the present age passing away into a grand 
apocalyptic finale. The cup Signaled this fait acocmpli.. .. the chalice in particular 
heralded the arrival of the eschaton in the midst of the present age."135 No one, how
ever, seems to have made the connection between the chalice which held Christ's 
blood during celebration of the Mass and the bloodthirsty priests who took it as 
their symbol. But the connection is there: "the true soldiers of Jesus Christ-'the 
warriors of God'-must ever and again drink the blood of God so that they can 
engage in the battle against Antichrist."I36 

Once Sigismund condemned his huge army to a summer of inactivity, natural 
forces ensured its dissolution. Rotting corpses lay around the Imperial camp un
buried in the summer heat insuring the spread of disease. On July 22, 16 German 
prisoners captured in the failed attack on Vitkov, now renamed Zizkov in honor of 
the general who saved it, were burned at the stake in view of the German troops, 
thus lowering morale even further. The same chronicler who said the Taborites 
worshipped the devil called the crusade a "truly hateful campaign, for whomever 
was taken prisoner on either side for him there was no other outcome but the in
humanly bitter death."I37 Finally, the Bohemian Lords crowned Sigismund King of 
Bohemia at St. Vitus Cathedral in the Hradcany fortress on July 28 and persuaded 
him that, with his goal accomplished, he could send the German troops home. 

On August 10, 1420, a Taborite mob led by Wenceslas Koranda celebrated the 
lifting of the Siege by sacking the great Cistercian monastery at Zbraslav, one of 
the most famous and most beautiful buildings in the country, burning it to the 
ground. The monastery had no military Significance. The siege of Prague was over. 
On finding the monastery deserted and undefended, the Taborite mob discovered 
wine the monks had left behind. After getting drunk in the wine cellar, the mob 
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broke into the royal tomb, disinterred the corpse of King Wenceslas, put a crown 
of straw on his head, and, after placing him on the altar, poured wine over him, 
bellowing in drunken mockery that if the king were still alive he would be drink
ing with them. 

The mob then lurched unsteadily back to Prague, where drunken Hussite 
priests led the mob in an attack against the royalist fortress ofVysehrad. The at
tack ended in disaster for the drunken Hussites, but even more disastrous was the 
effect on the morale of the citizens of Prague, who now looked upon the Taborites 
as "a band of irresponsible, unmanageable terrorists."138 

On August 22, 1420 the Taborites abruptly left Prague. No reason was given. 
However, a few days earlier the Taborites had presented Prague with 12 demands, 
including one that specified that "under fixed penalties there not be allowed any 
drinking in taverns of any drink nor its sale on the street."139 Having their taverns 
shut down by drunken looters must have struck Praguers as unreasonable. When 
they refused to go along, the Taborites left town. Zelivsky hoped the Taborites 
would remain, but not even packing the town council with a pro-Taborite group 
of councilmen could persuade them to stay. The Taborites were determined to 
make a total break with Rome by electing their own bishop, a schismatic act that 
would ensure that the Hussites could ordain their own clergy. Once they had their 
own bishop, the Taborites would shut the mouths of the university professors by 
trumping their authority. So they withdrew from Prague and declared war on the 
Roman church by creating their own national para-church with its own bishop. 

In September, 1420, the Taborites elected Nicholas ofPelhrimov as their bish
op, confirming their independence from Rome. The illicit consecration also exac
erbated the theological conflict within Hussitism and took it one step closer to civil 
war. When Nicholas of Huss died on Christmas Eve 1420, the Hussite moderates, 
Lawrence of Brezova says, "thanked God that in His Grace he had delivered them 
from a cunning man who had used his knowledge to further not peace and love 
but disunity and hatred between the parties."'4o The Taborites, numbering around 
4,000, plunged forward with their social experiment, abolishing private property 
and the distinctions between lord and servants, and providing for the inhabitants 
from a community chest administered by radical priests, who proclaimed there 
was no salvation outside of Tabor. With communism came the idea of total war. 
The Taborite priests acted as "ideological commissars," inciting bands ofTaborite 
warriors to plunder and violence "by expounding [to them] the more bloody pas
sages of the Old Testament."141 Chiliasm and total war were indissolubly linked in 
the Taborite Utopia: heaven on earth was to be created by sword-wielding Taborite 
terrorists, guided by priests like Martin Huska. The antithesis of the sword was 
the Cross; those who chose the former did so by rejecting the latter. Messianic 
politics always exerts its greatest appeal over those in rebellion against the reign 
of the Cross on earth and the attitude toward passivity and suffering the Cross 
entails. "Martin," Peter Chelcicky says, "was not humble or at all willing to suffer 
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for Christ .... And he declared to us his belief that there will be a new Kingdom 
of the Saints on earth, and that the good will no longer suffer .... And he said, 'If 
Christians were always to have to suffer so, I would not want to be a servant of 
God.' That is what he said.''>.42 

On July 21, 1421, the Hussite moderates at the University of Prague triumphed 
over the radicals in the liturgical battle that had raged since the Taborites had 
issued their demands a year before. John Zelivsky then left Prague and his role 
there as demagogue and master of agit-prop who mobilized the masses, to try his 
hand as general in the northern Bohemian town of Most. Most was also known 
as Bruex, which indicates the large German population living there. Zelivsky laid 
siege to the town in July, damaging its walls with his siege guns. The town was 
willing to surrender, but Zelivsky was unwilling to negotiate with the largely Ger
man "Edomites" who were unworthy of anything but the sword. Zelivsky's refusal 
to negotiate was a costly mistake; the margrave of Meissen was already marching 
to lift the siege. Had Zelivsky accepted Most's terms, he could have defended Most 
from behind fortified walls. Had Zelivsky used traditional Hussite battle tactics, 
he could have engaged the German army, which was roughly the same size as his, 
at the top of a hill surrounded by trenches and battlewagons. Zelivsky, however, 
moved by his vision of himself as the Old Testament warrior, did neither. Instead, 
he met the Meissner army in an open field north of town, where the Germans 
used their superior armed cavalry to rout the Hussites, who fled in panic back to 
Prague. In a war where the outcome of each battle was a crucial test of God's favor, 
Zelivsky's defeat had devastating psychological sequelae, calling into question the 
legitimacy of the cause rather than just his competence as a general. 

Zelivsky could have benefited from Zizka's advice, but the Hussite Napoleon 
was on that day besieging the town of Rabi. That day would prove disastrous for 
Zizka too. Displeased by the siege's progress, Zizka decided to move closer to Rabi, 
within the range of the archers manning the town's walls. An archer loosed an 
arrow that struck Zizka in his right eye, blinding him completely. Zizka was im
mediately packed off to Prague for treatment, but infection set in, and Zizka's 
previously good eye was lost. Aeneas Sylvius, no friend of Zizka, editorialized: 
"Coeco populo coecus placuit ductor"; "A blind nation was happy to follow a blind 
leader,''>.43 but he also says with astonishment that Zizka's total blindness did not 
impair his abilities as a general. Zizka won his most famous battles while blind. 
"Future generations," Aeneas Sylvius adds, "will be astonished by this story rather 
than believe it.''>.44 

Fresh from presiding over one of the few Hussite defeats in the war, Zelivsky 
returned to Prague and orchestrated a political coup that made him Prague's dic
tator. If Zizka was the Hussite military genius, its Napoleon, then Zelivsky was the 
Hussite Robespierre. Zelivsky was a genius at manipulating unruly urban masses 
in town meetings and popular assemblies, and using those meetings to concen
trate power in his hands. Zelivsky then used this power to eliminate his enemies. 
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On October 20, one day after the coup, Zelivsky had Sadlo ofSmilkov arrested and 
then executed on the following evening. Zelivsky would arrest many more before 
his reign of terror ended five months later with his own death. 

Once Zelivsky was driven from power, the theological split in the Hussites 
became a geographical split too. After Zelivsky's death, the moderates controlled 
Prague, and the revolutionaries controlled Tabor, and the contest between them 
over who controlled Bohemia would become a military conflict and a civil war. 
The Taborites were determined to continue the revolution, "even if this meant 
fighting the conservative Hussites" and even if that meant "renouncing any hope 
of really regenerating-that is, revolutionizing-the SOciety of Bohemia."'45 

But the Taborites soon learned that a "revolutionary society" is a contradic
tion in terms, for they soon had to deal with a rebellion within their own ranks. 
Under the leadership of the Taborite priest Peter Kanish (or Kanis), a group of 
Taborites convinced themselves the millennium had already arrived; all that re
mained was to act accordingly. Kanish told his followers that all human impulses 
came from God and were manifestations of God; since there was no original sin, it 
was wrong to curb any sexual desire; they, as a result, were as "innocent as Adam 
and Eve in paradise,"'46 hence their name, Adamites. Salvation was a matter of 
the will following unbridled appetite, an idea which would find its fulfillment in 
the sexual revolutionary theories of Wilhelm Reich in the 20th Century. Salva
tion was at hand for those bold enough to take off their clothes. Since they had 
achieved the state of innocence promised to Adam and Eve, the Adamites had no 
need of clothes or morals and shed both, which scandalized the moderate Hus
site Lawrence of Brezova, who described them as "wandering through forests and 
hills," where "some of them fell into such insanity that men and women threw 
off their clothes and went nude, saying that clothes had been adopted because of 
the sin of the first parents, but that they were in a state of innocence. From the 
same madness they supposed that they were not sinning if one of the brethren had 
intercourse with one of the sisters, and if the woman conceived, she said she had 
conceived of the Holy Spirit."'47 

Eventually the Adamites settled on an island in the Nezarka River, from 
which they would periodically sally forth and plunder local villages and farms, 
stealing food and livestock and murdering the inhabitants. The Adamites were 
natural supernaturalists in the judaizing mode. Nicholas, a peasant who led them 
for a while, took the name Moses-Adam. Moses informed them they had "re
gained full the state of innocence which Adam and Eve had enjoyed in Paradise." 
As a result, they discarded all clothing, and "not minding heat or cold, went naked 
at all times."148 They held that God was only in themselves, just as there was no 
devil except in humans. Since "all impulses were considered good, even divine. 
The sexual desire was not to be inhibited in the least." "[I]t was a sin for the desired 
partner to refuse. All men had all women in common, marriage was prohibited, 
and they liked to engage in group dances which would end as group orgies."'49 Of 
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course, the license Moses-Adam conferred acted as a form of control, too. The 
chaste could not enter into the Kingdom of Heaven, but faithful Adamites could 
not have sex without his permission. In this, Moses-Adam predated the sexual 
liberation gurus of the 20th Century, who also attached political conditions to the 
permission slips they distributed. As if to prove that the concupiscible and iras
cible passions were closely connected, the Adamites "went out at night, surprising 
the villages in the neighborhood, taking food and pitilessly killed all inhabitants, 
men, women, children, even the babies in their cradles."'50 

The revolution reached a crisis that every subsequent revolution would also 
reach and from which none would recover. How was one to determine the limits 
of the revolutionary movement? The answer was clear. Since there was no internal 
principle of order in revolution-revolution being the antithesis of order-order 
was imposed by force from without, in this case by John Zizka and his ally Lord 
Ulrich Vavak, who hunted the Adamites down and destroyed them after a pitched 
battle in October 1421. Zizka took the surviving Adamites to Klokoty, a village in 
Sight of Tabor, and tried to convince them of their errors. Failing, he burned 50 
at the stake and sent the rest, 25 in all, to Tabor where they too were burnt at the 
stake. Only one Adamite was spared so an account of their depravities might be 
written for posterity. Zizka thus halted the leftward drift of the revolution and 
Single-handedly took control of it through the imposition of physical force. 

The Hussite conservatives in Prague felt vindicated because they saw in the 
Adamites the logical extension of Tabor, which is to say, "the subversion of all 
traditional law and order."'5' Commentators like John Pribram, trying to under
stand a movement that had passed so effortlessly from pacifism to revolutionary 
violence, began to see that revolution, although unknown previously in Europe, 
was a category of its own. Revolution had no stable content, but it did have a pre
dictable trajectory. Taborite or Adamite freedom meant freedom from order. The 
trajectory meant that "infallibly, every sort oflicense will be given to every error, 
every path hitherto closed will be opened to all perversity, and in short order the 
world will resist not the worst errors and irremediable enormities ... [until] they 
have broken up their own unity into innumerable parts ... and it would be hard to 
find among them two men who agree with each other."'5' By the time of the French 
revolution, Saturn would become the revolution's model because, like Saturn, the 
revolution always devoured its own children. By the time of the Russian revolu
tion, when the revolutionary Jew was seen as the specter haunting Europe, that 
saw would be modified to say that every revolution devoured its own Jews. 

In the aftermath of the Elizabethan coup in England, Shakespeare would 
grapple with the same phenomena in the speech Agammemnon delivers in Troi
Ius and Cressida. The speech begins, "Take but degree away, untune that string/ 
And hark what discord follows." There was a rational order to society, which got 
contradicted by revolution, which had no order but had a trajectory in which ap
petite imposed its will by force and ended up devouring itself. If the lawful order 
is turned upside down by revolution, 
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Force should be right, or rather, right and wrong 
Between whose endless jar justice resides, 
Should lose their names and so should justice too. 
Then everything includes itself in power, 
Power into will, will into appetite, 
And appetite, a universal wolf, 
So doubly seconded with will and power, 
Must make perforce a universal prey, 
And last eat up himself. 

Once the Taborites embarked on revolution, force became their arbiter; John 
Zizka would become the revolution's undisputed leader because he was a genius in 
applying the most brutal force, namely, military force. 

In December, Zizka started for Kutna Hora to battle the Imperial forces once 
more. Kutna Hora was famous for its silver mines and treasury; the Germans who 
worked in the mines were devoted supporters of Sigismund and equally fervent in 
their hatred of the Hussites. The Germans took revenge on captured Hussites by 
throwing them down an abandoned mineshaft, which with mordant irony they 
named Tabor. When Zizka arrived at Kutna Hora, the town promptly surren
dered, providing access to rich silver mines and solving the Hussites' money prob
lems. Zizka rejoiced too soon. Sigismund's Hungarian mercenaries marched on 
Kutna Hora, burning Czech villages along the way, raping and mutilating anyone 
unfortunate enough to get in their way. When they came within artillery range 
of Zizka's troops, the perfidious Germans seized the city and began slaughtering 
the Czechs Zizka had left there to guard his back and to provide refuge if need be. 
On the night of December 21, Zizka was completely surrounded and, from any 
realistic military assessment, doomed. 

More accurately, any other general would have considered himself doomed. 
Without waiting for morning, Zizka organized one of the most daring and in
novative counteroffensives in the history of warfare. Relying on the battlewagons 
that had saved him so often in the past, he turned them into offensive weapons
the first time that wagons were used that way in warfare. Part of his genius lay in 
putting mobile artillery to use offensively, before that time it had only been used 
as stationary Siege guns. Creating the 15th Century equivalent of the tank, Zizka 
broke out of the pocket into which Sigismund's troops had driven him. "They 
marched forward," Lawrence of Brezova says, describing Zizka's daring move, 
"and by shooting at the enemy with their guns they drove the King with his whole 
army from the positions they had held."'!3 By morning, Zizka had escaped certain 
defeat again. Zizka, under the pressure of direst necessity, had invented field artil
lery as an offensive weapon, an invention that would affect warfare for centuries. 

A little over three months after that battle, the radical wing of the Hussite 
movement in Prague collapsed when Zelivsky, the Bohemian Robespierre, was 
lured to a meeting and assassinated by Hussite moderates on March 9, 1422. Ja
cobellus of Stribro presided over the execution of Zelivsky and nine of his lieu-
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tenants. Jacobellus was appalled at Zelivsky's constant demagoguery and subver
sion. Zelivsky's death set off a riot in Prague. The body of Taborite revolutionaries 
writhed in pain like a snake without a head, but the man who could control the 
mob and put their anger to political use was gone. For the first time in the Hussite 
revolution, a pogrom broke out. A mob from the New Town attacked the ghetto, 
causing considerable damage. Either the conservatives attacked the Jews because 
they collaborated with the judaizing Zelivsky faction, or, more probably, the Ze
livsky faction attacked the Jews because they felt the Jews had switched sides and 
collaborated in his murder. Either way, the revolution died in Prague when Ze
livsky died. "And from this time the Praguers and the Taborites began fighting 
one another."'54 

Tabor was now a theocracy led by military priests who saw themselves as the 
successors of Joshua, David, and other Old Testament warriors, fighting at the 
head of a "holy nation" for a sacred cause. By the time Tabor separated irrevoca
bly from Prague, the clergy had taken over all functions of government, an irony 
the opponents of monasticism overlooked in their revolutionary fervor. John Ca
pek, the radical priest whose writings were "filled more with blood than a pond 
with water,"'55 was a good example of the judaizing clergy. In his Tractatus contra 
articulos errores picardorum, John Pribram compiled 76 errors that, in his view, 
characterized the bloodthirsty priests who governed Tabor. Article 31 claimed the 
Taborite clergy "condemned all who failed to use the swords in shedding the blood 
... of the enemies of Christ."'56 Article 32 said the Taborite clergy claimed "that all 
priests of Christ may lawfully kill sinners," a position which, Fudge notes, "went 
well beyond Zizka's position which forbade priests to engage in battle."'57 Priests in 
Zizka's army were to carry the monstrance into battle, not to wield the sword, but 
Tabor went far beyond that. Whereas Zelivsky had driven everyone who would 
not accept the four articles out of town on the eve of the battle of Vitkov Hill, 
the Taborites, according to Pribram's indictment, decreed "those who steadfastly 
refused to assist in this holy battle were deemed members of the satanic host and 
were to be slain."'58 Capek "called for the physical and material destruction of all 
persons refusing to assist in this great task."'59 Pribram and the Prague Hussites 
were understandably appalled by the fanaticism of the Taborites, who were now 
a greater threat to Bohemia than the "Romans." According to Pribram, reform 
in Bohemia "can only be achieved if those who are infected with errors or who 
defend heresies denounce them and reconcile themselves to the Church, not, how
ever, if they oppose the Church and even rebel against their kind and natural lord, 
thus adding to the infamy of heresy the crime and infamy oflese majesty.'''60 

Pribram's objections were based on theory and practice. The ranting of the 
bloodthirsty Taborite priests had practical consequences. When Ferdinand, 
Bishop of Lucena, arrived in Bohemia, he saw "with his own eyes what otherwise 
he would have hardly believed: burned monasteries, mutilated images of saints, 
the expulSion and even the murder of priests and monks-with the result that in 
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many churches divine service had been restricted, in some had totally ceased. ">61 
Taborite iconoclasts had devastated the entire country, but Prague suffered the 
most because it had the most to lose. On August 6, 1423, a Taborite mob burned 
one of the country's most beautiful monasteries to the ground, that of the Kings 
of the Cross on the Zderaz in the New Town. The Taborite mob looked upon the 
elaborate vestments, altars, and sacred vessels of gold and silver as Babylon, but 
the Praguers saw them as their own cultural patrimony. Praguers didn't want that 
patrimony destroyed by rustic barbarians from the south. When the iconoclasm 
threatened to spread from the New Town to the Old, Praguers intervened. When 
word spread that the monastery ofSt. James was going to be sacked and burned by 
the Taborites, the butchers of Old Town formed a human wall around the building 
and saved it. 

The papal legate astutely understood the tension between Prague and Tabor 
and cleverly played the conservatives off against the radicals, claiming he was 
"amazed" that the people of Prague, "who glory in the feeling of being the zeal
ous followers of the Law of God and who are ready to stand with it and, if need 
be, die for it, have received within your defense the enemies of God, or that you 
can possibly expect any help from such people."16. The legate went through the 
Four Articles one by one, giving them an orthodox interpretation that widened 
the gulf between Prague and Tabor. Commenting on the second article, which 
demanded "freedom of preaching," the legate said, "If it means that any person 
can freely preach, and preach as he pleases, then it is not in order, especially not 
if the preaching is directed against the doctrines of the Church."163 The Praguers 
were coming to the same conclusion after seeing where unrestrained preaching 
led. Commenting on the Third Article, which complained about the riches of the 
Church, the legate said, "it seems that your desire is rather to acquire their prop
erty than to establish the example of a pure life.'''64 If Sigismund and the Council 
of Constance had proceeded like that, much bloodshed would have been avoided. 
As we have seen, the Hussite revolt had a trajectory but no internal principle of 
order. As a result, "Hussite unity tended to weaken whenever the pressure from 
outside relented.'''65 Eventually the Church split Prague from Tabor when it per
suaded the Hussite moderates to accept the Basel Compactata: The Church was 
willing to grant the Hussites the Chalice if the Hussites were willing to turn away 
from revolution. Fudge claims "the Hussite ranks had successfully been divided 
by counciliar diplomacy," masterminded by Juan Palomar,166 but the Praguers 
weren't tricked. They had learned in the expensive school of experience how de
structive revolutions were. 

By August 1423, the theological discussions between Prague and Tabor had 
ceased, and open warfare took their place. One month earlier, Zizka had issued 
his famous military rule, differentiating his position from that of the bloodthirsty 
Tabor Priests. He then moved his base of operations from Tabor to a town more 
congenial to his views. In August of 1423, Zizka led his army against the Praguers 
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in the battle ofStrachuv Dvur. Each army approached the other with a priest hold
ing the monstrance, a practice the judaizing Hussites referred to as carrying the 
ark. It was the first time ark fought ark;·67 Zizka was furious at having his own 
psychological warfare techniques used against him. There could not be two Is
raelite armies carrying two separate arks, so Zizka resolved theological conflict 
once again by brute force. Zizka was appalled that a priest could "dare to lead 
his troops under the sacred symbol of the Body of Christ, against him Zizka, the 
selected instrument of God's will and the true Servant of His Law."·68 He was so 
appalled that "full of flaming indignation," he "let his battle club fall on the man's 
skull," showing "Zizka the man in his uninhibited fanaticism and his fierce self
righteousness, doubly blind when a sudden rage darkened his mind .... 69 Zizka had 
worked with revolutionary priests, but he never really got along with them. He 
had conflicts with Wenceslas Koranda and John Zelivsky. His frustration finally 
found an outlet in killing one who had the effrontery to question his spiritual au
thority by carrying an ark into battle against him. 

Once the opposing ark of Prague appeared to deprive Zizka of the last shred 
of theological legitimacy, there was little to distinguish his activities from mere 
"revolutionary banditry."'7o When Zizka died of the plague in October 1424, Ae
neas Sylvius said of him "only death defeated the undefeated .... 71 In the five years 
that he led the Hussite army, Zizka never lost a battle even though he was blind 
in one eye when he began his career as the general of the Hussites at 60 years old 
and blind in both eyes when that career ended undefeated with his death. Zizka 
single-handedly put an end to medieval warfare. Because of Zizka, Czech words 
like "pistol" and "howitzer" entered the military lexicon. Zizka was also a mas
ter fortress-builder. It was he who designed the hill-top redoubt on a peninsula 
formed by the Luznice River and the Tismenice Creek known as Tabor, and it was 
he who turned it into something that was literally impregnable. And he did all this 
in the midst of unprecedented political and religious turmoil. 

Legend says his followers made a drum out of his skin and beat the drum 
whenever they went into battle. Like Cromwell, the historical figure who most 
closely resembled him, Zizka found no lasting resting place. In 1622, the Hab
sburgs dug up Zizka's remains and buried them under the gallows in Caslav, a fate 
Cromwell's headless corpse shared 40 years later, when the supporters of Charles 
II hanged his corpse at Tyburn. As with Cromwell, historians are divided in as
sessing Zizka's legacy. V. V. Tomek claims Zizka was "almost a conservative at 
heart and a revolutionary only in his rebellion against Sigismund; in short what 
might be called the George Washington of the Czech revolution .... 7• Josef Pekar, 
though, calls Zizka 

A rabid revolutionary, ever driven by his religious fanaticism, rarely accessible 
to the voice of reason or of constructive patriotism, personally bloodthirsty and 
vindictive and on occasion deceitful, even treacherous .... Zizka ... is essentially a 
destructive force, his role in Bohemian history was predominantly damaging.'73 
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For ten years after Zizka's death, the only armies that could defeat his troops, 
who now called themselves "orphans," were other Hussite troops who had learned 
the art of war from him too. His soldiers continued to fight; as the heirs of mes
sianic politics they had no choice and as peasants who had abandoned their homes 
and fields, they had no other way of making a living. Soon the army attracted free
booters, who used the sanction of holy war as an excuse to live by pillaging their 
neighbors. The more the Orphans succeeded, the more freebooters they attracted; 
lust for gain replaced religious fervor as the prime motivation. But by then, their 
reputation as the scourge of God preceded them. By August 1431, the Hussites 
struck terror into their foes simply by singing battle songs and rolling wagons to 
the front. 

Ironically, but not unsurprisingly, a priest succeeded Zizka at the head of the 
revolutionary Hussite army. During the last seven years of the Hussite revolu
tion, from 1426 to 1434, Zizka's successor was the priest Prokop the Bald. Under 
Prokop, the Hussite revolution fulfilled its messianic destiny by taking the true 
gospel as espoused by the Holy Nation of Bohemia to the rest of the world. Prokop 
the Bold led the Hussite armies to conquer other lands, something Zizka never 
did. Hussite armies, using Zizka's innovations, were invincible, and they fought 
to the Baltic and back without a defeat. Each campaign was accompanied by psy
chological warfare that spread Hussite pamphlets across Europe, an amazing feat 
before the printing press. From Poland to Spain, from Italy to England, Hussite 
troops spread the idea of revolution as Napoleon's troops would 400 years later. In 
the minds of the vulgar, winning a battle was the best theological argument pos
sible. Zizka's army thus gave Hussite revolutionary ideas a credibility they could 
not have earned on their merits. 

Prokop may have led Hussite armies abroad, but he was no Zizka. Dispensing 
himself from the vow of celibacy, Prokop married. He also allowed himself to be 
lured from Zizka's military principles. At the battle of Lipany in 1434, Prokop's 
troops were lured out of their battlewagons, whereupon the calvary promptly 
slaughtered them in the open field. Aeneas Sylvius had the last word on Prokop 
too. Like his mentor Zizka, Prokop died at Lipany "wearied with conquering, 
rather than conquered himself."174 A little over two years later, the moderate Hus
sites signed the Basel Compactata ending their participation in the revolution. 
Roman diplomacy had succeeded where Sigismund's arms had failed. On Sep
tember 7,1437, the last pocket of Taborite resistance collapsed when the castle Sion 
near Kutna Hora fell and John Rohac of Duba was captured. Rohac was taken to 
Prague, tortured, and then hanged by a gold chain from the topmost rung of a 
three story gallows. More than 50 of his co-conspirators were hanged from the 
lower rungs. The hapless Sigismund, who lived long enough to seen his enemies 
defeated and Prague returned to him as its king, had little time to savor his vic
tory. Sigismund's leg soon became inflamed with the "fire ofhell,"'75 in the words 
of one chronicler. His leg was amputated one piece at a time, but he could find no 
relief from the fire of hell and died shortly after Rohac. 
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Their deaths marked the end of the Hussite rebellion, but not the end of revo
lution in Europe. By the time the revolution burned itself out in Bohemia, toxins 
carried like smoke by its armies had contaminated large sections of central Europe. 
The Hussite Revolution was a watershed. It was fundamentally unlike the peasant 
revolts of the 14th Century, but very similar to the revolts that would follow. Hey
mann calls it "the first in the great chain of European revolutions which helped to 
shape the character of modern, Western society .... 76 The Hussite Revolution, like 
"the Dutch Revolution, the Puritan Revolution in England, the American Revolu
tion and the Great French Revolutions," was "successful" because it "involved the 
whole of sOciety" and in its wake left "a profoundly changed society."177 Like the 
English revolution of the 16th Century, the Hussite revolution took land from the 
church and gave it to the nobles, increasing their power at the expense of the peas
ants, who now started towards their destiny as an impoverished proletariat. "The 
Hussite wars," Heymann continues, "thus can be regarded as the beginning of the 
long process of the secularization ofland which went on, in varying forms almost 
all over Europe until the French Revolution and the Napoleonic wars in the main 
finished this job:"78 

The term "Bohemian" took on its pejorative meaning as a result of the Hussite 
Revolution, because they 

now became so strong and mighty and so arrogant that they were feared on 
all sides and all honest folk were terrified lest the roguery and disorder should 
spread to other peoples and turn against all who were decent and law-abiding 
and against the rich. For it [the Bohemian Hussite revolution] was the very thing 
for the poor who did not want to work, yet were insolent and pleasure-loving. 
There were many such in all countries, coarse and worthless people who encour
aged the Bohemians in their heresy and unbelief as much as ever they could.'79 

Before long "Bohemians" showed up in neighboring German kingdoms, 
preaching the gospel of revolution. Forty years after the battle of Lipany, the seer 
Hans Boehm (a name which indicated his Bohemian origin) arrived in the Bavar
ian town of Niklashausen, claiming the Blessed Mother had informed him that 
the Messianic Kingdom was at hand. Endorsed by the local parish priest, Boehm 
organized a mass movement that quickly became revolutionary. When Boehm 
was arrested, he was found preaching naked in a tavern, reminiscent of how the 
Bohemian Adamites "had represented symbolically the return of the state of na
ture to a corrupted world:"8o After Hans Boehm was arrested, the revolutionary 
sickness broke out next in Thuringia. 

In February 1453, Breslau was awaiting the arrival of John Capistrano. The 
Franciscan preacher from Italy had a reputation as a fearless opponent of the en
emies of the Church. In Italy he had taken on the Fraticelli, and the princes and 
bishops of southeastern Germany wanted him to take on the Hussites. Breslau 
(now known as Wroclaw) had staunchly defended Catholic orthodoxy in the face 
of repeated Hussite assault; Capistrano came to praise them for their faithfulness 

194 



The Revolution Arrives in Europe 

and to preach daily sermons during Lent. On Ash Wednesday, he began the ser
mons he would give, one a day, for the next 40 days. By Easter, Capistrano's health 
had broken under the strain, and he needed to recuperate. Once healthy enough 
to travel, he answered the summons of the bishop of nearby Neisse, who sought 
his council. 

Troubling news followed Capistrano to Neisse. During Holy Week, some Jews 
of Breslau had bribed a Polish peasant to break into the village church and steal 
a ciborium full of sacred hosts. As the peasant hurried through an open field on 
his way to rendezvous with those Jews, a thunderstorm struck. Seized with panic, 
he threw the ciborium away, but not before he removed ten or eleven hosts, which 
were taken via the wife of a soldier to the Jews in Breslau. Twenty Jews then as
sembled in their synagogue and abused the hosts verbally and by assaulting them 
with whips and knives. When the Jews stabbed the host, blood spurted out of it a 
meter high. So much blood poured out of the desecrated hosts onto both perpetra
tor and bystander that the instruments of torture could not be cleansed and had to 
be disposed of in a nearby brook. 

When the crime became known, the militia moved into the Jewish quarter 
and rounded up its inhabitants, interning them at the castle of King Ladislaus. 
Ladislaus ordered an investigation; during the investigation, Meyer, one of the 
main suspects in the case, committed suicide. According to Graetz's account, "a 
Jew by the name of Meyer ... who had bought a sacred host from a peasant, stabbed 
it, desecrated it, and distributed parts of it to Jewish communities in Schweidnitz, 
Liegnitz and elsewhere so that they could do likewise. It goes without saying that 
the wounded Host shed blood. This ridiculous fairy tale ... was of course widely 
believed. A number of Jews from Breslau were immediately thrown into jail.'''8' 

In May, Capistrano returned to Breslau. On June 14, the bishop, fearing inno
cent Jews might be implicated, asked Capistrano to investigate. Graetz's attitude 
is indicated by his use of the term "fairy tale." His sarcasm bespeaks an attempt 
to cover over sensational revelations that emerged during the trial but are unmen
tioned in his account. During the trial, a baptized Jewess, the wife of a citizen of 
Breslau, accused her father of engaging in a similar ritual 16 years earlier. That Jew 
had bought consecrated hosts from a woman and had then taken them to a cellar 
in Loewenberg, where he tried to burn them. Three times he threw the hosts into 
fire and three times they leaped out again, until an old Jewess who had come to 
witness the desecration exclaimed that, having witnessed this miracle, she now 
believed in the God of the Christians. The Jews flew into a rage and murdered her 
on the spot. They then burned her body and buried it in the same place. The Jews 
then took the host, placed it on a small table, and cut it into four parts, causing it 
to bleed so profusely that neither table nor knife could be washed clean, so both 
had to be thrown into a nearby stream. The same woman also testified that a child 
had been murdered for ritual purposes in the cellar.'8. 
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Acting on her testimony, the court sent a delegation to the house where the 
desecration allegedly took place 16 years earlier. There they dug up what looked 
like the charred remains of a fire as well as the bones of a woman and a child. Cap
istrano, we are told, handled these bones during the trial. Graetz holds Capistrano 
responsible for the outcome of the trial, which resulted, he claims, in the death of 
41 Jews. Hofer disputes the number, but no one denies that Jews were executed 
for blasphemy and murder. In addition, 300 Jews were deported, and their chil
dren were taken from them, baptized, and put in Christian homes. "Capistrano," 
Graetz writes, "presided over them on the bench, as the court moved toward the 
verdict.",83 He concludes his attack on Capistrano by calling him a "Jew slaugh
terer" and a "cannibal."'84 

Johannes Hofer tells a different story. Capistrano did indeed hold the bones of 
the boy in his hands during the trial, but that evidence and the way in which it was 
found convinced everyone that the Jews were guilty. Hofer also claims Capistrano 
was merely an advisor and did not preside over the trial. Capistrano, according 
to Hofer, 

had nothing to do with the arrest of the Jews, nor was the supreme direction of 
the trial in his hands. During the first two weeks after the arrest, he was not in 
Breslau at all, but was the guest of the Bishop at Neisse .... That he acted thus in 
obedience to the express wish of the prudent and moderate Bishop, who insisted 
that the trial be ended before the departure of his guests, puts the affair in an 
entirely different light.'85 

How could the court have come to another verdict? Not even Capistrano's 
most vocal critics doubted the guilt of the Jews who were on trial. "Jewish histori
ans mention Capistrano's name with horror," Hofer writes, but 

On the other hand, Jewish historians go decidedly too far when they band all 
such accusations as mere fables or psychological impossibilities. Unimpeachable 
evidence shows that cases of robbery and desecration of consecrated Hosts did 
occur in the Middle Ages, and still occur in our own days. Admitting that Jews 
as a class were not guilty, what reason can be given for denying that individual 
Jews never gave vent to their hatred of Christ by committing such crimes?,86 

Hofer concedes "Christians were guilty of grievous injustice when, instead 
of punishing individuals who were guilty, they punished also the innocent ma
jority. They were also guilty of credulity in easily accepting the charges against 
Jews."'87 The evidence, however, indicates that at least some Jews were guilty of 
murder and sacrilege, both of which were capital crimes. Capistrano's presence on 
the tribunal made no difference because "Sacrileges were punished by death. That 
was the general European practice, which meted out the death penalty for much 
lesser crimes. Even the banishment of all Jews corresponded in such cases with 
the general view of the public. Jews were merely tolerated. The state believed itself 
justified, whenever public welfare required, in banishing Jews and confiscating 
their property."'88 
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Given the evidence, the Jews would have been found guilty whether Cap
istrano was there or not. Furthermore, if the Jews were guilty of capital crimes, 
Capistrano cannot be termed a slaughterer of Jews. Hence, Graetz's portrayal of 
the charges as "a ridiculous fairy tale" ignores both the evidence and the law. His 
intent was to smear Capistrano. The state had the right to punish criminals. If 
"the Silesian Jews, in fact, commit[edl the crimes which they were accused of," 
Hofer points out, "Capistran's position is unassailable. Ritual murder, sacrilegious 
crimes, would even today be punished. The sentences of 1453 were entirely in har
mony with contemporary European ideas of justice.",89 

Some Jewish historians, including Graetz, claim that since the evidence was 
prima facie fantastic, the Jews were victims of a plot "set in motion," Hofer claims, 
"to get rid of pressing creditors."'90 It is easier, however, to accept the evidence for 
blasphemy and murder than to find evidence of a plot: 

The detailed account of the robberies, the precise reports on places and times, 
the definite description of all persons concerned, even of accused Christians, 
all this must incline us to believe in the trustworthiness of the charges .... If this 
whole procedure was owing to a plot, its extraordinary ingenuity and precaution 
become historically remarkable. With all allowances for the imperfect juridical 
procedure of those days, and for the prejudices of judges, how shall we account 
for the remarkable fact that even those who condemned the expulsion of the Jews 
as unchristian, still do not manifest the least doubt about the truth of the ac
cusations. Take for instance, Peter Eschenloer, who came to Breslau in 1455, and 
in 1470 wrote of the affair in the sense just quoted. Nearly 20 years had passed 
when he wrote, 15 of which he had spent on the spot. Must we admit a plot so 
deep that none of the real facts ever came to the knowledge of the public? And if 
we admit such a plot, then we must also say that the judges were the victims of 
invincible error.'9' 

Graetz also claims Capistrano was indirectly responsible for the trial because 
he inflamed public opinion against the Jews during his Lenten sermons. Hofer, 
however, pOints out that of the 40 sermons, only one referred to the Jews. In it 
Capistrano urged the citizens ofBreslau not to refrain from work on Saturday, lest 
the Jews interpret this as participation in their Sabbath celebration. Capistrano 
did not preach sermons on the Jews or to the Jews in Breslau because Breslau, 
especially in comparison to Vienna and Nueremberg, had an insignificant Jewish 
popUlation. According to Hofer, "The popular conception of Capistran thunder
ing for forty days against the Jews is the purest fiction."'92 

What was Capistrano's position on the Jews? Hofer says his "general attitude 
toward the Jews stands out clearly in his sermons,"'93 which according to the cus
tom of the day, Jews were forced to attend. In those sermons, he urged Jews to 
convert to Christianity. "The usual imagination," Hofer writes, "that on such oc
casions he aroused popular sentiments against the Jews is not true."'94 In a sermon 
in Vienna, which had a large Jewish population, Capistrano claimed that Jews felt 
they were entitled to kill Christians but would never say this publicly because of 
their small numbers.'95 
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He preached to the Jews in "sorrow and disappointment" at their failure to re
spond to Christ's call to conversion.'96 He did not treat them with contempt. Like 
all medievals, Capistrano would have found the notion of racial hatred incompre
hensible. The Jews were the enemies of Christians not because of their DNA, but 
because they had rejected Christ, and because the first consequence of that rejec
tion was a war of subversion against Christian faith and morals and the culture 
based on it. "The Jewish question," for Capistrano, "is a religious one."197 Once the 
Jew accepted baptism, there was no difference between him and the Christian. 
In one sermon, Capistrano claimed that were the Jews to hear the word of God, 
he would love them as he loved his nearest relatives. Faith, however, can never be 
compelled. The Jews can only be invited to believe. 

If the Jews refuse to accept Christianity certain consequences follow. The first 
is that Christians must be protected from subversive and predatory activity, and 
this can only be accomplished by complete segregation. In this, he was stricter 
than St. Thomas Aquinas. Even after they have been segregated, Jews should not 
be allowed "privileges that would weaken or abrogate those protective measures of 
Christian society.'''98 Capistrano never tired of preaching about the bad effects of 
usury on Christian society. As a result he "urges that spiritual rulers insist on the 
strict observance of the laws concerning Jews and on the abrogation of contrary 
privileges. In this effort he did not stand alone. Many other reformers condemned 
the arbitrariness and laxity manifested in this matter.'''99 

Capistrano left Breslau after the trial and went to Poland, which had a signifi
cant Jewish population that was growing steadily, and whose privileges, especially 
usury and tax-farming, would cause Poland serious problems in the coming cen
turies. The Jews did not, however, receive Capistrano's undivided attention. When 
they met with King Casimir in Cracow, Capistrano and Bishop Zbigniew urged 
him to deal with both the Hussites and the Jews. According to Graetz's account, 
Capistrano "threatened him with the punishments of hell and prophesied a bad 
outcome in the war against the Prussian Knights if he didn't revoke the favor
able privileges of the Jews and hand the Hussite heretics over to the bloodthirsty 
clergy.''>oo When the war with the Teutonic Knights went badly, Graetz claims 
Capistrano attributed the defeat of the Polish army to the "privileges given to the 
Jews.''>OI 

After we peel away the invective, Graetz admits the Jews had been granted 
privileges by the princes across central Europe. Unlike Capistrano, Graetz un
doubtedly considered this good, but that is no indictment of Capistrano. Capist
rano was convinced that privilege for the Jews led inevitably to moral laxity and 
subversion of the faith. As Graetz well knew, Jews were granted privileges not 
out of humanitarian concern; they were granted privileges because they granted 
financial concessions to the prince, specifically loa,ns at lower interest rates. To 
make money available to the prince on favorable terms, Jews were granted the 
privilege oflending to the burgher and peasant at usurious rates. Once Jews got 
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the prince in his debt, they could demand other concessions too-the privilege to 
live among Christians, the privilege not to wear the badge which distinguished 
him from the Christians, etc. Each of these privileges allowed the Jew closer con
tact with Christians, contact which he could then exploit to his advantage. Cap
istrano was against privilege for the Jews because whenever there was free contact 
between Jews and Christians, the faith was endangered and morals suffered. 

Capistrano felt that Jews, because of their rejection of Christ, and not because 
of their race, were a constant danger to any Christian society. His thought paral
leled the thinking of popes as expressed in "Sicut iudeis non." Capistrano felt that 
the Jew could be tolerated but certainly not privileged. According to Hofer, Cap
istrano's attitude was a function of his idea that the Christian state served as "the 
Christian empire of God here on earth.">o, According to Capistrano's idea, "Christ 
is King, and Christ's Church is the kingdom of God. The Jews are the descendants 
of those who killed this king. They have inherited hatred against Christ from their 
ancestors, and they give it full vent wherever they can do so with impunity. There
fore we are justified in suspecting them. They are now simply our enemies and are 
known as such. They have crucified our Lord Jesus Christ.",o3 

Capistrano's recommendations for social policy flowed from that premise. 
Christians should not associate with Jews, so, a fortiori, they should not become 
dependent on Jews "in any shape or form.",o4 Usury is one of the most debilitating 
forms of dependence; therefore, princes should not allow Jews the privilege of tak
ing usury. According to Hofer: 

To prevent commercial and social contacts by strict enforcement of the laws con
cerning Jews, and to abrogate all privilege that stood against this plan, was the 
fundamental idea of Capistran's policy. How far did he succeed? That he deeply 
injured Jewish interests in many lands is the assertion of Jewish historians. De
tailed proof of that assertion is lacking. In Italy he did succeed in having edicts 
issued to abrogate Jewish privileges.'o5 

Because he saw the deleterious results of contact between Jews and Christians, 
Capistrano took the rigorist position. When asked if Christians were permitted to 
buy from Jews those parts of butchered animals which the Jews for ritual reasons 
discarded as unclean, Capistrano said, No, because "Christians would thus appear 
inferior in the eyes ofJews. The Jews consider unclean anything touched by Chris
tians. Why should Christians take and use what is set aside by the wicked hands 
of unbelieving and perfidious Jews? Let the Jews buy and eat what they like. That 
is their own business. But let them have no occasion to think contemptuously of 
our immaculate faith and to consider themselves better than US.">06 

He took a similar position when asked if Christians could buy wine from 
Jews. Again the answer was, No, because "Our dignity forbids us to consume the 
dirt that falls from their hands and feet when they tread the grapes. In many cities 
matters are so regulated that the Jews buy grapes for their own use. Their unholy 
feet must never soil that wine which our priests use in the Holy Sacrifice. From 
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their own meat let the Jews make offerings according to their custom. Or, if they 
will, let them feed that meat to the dogs who catch the quajls and pheasants for 
their delicious banquets.".107 Capistrano, according to Hofer, felt "our Lord Jesus 
Christ" would "be grieved by association between His perfidious enemies and his 
faithful people.''''o8 

An age which thinks of every form of association as discriminatory has a 
difficult time viewing Capistrano's indictment of the Jews objectively. An age in 
which the idea of the common good has evaporated, or an age that celebrates self
ishness as a virtue, is in no position to throw stones at an age that occasionally 
made an entire race responsible for individual crimes. The corporate sense, so de
veloped in the Middle Ages, had its dark side in that the innocent could be lumped 
with the guilty, one of the fears of the bishop ofNeisse during the trials in Breslau. 
But the issues need to be separated to understand them. St. John Capistrano was 
no Jew-hater. He loved the Jews because he knew that the Jews were the enemies 
of the Church and that Christians were bound to love their enemies. His efforts to 
convert them were an expression of that love, no matter how the Jews construed 
them. 

Capistrano also loved his fellow Christians, and his campaign against Jewish 
privilege expressed that love, because he saw how the average man suffered under 
debt when the princes granted the Jews privileges that enriched the prince and the 
Jews but impoverished everyone else. The privileges granted to the Jews caused 
concern to anyone who cared about the common good. The Jews understood this, 
and they feared Capistrano; they tried to bribe him without success. 

To stigmatize Capistrano as a Jew-hater because he insisted laws be enforced 
is deliberate misrepresentation of the social facts of his era. Jewish involvement 
in usury caused problems-not least of all for the Jews-throughout the Middle 
Ages. "The question of Jewish privileges cannot be regarded as a war of medi
eval intolerance against the approaching dawn of noble humanitarianism.'",o9 
Capistrano's contemporaries understood that, and the idea "That in dealing with 
heretics and Jews he transgressed established bounds and thereby failed against 
Christian charity is a thought practically unknown to contemporaries. He was at 
times censured as impractical, but never as uncharitable or inhuman. Even Doer
ing, one of his severest critics, finds nothing to blame in Capistrano's behavior 
toward the Jews in Breslau.'''''o 
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Chapter Six 

The Converso Problem 

Revenue to the crown dropped catastrophically as a consequence of the con
version of the Sephardic Jews. The Jews who submitted to baptism were no 
longer subject to the head tax. They were also, as Christians, qualified for 

governmental office. Race was not an issue. "[T]he Jew who became a Christian 
was eligible to any position in Church or State or to any matrimonial alliance 
for which his abilities fitted him."1 The converted Jews flourished, leading the na
tion in its return to "normalcy." When the king of Aragon admitted officially that 
many conversions were forced, and therefore unacceptable, and allowed Jews to 
return to Judaism if they wished, the resulting laxity, prosperity, lack of catechesis, 
and general lethargy, combined to call commitment to the faith into question. 
Because the Jews' way of life often didn't change much after conversion, the lines 
between Christians and Jews blurred in doctrinally and socially dangerous ways. 
The Infante Don Alfonso summarized the situation when criticizing "conversions 
[which] resulted from overt pressure and coercion.'" Forced conversions a:r:e not 

deeds pleasing in the sight of God, for He desires voluntary and not compulsory 
sacrifices. Moreover, experience has shown that, contrary to expectations, the 
recent converts to the holy Catholic faith still continue most meticulously and 
reverently-even in an exaggerated form-in their perversities and faith in the 
false religion in which they believed before the illumination of the Holy Ghost 
came upon them. I can testify that I have observed this in my own private con
cerns and at my court.3 

The very openness of Spanish SOciety, though favorable in the short run, was 
ultimately detrimental to the status of the converted Jews. Diego de Valera, a con
verso, wrote "there was great enmity and rivalry" on the Cordoba city council, 
because "the New Christians were very rich and kept buying public offices, which 
they made use of so arrogantly that the Old Christians would not put up with it.'!! 
The conversos often worked at the royal courts because their religion was no lon
ger an impediment to putting their abilities to use as civil servants. In 1415 Juan II 
of Castile informed his converso treasurer, "Whereas I have been informed that 
members of your family were, when Jews, considered to be noble, it is right that 
you should be held in even more honor now that you are Christians. Therefore it is 
my decision that you be treated as nobles.''5 The status of the Jews who converted in 
the wake of the riots of 1391 and the campaigns of Vincent Ferrer in the early 15th 
Century has been disputed ever since. Cantor says 

not only were the great majority of Jewish converts sincere, but from among 
learned and aristocratic New Christian families came some of the greatest 
names in early 16th Century Spanish ecclesiastical and cultural history: Juan 
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Luis Vives, the Erasmian humanist, Bartolome de Las Casas, the apostle to the 
Naive Americans and nemesis of the reckless conquistadors; St. Teresa of Avila, 
reformer of the Carmelite order, the first female doctor of the Church, and the 
teacher ofSt. John of the Cross; as well as some leading bishops of the time, such 
as Herdnand de Talavaro, the first bishop of Granada, formerly Queen Isabella's 
confessor.6 

Cantor goes on to say: 

It is not an exaggeration to see the role of scions of converted Jewish families 
as central to the Spanish Renaissance of the early 16th Century, as were Jews in 
the modernist cultural revolution of the early 20th Century. In both cases com
plete access to general culture induced an explosion of intellectual creativity. The 
Jewish New Christians and their children in the early 16th Century embraced 
Christian thought and learning with the same kind of creative enthusiasm as as
similated Jews contributed to modernism in literature and theory between 1900 
and 1940,7 

Cecil Roth says the opposite. Although "within a generation or two, the 
Marranos became assimilated enough," Roth feels appearances were deceiving. 
Although "their worldly success was phenomenal," and "they almost controlled 
the economic life of the country" and "made fabulous fortunes as bankers and 
merchants," and "thronged the liberal professions," even attaining high rank in 
the Church, "the vast majority of the Conversos "remained faithful at heart to 
the religion of their fathers .... Their Christianity was merely a mask ... They were 
Christians in nothing, and Jews in everything but name."8 

Was the Christianity of the Catholic bishop Solomon Halevy merely a mask? 
That seems unlikely. The evidence for the sincerity of Jewish conversions comes 
largely from the biographies of eminent conversos. The evidence for insincerity 
comes largely from the documents of the Inquisition. Benzion Netanyahu resolves 
the dilemma by disqualifying all Inquisition documents as unreliable. "Most of 
the conversos," Netanyahu tells us, 

were conscious assimilationists who wished to merge with the Christian society, 
educate their children as fully fledged Christians and remove themselves from 
anything regarded as Jewish, especially in the field of religion .... the number of 
the Christianized Marranos was rising from generation to generation, while the 
number of clandestine Jews among them was rapidly dwindling to the vanishing 
point. In 1481, when the Inquisition was established the Judaizers formed a small 
minority in both relative and absolute numbers .... Surely there was no need to 
eliminate by force a phenomenon that was disappearing by itself.9 

Netanyahu claims scholars felt the conversos were secret Jews only because 
of "the reliance of most scholars on the documents of the Inquisition."l0 To get 
an accurate picture of mid-15th Century Spain, evidence "must be obtained from 
sources that were absolutely free of the Inquisition's influence."ll Evidence needs to 
be gleaned from "documents that antedated the Inquisition."!2 Those documents, 
Netanyahu says, show "virtually all Jewish authorities in Spain and elsewhere re-
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garded the mass of the Marranos as renegades-that is, as apostates or gentiles. By 
any of these definitions, these were Christians, and in no way Judaizers or crypto
Jews .... Had the Marranos been secret Jews, the Jewish scholars and leaders who 
authored our sources would have been the first to confirm this fact .... The evidence 
of the Jewish sources, therefore, flatly contradicted the Inquisitional charges. Its 
lesson was that the New Christians were generally what their name suggested."'3 

Netanyahu thus begins to solve the problem of whether the converts were 
sincere, but raises another even more intractable problem. If the Jews were sin
cere, why did the turmoil the conversions were supposed to solve continue? If the 
conversions were sincere, why didn't peace return to Spain? Netanyahu's answer 
to that question is anti-Semitism. But, as of 1391, anti-Semitism did not exist. Ani
mus against Jews was based purely on religious grounds. Baptism, as St. Vincent 
Ferrer pointed out, destroyed the Jew. There was no Jew left after conversion. Ac
cording to principles that the popes reiterated repeatedly, converts were to be ac
cepted without calumny. Why, then, was there a problem? Netanyahu's answer: 
the Spaniards hated the Jews and looked for any reason to discriminate against 
them, even after conversion. According to Netanyahu, the bishops were not in
terested in "true conversion or religious probity .... What they wanted was to have 
the Jews degraded and repressed."'4 Netanyahu claims the Spanish bishops "did 
not want to have all of Spain's Jews converted and fused with the Spaniards."" But 
this is precisely what happened in case after prominent case! The conversion of 
Solomon Halevy is one example of a Jewish convert who was accepted unequivo
cally by both the Church and State. There is no evidence of any reluctance of the 
Spanish hierarchy to accept him as a fellow bishop in good standing. Torquemada, 
the Grand Inquisitor, came from a converso family. Ignoring these and other sa
lient facts, Netanyahu claims the bishops evaded a dilemma when "they formally 
recognized the forced converts as Christians, but in practice treated them all as 
Jews on the grounds that their conversion was forced."·6 There is no evidence to 
support this contention, and much to contradict it. Netanyahu notes some bishops 
attempted to thwart the mass conversions, but refuses to accept the theological 
justification for their actions. Theological considerations distinguished the bish
ops from the politicians in Spain, the latter always more willing to use forced con
version as the simplest solution to intractable conflicts. Forced conversion was not 
new to Spain, nor were its sequelae. In 633 the Fourth Council of Toledo decreed 
"Very many of the Jews who, some time ago, were promoted to the Christian faith, 
are now not only known to blaspheme Christ and perform Jewish rites, they are 
also presumed to practice the abominable circumcisions."'7 

After admitting "the Church often curbed the kings' zeal" and the bishops "at 
least to some extent, championed freedom of conscience,"'8 Netanyahu is forced to 
question their motives. The more Netanyahu develops his thesis the more he gets 
caught in the hermeneutic of his own suspicions. The bishops, he says, "hid their 
real motives when they attributed the slowness of their action to their attempts 
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to convert the Jews by preaching.'~9 How does he know this? In opposing forced 
conversion, the Spanish bishops were only reiterating the constant teaching of the 
Church. No hidden motives were necessary to justify their position. Netanyahu 
gives no evidence for his assessment of their motives. Instead, he makes apodictic 
statements: "No one knew better than the Spanish bishops that they could not 
count on mere preaching and persuasion to convert Spain's Jews to Christianity. 
Hence, their policy on the issue of conversion was rooted in different consider
ations.''2O Netanyahu thus contradicts his original premise that the conversions 
were sincere. The crusade of Vincent Ferrer shows that preaching and persua
sion led to the conversion of many Jews. The same is true of the Disputation of 
Tortosa, which even Jewish sources admit. Netanyahu, as a result, is in a bind. If 
the conversions were insincere, then the documents of the Inquisition are worth 
examining. If the conversions were sincere, then they were not brought about by 
force, but by "preaching and persuasion." Netanyahu seems unaware of the con
tradiction at the heart of his book, a contradiction required by the unquestioned 
tenet of mainstream Jewish historiography, namely, that anti-Semitism is never a 
function ofJewish behavior. 

Conspicuous by its absence from Netanyahu's book is any consideration of 
rabbinic theology on the issue of conversion under duress. The rabbis played into 
the hands of racists when they collaborated with unscrupulous Spanish politicians 
to allow false conversion. The early Church was split over whether Christians who 
renounced the faith during the Roman persecutions should be readmitted to the 
Church. The less rigid debated which penances should apply, but the Church never 
condoned renunciation of the faith. Talmudic Judaism, however, accommodated 
lying (if not in all cases of apostacy) based on a distinction that would have conse
quences as serious as those that followed from the forced conversions. In the 15th 
Century, the Rabbis in North Africa distinguished between anusim, or unwilling 
converts, and meshumadim, those who converted voluntarily. The only Jew os
tracized by the synagogue was the sincere convert. The liar and dissembler were 
tolerated tacitly, in violation of the teaching of Moses and the scriptural principle 
articulated in the Book of Maccabees. As a result, the rabbis and unscrupulous 
anti-Semitic Christian politicians collaborated in creating an atmosphere where 
subversion flourished. Jews who prospered by converting could continue to pros
per as Christians while retaining the same opportunistic attitude toward Chris
tianity that had prevented them from dying for Judaism. The Christians who had 
been moved to violence against Jews now harbored the same animus, clouded by 
religious ambiguity, against the conversos, whom they called Marranos, a deroga
tory term, which some claim means swine. Race replaced religion as the source 
of the animosity, but now there was no instant theological cure, Le., baptism, for 
being of the wrong race. There was, in fact, no cure other than extermination or 
expulsion. 
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Forced conversion strengthened the suspicions it was supposed to allay, and 
turned a difficult issue into an impossible one. And the rabbis were instrumental in 
strengthening the suspicions of the racially minded. Jews were regarded as a fifth 
column within the state, and conversos were regarded, because of the very con
version that was forced on them, as an even more dangerous fifth column within 
the Church. Fray Vicente de Rocamora, the confessor of Empress Maria, sister of 
Philip II, "threw off the mask of Catholicism and joined the Hebrew community 
at Amsterdam as Isaac of Rocamora.''ll In the 17th Century, the Jewish community 
at Amsterdam consisted almost exclusively of conversos who had thrown off the 
Catholic faith after escaping from Spain and Portugal. It was made up, in other 
words, of apostate Catholics who had lied about their faith. 

The cynical Jews who converted insincerely exploited the system of forced 
conversion to retain power and wealth: consequently those whose conversions 
were sincere suffered under the growing anti-Semitism. Later Jewish apologists 
seem unaware of the complexity of the situation and the implications that flow 
from it. 

Roth's description of the conversos as "Christians in nothing, and Jews in 
everything but name" probably described some but not all Jews who converted 
after the uprising of 1391. He fails to see that justifying false conversion lends cre
dence to the anti-Semites. First, it ignores the many sincere conversions. Roth 
and the Spanish anti-Semites dismiss the possibility of sincere conversion out of 
hand. Second, Roth's justification of duplicity condones subversion and makes it 
a Jewish characteristic. In this, Roth is following weighty rabbinic opinion, which 
accepted outward conversion if coupled with an inward denial. The rabbinic ac
ceptance of duplicity would have far-reaching consequences for European Jewry. 

The regimen of false conversions in Spain made a bad situation worse. The 
cynical Jewish converts continued to exploit the situation under the protection of 
the Church, while the sincere Jewish converts lived under constant and intolerable 
suspicion. By the 1440s, it was clear that forced conversions had not solved Spain's 
Jewish problem. According to the Acts of the financial administration of Castile 

Jews controlled about two-thirds of the indirect taxes and customs within the 
country, on the frontier and at the ports. Occasionally, in conjunction with tax
farming, Jews also engaged in purveying grain, arms and clothing for the army 
that was then fighting with the Moslems. A whole network ofJewish tax-farmers 
and collectors was spread over the entire kingdom. Their chief was a Jewish tax
farmer general, who also acted as the king's treasurer." 

The old animosities returned more virulently. A Jewish tax-collector was 
killed. On Jewish festivals, conversos "visited their Jewish friends at the syna
gogue and in the succah.''l3 The lingua franca of both groups became a rational
ist ''Averroism," according to which it was "common practice for both converso 
and Jewish intellectuals to compare the laws of the Torah to natural morality and 
natural law" and assert that Aristotle's Ethics was a "sufficient" guide for Christian 
conduct.'4 "The wholesale conversions," says Walsh, 
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seemed to have given to this opportunist type ofJew a chance to eat his cake and 
have it too. He could enjoy all the advantages of going to Mass on Sunday, and 
going to the Synagogue on Saturday. His children were barred from no profitable 
and honorable occupations. They could marry, thanks to his money, into noble 
impoverished families, and succeed to the proudest titles in Castile. They could 
become priests, even bishops. There was Andres Gomalz, parish priest of San 
Martin de Talavera, who, according to his own confession, celebrated Mass from 
1472 to 1486 without believing in it's 

Baer, writing from the Jewish perspective, concurs. The fervor of conversion 
from 1391 to 1414 was followed by reaction, during which,the conversos returned 
ad vomitum Iudayisme. Baer sees a conscious return to Jewish roots rather than 
cultural inertia or opportunism: "Not only did actual converts (anusim) try with 
all their might to live as Jews, but even the children and the grandchildren of 
apostates who had forsaken Judaism of their own free will and choice were now 
inclined to retrace their steps. The conversos secretly visited their Jewish brethren 
in order to join them in celebrating the Jewish festivals.'''6 Baer says the conver
sos "had Jewish prayer books and engaged their own Hebrew teachers and ritual 
slaughters.'''? 

The conversos continued to earn the odium of the Christian majority because 
many lent money at interest and tax-farmed. The efficacy of baptism, and there
fore, the sacramental system of the Church, was called into question, something 
that led inexorably to racism. Or fear was suppressed and then transformed into 
hatred of the Jews, who were seen as trifling mendaciously with the most sacred 
commitments, and therefore incapable of being trusted. The suspicions fell most 
heavily on the cultured conversos of the upper class who benefited most from 
conversion by gaining access to offices previously off-limits to Jews. The average 
Christian believed he was ruled by a class of philosophical intellectuals who were 
nihilists and opportunists with no religious beliefs. Baer cites the saying, "to be 
born and die; all the rest is a snare and a delusion," as epitomizing the beliefs of 
this class of convert.>s Because of the large number of converted Jews prominent 
in Spain, it was reputedly more secular than renaissance Italy. "Lyric poetry from 
the period reveals, as it did in the 12th and 13th centuries, a type ofJewish courtier 
who had become either a converso or an open apostate." The Italians felt the Jews 
ruled Spain, "while secretly perverting the faith by their covert adherence to Juda
ism.'''9 

During the posthumous trial of Pedro de la Cavalleria, killed in 1461 in an 
uprising in Catalonia against John II of Aragon, a Jewish weaver testified that de 
la Cavalleria had lived near his home in a small village in Aragon to escape the 
plague. While there, de la Cavalleria often visited the weaver and took part in 
the Sabbath meal, eating hamin and other foods. When the tailor noticed how 
well versed de la Cavalleria was in Hebrew prayers, he asked him, why, "being so 
learned in the Torah," he had converted to Christianity. De la Cavalleria replied: 
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Silence, fool! Could I, as a Jew, ever have risen higher than a rabbinical post? But 
now, see, I am one of the chief councilors Ourado) of the city. For the sake of the 
little man who was hanged (Jesus), I am accorded every honor, and I issue orders 
and decrees to the whole city of Sa rag ossa. Who hinders me-if I choose-from 
fasting on Yom Kippur and keeping your festivals and all the rest? When I was a 
Jew I dared not walk as far as this (Le., beyond the prescribed limits of a Sabbath 
day's walk) but now I do as I please.3o 

Baer concludes "Testimony as detailed can hardly be doubted."3' Conversos 
could have the best of both worlds. They could advance in careers formerly barred 
to them, and they could continue to lend money and tax farm, without the heavy 
burden of the Jewish law or the equally heavily burden of taxation levied on the 
Jews. They had the freedom of the Gospels from the Jewish law, and they had the 
freedom of the Jews from Christian responsibility. No one was able to enforce 
either set of rules on them. 

This triumph was short-lived. Their success shows there had been no antago
nism of race but only of religion. That changed speedily. As apostate Jews, in many 
cases, they lavished hate and contempt on those who remained Jews. It proved im
possible to stimulate popular abhorrence of the Jew without also stimulating the 
envy and jealousy excited by the ostentation and arrogance of the New Christians. 
Morals deteriorated at the court, and the peasants groaned under their preda
tions. "This situation," Walsh says, 

could not go on indefinitely without an explosion, and unfortunately there were 
many explosions of the worst possible sort. The mob, seeing the government of 
Enrique el Impotente unwilling to do anything to curb the conversos, and virtu
ally handing over to them the conduct of both State and Church, took matters 
into their own hands. In one city after another, just before Queen Isabel came to 
the throne, the conversos were put to the sword and their houses burned.3> 

The explosion occurred in Toledo in 1449, when Alvaro de Luna demanded 
the city pay for the defense of the frontiers. When the city refused, Alvaro ordered 
his tax-farmers, most of whom were conversos, to collect. The population rose in 
rebellion and burned the house of a prominent converso tax-farmer to the ground. 
The mob then turned on the houses of Toledo's other conversos and burned them 
to the ground too. It was the first racially based pogrom in the history of Chris
tendom; it marked the entry of racism into European history: "the hatred which 
of old had been merely a matter of religion had become a matter of race. The one 
could be conjured away by baptism; the other was indelible and the change was of 
the most serious import, exercising for centuries its sinister influence on the fate 
of the Peninsula."33 

State and church responded promptly. The old Christians held the conversos 
responsible for the uprising. Pedro Sarmiento had conversos tortured; they con
fessed they had been living as Jews. He sentenced them to burn at the stake and 
issued an edict accusing them of perfidy. The conversos, the edict claimed, had 
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been behind Don Alvaro's ruinous levy, which was tantamount to an act of war. 
The conversos, further, had plundered the royal treasury "by stratagems and cun
ning," which had impoverished the ancient nobility, depriving them oftheir for
tunes, rights and privileges. Sarmiento then "proclaimed all conversos of Jewish 
descent to be unfit for any public office whose occupants exercise authority over 
Old Christians in the city and the district."34 

On September 24, 1449, Pope Nicholas V issued a bull declaring that the faith
ful were one and that racial distinctions had no standing in the Catholic Church. 
He ordered the king to enforce the laws of Alfonzo X to this effect. Converts to the 
Catholic faith were to be accepted without calumny. Alonso de Oropesa, General 
of the Geronimites, wrote Lumen ad Revelationem Gentium, supporting the pope's 
pronouncement that the Church was one. He also laid out a program of reform 
to deal with the converso issue, but the feuding between old and new Christians 
continued unabated. 

The grievances of the old Christians can be gleaned from a satire written 
around this time. A parody of a royal document, it purports to confer privileges 
on a knight of old Christian descent to henceforth live like a Marrano. He could 
now advise the country's rulers 

and by his wicked counsel to lead them into the paths of licentiousness, lust and 
oppression of their poor subjects and to derive from all this the utmost possible 
advantages for himself. He was entitled ... to charge interest on loans, to keep the 
Jewish laws, to intermarry with members of the Jewish race, to hold their opin
ions, and to believe not in the Catholic faith but solely in birth and death.35 

He was also granted permission 

to swindle old Christians and set them to murdering one another. He was also 
free to become a priest for the purpose of listening to the confessions of old 
Christians and to pry into their secrets. He and his posterity were permitted 
to become physicians and surgeons so as to kill old Christians, take away their 
wives, defile their pure blood and occupy their postS.36 

The satire parodies the greed of the conversos, granting the old Christian the 
right to carry "tax-farming registers in place of prayer books" when attending 
Church services, "as many of the marranos were in the habit of doing." Christian 
knights were "to be called by Jewish names in private and Christian names in 
public so as to deceive the people."37 Baer claims this satire marks the entry of rac
ism into European life "because in it we find for the first time the favorite racial 
adage: that the pure blood of Spanish Christians was defiled when mixed with 
that of persons of the Jewish race."38 Racism was deeply subversive of the Catho
lic faith thereafter throughout European history until the Nazi genocide, because 
it cast doubt on the efficacy of the sacraments, and, consequently, on the power 
of Christ and his Church. The Spaniards who had the misfortune to live under 
weak kings like Henry the Impotent "had learned from experience that a man's 
characteristics and beliefs were not changed by baptism, despite its 'ineffaceable 
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character."'l9 All conversos were now suspect; and Jews could use these suspicions 
to cast doubts on the successful efforts of Vincent Ferrer, Pablo Santa Maria, and 
Geronimo de Sancte Fide. 

King John II of Castile responded to the crisis in Toledo by siding with the 
pope and punishing Sarmiento and the old Christians, whose anti-converso de
crees were revoked. Sarmiento fled for his life. Two years later, Nicholas V bowed 
to political necessity when John II asked him for the authority to establish the In
quisition to try conversos suspected of practicing Judaism in secret. The nobles of 
the realm, however, continued to exert pressure from the opposite direction. They 
wanted repressive laws revoked so they could attract Jews into their service. When 
they were not revoked, the nobles ignored them and favored Jews for financial 
reasons. To fulfill the pecuniary expectations of the princes, the Jews reverted to 
grinding the Christian majority, a practice that further inflamed already white
hot resentment. The nobles and districts that followed the law were, in effect, pun
ished financially for doing so, which led the Cortes of 1462 to ask Henry to rescind 
the offending laws and restore liberty of trade between Christian and Jew. 

Henry the Impotent's inability to control the situation resulted in 20 years 
of increasing anarchy, leading eventually to civil war. Both Jew and Christian, 
old and new, were to learn that tolerance was another word for chaos. The Juda
izers maintained the upper hand in government because the ruler was too weak 
to rein them in, but the inactivity of the princes only led to the increased activity 
of the prelates, who complained loudly because the prince handed his realm over 
to exploiters. 

Six years into Henry's reign, Alfonso de Espina, a Franciscan monk, pub
lished one of the most virulent attacks on the Jews to date, Fortalitium Fidei (For
tress of Faith). Espina was the confessor to Henry IV and a Jewish convert himself, 
so once again the old pattern reasserted itself. His book and sermons followed in 
the footsteps of Martini's Pugio Fidei, but his ire focused on the conversos. The 
situation was as confusing as it was dangerous. In his diatribe, Espina "suggested 
that if an Inquisition were established in Castile, large numbers of them would be 
found to be only pretending Christians, engaged in judaizing and in undermining 
the Faith they professed.'lio Something had to be done to end the confusion, under 
whose cover "The judges of the people" were "being seduced by the bribes they re
ceive from the cruel Jews who blaspheme God." Everyone pursued his gain at the 
expense of everyone else, but "No man takes up the cudgels for abject Spain.'l!' 

The complaints of the old Christians against "the religious misconduct of the 
conversos, who were never punished" were not exaggerated, according to Espina. 
They were "well-grounded.'''' When the crown did nothing, "the embittered popu
lace rose up and took vengeance upon the conversos on their own initiative.'l!3 
Oropesa, who proposed a more moderate course than Espina, concurred and 
"suggested that the king put an end to this state of anarchy by means of suit
able regulations." The radical Espina and the moderate Oropesa, who defended 
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the conversos, thought some judicial body was necessary to pursue the rumors 
of judaizing and either lay them to rest as fictions or establish them as fact and 
prosecute the guilty. Even Oropesa reproved the government for handing its reins 
to the Jews. His strategy was to divide the conversos from the Jews and to lead the 
converso to a stronger, deeper faith through Christian charity. Unfortunately, the 
opposite happened, but both voices were instrumental in forming the consensus 
that established the Inquisition in Spain. 

In 1453, after Constantinople fell to the Turks, the Christians feared a resur
gence of Muslim influence in Spain, thwarting the reconquista. The Jews were 
seized again with Messianic fervor, much of it described in Espina's Fortalitium 
Fidei. The arrival of the Messiah was imminent once again, even if "None could 
see the Messiah except circumcised Jews; if any non-Jews looked at him, he would 
blind them forthwith by his dazzling radiance.'lj4 In 1464, large numbers of con
versos sailed for Constantinople, where they intended to revert to the religion of 
their fathers and give aid to the Turk Antichrist, who planned to march on Chris
tian Europe and subdue it as the Moors had subdued Spain in the 8th Century. 

During the 1460s, many Jews who fled persecution in Castile settled in Ara
gon, where lax conditions led to a fairly open practice ofJudaism by the conversos. 
One refugee was Juan de Ciudad, who presented himself at the home of Rabbi 
Abraham Bivach for circumcision. After a rite which removed, according to rab
binic theory, the stain of baptism, Juan de Ciudad set off for the Holy Land, pre
sumably to practice his religion and give whatever aid he could to the Turkish An
tichrist. Baer summarizes the conditions then extant in Aragon: "Only religious 
laxity, toleration and the state of war then prevailing in the Kingdom of Aragon 
can explain the fact that such actions could take place almost publicly, and that 
the circumcised men could go their way unhindered.'lj5 

In 1465, Oropesa led a delegation of Christian nobles who petitioned the king 
to enforce the laws against Jews and Muslims; high on the list was a request to en
force anti-usury laws, an indication the issue of usury was still intractable. Henry, 
however, was in no position to enforce anything. His kingdom was in anarchy, 
which soon descended into civil war, even though he was no longer king. Later 
in 1465, his brother Alfonso deposed Henry IV. Alfonso ascended the throne of 
Castile in 1467. When Alfonso entered Toledo in May of that year, open warfare 
broke out between the old Christians and the conversos. On July 2, a battle raged 
in Toledo for three days, during which four streets inhabited exclusively by con
versos went up in flames. "Many of the conversos who fought in these battles," 
says Baer, "were undoubtedly involuntary converts who practiced the Jewish rites 
and believed in the torah-a fact confirmed by the records of the Inquisition in 
the middle and late 1480s.'lj6 

In 1469 Dona Isabella of Castile married Don Fernando, son of John II of 
Aragon. Ferdinand and Isabella tried to resolve the civil war that raged through
out Spain. The Jews were initially well-disposed to the marriage. Pedro de la Cav-
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alleria had brought the pearl collar that served as the equivalent of an engagement 
ring to Castile. The Jews felt that a strong regime that maintained law and order 
would benefit them. But, at least initially, Ferdinand and Isabella proved incapable 
of ending the civil war. 

In March 1473, violence and racial hatred broke out again with renewed fury. 
During the conflicts of 1473, the Inquisition tried conversos in Cordova and Ciu
dad Real. On December 10, 1474, Henry IV died, bequeathing his kingdom and its 
problems to the young married couple, who began to accept a nation-wide intro
duction of the Inquisition as the only way to restore law and order to the realm. 
The only thing that united Spain was the demand for resolution of the crisis. An
ton de Montora, a converso from Cordova, wrote a poem upon their accession 
which describes the plight of his co-religionists, "innocent people whose faith," he 
claims, was "as orthodox as the sovereigns.'l!7 The mendicant friars, though, con
tinued to preach sermon after sermon against Judaism and the Judaizers, urging 
the faithful to take matters into their own hands. 

There was also the matter of the Moors, who still occupied southern Spain, 
and who were suspected of being in league with the Jews. And there were also the 
recalcitrant nobles, who were a law unto themselves, pillaging and plundering at 
will. Isabella needed to reimpose law on her kingdom, but she also realized that 
military conquest was necessary before that could happen. 

After victory at Toro over the party of the Beltraneja, Henry's putative daugh
ter whom the Portuguese backed as claimant to the throne in 1476, the Cortes of 
Madrigal restored royal prerogatives. Jews were even more beyond the law than 
the renegade nobles. They were tried in their own courts. They could be prosecut
ed in royal courts for criminal offenses, but they could only be punished in accord 
with their own law. They could not be summoned to court on the Sabbath. Even 
polygamy was tolerated among the Jews, and so they became an ongOing incite
ment for contempt of the law and of the Christian faith. The Conversos quickly 
exploited the situation. The Cura de los Palacios claimed the practice of Juda
ism was widespread among the conversos. Lea claims that when the royal couple 
took the throne, the Judaizers were so powerful that "the clerks were on the point 
of preaching the law of Moses.'l!8 In addition, the Judaizing conversos "avoided 
baptizing their children, and, when they could not prevent it they washed off the 
baptism on returning from the church; they ate meat on fast days and unleavened 
bread at Passover.'li9 They also continued to benefit from usury, claiming "they 
were spoiling the Egyptians."5O As a result, they became wealthy and powerful 
enough to block the enforcement of the laws that would have restored order. An
archy thwarted the attempt to impose order. 

In July 1477. Isabella came to Seville. During her stay, which lasted until Oc
tober 1478, she was subjected to the sermons of Fray Alfonso de Hojeda, the Do
minican prior of Seville, who" devoted all his energies to making the crown aware 
of the reality of the danger from Jews and false converts.''sl Espina's successor, 
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Hojeda, convinced Isabella that her own court was infested with conversos, whose 
insincerity was incontestable; that, according to principles universally accepted, it 
was the sovereign's duty to restore the unity of faith; and, that the instrument to 
do this was the Inquisition, a juridical body that had proven its worth dealing with 
the Albigensian heretics two centuries previously. 

Isabella was convinced radical measures were necessary. The report ofHojeda 
and the Bishop of Cadiz convinced her nearly all converts were secretly practic
ing Judaism. They convinced her as well that priests of Jewish descent were "on 
the point of preaching the Law of Moses from Catholic pulpits.''s2 Logic dictated 
that she could not rely on her courts because they were staffed by Conversos. The 
only suitable instrument was the Inquisition, a legal body whose judges would be 
Dominican monks, "carefully chosen and beyond the reach of intimidation or 
bribery."53 

In 1478 she sent a delegation to Pope Sixtus IV to procure the necessary bull. 
Less than two years later, Mohammed II, head of the newly vitalized Turkish 
forces in the former capital of the eastern Roman empire, ravaged the coast of 
Apulia in anger after failing to take the island of Rhodes. On August 11, 1480, 

Mohammed took Otranto in Naples, and immediately put half of the population 
to the sword. The archbishop and his clergy were slaughtered after being tortured. 
When the news arrived in Spain in mid-September, the threat of the resurgent 
Turk convinced Ferdinand and Isabella they could no longer vacillate. They put 
into immediate effect the powers Sixtus granted them two years earlier. The Span
ish Inquisition came into existence when Ferdinand and Isabella were dealing 
with long-standing and seemingly intractable civil war and anarchy. Additionally, 
they declared war· on the Muslim kingdom of Grenada in 1482. The creation of 
the Inquistion is an indication they saw Jews and Judaizers as central to both the 
Muslim problem in the territory yet to be conquered and the problem of anarchy 
in areas under their control. 

On September 17, 1480, Juan de San Martin, bachelor of theology and friar of 
San Pablo in Seville, and Miguel de Morillo, master of theology, were appointed 
grand inquisitors, with Juan Ruiz de Medina as their advisor. Tomas Torquemada 
was brought in as a consulting expert; quite possibly, according to Walsh, "he 
had beside him, for reference, a copy of Eymeric's Directorium, borrowed from 
some Dominican convent in Aragon or Languedoc."54 The friars were solemnly in
formed that any dereliction of duty would lead to their removal, with "forfeiture of 
all their temporalities and denaturalization in the kingdom."55 By royal order, they 
received free transportation to Seville, the town where the Judaizing heretics were 
most flagrantly and deeply rooted. In Seville, the Inquisition began its work. 

The question of the sincerity of the conversos has been debated continually. 
The Rabbis of North Africa were unequivocal. If the conversions were real and 
voluntary, converts were called meshumadim; unwilling converts were known 
as anusim. There was ample evidence "the conversos continued living in some 
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measure as Jews, but with the advantage now of enjoying rights accorded to 
Christians."56 In Mallorca, a rabbi commented, the authorities "are lenient with, 
the conversos and allow them to do as they will." Many modern writers, in no way 
anti-Semitic, consistently identify the conversos as Jews. An influential school in 
modern Jewish historiography has likewise ironically insisted the Inquisition was 
right, all conversos were aspiring Jews. Yitzhak Baer states uncompromisingly 
"the conversos and Jews were one people, united by destiny."57 

The simplest way to resolve the conflict is to conclude that both sides were 
right. From the Christian perspective, many conversos were virtually practicing 
Jews. They remained Christians voluntarily, but "it was their voluntary Christian
ity which marked them in Jewish eyes as renegades, meshumadim."58 Once the 
crown in collaboration with the Church enforced orthodoxy on the conversos, 
many regretted their conversions. A Jewish doctor in Soria in 1491 recalled an old 
converso who "told him, weeping how much he repented having turned Christian. 
Speaking of another converso, the doctor said, "he believed in neither the Chris
tian nor the Jewish faith."59 

There also was confusion due to cultural inertia, which mayor may not have 
been innocent theologically. The Old Christians noticed "vestigial Jewish prac
tices in matters of family habits and cuisine, residual Jewish culture in vocabulary, 
kinship links between Jews and conversos. These remnants were identifiably Jew
ish."6O Many commentators maintain such cultural behavior did not constitute 
"evidence of judaizing." The same commentators argue the 

converso danger ... was invented to justify spoliation of conversos. The harvest of 
heretics reaped by the early Inquisition owed its success to deliberate falsification 
or to the completely indiscriminate way in which residual Jewish customs were 
interpreted as being heretical. Though it can certainly be identified in the period 
after the forced conversions of 1492, there was no systematic "converso religion" 
in the 1480s to justify the creation of an Inquisition. Much of the evidence for 
judaizing was thin, if not false.61 

On the other hand, the reaction to the arrival of the Inquisition in Seville, in
dicates that more than dietary issues were at stake. Diego de Susan, a Seville rabbi 
who had amassed a fortune, delivered a fiery speech urging Jews and conversos to 
"recruit faithful men, collect a store of arms, and that the first arrest by the Inquis
tors should be the signal of a rising in which the inquisitors should be slain and 
thus an emphatic warning be given to deter others from renewing the attempt."61 
Susan's daughter, "whose loveliness had won for her the name of Fermosa Fem
bra,"63 revealed the details of the intrigue to her lover, who informed the Inquisi
tion the plot was afoot. When Susan was arrested, panic seized the conversos and 
many fled, some to Rome. 

When the first auto dale was celebrated in Seville, on February 6, 1481, Diego 
de Susan was one of six burned at the stake. Bernaldez, who was in Seville then, 
claimed the rabbi died as a Christian. Seven hundred conversos accused by the 
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Inquisition of heresy in Seville in 1481 abjured and were reconciled to the church. 
"There was no longer any doubt in the minds of the secret Jews that the Queen 
was as earnest about this affair as she had been about the murders and lootings 
she had punished."64 As a result, panic spread through Spain and resistance to 
government authority ceased. The Inquisition claimed the lives of three of the 
wealthiest and most important citizens of Seville, including Susan. Fray Alonso 
de Hojeda preached the sermon at the ceremony; he too died a few days later, from 
the plague, which claimed 15,000 people in Seville. 

The Inquisition began with an Edict of Grace, during which those suspected 
of Judaizing had time to come forward, confess their sins, be absolved, and then 
reconcile to the Church after performing suitable penance. The Inquisition insist
ed on capital punishment only if the heretic refused to recant or ifhe were caught 
at least three times in backsliding, an indication of bad faith and duplicity. Walsh 
insists "never in its entire history" did the Holy Office 

proceed against the Jews, either on racial grounds as Jews, or on religious 
grounds as members of the synagogue. Far from attacking the Law of Moses, it 
defended that revelation against certain sects of heretics, as an essential part of 
Catholic truth. Over the Jew as Jew it claimed no jurisdiction. It was a Christian 
tribunal, which concerned itself with Jews only when they were Christians, or 
when they went out of their way to commit offenses against Christians, either 
by deriding Christian beliefs or ceremonies, or by persuading Christians to give 
up the Faith.6s 

Walsh claims the Jews actively sought to bring conversos back to Judaism, 
and the fact that Jews 

scattered throughout Christendom carried on a continuous and effective pro
paganda which, while it persisted, was bound to make impossible the complete 
Christianizing of society, is freely admitted by Jewish scholars, as I have taken 
note elsewhere. "As a whole," says I. Abrahams, "heresy was a reversion to Old 
Testament and even Jewish ideals. It is indubitable that the heretical doctrines 
of the southern French Albigenses in the beginning of the Thirteenth Century, 
as of the Hussites in the Fifteenth, were largely the result of friendly intercourse 
between Christians and Jews.''66 

The Jews, as the disputations over the Talmud showed, were no longer follow
ing the law of Moses. The Talmud had absorbed the Torah and turned the Jews 
into a permanent fifth column in Christian culture, agitating for revolution when 
they were powerful enough or for subversion when they were not. "If the Jews 
had confined their activities to the synagogue and their allegiance to the Law of 
Moses," Walsh says, "a great deal of conflict and even bloodshed might have been 
avoided. Unfortunately, during their dispersion, under all the incredible suffer
ings and affronts they endured in country after country, they supplemented the 
revealed teachings of the Torah with others which, judging by their fruits, had a 
source quite other than the tables of Mount Sinai. "67 If Judaism could not survive 
without the Talmud, as the Jews maintained in France when it was taken away 
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by Louis IX, then the Jews were involved in perpetual war against Christendom, 
because "the Jews included in the Talmud and Talmudic books many obscene and 
blasphemous anecdotes concerning Christ and His Church, together with curses 
and imprecations against Christians, and bits of practical advice for outwitting . 
and exploiting them."68 Jewish denial only made their stance seem more subver
sive. 

Once the true nature of Judaism became clear in the 13th Century, both Church 
and State had a duty to make war on it, in some way. The only question was what 
kind of war. Saints like Vincent Ferrer, who felt that the only legitimate way to 
destroy an enemy was by making him into a friend, answered that question. Jews 
were subjected to persuasion as the prelude to conversion. Once the Jewish pen
chant for subversion and revolution became bound up with Spain's struggle with 
the Moors and its very existence as a nation, the spiritual program was politicized 
and physical force took the place of spiritual suasion. That paved the way for the 
ascendancy of another type of Jew, the opportunist, who was "compelled, at the 
sword's point, or under the sickening fear of social and economic ostracization, 
to accept baptism" and who would wreak havoc for centuries to come.69 Wicked 
Christians wrongly forced Jews to the baptismal font, but it was also wrong of the 
Jews to convert under duress to a religion they believed false. Their acceptance of 
forced conversion deepened the Jewish commitment to subversion and revolution 
when the self-loathing became common and psychologically intolerable. Unlike 
the rabbis, the Catholic Church told its faithful to die as martyrs rather than ac
cept Islam or any other false religion. The command was so absolute that when a 
Jew accepted the Catholic faith, he was presumed to have done so of his own free 
will. Any backsliding would be punished as heresy, especially since Judaizing was 
one of the most common and recurrent heresies. Worse was promoting backslid
ing in others. If it was a capital crime to deprive a man of his life, was not depriva
tion of a man's spiritual life equally grave? The logic was extended to justify tor
ture in the bull Ad Extirpanda: just "as thieves and robbers of temporal goods are 
forced to accuse their accomplices and to tell what crimes they have committed; 
for these are truly robbers and homicides of souls, and thieves of the sacraments 
of God, and of the Christian Faith.''7O 

The logic of force eventually turned Vincent Ferrer's conversion campaign 
upside down. The Inquisition, especially in its more severe later stages, forced Jews 
and conversos to rethink their position. If the wave of conversions under Ferrer 
drove the Jews apart, the Inquisition drove them back together. Iflaws had given 
too much incentive for conversion, promoting opportunism for social and eco
nomic gain, the Inquisition, which punished only conversos, and which punished 
them more and more severely, provided incentives for reversion, for the Inquisi
tion had no jurisdiction over Jews. "While the object of the Inquisition was to 
secure the unity of faith," Lea tells us, "its founding destroyed the hope that ulti
mately the Jews would be gathered into the fold of Christ .... the awful spectacle of 
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the autos de fe and the miseries attendant on wholesale confiscations led the Jew to 
cherish more resolutely than ever the ancestral faith which served him as a shield 
from the terrors of the Holy Office and the dreadful fate even impending over the 
Conversos."71 Kamen comments: 

The reign of terror had an inevitable consequence. Conversos ceased to come 
forward to admit their errors. Instead, they were forced to take refuge in the very 
beliefs and practices that they and their parents had turned their backs on. Ac
tive Judaism, which existed among some conversos, seems to have been caused 
primarily by the awakening of their consciousness under persecution. Under 
pressure, they reverted to the faith of their ancestors. A Jewish lady living in 
Siguenza was surprised in 1488 to encounter a man whom she had known previ
ously in Valladolid as a Christian. He now professed to be a Jew, and was begging 
for charity among the Jews. "What are you doing over here?" she asked him. "The 
Inquisition is around and will burn you." He answered: "I want to go to Portu
gal.'" After no doubt equivocating for many years, he had made his decision and 
was going to risk all for it,7' 

In May 1482, the Edict of Grace was announced in Valencia. All who wished 
to confess their sins would be received in private. According to the Andalusian 
priest-historian Andres Bernaldez, "most of those who 'repented' and were 'recon
ciled' with the Church did so as a means of being able to practice the Jewish rites 
in secret, as they had previously done." According to Bernaldez "the confessions 
made by the conversos of Seville show that all of them were Jews; and from their 
statements a similar inference can be drawn in regard to the conversos of Cordo
va, Toledo, Burgos, Segovia, and all the rest of Spain."73 All, continues Bernaldez, 
"were Jews and clung to their hope, like the Israelites in Egypt, who suffered many 
blows at the hands of the Egyptians and yet believed that God would lead them out 
from the midst of them as He did with a mighty hand and an outstretched arm. 
So, too, the conversos looked upon the Christians as Egyptians or worse."74 

As the Inquisition spread through Spain, the severity of the punishments in
creased, while legal safeguards fell by the wayside. When many conversos escaped 
to Rome, the pope heard their story first hand. Sixtus IV concluded their com
plaints were well-founded and that his intervention was necessary. In early 1482, 
the pope informed the royal couple that the Inquisition had gone "far beyond 
what he had authorized."75 In August 1483, he sent letters of absolution to the ac
cused conversos. 

In May, Ferdinand rebuked Rome, warning the pope not to interfere in what 
had become a state operation. The outcome would be satisfactory only if the king, 
who understood the situation in Spain much better than the pope, appointed the 
inquisitors. The king reminded the pope that the Inquisition had been ineffective 
in eradicating heresy when under papal control. The Inquisition could only exist 
with power delegated from the pope, but once on Spanish soil, it became a func
tion of the state. Ferdinand and Isabella jealously guarded their control over it, 
telling the pope to mind his own business. 
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In 1483, the conflict intensified. Despite the pope's letters of absolution, Seville 
expelled all Jews. "There can be no question," Baer tells us, "that the Inquisitors 
had the last word in deciding on the expulsion of the Jews from Andalusia.''76 At 
the end of that year, Tomas de Torquemada, the Dominican prior and confessor 
to the queen, was appointed grand inquisitor for all of Spain. The record of the 
Inquisition would prove erratic: "In some instances the tribunal proceeded in an 
orderly and moderate manner, while in others the methods employed were more 
like brutal assaults by soldiers than the conduct of a court of justice" with the lat
ter approach becoming more prevalent over time. "Large commercial centers like 
Seville and Barcelona," Baer says, "were totally ruined by the Inquisition.''77 

Toward the end of 1483, the Inquisition arrived in Ciudad Real. Following the 
traditional Edict of Grace, the first auto da fe took place on November 16, 1483; 

many abjured, and no one was burned. However, in February 1484, 34 persons 
were burned at the stake, among them Maria Gonzales, who "at first denied that 
she was a Jewess at heart,''78 but then confessed. Baer supports the judgment of the 
Inquisition: "Had she been allowed to live, she would certainly have been steadfast 
in her Jewish faith. This was true of most of the conversos of Ciudad Real.''79 In 
Guadalupe, a woman confessed she had eaten meat in her home on Good Friday. 
She also confessed "when her husband brought home a crucifix she trampled on 
it and threw it down the privy."80 This woman admitted her guilt after her own 
daughter testified against her. Threatened with torture, she implicated others. The 
same Inquisition at Guadalupe revealed "conversos had been entering monaster
ies so as to be able to practice the Jewish Religion with greater safety."81 

When the Inquisition arrived in Toledo in May 1485, the local conversos or
ganized a revolt. The conspirators planned to assassinate the inquisitors "and the 
whole Christian population"8' during the Corpus Christi processions, but the plot 
was discovered. The mayor of Toledo then had several conversos arrested and 
hanged. The Inquisition also brought out the worst in Jews, who used the trials 
to settle old scores. Many Jews were accused of bearing false witness against the 
conversos and sentenced to death by stoning. The first auto da fe in Toledo took 
place in February 1486, when 750 men and women from seven parishes were led 
through the streets and sentenced to various penances. In August, 27 conversos 
were burned at the stake. Between 1486 and 1490, 4,850 conversos were reconciled 
to the Church and 112 were burned at the stake. Baer says the number absolved 
far exceeded the number condemned because "the Christians of Toledo who de
manded the utmost possible toleration of the conversos were very influential.... 
the clemency shown them can have been dictated only by political considerations. 
The conversos wielded very considerable influence; they were an essential element 
of the population, and the confiscated part of their fortunes could be used with
out annihilating the conversos themselves."83 According to Baer, "The conversos 
of Teruel doubtless deserved their "ill repute" as Jews-in-fact. "It is obvious, that 
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alongside the Jewish community of Teruel, there was a community of conversos 
who assembled for public worship, Bible readings, and the like. Most of them were 
descendants ofJews converted during the years 1391-1415."84 

In 1485, the Inquisition came to Saragossa, and, as in Seville and Toledo, 
the Judaizers and their supporters conspired to kill the Inquisitors and terrorize 
their potential successors into inactivity. The plot included a plan to drown the 
Inquisition's assessor as he walked beside the Ebro River, but the assessor never 
walked alone, so the plotters focused next on Peter Arbues. The government knew 
something was afoot as early as January, but did nothing. Late in the evening 
of September 15, the conspirators attacked Arbues as he prayed in the cathedral. 
Arbues was aware of the threat to his life: he was wearing chain mail and a steel 
helmet; his spear was leaning against a nearby pillar. The mortally wounded Ar
bues prayed for 24 hours before dying on September 17. Miracles soon followed. 
The holy bell of Villela tolled of its own accord; the crowds mopped up his blood 
and worked wonders with it. 

The consequences for the conversos were disastrous. The miracles attested 
to Arbues' sanctity, and the reaction to the murder broke the opposition to the 
Inquisition. In the revulsion to the murder, legal niceties were discarded, and the 
punishment and tortures knew no restraint. This murder turned the tide, which 
hitherto had been markedly hostile to the Inquisition. The news of the assassina
tion spread through the city with marvelous rapidity and before dawn the streets 
were filled with excited crowds shouting, "Burn the Conversos who have slain the 
Inquisitor." It was probably in consequence of the murder that Ferdinand and Isa
bella succeeded in obtaining from Innocent VIII papal letters of April 3, 1487, or
dering all princes and rulers and magistrates to seize and deliver to the Inquisition 
of Spain all fugitives who should be designated to them, thus extending its arms 
everywhere throughout Christendom and practically outlawing all refugees.8s 

The murder of Peter Arbues "annihilated all opposition to the Inquisition for 
the next hundred years"86 so effectively that some historians speculate the murder 
may have been arranged by the crown, although there is no evidence of this. No 
matter, the murder played into Ferdinand's hand in his attempt to end the chaos 
and defeat the Moors. In 1488 he issued instructions reforming the procedure of 
the Inquisitors. "Thus," Baer concludes, "the last and most daring attempt by the 
conversos to resist the Inquisition by force ended in failure."87 Most of the mur
der suspects were conversos and or others whose Jewish leanings were publicly 
known. In August 1487, the main conspirator, Jaime de Montesa, was executed 
after he confessed. He was a typical free-thinking Marrano skeptic, reported to 
have repeatedly quoted the saying, "In this world you will not see me in trouble, 
and in another world you will not see me in torment."88 After Montesa's death, 
more and more conversos were implicated in Judaizing, including advisors to the 
royal couple. "In essence," Baer concludes, "the Inquisition was correct in its read
ing of the conversos' attitudes." Baer cites the Coplas de Mingo Revulgo of Diego 
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Arias de Avila, in which conversos are portrayed as a group which "trample the 
Christians underfoot, and plunge them into debt and enslave them in all manner 
of servitude so that the Christians groan under so much robbery and spoliation." 
Torture played a role in these confessions. 

The inquisitors usually proceeded with some respect for rules oflaw and jus
tice, demonstrating facts that were unquestionably correct and refraining from 
malicious libels. In the fury following the murder of Peter Arbues, legal niceties 
fell by the wayside and the classical slanders-the Jews caused the plague, engaged 
in ritual sacrifice, etc.-made their way into the Inquisition's proceedings. In De
cember, 1490, Yuce Franco was tried for attempting to bring conversos back to 
Judaism and for crucifying a Christian child on Good Friday. The conspirators 
allegedly were going to use the child's heart and a consecrated host in a magic 
spell to kill Christians by infecting them with rabies. Franco denied the charges. 
Torquemada removed him from the jurisdiction of the Inquisition and appointed 
special judges, leading Baer to conclude his goal was "the complete extermination 
of Spanish Jewry."89 

When the victorious Spanish army marched into Malaga after the success
ful campaign to drive the Moors from Spain, they found 400 Jews living there. 
Virtually all were Judaized Christians who had fled the Inquisition from Spain 
to Granada, where they had reverted to Judaism. The apostates were ordered to 
decide whether they wanted to live completely as Christians or leave the country. 
Shortly after the royal couple entered Granada, they extended that option to all 
of Spain's Jews. On March 31, 1492, while still in Grenada, Ferdinand and Isabella 
signed the edict expelling the Jews from the kingdoms of Castile and Aragon. As 
before, Jews could convert and remain, but the Inquisition had removed much 
of the incentive to convert. Large numbers chose to leave. Their experience in 
Granada convinced the monarchs that a total separation was the only solution to 
the Jewish problem they identified. By exporting a problem they could not solve, 
Ferdinand and Isabella saved Spain from the fate of Poland. Northern Europe, 
though, inherited Spain's problem, and cities like Antwerp became hotbeds of 
revolutionary activity. 

The expulsion of the Jews and rabbinical justification for false conversion 
established the cultural matrix from which the revolutionary Jew emerged. If a 
Talmudic Jew could profess an idolatrous false religion in public and remain a Jew 
in good standing, then he simply could not be trusted, and the anti-Semites were 
right to view him as a dangerous subversive who threatened Church and State. 
Forced conversion was wrong, but the acceptance of it was also wrong. Worse 
still, acceptance of insincere conversion enshrined the principle of deception and 
subversion as part of Jewish life. The Jew, according to the principles of the Old 
Testament from Moses to the Maccabees, had a duty to resist idolatry and incor
poration into idolatrous religions to the point of death. The Talmudic teaching 
that condoned false conversion broke radically from Moses' teaching. The insin
cere Jewish converts to Christianity made subversion and deceit a way of life. 
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Converso behavior and worldview were similar to that of other disaffected 
European Catholics. The German monks who violated their vows of celibacy with 
impunity led double lives too; living a lie created animosity toward the institu
tion to which they had made vows they would not fulfill. The first Lutherans and 
the first Calvinists were virtually indistinguishable from each other and from the 
conversos in theology and practice. Both movements drew their leadership from 
the sexually corrupt lower Catholic clergy. Calvin's lieutenant, the erstwhile Cath
olic, Theodore Beza was, says Walsh, 

a glaring example of the too-common corruption. Though not even a priest, he 
enjoys the incomes of two benefices, through political influence, lavishes the 
Church's money on his concubine, and generally leads a vicious and dissolute 
life. When the Church is under attack, he hastens to join the enemy. As Cal
vin's lieutenant, this righteous man thunders against the [corruption of the] Old 
Church, of which he was partly the cause.90 

Beza's example was not uncommon. The monasteries of Europe were full of 
monks leading double lives. Spain was no exception: 

There is no doubt about the laxity of the monasteries of Seville and Valladolid, 
whose members embraced Protestantism; nor of the degeneracy of the Augus
tinians in Saxony, who broke away from the Church almost en masse in 1521. 

In England it was the reformed Observatine Franciscans who withstood Henry 
VIII even to death, while the relaxed Conventuals and other badly disciplined 
monks and priests formed the nucleus of the Church of England. The first Prot
estants, as a rule, were bad Catholics.91 

The Spanish expulsions began in May, 1492. The Jews had to sell their prop
erty for a song, even though "instructions were issued to all the localities to pay 
the Jews all that was owed to them, and to enable them to pay their own debts 
and to dispose of their possessions on fair and equitable terms.''92 Torquemada 
forbade Christians from aiding the departing Jews after August 9. No Christian 
was allowed to communicate with the Jews or give them food or shelter. The Jews 
were not allowed to sell their synagogues; the property that they could sell was 
devalued because so many were selling to meet the explusion deadline imposed by 
the crown. Bernalde.z chronicled the sufferings of the Jews; he also cites a converso 
woman from Almazan, who claimed years later "those who remained behind did 
so in order not to lose their property.''93 

In the fateful year 1492, Rodrigo Borgia ascended the papal throne and took 
the name Alexander VI. Pope Alexander contravened papal tradition by banning 
conversos from the Dominican order in Spain. In Rome he amended the proceed
ings of the Roman Carnival by extending the traditional footrace of the Roman 
Jews. But Jews could always expect a friendly reception in Rome and throughout 
the Papal States, and many Jews went there after the expulsion. Alexander did his 
part by hiring Jewish physicians. 
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The Inquisition and the explusion undid the work of St. Vincent Ferrer. Jews 
were convinced conversion was or would be a mistake. After the Edict of Expul
sion was announced, the clergy launched a conversion campaign, but the incen
tives were gone. There were few conversions, and most Jews left. Most went to 
Portugal, from whence they were expelled a few years later. Many went to Turkey, 
which received them with open arms. It was out of the Ladino community in 
Ismir that the false Messiah Shabbetai Zevi would arise 150 years later, buoyed by 
the writings of the Lurianic Kabballah, whose school had been established in Gaza 
as a result of the expulsions. 

On July 31, 1492, the last Jew left Spain. In 1494, Alexander VI granted Ferdi
nand and Isabella the title of Catholic Kings, listing the expulsion of the Jews as 
one of their accomplishments. Gian Pico della Mirandola praised them for it too. 
Guicciardini, the Florentine historian and statesman, praised them as well. The 
expulSion of the Jews along with the defeat of the Moors had united Spain and 
"raised it to the rank of a great power." When Spain was in the hands of Jews and 
heretics it had been in anarchy. Guicciardini concluded "had the situation not 
been corrected, Spain would in a few years have forsaken the Catholic religion."94 
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Chapter Seven 

Reuchlin v. Pfefferkorn 

Roughly 270 years after Nicholas Donin persuaded Pope Gregory IX to allow 
him to proceed against the Talmud, another Jew converted to Christian
ity and had the same idea. In 1504, Josef Pfefferkorn, a Moravian Jew, con-

verted to Christianity, along with his wife and child. After changing his name to 
Johannes at his baptism, Pfefferkorn spent his first years as a Christian wandering 
through southern German-speaking lands preaching the conversion of the Jews. 
In 1509 he settled in Cologne, where he made contact with the Dominicans, who 
had promoted Donin's efforts to convert the Jews three centuries earlier. Pfeffer
korn's enthusiasm for the Christian faith was undeniable, but the results of his 
preaching were meager. In 1516, at the height of his fame, he claimed he had con
verted 14 Jews after years of effort. He claimed another five would have entered the 
Church if the Jews hadn't blackened his name. Pfefferkorn would become famous 
as a publicist, not as a preacher. The printing press was transforming the move
ment of information in Europe, and he made good use of this new technology. 

In one of his earliest writings, Der Juden Spiegel (Mirror of the Jews) Pfef
ferkorn candidly describes his conversion. "I was born in the Jewish faith and am 
now, by the grace of God, a Christian," he wrote.' He lived by usury before con
verting, but gave it up as a Christian because usury is immoral. "If I continued to 
associate with Jews," he continued, "and continued to take usury, what would you 
say other than that I was in serious sin and that 1 never really became a Christian, 
and everyone would condemn me by saying that the blood and suffering of Christ 
had been lost on me. What help would the holy sacrament of baptism have been 
tome?'" 

Pfefferkorn's admission he was a usurer is significant in light oflater slanders. 
He was accused of criminal activity (and even of being hanged for it), but·Pfef
ferkorn denied the charges, saying "two Jews wanted to sully my reputation with 
charges of theft.''.! Pfefferkorn filed suit against his accusers before the imperial 
court, and "they were obliged to pay 30 florins to cover my expenses and had to 
retract the accusations in public.'!! Most charges against Pfefferkorn are traceable 
to a document originating from the Jews of Regensburg. Among its milder state
ments was the claim he was an illiterate butcher. He was neither illiterate nor was 
he a butcher, an occupation morally less reprehensible than that of moneylender. 

In his groundbreaking History of the Jews, Heinrich Graetz recites the slan
ders faithfully and uncritically and adds a few of his own, calling Pfefferkorn "an 
ignorant, thoroughly vile creature," as well as "the scum of the Jewish people," and 
a "noisome insect"! who was a tool of the "ignorant and fanatical Dominicans" 
of Cologne, a city known to be "an owls' nest of light-shunning swaggerers, who 
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endeavored to obscure the dawn of a bright day with the dark clouds of supersti
tion hostile to knowledge,''6 The vehemence of Graetz's attack is not, it seems, a 
function of historical sources, but of the very specific damning charges Pfeffer
korn leveled against the Jews about their rites and, more importantly, their covert 
attacks on Christians. 

Graetz claims Pfefferkorn did not write the famous series of tracts that be
gan with /uden Spiegel but instead "lent his name to a new anti-Jewish publica
tion, written in Latin by Ortuinus Gratius," one of the light-shunning Dominican 
swaggererslThe leader of the Cologne Dominicans was Jacob Hochstraten (or 
Hoogstraten, in honor of his native town). Graetz refers to him as "an inquisitor 
or heretic hunter ... who literally longed for the smell of burning heretics and in 
Spain would have been a useful Torquemada."8 Graetz's slanders are simply not 
true. Pfefferkorn, as his inimitable style and intimate knowledge of Jewish ritual 
indicate, wrote his own tracts. Hans-Martin Kirn says he "can in no way be seen 
as 'tool' of the Cologne Dominicans,''9 

Ludwig Geiger, Graetz's contemporary, noted Pfefferkorn "was later accused 
of scandalous activity by his enemies," including the scurrilous charge that "his 
wife ... had illicit intercourse with the Dominicans," but Geiger concluded "there 
is no proof for this allegation or the others," and wonders "how did they come 
into existence?"lO The answer is simple. Stung by Pfefferkorn's criticism, the Jews 
invented slanders to blacken his name and dissuade others from taking him seri
ously. Geiger, like Graetz, was a German Jew, but, unlike Graetz, not so enraged 
by Pfefferkorn's conversion as to accept unfounded slanders. 

The times had changed since Nicholas Donin's conversion in the 13th Cen
tury; the odium of being Jewish stuck with Pfefferkorn in spite of his baptism. 
The Dominicans and the Franciscans faithfully supported him in his efforts to 
convert the Jews, but the mendicants no longer were the cutting edge of European 
thought. Something had happened to the European mind; it was Pfefferkorn's lot 
to discover what. 

Pfefferkorn characterized himself as a wandering preacher to the Jews im
mediately following his conversion. Der /uden Spiegel was supposed to show Jews 
their errors and prove the truth of Christianity. His second book, Judenbeichte, 
ridiculed Jewish penitential practices. In 1513, Pfefferkorn received a permanent 
position in charge of the Hospital of St. Ursula and St. Revillen in Cologne, a posi
tion he held until the end of his life. While traveling through Mainz, Oppenheim, 
Heidelberg, Ulm and Munich he made contact with the Franciscans who sug
gested in the confessional that he take up the battle against Jewish books, Jewish 
usury, and for Jewish conversion. 

Pfefferkorn, like Donin, knew Judaism from the inside. That familiarity pre
cipitated Graetz's rage. Pfefferkorn had studied Jewish writings with his uncle, a 
rabbi. Countering the claim that he was illiterate, a butcher, and a thief was a doc
ument emanating from Dachau in 1504, in which Pfefferkorn portrayed the Jews 
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as engaging in covert warfare against Christians through usury and the subver
sion of religious vows. The Jews, according to Pfefferkorn, subverted the monks' 
vow of poverty by bribery, their vow of chastity by sexual seduction, and their vow 
of obedience by undermining all authority. Pfefferkorn pointed to more than 40 
Christians who had abandoned the faith as a result of Jewish subversion, almost 
three times the number ofJews he had brought to Christianity by his preaching. 

Pfefferkorn "spoke with the air of a man who was giving away secrets .... ' 
Because of his insider's knowledge, his claims were a threat to the Jews. In his 
pamphlet, Ich bin ain Buchlinn der Juden veindt ist mein namen, or The Enemy of 
the Jews (1509), Pfefferkorn reiterated Donin's claims, documenting Jewish blas
phemies against Jesus, Mary, and the apostles, and the curses against Christians 
the Jews incorporated into their daily prayers. The Jews, said Pfefferkorn, utter 
"various insults and shameless words ... every day against God, Mary, his most 
worthy mother, and the whole heavenly host."" The Jews call Jesus "mamser ben 
hanido," which is to say, "one born from an unclean union."'3 Although Pfeffer
korn doesn't say so, "mamser" is traditionally translated "bastard." The Jews are 
Similarly vehement in denouncing Christ's mother, calling her a "sono," which 
Pfefferkorn translates as "a notorious sinner." Again Pfefferkorn is discrete; the 
word means "whore." Pfefferkorn says the Jews call Christian churches "moss
choff' or "beskisse,""that is [latrines or] shithouses."'4 Additionally, the Jews "hate 
the sign of the holy cross and find it quite unbearable. If they see pieces of wood or 
straw on the ground that are by chance arranged roughly in the shape of a cross, 
they push it apart with their feet that they may no longer have to look at it."'5 If a 
Jew "knowingly crosses a churchyard or listens to an organ," he "believes that his 
prayers will not be heard by God for 30 days.",6 

Pfefferkorn also claimed Jews were revolutionaries who "pray for vengeance 
against the whole Christian church and especially the Roman Empire, that it may 
be broken up and destroyed."'7 The prayer for revolution is so significant that the 
Jews "are not allowed to say this prayer sitting down; rather, they must stand. 
Nor are they permitted to talk among themselves until the prayer is ended."'8 
Whenever "war or rebellion breaks out among us Christians," Pfefferkorn says, 
the Jews "are heartily pleased, hoping that the time is near when the Empire will 
be destroyed." Pfefferkorn wrote Juden veindt to "prevent the damage which the 
mangy dogs [Le., the Jews] do to Christian power in both the spiritual and worldly 
sphere .... 9 The humanists and the reformers, who saw Pfefferkorn as a tool of the 
powers of darkness, would ignore his warning. But within three years of his death, 
German peasants had driven more than one prince from his throne in Southern 
Germany, and it looked as if the revolutionary spirit was going to spread to France 
and the low countries too. 

In part two of Juden veindt, "How the Jews ruin land and people," Pfefferkorn 
describes how Jews get money through usury; he also "explain[s] the harm and 
damage the Jews cause to the country and the people through usury" by explain-
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ing how debt accumulates when interest is compounded.·o After 30 years, "the debt 
amounts to an unfathomable 106 tons of gold, 14,810 Gulden, 28 Wiesspfennig and 
11 Heller!" "Thus the poor Christian, when he has nothing further to pawn, must 
run away and live out his life in poverty, which happens often and many times .... ' 

In part three, Pfefferkorn explains how Jews use money to corrupt the morals 
of Christians. Jews use "their ill-gotten wealth" to "cause Christians to commit 
great sins.''''' Jews usually prevail in court because of bribery. "The only reason 
for this is their ill-gotten money, which Christians accept from them in exchange 
for helping to muddle and cover up their case and make it appear just .... 3 Jews use 
their wealth "to lead astray not only the common people but even educated men''''4 
by corrupting the morals of Christians and by undermining their faith. The Jews, 
Pfefferkorn writes, 

cause many Christians, learned and unlearned, to doubt their faith, as I have 
shown in other books of mine. Thus there is much heresy where Jews live; also 
one finds that Christians commit unchaste acts with Jews and have children 
by them. These children remain Jews, which is no doubt a great, notable, and 
shameful evil. Christian blood is subjected to eternal damnation, and, as I have 
mentioned at the beginning of my booklet, there is in the whole city no sect or 
nation that hates the Christians more than the Jews.·5 

The Jews also live in a world of political illusions, generated by the "central 
hope of the Jews" that "a Messiah ... will deliver them." This Messiah "will come as 
a secular ruler, a king with great power and wealth to rule and subdue the world." 
Pfefferkorn reveals the secrets of the Jews at grea.t personal risk because "I know 
well, ifI fell among Jews, they would devour me as the wolf devours sheep, for this 
was reported to me." Jews from several countries, he continues, "have made a pact 
to kill and murder" him. Pfefferkorn warns, "ifI should disappear, have no other 
thoughts than that I was killed by the Jews as they killed others before me .... 6 

Pfefferkorn concludes his pamphlet by urging Christian rulers to regulate the 
lives of Jews more closely. They should be forced to give up usury and to take on 
lowly occupations like sweeping dung in the streets. As his final point, he makes 
a recommendation that would generate conflict for the next decade. Indeed, if 
Graetz is right in seeing the battle of the books as the spark that set off the Ref
ormation, it would generate conflict for centuries to come. Pfefferkorn recom
mended confiscating Jewish books, specifically the Talmud, because, deprived of 
their books, the Jews would abandon their false beliefs and embrace Christianity. 
Like Donin, Pfefferkorn felt Jewish heresy was a function of the Talmud. Deprived 
of the books that were blinding their minds and poisoning their souls, the Jews 
would embrace the Christian faith. 

Instead of going to the pope, as had Donin, Pfefferkorn approached the em
peror. In 1509 he applied to the imperial court for the right to confiscate Jew
ish books. Kunigunde von Bayern, the devout sister of Emperor Maximillian I, 
provided a letter of introduction to the emperor, who endorsed Pfefferkorn's pro-
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posals and authorized him to confiscate Jewish books and to "examine Hebrew 
writings anywhere in the German empire, and to destroy all whose contents were 
hostile to the Bible and the Christian faith. ""7 In September, Pfefferkorn arrived 
in Frankfurt, home of the richest and most powerful Jewish community in the 
German empire. At his command, the city senate ordered the Jews to assemble in 
the synagogue, where they were told to hand over their books. One thousand five 
hundred manuscripts were taken from the Jews and deposited in the town hall. 
One letter from the archives of the Jewish community in Frankfurt recites 

On Friday [28 September 1509] the butcher [i.e., Pfefferkorn] came to us here in 
Frankfurt, together with three priests and two friends from the city council, and 
they seized the books in the synagogue-the Tefilot, Machzorim and Slechot
everything they could find, and forbade us in the name of the emperor to con
tinue praying in the synagogue!8 

The Jews did not sit idle. Humanistic studies of the sort promoted by Erasmus 
of Rotterdam had suggested that a new day of Enlightened tolerance was about to 
dawn after the long night of scholastic obscurantism, and so the Jews were em
boldened to act. The Jews sent Rabbi Gumprecht Weissenan to the archbishop of 
Mainz, who was persuaded that Pfefferkorn's activities infringed on his Episcopal 
jurisdiction. It was unusual for an individual of no official rank to receive such 
a mandate, and the emperor's action drew immediate protests both from Jew
ish representatives and from the archbishop of Mainz, who informed Pfefferkorn 
that the mandate was legally defective. Rabbi Weissenan, notes the same archival 
letter, was "successful with his request, and, praise be to God, obtained help and 
salvation for the Jews.".1g 

After warning German Jews that "should any community ... refuse to send 
money and participate in our efforts ... they will no longer be regarded as members 
of the Association of the Remainder of Israel," the Jews sent another delegation, 
led by Jonathan Levi Zion, to the imperial court to negotiate withdrawal of Pfef
ferkorn's mandate.30 Levi Zion was frank in his reports to the Jews in Frankfurt. 
"I shall not be able to achieve anything until you send a man who is prepared 
for three things-you know what 1 mean."31 Levi Zion's letter referred to Raschi's 
commentary on Gen 32:8 which mention prayer, combat, and bribery as three 
ways to defeat an enemy. Levi Zion and the Jews at Frankfurt settled on the last 
alternative as the best course. After pleading for money, "as soon as possible so 
that I shall not be forced to borrow money here at 100 percent,''32 Levi Zion an
nounced by letter that he had bribed the Margrave of Baden, whom the emperor 
had assigned to handle Pfefferkorn's case. "For this," Levi Zion wrote, "I gave him 
[the Margrave of Baden] something, and should we obtain what we are asking for 
in the petition, 1 shall give him an additional one hundred Gulden for his efforts. 
And so he acted on our behalf and made a great personal effort" to annul Pfef
ferkorn's mandate.33 Even so, Levi Zion still felt "Everything is upside down. The 
apostate and his courtiers have persuaded the emperor to write to the archbishop 
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that [Pfefferkorn] should be the commissioner in this business, together with the 
apostate Viktor [von Karben] in Cologne, another doctor from Cologne, a doctor 
from Heidelberg and Dr. Reuchlin from Stuttgart.":!4 

This is the first time Reuchlin's name appears in the controversy surrounding 
the confiscation of the Talmud, and the context is significant. Johannes Reuchlin 
is mentioned in the same letter in which Levi Zion admits bribing the Margrave of 
Baden. Levi Zion then asks for more money, presumably for more bribes. Since "it 
is very likely that the apostate [Le., Pfefferkorn] will be commissioned to proceed," 
the Jews "must immediately send wise and prudent men from our communities to 
the emperor. They must of course be well supplied with gold and silver, and must 
beseech the emperor to be merciful and spare us ... for I fear things that I do not 
want to write down.".l5 

The Jews reacted to the threat oflosing their books by bribing court officials 
and slandering Pfefferkorn at the Imperial court during the winter of 1509-10. In 
the spring, their efforts paid off. Emperor Maximillian I ordered the Frankfurt 
senate to return the books. To play down the injury to Pfefferkorn and the Do
minicans and "to avoid any complaints on the part of the Jews that his had been 
undertaken lightly and without diligent consideration,,,:!6 the emperor created a 
commission to examine the Jews' books. Maximillian authorized the archbishop 
of Mainz to solicit reports from four universities as well as from qualified indi
viduals. Johannes Reuchlin was one of those qualified individuals. 

As a result, Johannes Reuchlin was appointed to the commission. "It was for
tunate for the Jews," Graetz writes, "that the honest, truthful Reuchlin, so enthu
siastically prepossessed for Hebrew and Cabalistic literature, was asked to give his 
opinion of Jewish literature.".l7 Johannes Reuchlin was, next to Erasmus of Rot
terdam, the most prominent scholar of his day. Like Erasmus and the humanists, 
Reuchlin saw scholarship as the study of language rather than dialectic in the 
Scholastic mode. Unlike Erasmus, who confined himself to Latin and Greek texts, 
Reuchlin immersed himself in Hebrew as early as the mid-1480s. Reuchlin's inter
est in Hebrew blossomed while he was on an embassy to the papal court in 1490. 

Reuchlin traveled to Italy as the crisis over the newly translated hermetic texts 
and their connection to magic reached its climax. There Reuchlin met the recently 
reborn Platonic academy in Florence under the direction of Lorenzo de Medici. 
In 1463, Lorenzo's father had commissioned Marsilio Ficino to translate "Corpus 
Hereticum," which a monk had brought from Macedonia. Ficino then steeped 
himself in the neoplatonic mysteries Julian the Apostate found so seductive a mil
lennium earlier. Ficino aided in the translation of the "Hermitca" and "Orphica," 
which constituted the neoplatonic teachings, including the "Chaldean Oracles," 
ascribed to the followers of Zarathustra, as well as the teaching of Pythagoras, 
which included many magic spells, esoteric teachings, and customs. 

At a certain point, Pope Innocent VIII began to suspect that the neoplatonic 
academy was involved in more than simple antiquarian pursuits. In 1490, one 
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year before Reuchlin met Count Giovanni Pico dell Mirandola, Garsias alleged at 
Pope Innocent's urging that Pico, Ficino's pupil, was promoting magic. For two 
years, the sword of Damacles dangled over Pico's head. Then Innocent VIII died 
in 1492, and Alexander VI succeeded him. In his 46 Sentences, Pico defended him
self against the accusations of his opponents, and after his presentation, on June 
18, 1493, Pope Alexander VI cleared him of the charges laid against him. The way 
was then clear for the resurgence of Christian interest in magic. In her book on 
Giordano Bruno, Frances Yates laid the responsibility for that resurgence at the 
feet of Alexander VI, whom she claims had a special relationship to the Egyptian 
mysteries, astrology, and magic, as evidenced in the Pintarucchio frescoes in the 
Borgia apartments. Zika is more pointed. He claims the attitude of the papal court 
changed when Alexander VI became pope because Alexander was intent on put
ting "occult magic to his own use.".!8 

One year after Pico's acquittal, Reuchlin published De verbo mirifico, The 
Wonder-Working Word, his attempt to revive philosophy, lately fallen into the 
slumber of Scholasticism, by linking it to the Hebrew language, Caballah, and 
magic. In it, Baruchia, a Jew, Sidonius, a philosopher once an Epicurean but now 
knowledgeable in many different systems, and Reuchlin, under the name Capnion 
(the Greek word for smoke is Kapnos or Rauch in German. Reuchlin is the dimin
utive of Rauch), conduct a dialogue. The three are not divided by their religions; 
like the Masons at a later date, they are united by esoteric wisdom derived from 
the Caballah. Socrates was a wise man, but the wisest was Moses, who was wise 
not through his own intellectual powers but rather through the spirit of God in 
him. Only this spirit, transmitted from one race to another and now known as Ca
ballah, makes one capable of penetrating the secrets of nature through the won
derworking word. The most wonderworking of all words is the unspeakable Tet
ragrammaton JHVH (the four consonants comprising the name Yahweh), which 
is similar to the Tetrakys of Pythagoras. Each letter has its own secret meaning. 
Ihsvh is the most secret name, because it adds the letter signifying Jesus. 

Like Karl Marx three centuries later, Reuchlin claimed philosophy would 
"work wonders." It would change the world by unleashing the power of the magic 
words which God himself uttered to Moses and Adam. To begin the study of mag
ic, the adept needed to learn Hebrew to use "practical Caballah," another word for 
magic. Like Messianic politics, magic was a way of bringing about heaven on earth 
and was intimately bound up with the rise of the new scientific worldview. Magic 
was associated in the popular mind with Jews. Jews knew how to cast the spells 
that would bring about this-worldly riches and power. Both magic and applied 
science involved a turning away from the Cross, which is to say, the God-ordained 
necessity of suffering in this life if one wants to attain salvation. In the place of the 
Cross, the adept of practical Caballah proposes the techniques refined by Jews that 
enable one to get what one wants. Four centuries after the publication of De verbo 
mirifico, C.S. Lewis noticed 
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There is something which unites magic and applied science while separating both 
from the "wisdom" of earlier ages. For the wise men of old the cardinal problem 
had been how to conform the soul to reality, and the solution had been knowl
edge, self-discipline and virtue. For magic and applied science alike the problem 
is how to subdue reality to the wishes of men: the solution is a technique, and 
both, in the practice of this technique, are ready to do things hitherto regarded 
as disgusting and impious-such as digging up and mutilating the dead.39 

The seeds planted at the Platonic Academy of Florence under the patronage 
of the Medicis bore fruit at the turn of the century. In 1501, Giovanni Mercurio 
showed up in Lyon wearing flowing white robes and a chain around his neck, an
nouncing he was omniscient and could change lead into gold and bring happiness 
to the depressed. The chain derived from the same Pythagorean chain oflove and 
friendship whose symbology would exert its influence over Reuchlin. 

Reuchlin's De verbo mirifico introduced the idea of neoplatonic magic to the 
lands north of the Alps. In it, Reuchlin tried to break down the barriers separating 
religion, philosophy, and magic through recourse to the Hebrew language in gen
eral and in particular through the rehabilitation of Caballah, which he saw as the 
oral esoteric tradition that had come from Adam himself. Caballah, of course, had 
no ancient pedigree. It apparently arose in the 12th Century in Provence; it was the 
Jewish equivalent of the Albigensian heresy, a resurgence of neoplatonic gnosti
cism. None of the proponents of Caballah, however, saw it that way. Instead they 
viewed it as the original theology, the prisca theololgia, at least as old as Christian
ity and probably much older than that. Pico had already established a necessary 
connection between Caballah and magic in his writings. Reuchlin took his ideas 
one step further by claiming that natural magic was impossible without the Ca
ballah. Reuchlin separated himself from the magic manuals of the Middle Ages. 
In place of these magic spells, which were either meaningless mumbo-jumbo or, 
worse, appeals to evil spirits, Reuchlin proposed the magic of the Hebrews found 
in the Caballah and intimately bound up with their language, the language of God 
Himself. Reuchlin claimed because God spoke in Hebrew, Hebrew words uttered 
in the proper way had an immediate physical effect. They could not bring about 
creation ex nihilo, but they might very well influence the angels put in charge of 
that creation by God. In learning Hebrew, as Reuchlin did at the feet of rabbis, the 
adept learned the language God Himself had used to speak to Moses. Men could 
now use that same language in speaking to the angels who ran the universe and 
create wonders by their very words. Zoroaster, the first theologian, according to 
their view, recognized the unique nature of Hebrew words and so forbade any 
alteration of their form because the divine power of the word was only effective in 
its original Hebrew form. During the dialogue between the three learned men in 
De verbo mirifico, Reuchlin expands his praise of Hebrew into an attack on Greek, 
which, in the words of Baruchias, the learned Jew, possesses "no words that have 
come down to us from heaven and no names which can be characterized as hav
ing divinely ordained syllables.'lIO Moses, because he spoke Hebrew, had priority 
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over the Egyptians as well because the Hebrew language is more ancient. "Divine 
names come to us from the Jews and not the Egyptians. Hebrew names are more 
ancient and holier than any other names.'''l 

Taking his cue from Alexander VI's approval of Pico, Reuchlin defends the 
connection Pico established between Caballah and magic. In his "Conclusiones," 
Pico claimed that immediate access to divine mysteries and powers was available 
through the Caballah. Part of the Cabballah was also the highest part of magia nat
uralis. Reuchlin claimed the Caballah demonstrated the validity of the Christian 
faith and also corresponded to the esoteric wisdom of Orpheus, Pythagoras, and 
Zoroaster. By locating the magical power of his system in the Hebrew language, 
Reuchlin hoped to evade the dichotomy the Church, following the classical tradi
tion, had established. According to that dichotomy, a man either asked for power 
over nature, in which case his action was known as prayer and dependent on the 
permissive will of the deity; or he forced the issue by invoking evil spirits. Cabal
lah seemed to indicate another possibility. 'The possibility of a middle ground be
tween science and prayer based on the magical effects of angelic names in Hebrew 
seemed theologically unlikely, but that is the course Reuchlin pursued, hoping to 
evade the censure of those who claimed he was involved in black magic. 

'The Hebrew language saved Reuchlin, at least in his own mind, from becom
ing a proponent of black magic, which involved contact with demons and was 
practiced under the name of Solomon, Adam, or Enoch. Hebrew was the key to 
making contact with the good spirits whose silent help enabled the practice of 
magia naturalis. 'The true philosopher should not invoke demons, but if the phi
losopher is unable to perform wonders, he is no better than the garrulous School
men who, like spiders, spin words but produce no effects. Sidonious says, "we 
would therefore be hardly distinguishable from the vulgar, if our miraculous vo
cation was not accompanied by miraculous actions.'''2 Reuchlin's idea of a "won
der working" philosophy had much in common with 'Thomas Muentzer's view of 
scripture. To be truly alive, the word of God had to create signs and wonders. 'The 
same was true of Reuchlin's Caballistic Philosophy: Philosophy had no value if it 
couldn't work wonders beyond the power of man to explain. 'The Caballah would 
rehabilitate philosophy by its miracles, which were bound up not with evil spirits 
but with the power of Hebrew. 

Reuchlin's fatal attraction to Caballah took root on his journey to Italy when 
he studied with Obadaiah Sforno, a Jewish physician, philosopher, and more im
portantly, collector of rare Hebrew manuscripts and books. Two years later, Re
uchlin was back in Italy, this time on an embassy to the imperial court in Padua. 
On this journey he received instruction from the emperor's court physician, lacob 
ben lehiel Loans. Reuchlin and Loans remained in contact for the next decade, 
and Reuchlin repeatedly expressed his admiration for his Jewish teacher. Fully 
aware of Reuchlin's intercourse with the rabbis, Pfefferkorn exclaimed later, "if I 
had said these things I would have been burned" at the stake.43 
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Studying the Caballah required a sort of hermetic initiation. The Caballah, 
Rummel says, "was taught hermetically, that is, reserved for the elect, and was 
often associated with magic, a connection deplored even by Jewish teachers of 
stature such as Moses Maimonides.'!!4 It would not have been taught to someone 
who was either skeptical or disinterested. It would only have been taught to some
one avid to receive initiation into its mysteries. The Jewish masters who taught 
Reuchlin, therefore, must have seen in him a potential adept. "Christians," Rum
mel continues, 

began to take an interest in the Caballah during the fifteenth Century. The Ital
ian humanist Pico della Mirandola ... connected the Caballah with "natural 
magic," that is, the study of celestial bodies, but rejected its counterpart, black 
magic, "which is rightly excised by the church and has no foundation, no truth 
and no basis." ... Nevertheless it remained a controversial subject. It continued to 
attract the attention of inquisitorial courts and was therefore pursued by Reuch
lin at some personal risk.45 

After Reuchlin met Pico and learned about the Caballah, Graetz says, he 
"thirsted for Hebrew literature, but could not quench his thirst. ,!!6 More accurately, 
Reuchlin desired to learn Hebrew to slake his thirst for esoteric and arcane knowl
edge. In De verbo mirifico, Reuchlin wrote "The language of the Hebrews is simple, 
uncorrupted, holy, terse and vigorous; God conversed in it direct with men, and 
men with angels, without interpreters face to face ... as one friend converses with 
another.'!!7 

In 1506, Reuchlin issued De rudimentis Hebraicis, the first Hebrew grammar 
ever written by a non-Jew. Four years later, when Reuchlin was at the height of his 
powers and reputation, Pfefferkorn approached him after he heard Reuchlin had 
been appointed an expert witness for the commission then deliberating Pfeffer
korn's plan to seize the books of the Jews. Pfefferkorn came away from the meeting 
pleased, claiming Reuchlin had been cordial and had even graciously instructed 
him on the fine points of etiquette and protocol at the Imperial court. 

Reuchlin completed his evaluation on October 6, 1510 and sent it to the em
peror in a sealed envelope. He recommended that two books, Nizzachon and To
ledoth Jeschu, should be confiscated and destroyed; the Jews should be allowed 
to keep their other works. This meant that Reuchlin did not include the Talmud 
among the "books which ridicule, slander and insult our Great Lord and God 
Jesus and his mother, and the apostles and saints.'l!8 He said "I have read only two 
such books: one called Nizzachon, the other Tolduth Jeschu ha nozri." Reuchlin 
gives the impression that these books had no standing in the Jewish community: 
"Even the Jews themselves regard them as apocryphal.'l!9 While at the court of 
Frederick III, Reuchlin "heard the Jews themselves saying in the frequent con
versations I had with them that they have removed and destroyed such books and 
forbidden that people should in future write such books or speak thus."so 
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At this point in his report, Reuchlin's testimony becomes problematical if 
not erroneous and self-contradictory: "If the Talmud were deserving of such con
demnation, our ancestors of many hundred years ago, whose zeal for Christianity 
was much greater than ours, would have burnt it."51 Reuchlin says no pope ever 
burned the Talmud, but Geiger corrects the historical record by reminding the 
reader that both Gregory IX and Innocent IV had consigned copies of the Tal
mud to the flames. Reuchlin might have been an expert in Hebrew philology and 
grammar (Graetz disputes this), but he was abysmally ignorant of the history of 
the Talmud, which had been burned more than once by his "ancestors." Reuchlin 
claimed "The baptized Jews Peter Schwarz and Pfefferkorn, the only persons who 
insist on its being burnt, probably wish it for private reasons.''51 Yet Reuchlin made 
these claims after admitting that he, unlike Pfefferkorn, had neither read the Tal
mud nor understood it! "No one," Reuchlin continued, "can say in truth that the 
Talmud, in which the four higher faculties are described, is completely evil and 
that one cannot learn anything good from it. For it contains many good medical 
prescriptions and information about plants and roots as well as legal verdicts col
lected from all over the world by experienced Jews.''53 

Reuchlin then characterized the Talmud as "a work which is difficult to 
understand.''54 He also said that there were many strange ideas in the Talmud, 
but that did not justify its destruction. Of the Jews, Reuchlin said, "whether they 
are inimically disposed toward us in their hearts, only God can say.''55 Defense of 
the Caballah was unnecessary, because the pope had already recognized its value, 
and Pico had shown Christians could use its teachings to strengthen the Christian 
faith. Jews could not be called heretics because they had never fallen away from 
the Christian faith. The Jews had the right to retain their property, including the 
Talmud, because they were citizens-a then unusual term-of the German em
pire. 

Despite stating that it needed no defense, Reuchlin then defended the Cabal
lah, which he referred to as "the most secret speech and words of God. "56 Reuchlin 
claimed theologians who did not know Hebrew had made serious theological er
rors, an assertion that undermined theology, according to the Dominicans, by 
making it a function of scripture scholarship, which is to say, language studies, not 
dialectics. He concluded "No Christian should pass verdict on [the Jews], except 
in a secular case transacted in a secular court. For they are not members of the 
Christian church, and their faith is none of our business.''57 The claim "their faith 
is none of our business" combined with the equally daring claim Jews had rights 
as citizens, did not endear Reuchlin to the Dominicans, whose mission since 
Penaforte had been the papally mandated conversion of the Jews. 

In his report, Reuchlin denounced Pfefferkorn's writings as the work of an ig
norant hatemonger, thus establishing the debate's parameters: the refined man of 
letters vs. the ignorant "tau! iud," a racist slur picked up by Reuchlin's supporters, 
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including Erasmus of Rotterdam. Pfefferkorn called Reuchlin a Judaizer, a term 
then in the process of losing its opprobrium among educated humanists. Reuch
lin's claim that knowledge of Hebrew was necessary for the correct interpretation 
of the bible was guaranteed to offend theologians, no matter how much it pleased 
humanists. Those theologians, under the direction of the Cologne Dominicans, 
still wielded considerable political power, although not as much as in previous 
centuries. The conflict settled into the Humanist vs. Scholastic mode, even though 
(or perhaps, according to Rummel, because) it obscured the central contention of 
Pfefferkorn and the Dominicans, namely, that Reuchlin was a Judaizer. Indeed, 
Judaizing was a virtue to those who made theology a function of Hebrew gram
mar; it would soon become equally esteemed by the Reformers who believed that 
theology must be based on "Scripture alone." The most significant part of the re
port is Reuchlin's praise of the Caballah: 

I have read it myself. One could argue about the pros and cons for a long time 
in this report. But one may see from the book entitled Apologia by the earlier 
mentioned Count of Mirandola, which has been approved by Pope Alexander, 
that the books of the Cabala are not only harmless, but of great use to the Chris
tian faith, and Pope Sixtus IV had them translated into Latin for the use of us 
Christians. There are sufficient grounds therefore to conclude that such books 
as the Cabala should not and cannot be legally suppressed and burned .... Jewish 
commentaries should not and cannot be abandoned by the Christian church, for 
they keep the special characteristics of the Hebrew language before our eyes. The 
bible cannot be interpreted without them, especially the Old Testament, just as 
we cannot do without the Greek language and Greek grammars and commen
taries for the New Testament, as is confirmed and indicated in canon law.58 

Since "the Jews are our archivists, librarians and antiquarians, who preserve 
books that can serve as witnesses to our faith," Christians should "take care of 
the existing books, protect and respect them, rather than burn them, for from 
them flows the true meaning of the language and our understanding of Sacred 
Scripture."s9 

One needn't be a learned theologian to see that Reuchlin was turning the 
Talmud into a meta-Scripture that would serve as the criterion of what was valid 
in the Bible. The hermetic texts had become the real SCriptures, and they were to 
be interpreted not by the Catholic Church, but by the nascent academic estab
lishment, which had taken instruction at the feet of the rabbis in an atmosphere 
of quasi-Masonic hermeticism. Even Reuchlin's caveat against books promoting 
magic was qualified to the point of meaninglessness: 

If there are, however, Hebrew books that teach or instruct readers in the forbid
den arts, such as sorcery, magic and witchcraft, if they may be used to harm 
people, they should be destroyed, torn up and burned because they are against 
nature. But if such books of magic are designed only to help and benefit human 
life and serve no harmful purpose, one should not burn or destroy them, except 
books about buried treasures.60 
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And who was to decide whether a particular Hebrew text was blasphemous 
or instead a "buried treasure"? The implication seems clear: only those who knew 
Hebrew were qualified to decide. The ultimate authority in the Church devolved 
upon those who had taken hermetic instruction from the rabbis, as had Reuchlin. 
Otherwise, "the Jews ought to be left in peace in their synagogues, and in the 
exercise of ceremonies, rites, customs, habits and devotions, especially when they 
do not go against what is right and do not manifestly insult our Christian church" 
because "the Christian church has nothing to do with them ... as long as the Jews 
keep the peace, they ought to be left in peace. And all this must be observed so that 
they cannot say that they are being forced and compelled to convert to our faith."Iil 
In an especially self-serving passage, Reuchlin recommended that the German 
universities should "hire for the next ten years two lecturers each, who would be 
capable and have the task of teaching students Hebrew and instructing them in 
this language .... If this is done, I doubt not that in a few years our students will be 
so well versed in the Hebrew language that they will be able to bring the Jews over 
to our side with reasonable and friendly words and gentle means.''6· 

Pfefferkorn gained access to Reuchlin's report and was outraged. Every schol
ar appointed to the commission had written in favor of Pfefferkorn's proposal, ex
cept Reuchlin. Pfefferkorn gave his interpretation of what had happened in Handt 
Spiegel, published in Spring, 1511. Pfefferkorn claimed "a fat Jew sat on his book,"Ii3 

which is to say, Reuchlin had been suborned by the Jews. "All," Pfefferkorn contin
ued, "with the exception of Johannes Reuchlin, unanimously declared and wrote 
for Christ, inspired by the Holy Spirit. His report alone ... supported the perfidy 
of the Jews rather than the Apostolic See and the most holy cause of our faith."Ii4 
Pfefferkorn denounced Reuchlin as a "half-Jew" and a "Judas.''65 As a result ofRe
uchlin's recommendation, the emperor did not renew the mandate to confiscate 
the Jewish books. Reuchlin had killed the project, and Pfefferkorn was furious. 

Pfefferkorn correctly claimed "the Jews bribed Christians in high places ... 
and they filled the ears of the good Emperor with false advice, so that His imperial 
Majesty gave orders to restore the books to the Jews."Ii6 Pfefferkorn knew about the 
bribe Levi Zion gave the Margrave of Baden; he claimed that Reuchlin had been 
bribed also because the Jews had told him, "Reuchlin knows how to deal with 
you and oppose you .... They told me that they were in close contact with Reuch
lin and very well informed about this matter." Pfefferkorn recalled the German 
proverb, "Die Gelehrten, Die Verkehrten," which is to say, "The learned are easily 
corrupted.''67 

Pfefferkorn felt doubly betrayed because, on the basis of his private consulta
tion with Reuchlin in 1510, felt he had nothing to fear from Reuchlin. "He treated 
me most cordially," he reported, "and expressed pleasure at my coming, and what 
is more he instructed me in what to do. in the presence of the Emperor, of which I 
have proof in his own handwriting. Then when he had cleverly found out every
thing about the matter from me, he falsely reassured me and devoutly promised 
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to write to me. He did no such thing, but instead traduced me in his report to His 
Royal Majesty, contrary to his promise and acting, most impiously .... And so he 
betrayed me, as Judas betrayed Christ."68 

Reuchlin was furious when he learned Pfefferkorn was privy to what he con
sidered a confidential evaluation, meant only for the emperor's eyes. He accused 
Pfefferkorn of breaking the seal on his report and gaining illicit access. Reuchlin 
claimed Pfefferkorn was a pawn of the Cologne Dominicans. In 1518, Ortwin Gra
tius, a leader of the Cologne Dominicans, denied they bore any responsibility for 
the publication of the Handt Spiegel. Pfefferkorn was in Mainz when Handt Spiegel 
appeared at the Frankfurt book convention in April 1511. Taking Reuchlin's part in 
the controversy, Graetz also claimed Pfefferkorn was a pawn of the Dominicans, 
who concocted the scheme to confiscate the Talmud so they could extort money 
from the Jews. Since the Jews "could not do without the Talmud," they "would 
pour their wealth into Dominican coffers to have the confiscation annulled."69 
Graetz also claimed Pfefferkorn lured Reuchlin into "a cunningly devised trap,"7o 

but gives no evidence to support his claim. 
The Dominicans accused Reuchlin of disingenuousness. The Jews' hatred for 

Christians was universally known; every Jew who had left Judaism could tell sto
ries about it. Only a few Christians, "especially Johannes Reuchlin from Stuck
arten" denied this hatred and would not admit that Jews prayed against Chris
tians. Anyone who denied this knew nothing of Jewish scriptures; Reuchlin's 
admitted ignorance of the Talmud meant he had not written the document that 
appeared under his name. Reuchlin was handicapped in responding because he 
was caught in a contradiction. He claimed the Talmud was not pernicious, and yet 
he admitted he had never read it. The Dominicans pressed the issue, reminding 
Reuchlin that there weren't just two pernicious Jewish books, and that the Jews 
did not proscribe the two he mentioned. Quite to the contrary, the Jews read from 
Toledoth Jeschu every year at Christmastime in the hope that God would punish 
Jesus because of his false teaching. 

After Pfefferkorn published Handt Spiegel, Reuchlin took his case to the em
peror. Not content to wait for a legal verdict, Reuchlin joined battle in the realm 
of political publishing, newly created by the invention of the printing press. In late 
August or early September of 1511, Reuchlin issued his pamphlet Augenspiegel (Eye 
Mirror or Spectacles-an image of a pair of glasses was on the title page), which 
defended both Jewish books and his own integrity as a disinterested scholar. But, 
according to Graetz, Reuchlin was an avowed enemy of the circumcised. Reuch
lin's writings were suffused with racism, including routine reference to Pfeffer
korn as a "taufft jud," what the Spaniards would term a marrano or converso. Re
uchlin wanted to rescue the Jewish scriptures for the cabalists. Neither he nor his 
colleagues were fond of Jews. Indeed, their dislike of Jews did not stop even after 
the Jew became baptized. In this, they were less like their forbears of the crusades 
and more like their descendants of the Third Reich, who felt, as Edith Stein was 
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to learn, that baptism did not erase Jewishness, because Jewishness was a racial 
phenomenon, not religious. Pfefferkorn complained bitterly and often about the 
racist remarks of professors and preachers, who, as fellow Christians, should have 
accepted him as a brother, but instead made remarks like "To trust a Jew is like 
putting a snake to your bosom, a burning coal in your lap, and a mouse in your 
pocket.''71 Pfefferkorn thought that way about Jews, too, but was offended that his 
fellow Christians thought that way about him after his baptism. 

In November 1510, the theology faculty at the university of Cologne issued two 
reports responding to Reuchlin's letter to the emperor. The theologians reminded 
Reuchlin that the Talmud contained "not only errors and false statements, but also 
blasphemies and heresies against their own law."71 For this reason, Popes Gregory 
and Innocent had "ordered the said book to be burned." The Talmud and the Ca
ballah were "corrupt;" they were fundamentally different from and therefore did 
not "convey the intention of Moses' books and those of other [Hebrew] prophets 
and wise men.''73 Unlike Reuchlin, who sought to preserve the books to derive 
esoteric knowledge from them, the faculty at Cologne decreed that Pfefferkorn 
and the Dominicans were acting for the common good. That meant "it would be 
impious and irreligious to allow them the use of such books which they, who are 
mockers and blasphemers of the Lord Christ, might use to teach their children."74 
Proceeding against the Talmud was "in the interest of the Christian faith as well 
as of the Jews' salvation,"7s an idea that Reuchlin subverted when he said what Jews 
believed was none of their business. The Dominicans then reiterated the concerns 
articulated at the Fourth Lateran Council 300 years earlier: 

it seems expedient to prevent the Jews from practicing usury and to allow them 
to take up honest work for a living, but let them be distinguished from Chris
tians by a badge, and let them be taught in their own language by experienced 
converts about the true law and the prophets for the glory of God, their own 
salvation and the increase of the Christian faith,76 

The emperor was unmoved. He refused to order re-confiscation of the books. 
Reuchlin was wrong when he claimed the Talmud had never been burned, but he 
was right in claiming that the piety of his ancestors' generation exceeded that of 
his own. As we have seen, a new spirit was abroad, one which condoned blasphe
my in the name of scholarship and disapproved of burning books as something 
that educated people did not do. 

The Jews were overjoyed by the emperor's verdict. Like their ancestors at the 
foot of Mount Sinai, the Jews made two images, "one of Johann Reuchlin in an
gelic form, like a prophet; the other, of Pfefferkorn, in the shape of a devil.''77 They 
danced around the images like pagans around a sacrifice, genuflecting to Reuch
lin's image and sticking knives into Pfefferkorn's. Pfefferkorn and Hoogstraten 
were outraged by Jewish effrontery. "If the Jews are permitted to retain the books 
that have been taken from them by imperial mandate," Hoogstraten wrote, "they 
will be confirmed in their perfidy; they will insult Christians and cast in their 
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teeth that the books would not have been restored to them by imperial edict if they 
were not true and holy.,,?8 

Hoogstraten did not claim the Jews had bribed Reuchlin, but others did. 
Gregor Reisch, a Carthusian prior, made the claim, which is reported by Geigerl9 

Graetz said bribery was the charge that bothered Reuchlin the most, and he re
jected it forcefully. Reuchlin admitted he had had dealings with Jews, but he was 
infuriated over the claim he had been bribed by the Jews: "I say therefore, by the 
highest faith, that in my entire life from the days of my childhood up to this hour 
that I have not received one nickel, not one penny, from the Jews, neither have I 
received gold or silver nor have I hope to."80 "No Jew," he continued, "offered me 
rent, services or any kind of reward. And anyone who writes otherwise injures my 
honor and is a liar and a base villain.""8' 

Reuchlin's Augenspiegel caused an immediate sensation. Within a few weeks, 
it was read all over the Germanies. Pfefferkorn claimed the Jews rushed out to 
buy Reuchlin's book as soon as they heard it dealt with them favorably. But Geiger 
claims that once the Jews got their books back in 1510, they lost interest in the 
controversy. Graetz claims the Jews naturally saw Reuchlin as their champion and 
just as naturally promoted his book. They were pleased and dumbfounded "to find 
that so distinguished a man as Reuchlin would set an accuser of the Jews in the 
pillory as a calumniator and liar."8. Having one of the most distinguished Chris
tian scholars in Europe defend the Talmud left Jews rubbing their eyes in amaze
ment. The Jews rushed out to buy Reuchlin's book, and, using their commercial 
connections, made it an instant bestseller, perhaps the first in history. "The Jews," 
according to Graetz, "greedily bought a book in which for the first time a man of 
honor entered the lists on their behalf.. .. They rejoiced at having found a champion 
... Who would find fault with them for laboring in the promulgation ofReuchlin's 
pamphlet?"83 

In September 1511, Peter Meyer, a pastor in Frankfurt, allowed Pfefferkorn to 
preach a counter-attack on Reuchlin's pamphlet, something which outraged Re
uchlin even more since Pfefferkorn was a married layman. The Dominicans were 
furious because Reuchlin had ruined their centuries-old campaign to convert the 
Jews; they demanded confiscation and destruction of any remaining copies of the 
Augenspiegel. Arnold von Tungern, a leader of the Cologne faction, wrote to the 
emperor complaining that the Augenspiegel was full of assertions promoting Juda
ism that would strengthen the Jews in their defiance of the Christian faith. Since 
Reuchlin boldly refused to retract his errors and countered with threats of his 
own, von Tungern concluded correctly that he knew that he had many support
ers ready to protect him. Virtually the entire Humanist community had united 
behind Reuchlin, and out of that group would come many "Reformers," including 
Martin Luther and Ulrich von Hutten, who later wrote to Reuchlin pledging his 
support. 
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By this point, the controversy had gone well beyond its initial impetus. Gei
ger says the affair began as a crusade against Jews, but the confrontation between 
humanists and scholastics soon eclipsed the original issue. By 1511, he said, "the 
business of the [Jewish] books was over," and the intellectual battle began ... its 
character changed for this and assumed an essentially different form. There were 
barely any references to the books from that point on, and none at all to the Jews. 
At issue was the right to express one's opinion freely, to counter the inquisitorial 
fixation on heresy."84 But the focus of the debate also shifted because Reuchlin, 
with images of the Spanish Inquisition fresh in his mind, felt that the charges of 
judaizing were serious to the point of being life-threatening. As a result he wanted 
to guide the uproar into safer channels. 

In September 1513, Jacob Hoogstraten summonsed Reuchlin to appear before 
the Inquisition in Mainz to defend himself against charges of heresy and Juda
izing. If the issue, as Geiger claimed, was no longer the Jews, Hoogstraten was 
unaware of the change. "You," the Dominican wrote to Reuchlin 

appeared before Christian readers as a champion of the perfidious Jews. And you 
made this impression also on the Jews themselves, who are hostile toward the 
Cross and the blood through which we have been purified and redeemed. As we 
hear, they read your tract, which has been written and published in our vernacu
lar language, and disseminated it. Thus you have given them an opportunity to 
deride us more than ever, for they found that among Christians and especially 
Christians who had a reputation for great learning, you were the only one who 
spoke on their behalf and maintained and defended their cause. 85 

The Dominicans got an order from the emperor allowing them to confiscate 
copies of the Augenspiegel and to burn them in public. The students at the uni
versity protested, but the confiscation continued, and all were to be burned on 
October 12, when an order halting the burning arrived. Pfefferkorn countered by 
publishing Brandspiegel (Burning Mirror), which Geiger calls "poisonous," de
manding the Jews be expelled from Worms, Frankfurt, and Regensburg "forev
er."86 Undeterred, Reuchlin appealed to the emperor, claiming that his opponents 
weren't theologians; they were theologists. The Cologne crowd were all slanderers. 
According to Geiger, Reuchlin gave as good as he got. Reuchlin's bitterness drove 
him to repeat the scurrilous stories about Mrs. Pfefferkorn's reputed sexual rela
tions with the Cologne Dominicans. In June 1513 the emperor imposed silence on 
all parties. 

In July, the theology faculty at the University of Louvain rendered its verdict. 
Cologne and Louvain would later become centers of the anti-Lutheran movement, 
and both considered themselves defenders of the faith. The theologians of Lou
vain concluded that Reuchlin's Augenspiegel had numerous errors, casting into 
question the orthodoxy of its author and promoting the cause of the Jews; there
fore, all remaining copies should be confiscated and burned. The Cologne Theol-
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ogy faculty concurred in August. The theologians of Mainz followed suit shortly 
thereafter. The Augenspiegel was to be consigned to the flames. The theologians 
at Erfurt, a bastion of the new humanism and soon to go over to the Reformed 
camp, demurred. They found the pamphlet full of errors, but Reuchlin was not 
guilty because he never intended to publish it. The Augenspiegel was heretical, but 
its author was not a heretic, seemed to be their conclusion. In May 1514, a delegate 
from Cologne met with the theology faculty of the University of Paris to elicit 
their opinion. Louis XII, the French monarch, reminded the theologians there 
that St. Louis, his predecessor, had ordered the burning of the Talmud when he 
was king. 

Recognizing the seriousness of the charges, Reuchlin employed a dual strat
egy to escape being burned at the stake. He engaged in a publicity campaign, en
listing the support of prominent writers like Erasmus and experienced publicists 
like Ulrich von Hutten, and he also waged a legal battle. He issued a public state
ment against "the Cologne slanderers" while pursuing a legal challenge to Mainz's 
jurisdiction over his case. He used the press to reformulate the issue from the 
dangerous charge of judaizing, redirecting it to the safer issue of academic free
dom. Reuchlin portrayed himself as a learned preservationist who wanted to keep 
the obscurantists from consigning valuable historical documents to the flames. 
Reuchlin portrayed his battle with Pfefferkorn as a contest between "scholars, who 
respected books as cultural witnesses," against boors, who had no appreciation 
for them.87 More specifically, "it pitted Reuchlin the humanist against Pfefferkorn 
and his supporters, the scholastic theologians of Cologne."88 This implied that the 
study of ancient languages had priority over Aristotelian logic, which was a con
troversial assertion, but nowhere as controversial as the claim that Reuchlin was a 
Judaizer. Pfefferkorn and the Dominicans fought an uphill battle to portray them
selves as the champions of orthodoxy fighting judaizing heretics because large 
segments of the intellectual establishment thought humanistic letters more palat
able than scholasticism, which they disdained as moribund. 

Reuchlin's strategy was apparent from the opening lines of his Defensio Con
tra calumniatores suos Colonienses: "their speech is rustic and barbarous; they are 
inexperienced in the Latin language and disgusted with humanistic studies."89 

Reuchlin launched an ad hominem attack on Pfefferkorn as someone "who is ig
norant of theology and law, inexperienced in literature, and knowing no book 
written in the Latin language."110 Although Pfefferkorn knew no Latin, his knowl
edge of Hebrew was superior to Reuchlin's, a charge Reuchlin attempted to deflect 
by saying Pfefferkorn, who was "equipped only with some childish, trite Jewish 
stuff undertook to write against me and published a slanderous book in German, 
full of invented charges."91 That "trite Jewish stuff," though, was not insignificant: 
the discussion began as a dispute over the content of books written in Hebrew, 
books Reuchlin had apparently not read. Pfefferkorn then raised the bigger ques
tion, which echoed unresolved throughout the Realist vs. Nominalist debate since 
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before Huss: "Learning," Pfefferkorn replied, "is no defense against the charge of 
depravity. All the heretics are proof of this, for they were always the most learned 
men.''92 

As an integral part of his ad hominem attack on Pfefferkorn, Reuchlin rolled 
out one racial slur after another, referring to Pfefferkorn as "that Jew sprinkled 
with water.''93 Reuchlin and his humanist allies routinely referred to Pfefferkorn 
as the "tauf iud," a slur that simultaneously maligned Jews and the sacrament of 
baptism. The frequency of this slur indicated that the rise of racism in Europe and 
the decline of the Catholic faith, specifically skepticism about the efficacy of the 
sacraments, were one and the same thing. Gone were the days when the howling 
mob would chase the Jew to the baptismal font and then let him walk away un
harmed through the very same mob, like Moses dry-shod through the Red Sea, 
after becoming a Christian. 

Willibald Pirckheimer came to Reuchlin's defense in 1517, about the time Lu
ther nailed his theses to the door in Wittenberg. An initial supporter of the Re
formed cause, Pirckheimer became quickly disillusioned with Luther's ruthless 
politics and the pillaging of the monasteries for political gain; he returned to the 
Catholic faith. In defending Reuchlin, Pirckheimer mounted an attack on Pfeffer
korn by casting doubt on the efficacy of his baptism, and by extension the sacra
ment itself, which was suddenly powerless when faced with racial characteristics 
deeply ingrained in Jews. To strengthen his case, Pirckheimer referred to recent 
events in Spain, which 

will serve as a warning to us not to trust in extemporized and feigned conver
sions. It would have been much better for the so-called marranos to stay with 
their native perfidy than to simulate true religion and be Judaizers in secret. For 
we had several examples of what we can expect from these inveterate sinners 
who have been badly converted. The emperor ... wanted to indicate that con
verted Jews have as much in common with pious Christians as mice with cats.94 

The humanists cheerfully joined forces to promote similar racial views. Pirck
heimer is outraged that Pfefferkorn referred to Reuchlin as a "semi-Jew," but his 
outrage is purely racial. To Pirckheimer, the Jew is a function of his biology; and in 
this he agrees with the Jews who reminded Christ they were "sperma Abraamu." 
Pfefferkorn, though, innocently represented the traditional Catholic position by 
claiming that biology was irrelevant. The real issue, which the humanists tried to 
obfuscate and ignore, is that Reuchlin was a "demi-Jew" because of his judaizing 
positions, not because of his DNA. The humanists, prey to the racism that had just 
reared its ugly head, chose not to see things that way. 

"Reuchlin's numerous friends," Graetz writes, referring indirectly to Pirck
heimer, "were indignant at the insolence of a baptized Jew, who pretended to be 
more sound in faith than a born Christian in good standing."95 Graetz's refusal to 
see the term "baptized Jew" as something of a contradiction in terms demonstrates 
that he shared the racial prejudices of the humanist establishment. Erasmus said 
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of Pfefferkorn that "he could not have done a greater service to his fellow believ
ers [sic, i.e., the Jews], than by making use ofthe hypocritical ruse of becoming a 
Christian in order to betray Christianity."96 "This half Jew," Erasmus continued, 
"has done more damage to Christianity, than the whole pack of Jews together."97 
Pfefferkorn was theologically correct to refer to Reuchlin as a "half-Jew" because 
of Reuchlin's judaizing, but Erasmus was guilty of nothing but racism when he 
leveled the same accusation against Pfefferkorn. He too was casting aspersions 
on the efficacy of the sacrament of baptism. "Now that he has put on the mask 
of the Christian, he truly plays the Jew. Now at last he is true to his race. They 
have slandered Christ, but Christ [sic, not] only. He raves against many upright 
men of proven virtue and learning.',!!8 This muddled racist thinking indicated a 
precipitous decline in the faith of the sort that would become manifest when the 
Reformation broke out a few years later. 

In a letter to Pirckheimer, Erasmus said Pfefferkorn's actions show he is "a 
Jew and a half whom no kind of misdeed could make worse than he already is.''!!!! 
Erasmus then adds rash judgment to his offenses against Pfefferkorn, intimating 
Pfefferkorn "chose to be baptized for no other reason than to be in a better posi
tion to destroy Christianity, and by mixing with us, infect the whole people with 
his Jewish poison. For what harm could he have inflicted, if he had remained a 
Jew? But now that he has put on the mask of the Christian, he truly plays the Jew. 
Now at last he is true to his race.'''oo The irony of intellectual lights like Erasmus 
supporting anti-Semitic Christian Judaizers was not lost on Pfefferkorn, the or
thodox Jewish convert, and it saddened him. 

Reuchlin continued his racial attack on Pfefferkorn throughout Augenspiegel, 
feigning outrage at how "that Jew, baptized with water, rose up in the church, a 
married layman before the congregation of faithful, that is, before the assembled 
church and preached about the word of God and the Christian faith in an authori
tative manner, he-a butcher and an ignoramus-blessed the people with the sign 
of the Cross.'''OI Reuchlin's reference to Pfefferkorn as a "butcher" shows his famil
iarity with the slanders the Regensburg Jews had promoted against Pfefferkorn. 
The reference also shows that he was not averse to stooping to their level. 

One commentator noticed "the irony inherent in the fact that [the Cologne 
Dominicans] supported Pfefferkorn, an ethnic Jew, while manifesting paranoid 
fear of all things Jewish.'"ol But the irony is illusory: there is no contradiction. The 
Dominicans believed in the sincerity of Pfefferkorn's conversion, and as a result 
did not consider him a Jew. The humanists, though, had no qualms about casting 
aspersions on the efficacy of the sacrament of baptism, engaging in racial slurs, 
and throwing their lot wholeheartedly in with a Judaizer. 

After Hoogstraten demanded that Reuchlin appear before the Tribunal in 
Mainz, Reuchlin panicked and tried to get the trial moved to the more sympa
thetic papal court at Speyer. He wrote in Hebrew to Bonet de Lates, the pope's 
Jewish physician, asking him, who "moves daily in the private chambers of the 
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pope and whose body is in his care,"103 to influence the pontiff to remove the case 
from the jurisdiction of the Dominicans at Mainz. Both Geiger and Graetz con
sider the letter conclusive evidence that proves Reuchlin conspired with the Jews. 
"Had the Cologne contingent read the letter," writes Geiger, the milder and less 
ideological of the two Jewish historians, "then they would have had fresh am
munition added to their charge that Reuchlin was a Judaizer, because Reuchlin 
was even more fawning toward Bonet de Lates than the usual Hebrew epistolary 
style demanded. No German Christian had ever written to a Jew in terms like this 
before,'''04 Reuchlin added that he had defended the usefulness of the Jews' books 
and so had drawn the hatred of the Cologne crowd. Reuchlin ended by saying that 
he did not fear a papal verdict, only being dragged into a court under the influence 
of the Dominicans. 

Graetz confirms that Reuchlin had "secret intercourse with the rabbis .... 05 He 
cites Reuchlin's letter in Hebrew to Bonet de Lates as an attempt "to win over 
Leo X so that the trial might not take place in Cologne or its vicinity, where his 
cause would be 10st,'''06 Reuchlin told Bonet de Lates in great detail "how only his 
extraordinary efforts had saved the Talmud from destruction" in a particularly 
damning fashion, even to someone like Graetz, who was heavily prejudiced in his 
favor. "Had the Dominicans been able to get a hold of and read this letter," Graetz 
says, "they could have brought forward incontestable proof of Reuchlin's friendli
ness towards the Jews, for in it he wrote much that he had publicly denied. "'07 Re
uchlin, in other words, used his position on the commission to advance the cause 
of the Jews, and now he was citing this service in his letter to the pope's Jewish 
physician, and asking for payment-if not in money, then certainly in services. 
Given this frank demand for quid pro quo, Graetz finds it "natural that Bonet de 
Lates brought all his influence to bear in favor of Reuchlin .... 08 

Bonet de Lates must have been especially effective. Reuchlin's case was trans
ferred to the Bishop of Speyer in November 1513, and there Hoogstraten lost his 
case the following April. All charges of heresy against Reuchlin were dismissed; 
Hoogstraten was found guilty of slander and ordered to pay a fine or face excom
munication. The Dominicans raged when the judgment was announced. When 
the verdict was announced in Cologne, Pfefferkorn ripped it from the wall and 
tore it into pieces. 

Shortly after the verdict, Pfefferkorn responded with another pamphlet, Sturm 
Glock or Storm Warning or Storm Bell. In it, Pfefferkorn referred with retrospec
tive satisfaction to the condemnation of Augenspiegel issued by the theology de
partment of the University of Paris. He also left no doubt about the magnitude of 
the danger for the entire church that Reuchlin represented as the head of a new he
retical movement. Pfefferkorn claimed Reuchlin was a new Huss, encouraged and 
paid for by the Jews, whose followers could do more harm to the church than any 
external enemy. Reuchlin was the real demi-Jew. Reuchlin, the Judaizer, should 
be feared because from his movement would spill disorders that would make the 
Hussite wars of the 15th Century look like a picnic by comparison. log 
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In response to Sturm Glock, Reuchlin published a self-serving anthology of 
letters of support he had received entitled Clarorum virorum epistolae, Letters of 
Famous Men, in which he predicted that when the scholastic theologians were 
done with him, they would "gag all poets, one after another."llo Other humanists 
embraced Reuchlin's interpretation and began a letter-writing campaign to mobi
lize public opinion against the Dominican theologians. 

If the humanists had left it at that, Reuchlin would have gone down in history 
as one more pompous, self-serving academic, but the humanists felt the cause too 
important to be left in the hands of an academic plodder. In 1515, Reuchlin's sup
porters brought out one of the most successful satires in the history of European 
letters, the Epistolae obscurorum virorum, a 16th Century version of the Screwtape 
Letters, written in the pidgin Latin which the humanists loved to ascribe to their 
Scholastic opponents. Erasmus of Rotterdam, we are told, laughed so hard while 
reading the Letters of Obscure Men that an abscess of the throat that had plagued 
him burst, and he was cured of his ailment. The Letters of Obscure Men did for Re
uchlin what the pompous plodder could not do for himself: the letters made him 
the victor in the first major publicity campaign since the invention of the printing 
press. The Letters of Obscure Men also marked the beginning of the transition 
from the Humanist/Scholastic controversy to the Reformation. 

Some claimed "the Jewish question" was not central to the Letters of Ob
scure Men and that its main purpose was to lampoon Scholastic dialectics as an 
outmoded relic of the dark ages, but the book's opening shot was directed at the 
Church's directives against Jews, in particular the Fourth Lateran Council mea
sures to segregate Jews from Christians. "By the love of God!" Rubeanus wrote 
under the name Ortwin Gratius, the Cologne Dominican who was one of Pfef
ferkorn's most stalwart defenders. "What are you doing? Those fellows are Jews, 
and you have taken off your cap to them!"lll Pseudo-Gratius grapples with whether 
he sinned by greeting Jews as if they were Christians. "For if I had known that 
they were Jews and had nevertheless taken off my cap, then I would deserve to be 
burned at the stake for heresy. But, heaven knows, I had no idea from anything 
they said or did that they were Jews. I thought they were Doctors."''' To calm his 
conscience, Gratius confesses, "But when I went to confession in the Dominican 
monastery, the confessor told me that the sin was mortal because we must always 
be on guard, and he told me he could not have absolved me, if he did not have 
an episcopal license, for it was a case for the bishop.""3 Gratius is finally absolved 
when he finds a confessor with "an episcopal license." 

Pseudo-Gratius then moves on to the weightier theological issue of whether 
"when a Jew becomes a Christian, his foreskin, the part of his member that is 
cut off at birth according to the Jewish law, grows back."1l4 He can't ask his fel
low Dominicans because "they themselves are sometimes defective in that part," 
and so Gratius resolves "to establish the truth of this matter once and for all by 
asking Herr Pfefferkorn's wife.""5 Gratius made the mistake of responding to this 
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fraternity house humor with a book of his own, Lamentations of Obscure Men 
(1518), but it had few readers and little impact other than to ensure that the book 
he attacked would remain in print for the next four centuries. A second edition of 
the Letters of Obscure Men appeared in 1516 with an appendix of seven new letters. 
The primary author of the additional material was Ulrich von Hutten, a talented 
poet and satirist. Emperor Maximillian crowned him poet laureate in 1517. An 
early supporter of Luther, he was prepared to use violence to assure the success 
of the Reformation. Hutten persuaded the equally volatile Franz von Sickingen 
to take part in the Pfaffenkrieg (the war against the priests), where the latter died 
in battle. Hutten then fled to the area around Basel and Zuerich, where he died 
of syphilis in 1523, just as the Peasant Revolt was getting underway. Graetz refers 
to Ulrich von Hutten, in spite of his syphilis, as "the most energetic and virile 
character of the time" because he "was most eager to bring about the downfall of 
ecclesiastic domination in Germany.""6 

Graetz says the humanists had become "virtually a society" united behind 
the cause of Reuchlin in Western Europe "which silently worked for one another 
and Reuchlin.""7 It was "a struggle of the dark Middle Ages with the dawn of the 
better time" whose goal was "to destroy the Dominicans, priests and bigots and 
establish the kingdom of intellect and free thought, to deliver Germany from the 
nightmare of ecclesiastical superstition and barbarism, raise it from its abjectness 
and make it the arbiter of Europe.""8 With this goal in mind, the Reuchlin faction 
"involuntarily ... became friends of the Jews and sought grounds on which to de
fend them." "Prominent Jews," likewise, "were working in Rome for Reuchlin, but, 
like the German Jews, they had the good sense to keep in the background so as not 
to imperil the cause by stamping it as Jewish.""9 

In July 1516 the majority of the commissioners confirmed the Speyer judgment 
acquitting R~uchlin. Formally, however, the decision was in the pope's hands. In a 
diplomatic move, he suspended proceedings, depriving Reuchlin of a clear victory 
but also frustrating Hoogstraten, who remained in Rome for another year before 
returning to Cologne in the spring of 1517. The situation was generally interpreted 
as a moral victory for Reuchlin, but by the time Hoogstraten returned from Rome, 
the Germanies had other things to think about. Luther had posted his 97 theses in 
Wittenberg and within seven years the empire's southern German speaking lands 
would witness a revolution so modern in form that the Communists of the 20th 
Century claimed it as their own. 

Graetz thinks the Catholic Church was fatally undermined by the ridicule 
in the Letters of Obscure Men. The Church could not defend itself because "the 
whole tyranny of the hierarchy and the church" had been "laid bare. For, were 
not the Dominicans, with their insolent ignorance and shameless vices, the prod
uct and natural effect of the Catholic order and institution? So the satire worked 
like a corroding acid, entirely destroying the already rotting body of the Catholic 
Church."120 
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Graetz agrees with Erasmus that the legitimacy of the Church was also under
mined by the rehabilitation of the Talmud. According to Graetz, "The discussion 
aroused by the Talmud created an intellectual medium favorable to the germina
tion and growth of Luther's reform movement."l21 Erasmus supported the study of 
languages, including Hebrew, as a salutary antidote to Scholastic nit-picking, but 
he feared, nonetheless, that enthusiasm for language studies would create neo
pagan and Judaizing movements in the Church. 

Graetz best explains Reuchlin's ambivalent attitude toward the Jews and 
things Jewish when he says that Reuchlin spared the Talmud because of "his fool
ish fondness for the secret doctrine" it contained.''' Graetz is referring specifically 
to Reuchlin's "love for the secret doctrine" of the Caballah, which he derived from 
"the most confused source of information," what Graetz refers to as "the foolish 
writings of the Kabbalist, Joseph Jikatilla, of Castile, which the convert Paul Rec
cio had lately translated into Latin": "Out oflove for this secret doctrine, supposed 
to offer the key to the deepest knowledge of philosophy and Christianity, Reuch
lin had wished to spare the Talmud because in his opinion it contained mystical 
elements."123 Graetz can't quite bring himself to say it, but Reuchlin, the forerun
ner of the Enlightenment, spared the Jewish books because he wanted to learn 
magic from them. Graetz, who usually scorns the mumbo-jumbo of the Caballah, 
defends it in the case of Reuchlin because of the damage that Reuchlin and his 
"fondness for secret doctrine" did to the Church. 

Willibald Pirckheimer, who spent time among the Reformed party before re
turning to the faith, identified himself as a friend of both Erasmus and Reuchlin. 
In 1517, he wrote a letter defending Reuchlin against the charge of bribery. "They," 
Pirckheimer writes, referring to Reuchlin's detractors, "are saying that he extorted 
gold from the Jews and was not ashamed to write many perverted things to do 
them a favor."124 Pirckheimer defends Reuchlin in a series of rhetorical questions: 

What would have impelled such a Christian man to commit so great a crime, 
deigning to prefer the friendship of the Jews to faith and truth? Love for the 
Jews? Then he would indeed deserve to be hated .... What could have motivated 
him then to prefer the friendship of the Jews to the truth? They rightly ask what 
advantage, what wealth might have served as inducements that he should be so 
blinded by cupidity. After all, he is a man of advanced years, who has already 
enjoyed positions of honor, who was born from Christian parents-why then 
would be venture on such a shameful deed?"5 

Pirckheimer dismisses the possibility of a bribe because "the Jews in their 
innate avarice would not part with a great deal of money, and little would do him 
no good .... •6 Pirckheimer might have changed his argument had he known that 
Jonathan Levi Zion was willing to spend 100 Gulden, in addition to an unspecified 
down payment, to bribe the Margrave of Baden. "Innate avarice" and bribery are 
not mutually exclusive. Jonathan Levi Zion mentioned Reuchlin's appointment 
to the commission in the same letter in which he brags about bribing the Mar-
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grave of Baden, but that is as far as the documentation takes us. Even if he took 
money from the Jews, the real reason for Reuchlin's defense of Jewish books was 
not money but Gnosis. Reuchlin wanted to become a magus, and the only way to 
that end was through the Caballah. 

Reuchlin was a Judaizer, but he was certainly not a philo-Semite, which Graetz 
brings out in spite of his praise for Reuchlin. Reuchlin, according to Graetz, 

looked on the Jewish people as utterly barbarous, devoid of all artistic taste, su
perstitious, mean and depraved. He solemnly declared that he was far from fa
voring the Jews. Like his patron, Jerome, he testified to his thoroughgoing hatred 
of them .... Reuchlin no less than Pfefferkorn, charged the Jews with blasphemy 
against Jesus, Mary, the apostles and Christians in general; but a time came 
when he regretted the indiscreet lucubrations of his youth. For his heart did not 
share the prejudices of his head."7 

The source of Reuchlin's ambivalence was his infatuation with the Caballah. 
Reuchlin, according to Geiger, was drawn willy nilly into a relationship with the 
Jewish people, "because of the time he had spent studying the Hebrew language." 
Reuchlin was soon "beset on all sides with the accusation that the Jewish scrip
tures had taken root in his heart and turned him into a Judaizer,''''8 Geiger feels 
that charge unfounded because of Reuchlin's antipathy to the Jews. But Reuchlin 
also respected the Jews because they had preserved the Bible. The fact that his op
ponent was a baptized Jew only confirmed Reuchlin in his racial animus against 
Pfefferkorn's heritage. He wasn't unprejudiced enough to attribute the errors of 
his enemy to one man; he had to ascribe them to the entire race from whence he 
came. 

Geiger's confusion is easily resolved. Reuchlin was both a Judaizer and an 
anti-Semite. Rummel feels Reuchlin reshaped the conflict into the humanist vs. 
scholastic debate as a kind of plea bargaining because he recognized, with the Do
minican inquisitor at his heels and recent Spanish history fresh in his mind, that 
Judaizing was a charge that needed to be taken seriously and quashed quickly by 
shifting the debate. Reuchlin had reason to be fearful because 

the researches that had made him a paragon in the eyes of humanists also made 
him vulnerable to the charges of Judaism. His Rudiments of Hebrew (1506), a 
combination of grammar and lexicon, contained criticism of the traditional 
Vulgate text which was bound to raise the hackles of scholastic theologians. He 
had noticed discrepancies between the Hebrew text and the Vulgate translation, 
declaring that the translation was inferior, the translator "dreaming" or "blath
ering." In many cases he suggested improvements that were not merely idiom
atic but changed the meaning .... By engaging in scriptural studies, Reuchlin was 
therefore entering dangerous territory."9 

Part of Geiger's confusion stems from his refusal to look squarely at Reuch
lin's rehabilitation of magic. Geiger, like Graetz, was a German Jew and devotee 
of the Enlightenment. Both men wanted to portray Reuchlin as a forerunner of 
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the Enlightenment rather than what he was, namely, an enthusiastic supporter of 
Jewish magic. When Geiger said Reuchlin knew nothing about magic, he meant to 
say that he himself apparently wanted Reuchlin to know nothing about it because 
it ruined his portrayal ofReuchlin as the disinterested Enlightenment scholar. Re
uchlin's ideas, Zika says, "can only be adequately understood as part of the occult 
tradition of the Renaissance .... This system promised new sources of knowledge 
and power, not through reason, but rather through magic, astrology, hermetic and 
gnostic thought, Cabballah and Alchemy."'3o 

Geiger claims Pico was interested in the writings of Plato, but what really fas
cinated Pico were the later neoplatonic texts, and what neoplatonism and Caballah 
had in common was gnosticism and magic. There is no Greek-Hebrew dichotomy. 
Pico was as avid to learn from the Hebrews as Reuchlin. He was not afraid to avail 
himself of Jewish teachers like Eliah del Medigo (a.k.a. Eliah Cretensis), Jehuda 
or Leo Abarbanel, and Jochanan Aleman, who taught him Hebrew and Caballah. 
Pico claimed he could derive from the Cab allah proof for Christian teachings like 
the Incarnation of the Word, the arrival of the Messiah, and original sin. But his 
main interest was magic. Pico could start by studying the Chaldean and Pythago
rean writers, but in the cases of Pythagoras and Moses, the written text wasn't 
sufficient. To get to the meat of the magic tradition, one needed the oral tradition 
through the Caballah and the Hebrew language. Pico claimed he used Caballah as 
an apologetic tool: "No science gives us more certainty about the divinity of Christ 
than Caballah and magic."'3' But this claim was most likely intended to placate 
the still dangerous and ever wary Inquisition. Reuchlin put the lessons he learned 
from Pico to good use in dealing with the Cologne Dominicans, assuring his crit
ics that by magic he meant "the knowledge of the properties of the heavenly bod
ies."'3' The magic Reuchlin proposed was not the "forbidden art" found repugnant 
in others. It was, as Pico had indicated, a tool for Christian apologetics: "Caballah 
provides the weapon of choice against the Jews, who of course in their own way 
honor the Caballah but without having real inSight into it."133 

Pico convinced Reuchlin of the congruence between Pythagoras and the Ca
ballah. What was the goal of each school? Nothing less than raising the human 
spirit to the level of God, to promote in him complete happiness.'34 "The cabalist 
adept can enjoy the happiness of the blessed in this life."135 Unlike Zelivsky and the 
Hussites, who sought heaven on earth with the sword, Reuchlin sought it through 
esoteric knowledge or practical Caballah, i.e., magic. Whatever the means, the 
end was the same. The attraction which caballistic judaizing exerted over Reuch
lin was the desire for heaven on earth. 

The best defense being a good offense, Reuchlin published a book affirming 
his love of the Caballah in 1517 at the height of his controversy with Pfefferkorn 
and the Dominicans. Reuchlin's De arte caballistica was dedicated to Pope Leo X. 
Reuchlin tried to establish the intellectual bona fides of caballistic studies by as
sociating them with Lorenzo de Medici, father of Leo X and patron of Ficino and 
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Pico. "Your father," Reuchlin wrote in his dedication, "sowed the seeds of univer
sal ancient philosophy which are now growing to maturity under your reign."'36 

Reuchlin planned to build on the work of Lorenzo, Fieino, and Pico to "exhibit to 
the Germans a reborn Pythagoras, dedicated to your name."137 However, he can 
only begin this monumental task by making use of Caballah, "for the Pythago
rean philosophy has its origin in it, and with the memory of the roots being lost, 
it entered the books of the cabalists again via Greater Greece .... I have therefore 
written of the symbolic philosophy of the art of the Caballah to make Pythago
rean teaching better known to scholars. But in all this I myself make no assertions; 
I merely recount the opinions of a third party. They are non-Christians; the Jew 
Simon, an experienced cabalist, who is on his way to Frankfurt, meets at an inn 
on the way a Pythagorean by the name ofPhilolaus the Younger and a Muslim by 
the name of Marranus."'38 

In his "Teutsch missive," Reuchlin claimed "only the learned Jew, who was 
practiced and experienced in the holy art known as Caballah," could understand 
sacred mysteries.'39 As a result of Reuchlin's book, Pope Leo X encouraged the 
publication of the same book that his predecessor Gregory IX had ordered burned. 
Times had indeed changed since Penaforte introduced the Jewish convert Donin 
to Pope Gregory IX. The Dominicans of Cologne remained true to their traditions 
and gave unwavering support to Pfefferkorn, but the Mediei popes no longer held 
the position of Innocent III and Gregory IX. 

De verbo mirifico marked Reuchlin's immersion in the depths of the Caballah, 
but his Hebrew studies were only the means to a greater end. When he published De 
arte caballistica in 1517, the controversy was winding down, and getting subsumed 
into the tumult of the Reformation. De arte caballistica is another dialogue be
tween three men: a Jew, Simon, a Muslim, Marranus, and the Pythagorean Philo
laus. The participants meet at the house of the Jew, who compares the discovery 
of the Caballah with the discovery of the magic herb Moly. Both can accomplish 
wonders; both are like a Jacob's ladder that unites heaven and earth, or creates a 
heaven on earth. "If you have found it," Simon says referring to Moly, "you seem 
to be freed from all misery." This magic herb is, next to the Caballah, "the Jacob's 
ladder, the golden chain or cord. This ladder stretches from the superheavenly 
world down to earth, and on it man ascends step by step from one level to another, 
just like the golden chain of Homer."140 The key linking heaven and earth is the 
Hebrew names of the angels. Since the angels move the heavenly bodies, they can 
be ordered or beseeched to create wonders on earth. Magic is the word of God, but 
not in the sense that the Gospel is the word of God. We are talking about some
thing more primitive. The word of God is literally the Hebrew tongue. Reuchlin 
quotes Pico: "each voice which has the power of magic in it, has it only insofar as 
it is formed by the word of God, only insofar as it has within it the power to exert 
original natural magical effects which come from the voice of God."'4' Simon the 
Jew informs his interlocutors "those who have mastered the Caballah give great 
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honor to the 72 angels' names, and through them bring about wonderful things, 
more wonderful than I am permitted to describe .... 42 The circular movement of the 
stars and planets is attributable to angels who move them, not to natural causes. 
Unusual motions in the heavens are attributable to the angels' free will. 

Reuchlin is thus trying to use the Caballah as a bridge between God and 
man. Once he created this system, a new concept of religion would arise concen
trated on becoming one with God through attainment of divine wisdom, which 
resembled Gnosis, activated through incantation and ritual. With the recovery 
of the Pythagorean-Cabalistic tradition, man has spectacular new powers that 
can work wonders and create a heaven on earth. In Reuchlin's system, man is no 
longer the pathetic suffering creature who finds in the Cross the best symbol of 
his life on earth; he now has the power to order angels, through the medium of 
theurgic Hebrew spells, to work wonders for him. Gnosis and magic give man the 
coercive power God exerts over nature. In studying the Caballah, and especially 
by learning the names of the angels who run the universe, Reuchlin attempts to 
achieve that gnostic mastery without falling into the trap of trafficking in fallen 
spirits. His system was an early conflation of magic and science that was doomed 
to failure. But it was a failure he could not see because the Hebrew scripture and 
the judaizing promises of heaven on earth that went with it blinded him. 

De arte caballistica confirmed the suspicions of Pfefferkorn and the Domini
cans. Everything the viri obscuri had been saying about Reuchlin's judiaizing was 
now confirmed in his own words. In 1519, Hoogstraten published "Destructio Ca
balae," the counter-attack that exposed the agenda behind Reuchlin's actions. The 
Destruction of the Caballah stressed the scholastic method, which, Hoogstraten 
said, "was the principal tool in the search for doctrinal truth .... Aspects of the 
faith which were not explicit in scripture or the apostolic tradition depended on 
deductive reasoning, that is, on the use of the logical argumentation characteristic 
of scholastic theology."143 Hoogstraten effectively rebutted Humanists like Pirck
heimer, who claimed the "true theologian ... must understand Hebrew ... because 
all the mysteries of the Old and New Testament are hidden in it."144 

In De verbo mirifico, Reuchlin's first attempt to rehabilitate Caballistic magic, 
Reuchlin had spoken as Capnion, the Greek form of his own name. In De arte 
cabalistica he speaks under a name that Hoogstraten finds especially telling. He 
calls himself Marranus, a play on the word Marrano, "the name of a man who on 
the surface proclaims his allegiance to one set of behavior, ceremony and teach
ing, but who inwardly practices something else."145 Under the name Marranus, 
Reuchlin could praise Jewish perfidy and subvert Christian teaching, something 
hard to justify if he were a true Christian. By making Marranus his mouthpiece, 
Hoogstraten argued, Reuchlin was admitting publicly, albeit cryptically, his role 
as a judaizing subversive. By describing the Caballah as the "first revelation," 
which "Adam received after the Fall," Reuchlin undermined authentic scripture, 
and by making knowledge of the Caballah the sine qua non of theology, Reuchlin 
undermined both sacred and secular science. 
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Hoogstraten wasn't the only one who accused Reuchlin of using the Jewish 
Caballah to promote blasphemy and magic. The Jesuit Martin del Rio leveled pre
cisely those charges, following the lead of Pedro Ciruello. Thomas Erastus con
demned the book's advocacy of "repugnant magic."146 Reuchlin lent credence to 
their charges by promoting a talisman, which he described in his book. On one 
side of the medal, Reuchlin prescribed the wonder-working Tetragrammaton IH
SUH along with the seven astrological signs, and on the other side a star of David 
and various Hebrew signs. Reuchlin's recommendation of a standard instrument 
of Jewish magic was proof of his intention and his inspiration. 

But by 1519, Germany had other things on its mind. Luther's actions and 
the rise of the Reformation destroyed whatever unity the "humanist" anti
Pfefferkorn/Dominican forces possessed. Luther was outspoken in his denuncia
tion of caballistic foolishness. Even though he was a friend of and avid correspon
dent with Reuchlin, Erasmus was of the same opinion when it came to Caballah. 

Although Reuchlin thwarted Pfefferkorn's plans to burn the Talmud, Pfef
ferkorn and the Dominicans thwarted Reuchlin's plan to spread the Caballah. 
Reuchlin's cover was blown when he was placed on the commission and had to 
defend the Jewish books he found repugnant (as well as the repugnant Jews) to 
prevent destruction of the newly emerging esoteric science that was mankind's 
new hope. As we have seen, Jakob Hoogstraten wrote Destructio Cabalae in 1519 

as a warning to others, once he recognized the true magnitude of what Reuchlin 
was proposing. In his attack on the Caballah, Hoogstraten portrayed Reuchlin 
as a man who had acquired fame but brought forth only abuse and heresy, a man 
who falsified scripture, as well as Aristotle, Jerome and Dionysius, in the service 
of his occult theories. 

Reuchlin was no philo-Semite, but he was a Judaizer. He was interested in 
Hebrew for the access that it gave him to occult science. Reuchlin restated Pico's 
thesis in the Augenspiegel: No art gave more certainty about divine things than 
Magic and Caballah.'47 Christianity enabled Reuchlin to derive from the Cabal
lah a universal esoteric science which incorporated pagan, Jewish, and Christian 
elements, but once that esoteric science was derived it threatened to replace Chris
tianity as the true religion. Reuchlin had proposed just this sort of syncretistic 
secret wisdom in De verbo mirifico. 

Within a year of the appearance of Reuchlin's second book on the Caballah, 
Daniel Bomberg brought out the first complete edition of the Babylonian Talmud. 
Graetz describes a French pantomime in which a doctor with the name Capnion, 
Reuchlin's nickname, written on his back drops a bundle of sticks on the stage and 
departs. Another figure with the name Erasmus appears, tries in vain to ignite the 
sticks, and then departs. Luther succeeds, but after him the pope arrives and pours 
oil on the fire, making it bigger than ever. "Pfefferkorn and the Talmud," Graetz 
concludes, "should not have been missing in this dumb show, for they were the 
fuse that started the conflagration" that came to be known as the Reformation.'48 
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Catholic writers like John Eck concurred, holding Reuchlin indirectly re
sponsible for the Letters of Obscure Men as well as for Luther, thus establishing 
a connection between Reuchlin and the beginning of the Reformation. They also 
claimed that without the Jews, Martin Luther never would have come to the fore. 
The idea of Luther as the father of the Jews made its debut long before John Eck 
coined the term "Judenvater Luther."149 

After 1519, most Reuchlinists became Lutherans. Erasmus, though, wrote to 
Reuchlin saying he regretted the Lutheran tragedy and had always tried to sepa
rate Reuchlin's cause from Luther's, an admission that shows how closely they 
were related in everyone's mind. Unlike Erasmus, who would become his oppo
nent in a dispute over free will, Luther tried to link Reuchlin's cause to his own. 
Luther's supporters did likewise. Ulrich von Hutten wrote to Erasmus, pleading 
with him not to attack Luther in public thereby jeopardizing the cause of anti
Scholasticism. The Reformers should keep a united front in public, no matter what 
they thought privately. Hutten also wrote to Reuchlin reminding him "Even if 
your stated disapproval of Luther could rescue you from them, you cannot regard 
it as honest to oppose his party, when you see that men who belong to it whom 
you must always support in a respectable cause, unless you want to be the most 
ungrateful man of all."'50 

Maximillian I, who gave Pfefferkorn the mandate to seize Jewish books, died 
in 1519. In May 1520, the papal court rendered the final verdict in the Reuchlin 
case: the acquittal was overturned, and Reuchlin was obliged to pay the court 
costs. In June 1520 Leo X signed the bull Exsurge Domine threatening Luther with 
excommunication. Reuchlin's scholarly reputation remained unimpaired, how
ever. He accepted a position at the University ofTuebingen, where he taught Greek 
and Hebrew until his death in 1522. It is unknown whether Reuchlin paid the fine 
before he died. Maximillian's successor was Charles V, during whose reign the 
flame that Reuchlin kindled and Luther fanned to grew into a raging inferno in 
which "the Talmud and the Reformation, were merged into each other."'51 

Pfefferkorn passed from the scene in 1521, one year before Reuchlin. In his 
unofficial last will and testament, Ein mitleidliche Clag, he held Reuchlin respon
sible for the revolutionary disorder sweeping Germany. Like the Jews, Reuchlin 
was a threat to the inner peace of the Germanies; the disorders which followed 
his judaizing could be construed as divine punishment, because "you have stolen 
God's honor and his good name, to cover up what you were doing with the Jews 
and the devil. Because of that you are not worthy to eat bread with dogs, much less 
consider yourself a member of the body of Christ. Instead you should take up your 
abode under the naked sky. Drawn and quartered on four stakes hammered into 
the ground; that would be your just deserts."'5' 

Yet, even though another revolutionary movement took its place on the main 
stage of history, the occult tradition continued on the foundation Pico and Re-
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uchlin had established. Cornelius Agrippa of Nettesheim published his rumina
tions on magic in 1533 as De occulta philosophia, inspired by Reuchlin's De verbo 
mirifico. Agrippa abandoned Reuchlin's professions of orthodoxy, returning in
stead to the medieval tradition of magic Reuchlin abhorred and repudiated. When 
Agrippa's book appeared, Reuchlin had been dead for 11 years. Gradually, people 
like Erasmus pulled back from their erstwhile allies in the fight against the viri 
obscuri, largely because they feared that magic, the occult, and its rituals threat
ened to "judiaize" Christianity."'s3 Ultimately, Reuchlin was no humanist, but by 
the time Erasmus recognized that fact, it was too late to stop what Erasmus had 
unwittingly promoted. 

John Dee, Elizabeth's astrologer, helped spread the Caballah and its occult 
practices to England, but it was only in the 17th Century that Caballah studies 
were pursued with zeal. In England the enthusiasm for Caballah re-emerged on 
the other side of the Reformation as Freemasonry. Albert Pike traces Freema
sonry to 1717. William Thomas Walsh claims it existed at the time of Elizabeth, 
who stumbled upon the first lodges and made a deal with the Masons: if they 
would initiate her into their secrets, she would allow their secret society to con
tinue. By tracing Freemasonry to the Cecils and Elizabeth, Walsh links it with 
the judaizing anti-Catholic conspiracy that swept Germany in the wake of the 
Reuchlin/Pfefferkorn controversy. 

Caballah and Freemasonry tend "toward spiritual perfection, and the fusion 
of the creeds and Nationalities of Mankind.",s4 Freemasonry was linked with the 
Caballah, and Reuchlin had a place of honor in its annals. In his exoteric history of 
Freemasonry, Morals and Dogma, Albert Pike claims ''All truly dogmatic religions 
have issued from the Kabalah and return to it; everything scientific and grand 
in the religious dreams of all the illuminati, Jacob Boehme, Swedenborg, Saint
Martin, and others, is borrowed from the Kabalah; all the Masonic associations 
owe to it their Secrets and their Symbols."'SS Pike echoes Reuchlin on the magical 
words of the Hebrew languages. Once the adept, presumably the higher degree 
Mason, penetrates "into the sanctuary of the Kabalah," he discovers 

The necessary union of ideas and signs, the consecration of the most funda
mental realities by the primitive characters; the Trinity of Words, Letters, and 
Numbers; a philosophy simple as the alphabet, profound and infinite as the 
Word; theorems more complete and luminous than those of Pythagoras; a theol
ogy summed up by counting on one's fingers; an Infinite which can be held in 
the hollow of an infant's hand; ten ciphers, and twenty-two letters, a triangle, a 
square, and a circle,-these are all the elements of the Kabalah. These are the 
elementary principles of the written Word, reflection of that spoken Word that 
created the world!'S6 
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Chapter Eight 

Thomas Muentzer and the 
Peasant Revolt 

On October 31,1517, Martin Luther sent 95 objections to the Catholic Church's 
doctrine on indulgences to Archbishop Albrecht of Mainz. According to 
legend, he also nailed the theses to the door of the Schlosskirche in Wit

tenberg. If so, the act must have attracted considerable notice among students 
at the University of Wittenberg, one of whom was Thomas Muentzer. Muentzer, 
whose name was sometimes Latinized to Monetarius, probably came from a fam
ily of coin makers or mint masters. His academic career shows his family valued 
education and had the means to support him. Muentzer probably studied at the 
University of Leipzig in 1506, enrolled at the University at Frankfurt in 1512, and 
then arrived in Wittenberg in 1517, just as the drama known as the Reformation 
began to unfold. 

Muentzer was ordained a priest in Halberstadt before 1514. In Wittenberg, 
he immediately became a member of the reformed party, made up largely of 
disaffected clergy who would soon rip half of Germany away from the Catholic 
Church. When he finally got around to condemning his former disciple in his 
letter to the princes of Saxony, Luther claimed that he had sat across a table from 
Muentzer in Luther's room in the Augustinian cloister and punched him in the 
nose.' Muentzer denied the claim,2 but he certainly made contact with Luther, his 
ideas, and his followers in the tumultuous semesters of 1517-18. 

In Wittenberg, Muentzer met Andreas Bodenstein, later known as Karlstadt, 
Luther's colleague on the theology faculty, who urged Muentzer to steep himself in 
the writings of St. Augustine. He also met Luther's superior, Schwarzerd, who like 
Erasmus, classicized his name by rendering it into Greek, Philipp Melanchthon, 
the name by whom he became known as Luther's right-hand man. Muentzer cor
responded extensively with Melanchthon on topics ranging from infant baptism 
to marriage for priests long after the choleric Luther refused to have anything to 
do with him. More importantly, Muentzer met Franz Guenther, to whom Luther 
had given the task of leading the attack on scholastic theology in his theological 
baccalaureate thesis Contra scholasticam theologiam. A fiery preacher, Guenther 
confronted Tetzel when he came to Wittenberg to sell indulgences. Soon the attack 
on indulgences was swept up into an attack on the Catholic faith with Guenther 
preaching "that we need not confess, because this is not commanded anywhere in 
the SCriptures ... that we do not need to fast, because Christ fasted for us ... that 
we should not call on the saints." The most brazen of Guenther's claims was, "the 
Bohemians are better Christians that we are."3 
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Guenther's praise for Hussite heretics was too much for the Franciscan Ber
nard Dappen, who informed the bishop of Brandenburg in his Contra Lutheranos 
that Guenther, who was "shamelessly preaching the repudiation of indulgences, 
advised the women who had brought these indulgences to use them to fasten flax 
to their distaffs-as spinners usually do-so that they had not spent the money 
all in vain.'!! The Franciscans claimed the focus on abuses surrounding the sale of 
indulgences was a pretext for rebellion against Rome and a desire to overthrow 
Roman Catholicism. 

When Guenther tried the same sort of preaching in the neighboring town 
of Jueterborg, he got himself in trouble with the authorities there. After person
ally insulting the abbess of the Convent of St. Mary from the pulpit, Guenther 
was reprimanded by the bishop. Rather than defy the bishop, Guenther withdrew 
from the pulpit, and Muentzer took his place, probably at the recommendation 
of Martin Luther himself, arriving at the cloister church of St. Mary's during Eas
ter week of 1519. Instead of toning down his rhetoric, Muentzer picked up where 
Guenther left off. Like Jan Zelivsky one hundred years earlier, Muentzer had an 
uncanny ability to rile people up and then mobilize them politically. 

Muentzer's sermons soon plunged Jueterborg into even greater turmoil. 
Muentzer attacked the pope and said that a council should be convened every five 
years. Muentzer also attacked the scholastics, bragging in a way that would prove 
uncannily prophetic that if anyone could prove him wrong, he "deserved to have 
his head chopped off."5 Scholastic arguments about the rational underpinnings 
of faith and grace were, according to Muentzer, "of the devil.''6 He also attacked 
bishops and monks, calling the latter "misleaders ofthe people.''7 In Jueterborg, 
Muentzer was known as the first officially designated Lutheran. Muentzer also 
preached that sacramental confession was unscriptural, that fasting and ven
eration of the saints were unnecessary, and that previous Church councils were 
meaningless. Dappen was especially alarmed because the population of Saxony 
and Thuringia had already been infected by the Hussite virus and were there
fore especially susceptible to revolutionary incitement. "I am completely certain," 
Dappen wrote to his bishop, "that if a Waldensian or a teacher of the Bohemian 
heresy were to come to this place and promote his errors and claim that they were 
the gospel of Christ, that many would prick up their ears and listen eagerly."8 

Given the reckless vehemence of his sermons, it is not surprising that Muentzer 
was banned from the pulpit, nor is it surprising that he was driven from Jueterborg 
in May 1519. Thereafter, he was driven from every town where he was assigned as 
a preacher until his death six years later. Because the revolutionaries had the ap
paratus of the Church at their disposal, Muentzer spent little time unemployed. 
After Jueterborg, he was appointed curate of the parsonage in Orlamuenda, a si
necure that allowed him to study in depth the mysticism of the German Johan 
Tauler, a 14th Century Dominican, and Heinrich Seuse. Kaspar Glatz, Muentzer's 
successor as pastor at Orlamuenda, would later say Muentzer was "corrupted''9 by 
Tauler's teaching on the soul "which he never really understood.'~o 
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Muentzer had a profound understanding of the German mystical tradition 
because he had a profound understanding of the role suffering plays in the spiri
tuallife. Commenting on Seuse's description of the angel with three pairs of wings 
in Ezekiel, Muentzer describes each as a representation of suffering that allows 
man to rise spiritually above his earthly condition. Suffering is to men what wings 
are to angels: "The three pairs of wings represent the following: "written on the 
first pair is 'accept suffering willingly.' On the second pair is written, 'Bear suf
fering patiently,' and on the third pair is written, "Learn to let suffering form you 
like Christ."ll 

Unfortunately, Muentzer was never able to integrate his spirituality with his 
increasingly violent revolutionary politics. Muentzer's thought was a curious mix
ture of the Cross and the sword until spring 1525, when he abandoned the Cross for 
the "sword of Gideon," his term for judaizing and the Hussite penchant for armed 
revolution. "Bohemia," he said in a sermon on Easter Sunday 1519, "is the land in 
which John Huss was active."" Reform would come from Bohemia again because 
"the Bohemians are better Christians than we are."13 According to Ebert, the link 
between Guenther, Muentzer, and Bohemia, was "the utopian and millennialist 
expectations of the Taborites, including their forms of community and produc
tion and even their military strategy."'4 

Many Reformers idolized HussWhen Luther disputed with Johannes Eck in 
June 1519, he was reproached for believing "John Huss and the Bohemians are 
genuine evangelical Christians, which the Church cannot condemn.'''5 Knowing 
that support for Huss would get him in trouble, Luther nevertheless could only 
dispute the claim half-heartedly. Later, when Luther was more open about what he 
believed, he regularly referred to Huss as a saint. When Muentzer later made his 
pilgrimage to Prague, he referred to Huss as "beloved and holy fighter.'''6 

Shortly after the defeat of the Hussite army at the Battle of Lipany, Friedrich 
Reiser returned to Germany and became the leader of the Hussite communities 
there. He was consecrated a Hussite bishop and created a secret society, the League 
of the Faithful, to get the German Hussites and Waldensians to rise in armed 
revolution. Reiser was burnt at the stake in Strasbourg in 1458, but the communi
ties he founded continued their revolutionary work throughout the 15th Century. 
Hussite propaganda, according to one commentator was "a disturbing factor in 
the rather unstable political and social structure ... of southern Germany.'''7 Macek 
claims "Hussitism struck roots in many places" in Germany1S and "remained alive 
right up to the time of Luther and the German Peasant war.'''9 In 1476, the shep
herd and musician Hans Boheim (probably a variation on "Boehmen," which is 
to say, John the Bohemian) claimed the Blessed Mother appeared to him to an
nounce that only in Niklashausen could one obtain full remission of sins. The 
Blessed Mother reputedly also told John the Bohemian, who was now known as 
the Whistler of Niklashausen, that the greed of the clergy was greater than that of 
the Jews and that the pope was a villain. The Blessed Mother told him all men were 
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equal and no man should have more than any other. The message resonated with 
the peasants, presumably already corrupted by Taborite communism. Within 
months, thousands of peasants traveled to hear more of what the Blessed Mother 
was telling Boheim. Since no peasant could assemble without the permission of 
his lord, Boheim eventually was arrested. When Boheim's unarmed peasant sup
porters confronted the authorities over his arrest, the bishop's soldiers slaughtered 
them. Boheim was burned at the stake, singing Marian hymns in German until 
the flames suffocated him. For many historians, 1476 is considered the beginning 
of the Peasant Revolution.'o 

During the winter of 1519-20, Muentzer became confessor to the nuns at the 
convent at Beudiz, where his nominal duties again allowed ample time for study. In 
addition to reading the German mystics, Muentzer also purchased the Chronicles 
of Eusebius and the Jewish Wars by Josephus and the acts of the Council of Con
stance. His interest in the Council of Constance was understandable: Muentzer 

. wanted to know more about the Church's condemnation ofHuss. What he learned 
probably filled him with indignation. What Muentzer gleaned from reading about 
the Jews, in particular about their revolutionary activities in the classical world, 
is not as clear. Did he take the stories of Simon bar Kokhba and the Jewish revo
lutionaries at Masada as cautionary tales, a warning that those who lived by the 
sword would die by the sword? Probably not, for Muentzer lived and died by the 
sword. One of Muentzer's biographers says he pored over the acts of the Council 
of Constance to uncover the historical cause for the decline of the Church. More 
probably, Muentzer's promiscuous readings simply exacerbated his "existential 
bewilderment.":" One biographer claims Muentzer "had not yet matured into the 
reformer who, in Manfred Bensing's opinion, began to see the Reformation as 'the 
fundamental remodeling of earthly life and hence as a revolution."'>' 

Reading German mystics and classical accounts of Jewish revolutionaries 
could lead to no synthesis because they represented two poles of an irresolvable 
spiritual dichotomy represented by the sword on the one hand and the Cross on 
the other. The Cross symbolized the passive expiatory suffering of Christ that in
augurated the New Covenant and the thousand year reign of Christ on earth, 
whereby Christians conquered the Roman Empire by turning the other cheek., 
which is to say, by patient endurance in uniting their suffering with that of Christ. 
The sword symbolized the Jewish rejection of the suffering Christ and the choice 
of revolution instead. By taking up the sword, Jewish revolutionaries, and their 
judaizing Christian imitators, hoped to establish heaven on earth. The sword thus, 
one way or another, symbolized abandonment of the freedom of the gospel and 
return to the bondage of the law. Muentzer may have hoped to create a synthesis 
between German mystics and Jewish revolutionaries, but in doing this he ignored 
the scriptural admonition about sewing new patches on old garments. There was 
no way to reconcile the sword and the Cross. 
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After months of filling his mind with dangerous ideas, Muentzer complained 
to Franz Guenther about the isolation inherent in his position as confessor to a 
group of nuns in an out of the way convent. Muentzer longed to get back into 
the political disputes, and before long he got his wish. In May 1520, he became a 
substitute preacher at St. Mary's, the most important church in Zwickau, when its 
pastor, Johannes Sylvius Egranus, took a leave of absence to study with Erasmus 
in Rotterdam. 

Astride the road connecting Leipzig with Augsburg and Nuremberg, Zwickau 
had grown famous for its cloth and beer, and prosperity soon followed bringing 
with it all the conflicts that would tear apart Christendom at the crucial divide be
tween the late middle ages and the early modern era. The serious money in Zwick
au, however, came from mining in the nearby Erzgebirge. When the Schneeberg 
silver mine went into production in the latter part of the 15th Century, the families 
who invested in it became fabulously wealthy. The metal-working artisans did well 
too, and the population of Zwickau doubled to 7,500, making it, behind Leipzig, 
the second largest town in the region. Frederick the Wise referred to Zwickau as 
the pearl of his realm. Having more silver than they knew what to do with-it 
often lay around in boxes waiting to be coined or worked into plate-brought 
problems. The families who grew rich through silver mining invested in the cloth 
business, stockpiling stores, and undermining the cloth producing guilds. Niko
laus Storch, a weaver, was one of the economic losers; he used his newfound time 
as an unemployed weaver to study the reformed gospel while becoming a leader 
of the town's disgruntled weavers. The miners were similarly unhappy. Soon both 
groups, falling under the influence of the nearby Bohemian Taborites, were spout
ing communist theories and engaging in riots and public disturbances. 

There was no lack of Catholic social welfare agencies in the town, staffed by 
nuns, priests, brothers, and laymen who contributed to the town's vibrant social 
life. But the Church's social welfare apparatus could not keep up with increas
ing economic division between rich and poor, which fueled envy and resentment 
among those left behind. The increase in the money supply drove up prices. but 
wages did not keep pace. Once-prosperous weavers were out in the cold when the 
cloth industry was taken over by middle-men who warehoused the cloth and ma
nipulated prices. The monasteries and convents that had accumulated land over 
the centuries remained wealthy while the weavers' fortunes declined. This caused 
envy and class conflict; it also induced people to join the monasteries for other 
than spiritual motives. 

If the situation was the social equivalent of dry tinder, then Muentzer's na
scent revolutionary theology and preaching was the match that set off the confla
gration. He began his preaching in Zwickau with an inflammatory attack on the 
Franciscans. The monks, he said, had such fat mouths that you could cut a pound 
of meat from them and still have plenty left.'3 Egranus' return from Rotterdam 
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did little to calm the situation; he was soon drawn into the conflict. Muentzer 
criticized Egranus as a humanist dilettante. Luther sided with Muentzer, calling 
Egranus a theological illiterate!4 

Luther was having troubles of his own. In June 1520, Pope Leo X issued the 
bull Exsurge domine excommunicating Luther. At around the same time, Reuch
lin's acquittal was overturned in Rome, handing victory to Pfefferkorn and the 
Dominicans. The tide was turning against the Reformers, whose leader, Luther, 
had grown a beard and gone into hiding under the name Junker Joerg. 

Two months after his fat mouth sermon, Muentzer was still fighting with the 
Franciscans, which he dutifully reported in a letter to Luther. When not insulting 
monks, Muentzer kept insisting on a more "spiritual" Christianity, as opposed 
to the external rituals that were the cultural lifeblood of the town. Muentzer had 
the annoying habit of ascribing to God the effects of his intemperate sermons and 
reckless behavior: "It is not my work," he said repeatedly, "that I am dOing, but that 
of the Lord."25 His inflammatory words soon led to violence. The cloth-workers 
were emboldened by his preaching and took their demands to the town council. 
Local artisans attacked followers of the anti-Reformation pastor Nikolaus Hofer, 
pelting them with mud and animal dung, driving them from town. Evidently 
gratified by the results, Muentzer redoubled his attacks on "the godless clergy," 
i.e., the mendicants and those who supported Rome and its liturgical system. 

By October 1520, the situation had become intolerable. The secular and ec
clesial authorities sought to remove Muentzer from the pulpit at St. Mary's. The 
move backfired when Muentzer took up residence at the working class parish of 
St. Catherine's, where he made alliance with the town's weavers, the backbone of 
the revolutionary movement in Zwickau. Clothmaking and dyeing was Europe's 
first industry, and, fittingly enough, the cloth makers' guilds constituted Europe's 
first revolutionary proletarian avant garde, beginning in the low countries in the 
high middle ages, through the Peasant Revolt and the Anabaptist commune in 
Muenster, and continuing to the essentially Puritan theocracy in England. When 
Muentzer made contact with the weavers, his revolutionary fervor increased. Cru
cial to Muentzer's formation as a revolutionary was the declasse weaver Nicho
las Storch, who led a group, the Zwickau Prophets, at the revolutionary heart of 
the weavers' guild. It is impossible to say who had greater influence on whom. 
Muentzer was never an avid proponent of Luther's sola scriptura, which he later 
derided as relying too greatly on the dead letter of the law. Unlike Luther, Storch 
was the prime example of the living word of God because he had direct revelations 
from God in dreams and visions. Some claim Muentzer was seduced by Storch's 
enthusiasm. If so, Muentzer was avid for seduction. Muentzer craved revelations 
and spiritual experiences that vindicated his position, and in Storch he found vin
dication in abundance. Storch, who "boasted of secret divine revelations and had 
caused considerable disturbance"26 with his enthusiasm, was the antithesis of the 
scholastic theologians. The simple, unlettered, uneducated layman relied not on 
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philosophy or human reason but on direct instruction from God. The minute he 
opened Holy Scripture, the Holy Ghost spoke through him. 

Luther was unimpressed with the Zwickau Prophets. Storch had approached 
Melanchthon with questions about infant baptism; Melanchthon then met with 
Junker Joerg only to find Luther considered Storch "driven by a thoughtless spir
it.">7 It was a mild rebuke given Luther's penchant for verbal aggression, but Luther 
was clearly troubled by the direction his "allies" were taking. The Zwickau Proph
ets were talking about abolishing all social differences: "Wouldn't it be a wonder
ful thing," they wrote, "if every man were equal and all belonged to the same class, 
and everything was put to common use, and no one had to be subject anymore 
to the Rat King? Who needs those horny, phony clerics? Those fat stallions need 
to be done away with."'8 The Zwickau Prophets were also talking about abolish
ing marriage, which "contradicts the nature of man and God's plan for nature 
as well.">9 It was as if the Taborites had come back to life one hundred years later 
in Zwickau. Luther was less than happy, no doubt partly because he needed the 
princes to protect himself and his Reformation from the pope and emperor. The 
Anabaptist theology that poked its head above ground in Zwickau would reach 
full bloom in 1534 when the weavers took over Muenster, but Luther saw trouble on 
the horizon already. After Zwickau, Muentzer saw himself no longer as a Roman 
Catholic priest, but, like Storch, an Old Testament prophet answerable to God 
alone. He would to destroy the existing corrupt Church and replace it with a puri
fied assembly of the elect, who would wield the sword as their dreams and visions 
dictated, just as Joshua and Gideon had in Israel. 

Muentzer again forced the hand of the town council, which expelled him 
from Zwickau on April 16, 1521, the same day Luther arrived in Worms to defend 
himself before the Imperial Diet against charges of heresy. Muentzer's contempo
rary Joachim Zimmerman made invidious comparisons between him and Luther, 
claiming that on the same day that Muentzer set off a riot in Zwickau and then 
slipped out of town in the middle of the night, Luther, "well-aware ofHuss's death 
by fire," rode into Worms to be greeted reverently by a thousand-strong crowd, 
to defend his belief before the Emperor and the estates for "the sake of his soul's 
salvation."'3O The implication is that the Wittenberg Reformer was a hero and the 
Zwickau preacher a coward. 

Zimmerman's sermon was an indication that the Reformation had already 
split into two factions: Muentzer whose views led to revolution, anarchy, com
munism, and the belief that the governed had a right to say who governed them, 
on the one hand, and Lutheran authoritarianism on the other. Luther needed the 
military might of the princes to move his program forward and was willing to 
buy them off with Church property to get it. If Luther had not defied the Emperor 
with his famous mot. "Hier stehe ich. ich kann nicht anders," the princes, who 
were his protectors and whom Luther represented. would have murdered him on 
the spot. His interpretation of Romans 13 proposed tyranny as the alternative to 
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Muentzer's anarchy; once the defeat of the peasants had been accomplished, that 
tyranny established the groveling German attitude toward authority that found 
its culmination in the 'Third Reich. 

After his expulsion from Zwickau, Muentzer traveled through the secret Hus
site communities of southern Germany, eventually penetrating to the dark heart 
of heretical and revolutionary thought when he arrived in Prague in June 1521. At 
the gates of the city, Muentzer was greeted by a torchlight parade; it was the cus
tom "to escort renowned preachers and scholars with anticipation and festivity."3' 
Muentzer was received with honors because he was viewed as a representative of 
Luther, whom the Praguers viewed as the latest avatar of the Bohemian martyr 
John Huss. Even though in the coming months he would become Luther's bitter 
enemy and must have already descried clouds on the horizon of their relationship, 
Muentzer did nothing to discourage the impression he was "emulus Martini,"32 as 
the inscription on the back of Melanchthon's theses described him, because the 
Utraquists had already placed the mantle of Huss on Luther's shoulders. Luther 
would disappoint them, but, for the present, they put the town's pulpits at the dis
posal of the man they considered Luther's disciple. 

Muentzer preached at the Teyn Church, the Corpus Christi chapel, and, pre
dictably, at the Bethlehem Chapel where Huss had preached. He preached in Ger
man to the town's largest foreign language majority, in Latin at the university, and 
in Czech with the help of translators to the average man. Even though he issued 
no overt call to arms, the reaction to Muentzer's preaching in Prague was not un
like the reaction in Jueterborg, Orlamuenda, and Zwickau. Two weeks after his 
arrival, after a memorial service for Huss, an enraged mob stormed and looted a 
local monastery. 

'The Prague Manifesto is a summation of what Muentzer told the Hussites. 
Published in 1521, probably after he was expelled from Bohemia, the Manifesto 
explained he went to Prague because it was "the city of the precious and holy 
fighter Jan Hus," and because he hoped "the loud and moving trumpets [that once 
sounded in this city]" would sound throughout the whole church and remove the 
corruption, about which he "lamentingly complain[ed]."33 Suffering is necessary 
to purify the elect, who are synonymous with the Church, which they will purify. 
But Muentzer was not promoting suffering as the surest means to sanctity; he was 
promoting an experiential religion that denied the necessity of faith. "'The word 
of God," he wrote, "penetrates the heart, brain, skin, hair, bones, limbs, marrow, 
[and] fluids, [with] force and power," and "he who has once received the holy spirit 
as he should, can no longer be damned."34 In other words, once a man has the right 
experiences he is saved: "an experienced faith is one that is certain of salvation.'!.l5 

'That formulation must have given Luther pause because it undermined Sola 
Fide, one of the three pillars of the Reformation. Once Luther broke with the ap
ostolic Catholic Church and its sacraments and made faith the foundation of reli
gion, it was a very short time before those who accepted the principle asked, "How 
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do we know we have faith?" In Muentzer's view, the only possible answer was 
"because we have experienced faith." This transformed Christianity into a religion 
of experience. In typically judaizing fashion, Muentzer based his idea that Chris
tians "should all have revelations''36 on the Old Testament, but he did so while 
attacking "the Jewish, heretical parsons," who "say that such a strong thing is not 
necessary for salvation," prompting Baylor to explain, "in describing the clergy as 
Jews, Muentzer intended to call attention to the scriptural literalism and legalism, 
which he equated with the practices ofJewish scribes."37 

Meditating on John Huss led Muentzer to additional conclusions. Muentzer 
pored over the Book of Daniel and concluded the papacy was the "fourth Beast." 
Conflating Rome and the Roman Church, Muentzer concluded the end of the old 
world was nigh; Muentzer, the New Daniel, as he would deem himself three years 
later, would bring about the thousand year reign of Christ on earth by reforming 
a terminally corrupt Roman Catholic Church. Only the Elect would be members 
of the reformed Church, and they would know they were the elect because of their 
experience of being saved. German mysticism now took a turn toward the es
chatological; eschatological thinking, when widespread throughout the southern 
German speaking lands, would have revolutionary political consequences. The 
clergy who opposed the New Daniel's vision of the Church were dismissed as 
"thin-shitters" and "whore-mongers.''38 

Muentzer was preaching a different gospel than his reputed mentor Luther. 
Muentzer's Prague Manifesto not only undermined Sola Fide, it also undermined 
Sola Scriptura. "All true parsons," Muentzer wrote, "must have revelations so that 
they are certain of their cause.''39 Muentzer attacked the scholastic notion that rea
son provided a prolegomena to faith and that faith perfected reason. "It is not rea
son," Muentzer wrote, "which explains to man the meaning and purpose of his
tory, but rather a theology, which orients itself on the living word of God, whose 
witness he discerns in the heart.'lIo Even this subversive thought is not enough 
for the man Luther would deride as a "Schwaermer," or enthusiast. "The sheep," 
Muentzer continues, "should be led to revelations.'!!! If the preacher does not have 
revelations, the gospel ceases to be the living word of God and becomes a dead 
letter. Luther, to his credit, realized breaking from the objective word of God was 
a recipe for social anarchy. Muentzer was leading the newly reformed faithful into 
a world where preachers, led by their own phantasms, would inspire each member 
of the flock to follow his own phantasms, creating a world where every man is his 
own visionary. 

Luther did not understand, though, that he got this ball rolling when he 
broke with the Church, undermining its authority as guarantor and interpreter 
of Scripture. Luther's Catholic contemporaries were more clear-sighted. Johannes 
Cochlaeus held Luther responsible for the Peasant's Revolt, even though Luther 
urged the princes to crush it, because Luther prepared the way by eliminating the 
Church as the guarantor of the Scripture and the legitimate basis for social order. 
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Luther, "the seducer of the people,'!!' was horrified by Muentzer's actions because 
in them he saw his own principles carried to their logical conclusion. But Luther 
"was much more pernicious than Muentzer," because the latter only spread revo
lution in Thuringia, whereas Luther "spread it through every land of the German 
nation.'113 

Luther was a philo-Semite, who in a few years would become a violent anti
Semite, but he was also a Judaizer malgre lui. Luther did for Christianity what 
Jochanan ben Zakkai did for Judaism: he turned the evangelical Church into a 
debating society, in which the evangelical rabbis would offer competing interpre
tations of scripture with no way of adjudicating differences other than splitting off 
from whomever one disagreed with. Luther would ultimately solve the problem 
of competing interpretation and competing authority in the same way Jan Zizka 
did earlier in Bohemia and Oliver Cromwell and Stalin did later, which is to say, 
by force majeure. Like Zizka, Luther used military might to end the debate over 
doctrine. Two and a half centuries later, Friedrich Nietzsche, the son of a Lutheran 
pastor, would distill the lessons of Protestantism and Revolution into one distinct 
phrase: will to power. 

But all of that was in the future, and Muentzer most certainly did not see the 
future clearly when he said of the Bohemians, "I do not doubt the people." He 
clearly hoped that revolution would once again rise up "in your land and after
ward everywhere," i.e., in Bohemia and then spread to the German speaking lands 
to the north and west.44 The people, if by that phrase we mean the Bohemians, 
soon had their doubts about Muentzer and expressed them in an unambiguous 
fashion when they placed him under house arrest and then deported him back to 
Thuringia at then end of 1521. 

When he left Prague, Muentzer believed the world was coming to an end, 
especially the world that began with what might be called the thousand year reign 
of Christ inaugurated in Europe by the Rule of St. Benedict. Carlstadt led the mob 
in Wittenberg to an orgy of image breaking in December 1521, forcing Luther to 
abandon the safety of the Wartburg to confront a disciple who was taking mat
ters into his own hands. In 1522, Reuchlin died; Erasmus wrote his "Apotheosis of 
Reuchlin," describing the caballist's entry into heaven and defending him against 
those he called "pseudoapostles plotting ... to obscure his glory.'IIS By the 1520S, the 
term "pseudoapostles" was part of the polemical rhetoric of the Lutherans, "whose 
movement was now threatening the unity of the church." Erasmus thus found 
himself in a dispute neither to his liking nor of his own making. During the 1520S, 

many humanists who had defended Reuchlin became Lutherans, and Erasmus 
was caught in the same riptide, as the popular witticism, "Erasmus laid the egg, 
and Luther hatched it," made clear.46 

Luther had supported Reuchlin early in his struggle against Pfefferkorn and 
the Mendicants. Luther's attitude toward Reuchlin was dictated not so much by 
principle as by opportunity. Luther did not share Reuchlin's enthusiasm for Jew-

266 



Thomas Muenzer and the Peasant Revolt 

ish literature or Caballah. In fact, he passionately condemned what he referred to 
as caballistic foolishness, but defended Reuchlin because of similarities between 
Reuchlin's case and his own. In letters to Erasmus, Luther urged a common front 
among humanists, even though he was not one, as Luther's champion Ulrich von 
Hutten also urged in his letters to Erasmus. Both men knew the times had changed 
since Nicholas Donin. The Humanists were partially responsible for that change, 
and Luther allied himself with them to benefit from the change. Luther was com
mitted neither to the humanist's promotion of Latin and Greek nor to Reuchlin's 
promotion of Hebrew; he was, however, a devout follower of the principle that the 
enemy of my enemy is my friend. 

By siding with Reuchlin, Luther became a friend of the Jews. The alliance was 
based more on opportunism than principle. In his tract "Jesus Christ was born a 
Jew" (1523), Luther defended Jewish liberties to effectuate his larger goal of under
mining the Catholic Church. Like the Puritans after him, Luther thought once the 
gospel was preached correctly, free of papist distortions, the Jews would convert 
in droves. "Those fools, the papists, bishops, sophists, and monks," Luther wrote, 
"have hitherto so dealt with the Jews. IfI had been a Jew and received such treat
ment ... I'd rather have been a pig than a Christian.'117 When it was apparent 20 

years later that the Jews were not going to convert to Luther's version of Christian
ity, Luther wrote "On the Jews and their Lies," in which he urged German princes 
to destroy their synagogues and burn their books, a far harsher regimen than 
Pfefferkorn had promoted and against which Luther had expressed much indig
nation. Luther also recommended that all young able-bodied Jews be impressed 
into forced labor gangs to perform menial tasks like removing manure from the 
streets. In his disappointment, Luther went far beyond the measures the Catholic 
Church proposed to deal with the Jews. 

Graetz studiously ignores all this when he deals with the Reformation in his 
History of the Jews. He apparently shared Luther's view that the enemy of his ene
my was his friend. Graetz supports the Reformation because he sees it as bringing 
Enlightenment to North Germany, Denmark, Sweden, Prussia, Poland, France 
and "even Spain, the country of the darkest and most bigoted ecclesiasticism and 
the home of persecution.'118 Walsh and Graetz mention Elias Levita, "another Jew 
who did valiant spade work for Luther's sowing.'!!9 When Luther translated the 
Bible into German, he, of necessity, relied on Jewish scholars. "For his purpose," 
Graetz writes, "Luther had to learn Hebrew, and seek information from Jews.''so 
Rabbi Solomon, later known as Raschi, became the conduit for his father, Isaac 
of Troyes, who exerted influence on the reformers through a Franciscan monk of 
Jewish descent by the name of Nicholas of Lyra. Luther, Calvin, and Zwingli ac
knowledged Nicholas's influence. Add to that Sforno's influence on Reuchlin, and 
it becomes understandable how one Jewish writer would claim the Reformation 
"drew its life blood from rational Hebraism."5' 
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In making Sola Scriptura a pillar of the Reformed Faith, Luther also contin
ued what Reuchlin began, by demoting scholasticism and promoting the study 
of language in general and Hebrew in particular. The Jews later promoted the 
Reformed cause by printing Protestant Bibles based on unapproved and erroneous 
translations and arranging for their clandestine transport throughout Europe. 
The Jews became spies and propagandists for the Reformers, trafficking in cor
rupted translations of the Bible taken from Jewish scriptures: 

The most active intelligencers, liaison officers and propagandists of this inter
national army were Jews. Only four years after Luther's first outburst, Cardinal 
Alexander, papal nuncio, reported that Jews were printing and circulating the 
German monk's books in Flanders. From the Netherlands they sent bibles even 
to Spain, concealed in double-bottomed wine-casks. In Ferrara, a great Jewish 
financial center, they printed heretical bibles for distribution in Italy and else
where. No less a person than Carranza, now languishing in the prisons of the In
quisition in Spain, said that this was the reason why the Church had to discour
age the reading of the Bible in the vernacular, saving in approved versions. Even 
Jewish physicians aild men of business were spies and propaganda agents. In the 
very year after Philip returned to Spain to stamp out Protestantism there, the 
Jewish Doctor Rodrigo Lopez, who was to find so unhappy an end in England, 
was passing over from Antwerp to London as a good Protestant.52 

Although Graetz and Walsh agree on the role Jews played in the Reforma
tion, they disagree in evaluating that role. Graetz sees the Reformation as the pre
cursor of Enlightenment. Walsh views it as "one long retrogression toward the 
moribund Judaism of the Pharisees of the time of Christ.''53 The Reformation was 
not a movement from darkness to light but rather disaffected clerics, oftentimes 
practicing the very abuses they decried in others, returning like dogs to the vomit 
of Judaism. Calvin declared the prohibition against usury outdated, not because 
it was no longer a source of social pathology, but rather, to cite Graetz, because 
"the interest of the marketplace had driven the interest of the church into the 
background.''54 Walsh describes the Reformation as "the great betrayal" that al
lowed the moneychangers back into the Temple, after "they had been ousted by the 
medieval Church when she was most free and vigorous."55 Unsurprisingly "most of 
the heresiarchs and heretics of this present Century," according to Cabrera, were 
seen as Jews. "It is beyond question," Walsh continues, citing a Jewish historian, 
"that the first leaders of the Protestant sects were called semi-Judaei, or half-Jews, 
in all parts of Europe, and that men ofJewish descent were as conspicuous among 
them as they had been among the Gnostics and would later be among the Com
munists.''56 

Luther hitched his fortunes to Reuchlin, who had promoted the Talmud. 
"We," Graetz writes, "can boldly assert that the war for and against the Talmud 
aroused German consciousness and created a public opinion without which the 
Reformation, like many other efforts would have died in the hour of birth, or per
haps would never have been born at aI1.''57 Graetz similarly portrays the Reforma-

268 



Thomas Muenzer and the Peasant Revolt 

tion as "the triumph of Judaism,''58 a claim that many Catholics made in Luther's 
day. Graetz applauds Luther's early defense of the Jews, especially when Luther 
urges Christians to "show them a friendly spirit, permit them to live and to work, 
so that they may have cause and means to be with us and amongst US,"59 describing 
Luther's sentiments as words 

which the Jews had not heard for a thousand years. They show unmistakable 
traces of Reuchlin's mild intercession in their favor. Many hot-headed Jews saw 
in Luther's opposition to the papacy the extinction of Christianity and the tri
umph of Judaism. Three learned Jews went to Luther and tried to convert him. 
Enthusiastic feelings were aroused among the Jews at this unexpected revulsion, 
especially at the blow dealt the papacy and the idolatrous worship of images and 
relics; the boldest hopes were entertained for the speedy downfall of Rome and 
the approaching redemption by the Messiah.60 

Walsh claims the "stormiest preachers" of the Reformation were "of Jewish 
descent.''6· Michael Servetus, the first Unitarian, was influenced in his attack on 
the Trinity by Jews. Calvinism became a "convenient mask"6· for Jews in Antwerp 
after their expulsion from Spain, confirming that Protestants were half-Jews and 
adding to the suspicions of Catholic leaders. Dr. Lucien Wolf claims 

Marranos in Antwerp had taken an active part in the Reformation movement 
and had given up their mask of Catholicism for a not less hollow pretense of 
Calvinism. The change will be readily understood. The simulation of Calvinism 
brought them new friends, who, like them were enemies of Rome, Spain and the 
Inquisition. It helped them in their fight against the Holy Office, and for that 
reason was very welcome to them. Moreover, it was a form of Christianity which 
came nearer to their own simple Judaism. The result was that they became zeal
ous and valuable allies of the Calvinists.63 

In March 1523, Muentzer became pastor at the Church of St. John in the New 
Town section of Allstedt, where he would remain until he was again forced to 
leave his flock in the middle of the night in August 1524. In Allstedt, Muentzer 
created the first vernacular German liturgy. It was in Allstedt that he developed 
his revolutionary theology and an organization, the League of the Elect, to carry 
it out. It was in Allstedt that he made contact with the miners from Mansfeld, his 
most ardent supporters. And it was in Allstedt that he broke his vow of celibacy. 

On March 22, 1522, Muentzer wrote to Melanchthon explaining why he did 
not plan to take a wife. He also explained he had no objection to other priest Re
formers marrying, which they were doing with increasing frequency, often with 
nuns liberated from convents sacked by Iconoclasts. The most prominent defector 
from the vow of celibacy was Luther himself, who admitted to being a "famous 
lover,"64 was accused of drunkenness and whore mongering, and was treated for 
syphilis before he eventually married a nun, Catherina von Bora, who had been 
"liberated" from her convent by a group of reformers on Holy Saturday of 1523. 

Muentzer's letter to Melanchthon is ambivalent. He applauds the theology 
Melanchthon has apparently confected to justify breaking the solemn vow of celi-
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bacy and getting married because "it has liberated many souls of the elect from 
the snares of the hunters."65 He approves of "your priests taking wives, so that the 
Roman mask [of false piety] does not continue to oppress you,"66 because he can 
find no scriptural basis for celibacy. An added benefit is that the children of the 
union of Reformed priests and nuns would "belong to the Elect from the moment 
of their birth.''67 Allowing priests to marry would thus provide the foundation of 
the church of the future. He bases this claim on Isaiah 65:20, which claims these 
children will see a new heaven and a new earth. 

But after conceding all this, Muentzer does an abrupt about face and claims 
just as vehemently that marriage is not for him. He condemns in practice the very 
thing he just allowed in principle, telling Melanchthon that "with your counsel" 
the reformers are dragging "people to marriage, even though the marriage bed 
is no longer an immaculate one but a whorehouse of Satan, which damages the 
church as severely as the most damned oils of the priesthood.''68 Muentzer con
cludes that Melanchthon can't solve the celibacy problem because he can't com
prehend the "living word of God." He also announced the end of the world, claim
ing that "the time of the third angel has already dawned.''69 

Within a year, Muentzer changed his mind abruptly. On July 29,1523, Muentzer 
ended a letter to Andreas Karlstadt, another priest professor from the univerSity at 
Wittenberg, by conveying greetings to Karlstadt's wife. He added, "I am oriented 
to God in the original rigor,'?O meaning he was still adhering to the vow of chasti
ty. Yet by August, Muentzer married a liberated ex-nun of noble birth, Ottilie von 
Gerson. The marriage certainly caused scandal in Allstedt among those who were 
not of the Reformed party. One biographer says Muentzer "openly married'?1 the 
runaway nun at the end ofJuly. The interval between the marriage and the arrival 
of their first child indicates their relations began before the wedding. Like many of 
his priestly peers, Muentzer was caught in a web of conflicting vows. For Luther, 
this moral contradiction led to the doctrine of the enslaved will. For Muentzer, it 
led to revolution. 

But not directly. During summer 1523, enough revolutionary monks and their 
runaway nun concubines arrived in Stolberg to generate a revolutionary situa
tion, which Muentzer addressed in his Open Letter to the Brothers at Stolberg. 
Muentzer began by explaining the efficacy of patient suffering, but he concluded 
by giving tacit approval, couched in negative terms, to revolution. Since he warned 
the brothers to shun "unjustifiable" or "inappropriate" revolution,72 the perceptive 
reader saw Muentzer's letter as justifying "appropriate" revolution. The question 
became, "Is this particular revolution justifiable?" Unlike Martin Luther, Catho
lic theologians like Thomas Aquinas admitted the possibility of rebellion against 
tyrants, but only under carefully specified conditions based on the Augustinian 
theory of a just war, according to which the benefit of the doubt went. to the le
gitimate ruler. Muentzer disconnected the possibility of removing a tyrannical 
prince from any objective criteria, thereby opening the door for revolution. One 
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commentator claimed Muentzer "transformed what was at first sight a warning 
against local rebellion into a proclamation of a universal revolution''73 in his letter 
to the brothers at Stolberg. 

Some claim Muentzer was naIve and unable to see that the principle he ar
ticulated would be implemented in ways that contravened his intentions. Others 
claim he was disingenuous and avid to promote revolution from the beginning. 
The suspicions are intensified by the way Muentzer ended his letter ("I also hear 
that when you have been drinking, you talk a lot about our case, but when you 
are sober, you are as fearful as sissies.''74), warning the brothers not to talk in their 
cups, lest they spill the beans about what Muentzer was planning secretly. Baylor 
claims "it is uncertain whether in 1523 Muentzer was in contact with a secret or
ganization in Stolberg, but there is little doubt that the 'cause' that he warned his 
associates against discussing when they had been drinking included more than 
purely personal piety.''75 Muentzer probably felt revolution was apprQpriate, but 
before he could proclaim it in public, he needed to create the organization that 
would bring it about. 

In a letter to Luther just four days before Muentzer wrote to the brothers at 
Stolberg, Muentzer denied any role in the revolution in Zwickau that led to his ex
pulsion. "Everybody," Muentzer wrote to Luther, "except for the blind city coun
cilors, knows that at the time of the uprising [tumultus], I was taking a bath, with 
no knowledge of such matters. And if I had not intervened against it, the whole 
council would have been killed the following night.''76 Disavowing responsibility 
for what happened in Zwickau, Muentzer then discussed the differences between 
his and Luther's theological views. Muentzer placed heavy emphasis on "the liv
ing word of God," Who revealed himself "not only in the Scriptures but also in 
dreams and visions.''77 Muentzer still hoped for reconciliation with the Master, 
ending his letter by asking the Lord to "let our old love begin anew," but Luther 
was disgusted and broke off the relationship with his former student, whom he felt 
was ensnared by enthusiasm. "I can't stand this spirit, no matter what you want 
to call it," Luther said about Muentzer, whom he would soon call "the Satan from 
Allstedt.''78 "He praises my work ... and yet at the same time holds it in contempt 
and then goes off looking for greater things ... so that you have to conclude that 
he's either drunk or crazy.''79 

In revolutionary terms, the conflict between Luther and Muentzer was the 
conflict between radicals and moderates. The same conflict had taken place when 
Zizka turned on the Taborites, and it would take place in every subsequent revolu
tion. Parallels exist in Cromwell's conflict with the Fifth Monarchy Men and in 
the Menshevik/Bolshevik split. Before long, Muentzer was fighting on two fronts, 
against both Wittenberg and Rome. Luther was doing the same, siding with the 
Princes against the peasants who threatened not only the social order but also the 
success of his rebellion against Rome. 
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Luther soon claimed "the person who has seen Muentzer may claim to have 
seen the devil incarnate in his very worst raging. Oh, Lord God, whenever such a 
spirit is abroad among the peasants, it is high time they were destroyed like mad 
dogs."8o According to Muentzer, Allstedt was to be run, not by renegade university 
professors, but by the people themselves, who would create a religious community 
inspired by the Holy Spirit in dreams and visions. The Elect would rule, and if 
the princes didn't see it their way, the people would rise up and take the sword 
from their hands. Anything less was the "contrived faith" of political opportun
ists, whose chief agent was Luther. 

Muentzer's road to revolution began not with a call to arms but rather with 
creation of the first German liturgy. Muentzer produced the first comprehensive 
liturgy in German when Luther was still reluctant to abandon Latin. In seeing the 
Latin liturgy, like infant baptism, as magic and idolatry, Muentzer was years ahead 
of Luther ill implementing his master's own principles. By summer 1523, "foreign
ers" from all over southern Thuringia and Saxony were attending Muentzer's Ger
man liturgy. This movement of large populations was too dangerous to ignore, so 
Count Ernst of Mansfeld banned attendance at the liturgies, setting up a conflict 
between Church and State that would define Muentzer's revolutionary theology. 
Muentzer then abused the count from the pulpit, inviting him and the local bishop 
to Allstedt to "show before the whole world in what way my teaching or service is 
heretical."81 If the count did not come, Muentzer would consider him "an evil-do
er, a rascal and a knave, a Turk and a pagan."82 When the people of Allstedt closed 
ranks behind him, Muentzer was emboldened to articulate his revolutionary the
ology. At the heart of that theology, which became the heart of his political theory 
too, was the sword. The sword, claimed Muentzer, must be used in the service of 
the gospel. If the princes hesitate in following Muentzer's instruction on how to 
wield the sword, the sword would be taken from them and given to "the people 
who burn with zeal" and then, alas, "peace will be in abeyance on earth."83 

"Here," Goertz writes, "the idea of the people's sovereignty surfaces for the 
first time and combines with mystical piety and apocalyptical expectation to 
form a threatening prospect for anyone opposed to the Allstedt Reformation."84 
In October 1523, Muentzer wrote to Frederick the Wise, reiterating his position. 
"Princes," he wrote, "do not frighten the pious. And if it turns out that [the princes 
do make the pious fear them], then the sword will be taken from them and given 
to the ardent masses in order to defeat the godless, Daniel 7:18. Then that noble 
treasure, peace, will be removed from the earth Rev. 6:2."85 The references to Dan
iel and Revelations emphasized the apocalyptic nature of Muentzer's thought and 
increased the likelihood of revolutionary violence. If the world was coming to 
an end anyway, why refrain? Unlike "the scribes [who] imagine Christ to be the 
fulfiller of the law, so that they do not have to suffer the action of God by point
ing out his cross,"86 Muentzer was telling his flock, at the end of 1523, that in their 
suffering, they "should not murmur and growl like whining dogs" because "he 
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who does not die with Christ cannot be resurrected with him."87 Muentzer cited 
St. Paul, who "clearly says [Col. 1:241, 'I fulfill that which the suffering of Christ 
still lacks.' The church suffers as his body."88 But the suffering was ripped from the 
tradition of the Gospel and put in the service of revolution, by way of millennial
ist expectation. The Suffering of the Elect had become the birth pangs of a new 
revolutionary era. 

In 1524, after years of holding his tongue in spite of growing reservations, 
Erasmus finally broke with the Lutherans when he wrote De Libero Arbitrio, his 
tract on free will. Despite Luther's support of Reuchlin and the humanist cause, 
Erasmus realized he had a fundamentally different agenda, perhaps furthered by 
a conspiracy. "After all, Luther is not so far advanced in the knowledge of the 
tongues or of elegant scholarship to provide supporters of such studies with an 
interest in his case."89 Erasmus broke with his Lutheran allies because linking Re
uchlin with Luther was" detrimental to the humanist cause." Erasmus needed "to 
disentangle the two movements." Rummel felt there was 

some evidence for Erasmus' conspiracy theory. Several leading reformers, 
Melanchthon, Bucer, and Zwingli among them, were all at one stage under the 
impression that Erasmus was one of them and were hoping that he, as the leading 
humanist, would deliver that party to them. In 1519, for example, Melanchthon 
spoke of Luther as "our foremost champion, second only to Erasmus"; similarly, 
Bucer wrote in 1518 that "Luther agrees in everything with Erasmus, the only 
difference that what Erasmus merely hints at, Luther teaches openly and freely." 
Both men revised their opinion in the 1520S. Bucer saw the light in 1524 when 
Luther and Erasmus engaged in a published controversy over free will.90 

Luther wrote to Erasmus, begging "If you cannot or dare not be assertive in 
our cause, leave it alone and keep to your own business."91 In a letter to Oecolam
padius, Luther admitted "I feel Erasmus's barbs occasionally, but since he pretends 
in public not to be my enemy, I, in turn, pretend that I do not understand his clev
er words.''92 Hutten pleaded with Erasmus to maintain a united front against the 
Catholics, at least in pUblic, and "was quite candid about the strategic importance 
of such a move.''93 In a letter to Erasmus, he noted that some regarded Erasmus 
as Luther's inspirational source. "You were the forerunner," Hutten wrote, "you 
taught us .... you are the man on whom the rest of us depend.''94 Hutten claimed 
that the success of the Reformation would guarantee "liberal studies too will flour
ish and the humanities will be held in honor."95 But Erasmus not only doubted the 
intellectual foundations of the Reformation expressed in Luther's notion of the 
will, he also thought humanistic studies would get dragged into a fight that would 
harm it more than the scholastic viri obscuri could. 

Disaffected worshippers continued to pour into Allstedt to take part in 
Muentzer's revolutionary services, in defiance of Count Ernst's ban. By spring 1524, 
Muentzer's chapel was full of hundreds of visiting worshippers, mostly peasants 
from the neighboring countryside and miners from Mansfeld. Muentzer capital-
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ized on the crowds and created his own revolutionary organization. According to 
testimony gathered after the collapse of the Peasant Revolt, Muentzer assembled 
30 followers in a dry moat outside town in March 1524, and initiated them into a 
secret organization known as the League of the Elect. Using his wife's experience 
in the convent, Muentzer had her organize and train the town's women, many of 
whom were runaway nuns. The organization -would take up arms in defense of 
Allstedt, which, like Jerusalem under bar Kokhba and Prague under Huss and (ten 
years later) Muenster under Bokelzoon, would become the dwelling place of the 
Elect. All who were unwilling to go along with the Elect were driven from town. 
Members of the Elect declared their willingness to protect each other against per
secutors of the Gospel and swore to back up their oath with force of arms. Martin 
Luther recognized the gravity of the situation; he immediately urged the princes 
of Saxony to retaliate, to "break and beat with the fist.''96 

The purpose of the League of the Elect was "brotherly love," but it was a love 
with revolutionary intent. The Elect swore to refuse to pay tithes to local convents 
and monasteries. The Elect believed in fraternity and equality, claiming every
thing was to be held in common97 and that each should receive according to his 
needs.98 If there were any doubts about their revolutionary nature, the Elect con
cluded their oath by warning "in all seriousness ... any princes, dukes or lords" 
who objected to the program of "Omnia sunt communia" that they "would cut off 
the heads or hang" any rulers who stood in their way.99 By mid-summer 1524, the 
League of the Elect had grown to over 500 members, all of whom had sworn their 
willingness to engage in illegal activity for the sake of the Gospel. 

Emboldened by their oath, members of the reformed party in Allstedt in
creased their attacks on the Church. Resentment focused on a chapel in a wood 
near town which because of its miraculous image of the Blessed Virgin was a place 
of pilgrimage. The Mallerbach Chapel belonged to the nuns of Naundorf and was 
under the custodial care of a hermit who was soon driven off by violence and 
vandalism. In his confession, Muentzer referred to the chapel as a "spelunke" or 
den. Muentzer incited mob violence by railing against what he considered the 
idolatrous worship of images there. Muentzer referred to the chapel as a "standing 
provocation''Ioo of the devil that needed to be destroyed by good-hearted, pious 
people. To buttress his arguments, Muentzer cited the Old Testament, wherein 
"Pious Moses" in Exodus 23, proclaimed that "you shall not defend the godless."IOI 
If the civil authorities, Muentzer continued, do not follow this maxim, then they 
have lost their claim to legitimacy. Because of the violence that often followed 
Muentzer's sermons, the nuns removed whatever was valuable and placed it under 
lock and key; by the end of March, when events came to a head, the chapel stood 
empty and abandoned. 

On Holy Thursday, March 24, 1524, a mob of the Elect marched from Allstedt 
to Mallerbach Chapel and burned it to the ground. Elliger says this was no spur 
of the moment "act of blind zealotry,''Io, but rather a well planned act of arson and 
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iconoclasm intended, according to Muentzer's plan, to inaugurate the dawn of the 
Reformation in Allstedt. Muentzer claimed that only this act of symbolic arson 
could drive the devil's cult from Allstedt. 

The Abbess of the convent at Naundorf complained bitterly to Hans Zeiss and 
the civil authorities, demanding the malefactors be brought to justice. The mayor 
and city council denied all responsibility and turned the tables on the nuns by 
claiming they had set the fire to incriminate the citizens of Allstedt. Sensing more 
than just a simple act of vandalism, Duke John of Saxony demanded a united 
front among the princes in dealing with Muentzer. Muentzer dealt directly with 
the issue by writing to Duke John on June 7, 1524, asserting that the League of 
the Elect was "without gUilt" when they burned the chapel to the ground because 
everyone knew that "poor people" -even though their culpability was lessened 
"through lack of understanding" -"formerly honored and prayed to the devil at 
Mallerbach, under the name of Mary."I03 The Duke had no business punishing 
"good-hearted, pious people" who had destroyed this haunt of the devil. If Duke 
John ignored "what God our creator said through pious Moses''Io4 in Exodus 23:1, 

"You shall not defend the godless," he was no better than the idolatrous monks 
and nuns. "But that we should continue to permit the devil at Mallerbach to be 
prayed to, so that our brothers are delivered up to him as a sacrifice, this we no 
more want that we wish to be subjects of the Turks.''Io5 The implication was clear. 
Princes who permitted idolatry in their realms were no better than Turks and 
deserved to be deposed. 

On June 11, the local authorities arrested Ziliax Knaut, who was charged with 
arson and placed in stocks at the local castle. Muentzer was outraged; he won
dered aloud how men who claimed to be pious Christian princes could defend 
monks and nuns, people "the whole world" agreed were "idolatrous people."I06 Not 
content to sermonize, Muentzer sounded the alarm on June 13 when the prince's 
men came to Allstedt to arrest Knaut's co-conspirators. The League of the Elect 
assembled immediately and, after showing their willingness to use force of arms, 
forced the prince's men to withdraw. Instead of apprehending the other arsonists, 
the administrator returned to Weimar and filed a report. 

Luther's letter to the princes of Saxony concerning the revolutionary spirit in 
Saxony was published in August 1524, but it was written with the destruction of 
the Mallerbach Chapel in mind. Luther was in danger oflosing control of his revo
lution to the more radical followers of Muentzer, who was willing to plunge Ger
many into anarchy in pursuit of his fantastic notion of the gospel. Muentzer, in 
Luther's view, was "full of babble about the holy spirit and revelations in visions, 
but incapable of producing miracles to prove himself. Above all his preaching 
bore no other fruit than that of inciting the rabble to violence.''Io7 If the reformers 
preached insurrection, "secular rulers had the right and duty to meet force with 
force.''Io8 To stop the "Satan of Allstedt," Luther drew a clear line between spiritual 
reform and political revolution by denouncing Muentzer as a Judaizer. Abandon-
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ing the philo-Semitism he adopted in the Reuchlin/Pfefferkorn controversy, Lu
ther claimed those who strike with their fists are behaving like Jews. Luther fought 
fire with fire by quoting from Daniel and Isaiah of the Old Testament to bolster his 
case. "Preaching and suffering are our vocation," Luther writes, "not striking out 
with the fist and battling in self defense. After all, neither Christ nor his apostles 
broke into churches and destroyed images; rather they won over hearts byappeal
ing to God's word, and after that churches [i.e., temples] and graven images fell of 
their own accord. We should do likewise.'"o9 

Although the Jews of Moses' time were commanded to destroy the altars and 
idols of the Canaanites, Luther continues, that doesn't mean the Reformed have 
received the same command. Nor would the Reformed be justified in sacrific
ing their children, as Abraham was commanded to do. If Christians are bound 
by Muentzer's cock-eyed interpretation of the Old Testament, then "we would all 
have to be circumcised and do the works of the Jews,""0 i.e, follow the old law 
in its entirety. The logical conclusion of Muentzer's revolutionary theology is 
that Christians should behave like Jews. "If it is right for Christians to break into 
churches and engage in acts of iconoclasm," Luther reasoned, "then it follows that 
we should also murder anyone who isn't a Christian, just as the Jews were ordered 
to exterminate the Canaanites and the Amorites." The spirit of Allstedt will bring 
about nothing but bloodshed, and anyone who disagrees with their heavenly voic
es will end up being strangled by them.'''" 

Muentzer responded in his "Highly Provoked Defense" in late summer 1524, 

calling Luther Doctor Luegner (Liar) and accusing him of misrepresentation. Ac
cording to Muentzer, Luther is like Jews who "continually wanted to slander and 
discredit Christ, just as Luther now does me.''''' Muentzer protests that when Lu
ther says "that I want to make a rebellion" Luther twists the sense of Muentzer's 
letter to the Mansfeld miners. But, Muentzer concedes Luther's point: "I pro
claimed before the princes that the entire community had the power of the sword, 
just as it had the keys of remitting sin.''''3 As a result, "The lords themselves are 
responsible for making the poor people their enemy. They do not want to remove 
the cause of insurrection, so how, in the long run, can things improve? I say this 
openly, so Luther asserts I must be rebellious. So be it.''''4 

Muentzer then uses ad hominem arguments against Luther, bringing up Lu
ther's notorious reputation as a drunk, glutton, and whoremonger, the very alle
gations that led him to marry the nun, Catherina von Bora. Luther, according to 
Muentzer, is "totally incapable of shame, like the Jews who brought to Christ the 
woman taken in adultery.''''5 Muentzer finds it astonishing "this shameless monk 
can claim to be terribly persecuted, there [at Wittenberg] with this good Malva
sian wine and his whore's banquets.'",6 Luther uses his "new logic" of faith alone, 
which he "deceptively called the word of God''''7 to distract the faithful from his 
loose living and sinfulness. 
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Muentzer perceived what might be the personal issues at the heart of Luther's 
doctrine of the enslaved will. It was easy to extrapolate from Luther's behavior 
to a theological "principle," which wanted "to make God responsible for the fact 
that you are a poor sinner and a venomous little worm with your shitty humility. 
You have done this with your fantastic reasoning, which you have concocted out 
of your Augustine. It is truly a blasphemy to despise mankind impudently, which 
you do in your teaching concerning the freedom of the Will.""8 Luther's false faith 
had political consequences; Luther was forced to "flatter the princes," and offer 
them "Bohemian gifts" of "cloisters and foundations, which you now promise the 
princes" in exchange for protection."9 Muentzer has little good to say about Lu
ther's appearance before the Imperial Diet at Worms, because "If you had wavered 
at Worms, you would have been stabbed by the nobility rather than set free."12o Lu
ther and his followers "preach what suits them, but what they really pursue is the 
belly .... The sole and only outcome of their teachings is the freedom of the flesh. 
Hence they poison the Bible for the Holy Spirit .... •• 

Muentzer then claims Luther's views on insurrection are merely an attempt 
to curry favor with the princes by one who is morally compromised and without 
clear judgment.l11 Luther "wants to be a new Christ who had gained much good for 
Christendom with his blood. And what is more, he did this for the sake of a fine 
thing-that priests might take wives.""3 Muentzer, though, was also compromised 
on celibacy, having bound himself by two contradictory vows. The same sexual 
stimulus, however, drove the two reformers in opposite directions. It drove Luther 
to curry favor with princes, but it drove Muentzer to rebel against them. 

In July 1524 Duke John and his nephew the elector prince John Frederick ar
rived in Allstedt without having read Luther's analysis of the revolutionary spirit 
there. Their arrival may have been a routine visit to a city of their realm, but it 
was more likely an attempt to find out what Muentzer was up to. On July 13, the 
princes attended Muentzer's modified Mass at the castle chapel, during which 
Muentzer gave a detailed explanation of his theology of revolution. For his text, 
Muentzer chose the story of Nebuchadnezzar's dream in Daniel 2, the locus clas
sicus for millennialism. The sermon is known as Die Fuerstenpredigt, or sermon 
to the princes. 

Daniel 2 begins with King Nebuchadnezzar's dream. When Nebuchadnez
zar's seers prove incapable of interpreting it, Daniel interprets it correctly. The or
thodox interpretation of the dream, as we have seen, is that the stone, untouched 
by any hand, which destroyed the statue, is Christ, and that the fifth kingdom is 
the reign of Christ on earth, the Roman Catholic Church, the New Jerusalem, the 
City of God, the kingdom which will have no end. Muentzer modifies the tradi
tional orthodox interpretation of Daniel 2 to suit himself. The fifth empire is, ac
cording to Muentzer, not the kingdom which will have no end, but rather "the one 
which we have before our own eyes," i.e., the Holy Roman Empire, which "would 
like to be coercive. But as we see before our very eyes, the iron is intermixed with 
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filth, vain schemes of flattery that slither and squirm over the face of the whole 
earth. For he who cannot be a cheat [in our empire] must be an idiot."124 

The stone that shattered the colossus is "The poor laity and the peasants" who 
see that they are now shattering the Roman Church "much more clearly than you 
dO."125 To help the princes understand the signs of the times, "a new Daniel must 
arise and interpret your revelation for you. And this same new Daniel must go 
forth, as Moses teaches, Deut 20:2, at the head of the troops. He must reconcile the 
anger of the prices and that of the enraged people .... For Christ says, in Matthew 
10:34, 'I have not come to bring peace but the sword.""26 

Before long it must have become obvious to the princes listening to his ser
mon that the "new Daniel" was Muentzer. Unlike Luther and the Scriptural liter
alists from Wittenberg, men Muentzer compares to Nebuchadnezzar's impotent 
seers, Muentzer has visions. Like Daniel, Muentzer could claim "the mystery was 
revealed to [him] in a night vision" (Dan. 2:19). True spiritual leaders have vi
sions. Luther, who is neither conscious of nor receptive to this inner word, does 
"not know how to say anything essential about God, even though he may have 
devoured a hundred thousand Bibles.'''27 

Before long, Muentzer uses visions as the validator of truth. Visions became 
Muentzer's substitute for the Church as the final arbiter of doctrine, just as the Bi
ble became the arbiter for Luther. Muentzer even appropriated words traditionally 
associated with the Church in professions of faith like the Apostles Creed and ap
plied them to visions, preaching "it is a truly apostolic, patriarchal and prophetic 
spirit that awaits visions and attains them in painful tribulation."'28 

Luther, whom Muentzer describes as "Brother Fatted Swine" and "Brother 
Soft Life,"'29 is a false prophet because he rejects the crucial role of visions. It 
would be impossible to safeguard the new Christianity "securely against error on 
all sides and to act blamelessly, if [the leaders of the new Church] did not rely on 
revelations from God-As Aaron heard from Moses, Exodus 4:15 and David from 
Nathan and Gad 2 Chron 29:25.'''30 

Just as Nebuchadnezzar elevated Daniel, so the German princes should el
evate Muentzer over Luther. "You rulers," Muentzer told the princes, "must act ac
cording to the conclusion of this chapter of Daniel [Dan 2:48]. That is why Nebu
chanezzar elevated holy Daniel to office so that the king might carry out God's 
correct decision, inspired by the holy spirit.... For the godless have no right to 
life except that which the elect decide to grant them, as is written in the book of 
Exodus 23:29-33 .... He to whom is given all power in heaven and on earth [Christ] 
wants to lead the government."'3' The princes should do this because Luther is an 
uninspired court prophet, whereas Muentzer is the reincarnation of Daniel. 

By the time Muentzer gave his sermon to the princes, he had converted to 
what Cohn calls "bloodthirsty chiliasm.">3' Cohn attributes this conversion to 
the ideas of Nicholas Storch, who kept alive Taborite ideas spread by the Hussite 
armies one hundred years earlier. Once Muentzer turned from Luther's version of 
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the reformed faith, he became, as Luther predicted, an ardent Judaizer. Muentzer 
"now thought and talked only of the Book of Revelation and of such incidents in 
the Old Testament as Elijah's slaughter of the priests of Baal, Jehu's slaying of the 
sons of Ahab, and Jael's assassination of the sleeping Sisera."133 He got these ideas 
from Storch, who had been in Bohemia, and revived the Taborite teachings when 
he returned to Zwickau. Muentzer needed Storch's Hussite Judaizing to justify his 
path of revolution because political revolution and its justification by a heretical 
reading of Old Testament were two sides of the same coin. Neither could exist 
without the other; both were a function of the rejection of the Cross among clergy 
during the 16th Century. "The elect," wrote Cohn summarizing the political doc
trine of all revolutionary Judaizers, "must prepare the way for the Millennium ... 
by force of arms."134 

In his sermon, Muentzer told the princes they must wield the sword in ser
vice of the Gospel. Muentzer refused to listen to "hackneyed posturings about the 
power of God achieving everything without resort to your sword. "'35 If the princes 
failed to use the sword as Muentzer saw fit, "it may rust in its scabbard."'36 God 
fought on the side of the Israelites when they conquered the Promised Land, "but 
the sword was the means used, just as eating and drinking is a means for us to stay 
alive. Hence the sword too is necessary for us to eliminate the godless."137 Since 
Christ warned those who lived by the sword would die by it, Muentzer gravitated 
toward Old Testament passages to justify his theology of revolution, citing Deut. 
13: 6, "do not permit evildoers, who turn us away from God, to live longer," as well 
as Exodus 22:1 where God says, "You shall not permit the evildoer to live.'''38 The 
Old Testament was ransacked to justify iconoclasm as well, for it was God Him
selfwho "commanded through Moses in Deut 7: 5 ... 'You shall not have pity on 
the idolatrous. Break up their altars. Smash their images and burn them so that I 
am not angry with yoU.''''39 "Christ," Muentzer claimed, ignoring what Jesus said 
to Peter in the Garden of Gethsemane, "has not abrogated these words. Rather, 
he will help us to fulfill them.'''40 According to Muentzer, anyone who claims the 
antichrist will be destroyed without a sword-bearing hand being lifted 

is already as fainthearted as the Canaanties were when the elect wanted to enter 
the promised land, as Joshua [5:1] writes. Joshua, nevertheless did not spare them 
from the sharpness of the sword. Look at Psalm 44:4 and Chronicles 14:11. There 
you will find the same solution: the elect did not win the promised land with the 
sword alone, but rather through the power of God. Nevertheless, the sword was 
the means, just as for us eating and drinking are the means for sustaining life. 
Thus the sword is also necessary as a means to destroy the godless, Romans 13 
[1-4].'4' 

Here, Muentzer touches on the same passage (Romans 13) that Luther used to 
proscribe all rebellion against princely authority, no matter how onerous or un
just. Sola scriptura obviously was not going to lead to unity of purpose even among 
committed reformers. Once an impasse was reached, naked physical power, not 
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textual exegesis, would determine whose interpretation was correct. Muentzer 
and Luther were avid during the crucial summer of 1524 to get the princes on 
their respective sides. If Luther chose the carrot of "Bohemian gifts," i.e., bribing 
the princes with confiscated church property, Muentzer chose the stick of insur
rection. If the princes will not wield the sword in the service of the gospel, "then 
the sword will be taken away from them, Daniel 7:27."'42 Muentzer, "together with 
pious Daniel," urged the princes "not to oppose God's revelation." If they refused 
to heed Muentzer's advice, then "may they be strangled without any mercy'''43 "as 
Hesekiah (2 Kings 18-22), Josiah, Cyrus, Daniel and Elija (1 Kings 18) destroyed the 
priests ofBaal.'''44 There was no possibility of reform unless the Church "return[ed] 
to its source,'''4S namely, Muentzer's apocalyptic Old Testament fantasy of heaven 
on earth. The time of the harvest was upon them, and "the tares must be pulled 
out of Gods' vineyard at the time of harvest.'''46 Since he had "the instruction of 
the whole of divine law" on his side, Muentzer could say witJ'lOut hesitation that all 
"godless rulers, especially the priests and monks, should be killed."'47 

Before long it became clear that wielding the sword meant joining the revo
lution. If the princes didn't join the revolution, they would be swept away by it. 
Muentzer made Reformation and Revolution synonymous, but many of the re
formers wanted no part of what he was proposing. Luther would soon send his 
letter to the Saxon princes condemning the revolutionary spirit. Karlstadt and 
the congregation at Orlamuenda followed Luther's lead, informing Muentzer they 
had no interest in armed insurrection. "We have not been commanded to act in 
this manner, for Christ told Peter to put down his sword .... If the time comes when 
we have to suffer for God's justice, let us be willing to do so, but in the meantime 
let's not run to take up knives and pikes.'''48 

Unsurprisingly, Muentzer's sermon left the princes unpersuaded. Surpris
ingly, they didn't have Muentzer arrested for treason on the spot. If Muentzer's 
goal was to convey as unambiguously as possible his newly concocted theology 
of revolution, then he succeeded. The princes left in silence, probably disposed to 
think of Muentzer as Luther described him, as a "Schwaermer" or dangerous reli
gious enthusiast. Hans Zeiss, the prince's administrator, was told not to allow "the 
preacher" to engage in fomenting public disorders or creating "special alliances." 
But the town was filling with refugees, many of whom were renegade monks and 
nuns eager to put Muentzer's revolutionary theories into practice, a situation the 
princes could not ignore much longer. 

Carried away by his own enthusiasm, Muentzer began writing letters inform
ing his followers that the end times had commenced. "The Play is about to begin,'''49 
Muentzer wrote "To the God fearing at Sangerhausen" just two days after he had 
harangued the princes. In his letter, Muentzer indicated that the League in Allst
edt was only one part of a network of "more than 30" revolutionary organizations 
God was using against tyrants "to tear them out by the roots" just as "Joshua 11:20 
has prophesied this for us.'''SO One week later he wrote to Zeiss explaining that be-
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cause the princes "were violating not only the faith but also these people's natural 
rights, they should be strangled like dogs."'5' Muentzer also told Zeiss "the terrible 
phenomenon of civil war" would soon "be unleashed" and he "must no longer 
hold to the custom of obeying other officials" than Muentzer because the princes 
had discredited themselves in Gods' eyes: "Their power has an end, and it will 
soon be handed over to the common people. So act carefully."'5' 

Muentzer also told Zeiss to resist with force anyone who came to Allstedt to 
apprehend "those responsible for Mallerbach." If the authorities attempt arrests, 
"they should be strangled like mad dogs." He advised Zeiss "the old guidelines 
no longer function at all, for they are vain mire."'53 As a result, Muentzer made up 
his own rules, as when "I gave my honest advice about how Christendom should 
conduct itself as I expounded ... about Holy Joshua, where the priest Hilkias found 
the book of the law, which he sent to the elders in Judah and Jerusalem. And he 
went with all the people into the temple and made covenant with God, to which 
the whole community agreed, so that each of the elect was able to preserve and 
study the witness of God with his whole soul and heart."154 

The new rules thus demanded a new social order, according to which the Elect 
would rule themselves without prince or priest lording it over them. Instead of 
the medieval society of social classes, Muentzer proposed "a modest league or 
covenant [which] should be made in such a form that the common man unites 
with pious officials for the sake of the gospel alone."'55 In a curious aside to a letter 
written on the first anniversary of his marriage to the runaway nun Ottilie von 
Gerson, Muentzer admonished Zeiss "ifhe is inclined to unchastity, that he hurts 
his lust the very first time he sins by making a determined effort to observe both 
his lust and the thorns of this conscience. If he keeps his conscience active, then 
the filth of unchastity consumes itself in horror."'56 

Muentzer seemingly kept the filth of unchastity at bay by throwing himself 
into revolutionary activity. On July 24, after preaching on the covenant King Jo
siah and the Elders of Israel made with God, Muentzer called for a similar cove
nant among the Elect of Allstedt urging them to band together for mutual protec
tion against tyrants. By that afternoon, the Elect of Allstedt, including women and 
girls trained by Muentzer's wife, were armed and ready to resist efforts to subdue 
the new revolutionary covenant, which had chosen the rainbow for its flag, a sym
bol from the Old Testament based on God's covenant with Noah after the flood. 

When Duke John heard of Muentzer's sermon and the revolutionary orga
nization he formed, he summoned Muentzer to Weimar. After two days of inter
rogation, the duke's officials informed Muentzer the League of the Elect must be 
dissolved and those responsible for the arson at the Mallerbach Chapel must be 
arrested and brought to trial. Muentzer must also shut down his newly purchased 
printing press, which would prevent him from responding to Luther's attack. 

By June 18, 1524, Luther was referring to Muentzer as the "Satan of Allstedt" 
in a letter to the Elector. Muentzer was nonetheless surprised by the vehemence 
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of Luther's attack on the revolutionary spirit in Allstedt. If he gave up his print
ing press, he was unable to rebut. On August 3, Muentzer complained bitterly to 
Friedrich the Wise that Luther's letter contained "not a hint of brotherly exhorta
tion in it; he just barges his way in like some pompous tyrant, full of ferocity and 
hate."ls7 Muentzer knew "the Christian faith which I preach is not in accord with 
that of Luther."ls8 This, of course, came as no surprise to Luther or the princes. 
Luther urged the princes to put an end to Muentzer's seditious ravings and pre
vent the impending revolution. "It is obvious," Luther wrote later, Muentzer was 
"totally rebellious. If it had lasted longer and come to the point, he would have set 
the people on the authorities, and it would have gone hard with them. Then, so I 
am reliably informed, he has written a ferocious letter to the Mansfeld miners and 
encouraged them to be bold; he intends them to wash their hands in the blood of 
tyrants. The common people have been thoroughly poisoned by his teachings .... s9 

Muentzer's alliance dissolved without contest, and the printing press shut 
down. Many people distanced themselves from their preacher. As a result, 
Muentzer did what he had become accustomed to doing for his entire adult min
istry. During the night of August 7-8, 1524, Muentzer slipped "over the town's wall 
secretly,"'60 and, abandoning his wife and child, ran off with a goldsmith from 
Nordhausen. In an unsent open letter to the Allstedters, probably written more for 
his own benefit than theirs, Muentzer justified his flight by declaring "you would 
have abandoned me to the CrosS.''l6l. 

A week later, Muentzer arrived in Muehlhausen, his next base of operations. 
There, Muentzer met the runaway monk by the name of Heinrich Pfeiffer, who 
had been stirring up the town since his arrival with a group of his equally violent 
brethren in late 1522. He and his fellow runaways preached, without permission, 
in the homes of workers and artisans or in the public square. The court in Er
furt demanded that the city authorities end the practice, but the city council had 
difficulty executing the order because the monks had rallied many people to the 
reformed cause when they got them to vow to defend the vagabond preachers in 
the Church of 8t. Mary. 

Muehlhausen was one of the largest cities in middle Germany, but it was on 
a downward economic slide when Muentzer arrived. The economic downturn 
meant the city was ripe for revolt. Riches, combined with a greedy oligarchy that 
controlled the city council, had created a great disparity in the distribution of 
wealth as well as widespread poverty. The city councilmen tried to deflect atten
tion from their own greed by focusing unrest, with the help of Pfeiffer and other 
runaway monks, on the three monasteries in town. As became typical in Germa
ny, the drunken dissolute renegade monks excoriated the monks who remained 
faithful to their vows for their dissolute lives and blamed the lot of the poor not on 
the policies of the oligarchy that ran the city council but on the exemption of the 
clergy from paying taxes. 
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When the city council tried to restrain the runaway monks in July 1523, Pfe
iffer's supporters rose in armed revolt, plundered the local monasteries, divided 
up the spoils among themselves, and forced the council to accept their demands. 
By August, the council had regained control and expelled Pfeiffer from town, but 
agents continued to agitate behind the scenes, and Pfeiffer returned in December 
after Duke John of Weimar, who would soon mull over Muentzer's fate, inter
ceded. Pfeiffer took up his preaching post at the Church of St. Nicholas, and social 
unrest followed in the wake of his sermons. Pfeiffer's female followers, mostly run
away nuns, drove the priest from the Church of the Holy Blasius after threatening 
him with drawn knives. 'The priest at St. Kilian's Church had the chalice ripped 
from his hands during Mass, whereupon Pfeiffer's followers, demonstrating their 
connection to the Hussites, distributed communion under both species. 

In June 1524, Pfeiffer's followers broke into a church run by Dominicans and 
engaged in iconoclasm. Two months later, Muentzer wrote to the city council of 
Nordhausen, justifying iconoclasm by appealing to the Old Testament. 'Those who 
promote the veneration of images, Muentzer wrote, "should be stoned" to death 
"according to the punishment of Mosaic Law.'''62 'Those who used images to aid 
their devotion, "be it a cross or a circle," are guilty of "the greatest blasphemy 
against God." 'This blasphemy is like "the adultery and whoredom about which 
Hosea writes [Hos 4:2 and 4:10]. Just as one commits adultery outwardly against 
the spouse, using the sexual organs of the flesh so adultery also occurs inwardly 
in the spirit if a man delights in images or created things in order to mock him 
who is unlike all images or creatures.'''63 'The mob of apostate monks wrecking 
churches throughout 'Thuringia and Saxony should not be punished because "he 
who smashes an idol that blasphemes God does no injustice, for his zeal is the zeal 
of the Lord and his action praises God.'''64 Muentzer concludes his letter "In God's 
name release the prisoners.'''6s 

On August 21, Luther wrote to the city council at Muehlhausen warning of 
"the false prophet and wolf in sheep's clothing" heading their way and urging 
them not to allow Muentzer into their town, describing Muentzer as a tree "which 
bore no other fruit than murder, insurrection and bloodshed,'''66 but the council 
was powerless to resist the monks and their followers. Muentzer arrived in Muehl
hausen about the time Muentzer wrote his letter justifying iconoclasm to the city 
council at Nordhausen. So, unsurprisingly, the apostate monks and their follow
ers welcomed him with open arms. 

Muentzer lost no time mobilizing Pfeiffer's followers by founding a chapter 
of the League of the Elect. Renaming his revolutionary organization Eternal Al
liance, Muentzer incorporated the renegade monks and their followers under the 
image of the rainbow, which he affixed to a white flag along with the motto: "'This 
is the sign of God's eternal covenant, and all who intend to support the Alliance 
should march under it.'''67 'The insistence on acceptance of suffering as the surest 
way to implement God's will faded from Muentzer's sermons and was replaced by 

283 



The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit 

Old Testament proof texts that justified taking up the sword, along with the prom
ise that "the people will go free and God alone will be their Lord .... 68 

Muentzer's opportunity to take up the sword came soon enough, when a fur
rier who was a follower of the renegade monks got drunk at a wedding reception 
and insulted two city council members. When the councilmen tried to arrest him, 
they set off an insurrection. Muentzer and Pfeiffer, wielding a naked sword and a 
red cross, led 200 followers out of town in protest. The sword symbolically pointed 
toward sedition and insurrection. By bearing the naked sword before him in pro
cession Muentzer indicated he was de facto the legal authority in Muehlhausen 
and that he and his followers were willing to use military force. "The bearing of 
the sword has its significance," St. Paul said in his epistle to the Romans (13:4). 
Recognizing that significance, the city council released the furrier and then fled 
because they feared the Eternal Alliance would murder them in their beds. By 
September 27, the city council had regained the upper hand and, as their first act, 
they expelled Muentzer and Pfeiffer. Both men fled to Bibra, where they met with 
the bookseller Hans Hut, later founder of the Hutterites, and included him as a 
member of the Eternal Alliance, which was gaining momentum among the lower 
classes in Saxony and Thuringia. Hutt introduced them to other revolutionary 
groups and arranged publication ofMuentzer's tract "Special Exposure." 

Muentzer then traveled incognito to Basel, where he met Johannes Oecolam
padius and Ulrich Hugwald, who encouraged him to visit the Hegau and Klettgau 
regions, where the looting of Church property was coalescing into the Peasant Re
volt. Oecolampadius and Hugwald were followers of the Swiss reformer, Huldre
ich Zwingli. Muentzer did not meet Zwingli in Basel, probably because Zwingli 
was having troubles of his own. Catholics were attacking Zwingli as a Judaizer, 
as Luther had attacked Muentzer. "[S]o strong was the suspicion of his Jewish 
affiliations" that he responded in print, denying "he had derived his knowledge 
of Scriptures from a certain Jew of Winterthur, named Moses."'69 Zwingli was 
charged with secret association with the Jews, but his pamphlet denied what "cer
tain monks are saying," namely, that "we have learned at Zurich all our knowledge 
of the Divine Word from the Jews .... 70 Being stigmatized as a Half-Jew or a Judaizer 
acting as an agent of the Jews would have cost Zwingli his credibility as a reformer. 
So he denied "what has been said," namely, "that the Jew, Moses of Winterthur, 
has openly boasted that he comes to us and teaches us, and that we have repeat
edly gone to him in secret and that I have received him through a third person .... 71 

Zwingli, however, admits "It is true that a short time ago in the presence of more 
than ten learned and pious men of Zurich, I had conversed with him concerning 
certain prophecies in the Old Testament; but all concerning their error, that they 
are in misery, since they refuse to accept the Lord Jesus Christ .... 72 

Newman indicates there was good reason that "several of Zwingli's doctrines 
were called 'Judaic.''''73 Like Muentzer, Zwingli felt "the history of Israel consti
tuted the normal standard of Christian life; he also felt that the writings of Moses 
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were the most ancient revelation and hence the highest authority."'74 Zwingli's "re
liance on the Old Testament" had political consequences, just as they had had for 
Muentzer, because "Zwingli's model commonwealth had its roots in the Mosaic 
theocracy."'75 And in practicing "Old Testament theocratic and anti-monarchical 
principles, Zwingli," like Cromwell and Muentzer, "appealed to the examples of 
Joshua and Gideon, as he went forth to battle in both the first and second Cappel 
wars.''>76 Zwingli, according to Newman, admitted he learned Hebrew from a Jew, 
Andrew Boeschenstein, and that he had debated "the Messianic prophecies" with 
Moses of Winterthur. The Catholics, according to Newman, correctly asserted 
Zwingli "not only inclined towards the Jewish Old Testament, but also had direct 
relations with local Jews."'77 The issue died when Zwingli died on the battlefield of 
Cappel, but the suspicion that the Protestants were demi-Jews collaborating with 
the Jews in their destruction of the Catholic Church never went away because 
there was too much evidence-iconoclasm, devotion to Hebrew scriptures, Old 
Testament prooftexting, and Unitarian attacks on the Trinity-to support it. 

By Easter 1525 the Peasant Revolt was no longer a threat; it was a reality. The 
sporadic looting of Church property had become a concerted effort to topple 
princes from their thrones and put the sword-bearing, Bible-citing masses in their 
place. The peasant uprising began on the Upper Rhine and spread like a fire driven 
by a strong wind. One by one the castles and monasteries in the path of the ma
rauding peasant horde went up in flames after their stores were looted to swell the 
revolutionaries' coffers. 

Luther visited the war theater and witnessed the anarchy first hand. We can 
imagine him railing at the peasants he had indirectly inspired, and them laughing 
at his words as they marched off to plunder another monastery. If Luther had any 
qualms, they were repressed when he wrote his tract urging the princes to slaugh
ter the murderous thieving peasant hordes. The man who strangles the revolu
tionary is doing a good deed in God's eyes: 

Because when it comes to revolutionaries, every man is both judge and execu
tioner, just as when a fire breaks out, the first man to get there and put it out is 
the best man for the job. I say this because revolution is not an evil like murder, 
rather it is like a raging conflagration, something that burns an entire country 
to the ground and lays everything to waste in its path. Revolution brings in its 
wake a land full of murder and bloodshed, and it makes widows and orphans 
and destroys everything in its path like the worst evil imaginable. As a result ev
eryone who is able should go on the attack and strangle and stab, either openly or 
clandestinely, with just one consideration in mind, namely, that there is nothing 
more poisonous, pathological or diabolical than a revolutionary. It's the same as 
when you have to slaughter a mad dog. If you don't kill him, he will kill you and, 
on top of that, will take your entire country with you when you gO.178 

Many princes were intimidated by the mob and by the fact that the old or
der seemed fated to change. Frederick the Wise witnessed the devastation from 
his deathbed and was overcome by an eerie lassitude. "May God turn his wrath 
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from us," he prayed. But then, as if resigned to the inevitable, added, "if God wills 
it, it will turn out that the common man will rule."'79 Many nobles went over to 
the revolutionaries to preserve what they had and to augment it in the sacking of 
monasteries. The Count of Stolberg, birthplace of Muentzer, submitted to the reb
els without a fight. The Counts of Schwarz burg and Hohnstein did the same, relin
quishing their aristocratic titles and becoming "brother" revolutionaries, much as 
the Due d'Orleans would do two and half centuries later when he became known 
as Philip Egalite. Their castles were handed over to the peasants, who graciously 
compensated them by giving them confiscated church property in exchange. 

Thomas Muentzer expressed his euphoria in the many letters he wrote urg
ing his followers to join in the upheaval. "The whole of Germany, France, Italy 
is awake," Muentzer wrote to his former congregation in Allstedt. "The master 
wants to set the game in motion; the evil-doers are for it. At Fulda, four abbeys 
were laid waste during Easter Week, the peasants in the Klettgau and the Hegau in 
the Black Forest have risen, three thousand strong, and the size of the peasant host 
is growing all the time."·80 Muentzer admonished the Allstedters to fight the Lord's 
battle by joining with the miners from Mansfeld and the peasants in neighboring 
towns and villages. "Go to it," he continued. "Go to it while the fire is hot! Don't let 
your sword grow cold, don't let it hang down limply! Hammer away ding-dong on 
the anvils of Nimrod, cast down their tower to the ground."·8. Muentzer regarded 
Nimrod, according to one commentator, "not only as the first builder of cities but 
as the originator of private property and class distinctions."·8. 

When he addressed the League at Allstedt in April 1525, Muentzer, as a Catho
lic priest, knew that he had to go against the Catholic grain by reminding his flock 
"do not be merciful.'''83 The only way he could make this anti-Christian injunction 
plausible was by invoking the Old Testament: 

Do not be merciful, even though Esau offers you good words, Genesis 33:4. Pay 
no heed to the lamentations of the godless. They will bid you in a friendly man
ner [for mercy], cry and plead like children. Do no let yourselves be merciful, as 
God commanded through Moses, Deuteronomy 7: 1-5. And God has revealed the 
same thing to us. Stir up the villages and cities, and especially the miners with 
other good fellows who would be good for our cause. We must sleep no longer .... 
The peasants of Eisfeld have taken up arms against their lords, and shortly, they 
will show them no mercy. May events of this kind be an example for you. You 
must go at them, at them. The time is here .... Pass this letter on to the miners .... 
At them, at them while the fire is hot! Do not let your sword get cold, do not 
let your arms go lame! Strike-cling, dang!-on the anvils of Nimrod. Throw 
their towers to the ground .... God leads you-follow, follow! The story is already 
written-Matthew 24, Ezekiel 34, Daniel 74, Ezra 16, Revelation 6-scriptural 
passages that are all interpreted by Romans 13 .... When Jehosaphat heard these 
words he fell down. Do likewise.·84 

Ernst Bloch, the 20th Century Marxist, described Muentzer's exhortation as 
"the most impassioned, frenzied manifesto of revolution of all time.'''8s The ques-
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tion is whether Muentzer was swept away by excitement of the moment or whether 
he had abandoned the principles of mystical suffering earlier. Manfred Bensing 
says Muentzer became a revolutionary when the peasants revolted; others claim 
he had been a revolutionary all along. Either way, Muentzer felt the revolutionary 
activity around him vindicated his theological views. 

In February 1525, Muentzer surfaced in Fulda during revolutionary distur
bances in that city. Soon, he was back in Muehlhausen, where he was welcomed 
with open arms. On March 17, Muentzer and Pfeiffer organized a coup that de
posed the city council and put the Eternal Council, made up of the Elect, in its 
place. Marching under Muentzer's rainbow banner, the Eternal Council prepared 
to bring on the advent of the Millennium by force of arms. Eerie parallels with the 
Taborites continued to emerge. Like Jan Zelivsky, another master at political mo
bilization of the mob, Muentzer harangued the alliance members assembled out
side city walls to engage in military exercises, until a captain cut him off and told 
him preachers belonged in the pulpit. Like Jan Zelivsky, Muentzer fancied himself 
a military leader, an illusion that would have devastating consequences for the 
German peasants, just as it had had for the Hussites under Zelivsky. 'The crowd 
for their part discharged the energy which Muentzer had infused into them by 
sacking the convent of St. Mary Magdalene when they returned to town. Once the 
Eternal Council took over governance of Muehlhausen, Muentzer seemed ready 
to spread the gospel of revolution to the rest of Germany. 

When word reached the Elect in Muehlhausen that the administrator in Salza 
had arrested evangelical preachers and planned to execute them, Muentzer decid
ed to act. On April 26, Muentzer marched out of town under the rainbow banner 
with several hundred men to liberate the preachers, punish the council that had 
imprisoned them, and drive the Franciscans from the monasteries. Muentzer's 
exalted state of mind can be inferred from letters he wrote while his army was on 
the march and the end of the world seemed imminent. "God," Muentzer wrote to 
the people of Eisenach, "is now moving nearly the whole world to a recognition 
of divine truth, and this recognition is also proved with the greatest zeal against 
the tyrants as Daniel 7:27 clearly says. 'There Daniel prophesied that power shall 
be given to the common people, which is also indicated in Revelation 1l:15-that 
Christ shall have jurisdiction over the kingdom of this world.",86 'The Lord was us
ing the weak, Le., Muentzer and his ragtag army of peasants, "to knock the mighty 
from their thrones," as he had used "unlearned people in order to bring about the 
ruination of the untrue, treacherous scribes.",87 

In a letter of May 12, Muentzer addressed Count Ernst of Mansfeld as, "You 
miserable, needy bag of maggots," asking him "who made you a prince of people 
whom God has won with his precious blood?" 'Then Muentzer informed the count 
that he would be "persecuted and annihilated" by Muentzer's avenging army of 
saints. To make this sedition more palatable, Muentzer cast it in the familiar terms 
of Old Testament drama. "God," Muentzer informed Count Ernst, "has hardened 
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you like King Pharaoh and like the kings that God wanted to wipe out, Joshua 5 
and 11 .... In brief, through God's mighty power, you have been delivered up for 
destruction. If you do not want to humble yourself before the little people, then an 
eternal shame before all Christendom will fall on your neck and you will become 
a martyr for the devil.... So that you also know that we have a strict order about it, 
I say: The eternal living God has ordered us to push you from your throne with the 
power that has been given us." The entire Old Testament-here Muentzer listed 
"Ezekiel 34:1 and 39:1, Daniel 7:11, Micha 3:1-4," as well as "Obadiah the prophet 
says lOb 4]" was unanimous "that your lair must be torn apart and smashed to 
pieces.'''88 

On the same day, Muentzer wrote to Count Albrecht of Mansfeld with the 
same message, enlivened by invidious references to Muentzer's archrival Luther: 
"Have you not been able to find in your Lutheran grits and your Wittenberg soup 
what Ezekiel 37:26-7 prophesies? And have you not been able to taste in your Mar
tinian manure what the same prophet says later Ezekiel 30:17-20"? Muentzer's 
message was Simple. According to his reading of Daniel 7, "God has given power 
to the community." One day later, Muentzer said the same to the people ofErfurt. 
"Daniel 7:27" or at least Muentzer's reading of it, specified "power shall be given to 
the common people." People must be free of tyrants "if the pure word of God is to 
dawn." The people of Erfurt, therefore, should "Help us in every way that you can, 
with manpower and artillery, so that we fulfill what God himself has commanded, 
Ezekiel 34:25, where he says, 'I will release you from those who have beaten you 
with their tyranny. I will drive the wild animals from your land.''''89 

Muentzer arrived in Frankenhausen on May 12, and was immediately ac
cepted by the rebel hordes as their leader; he then acted as judge in a capital case, 
condemning three men to death and presiding over their execution. He also began 
signing his letters, "Thomas Muentzer with the sword of Gideon.'''9o This form 
of signature indicated more than just turning from the Cross and taking up the 
sword in Old Testament judaizing fashion. It also indicated that Muentzer was 
increasingly preoccupied with military matters. The size of his army may have 
prompted him to associate his fate with Gideon's: Muentzer arrived at Franken
hausen at the head of only 300 men and eight mounted guns because of a split over 
strategy with Heinrich Pfeiffer. Muentzer wanted to attack Ernst von Mansfeld's 
army with the help of the peasant host already near Frankenhausen. Pfeiffer was 
less daring than Muentzer, opting for a more defensive strategy. Pfeiffer wanted 
to take advantage of the rich spoils near Eichsfeld. Three hundred years later, 
Friedrich Engels claimed Pfeiffer represented "the local narrow-minded class 
view of the petty bourgeois'''91 that betrayed the real revolution represented by 
Muentzer and his peasant army. 

Pfeiffer had reason to be defensive. Pfeiffer knew their campaign was not go
ing to consist of a series of easy looting sessions now that the princes had mo
bilized for war. By 1525, the princes saw the peasants as a serious threat. Instead 

288 



Thomas Muenzer and the Peasant Revolt 

of perceived orderly exploitation from Rome, they were confronted with anarchy 
from below. The time had come to end that threat and, with Luther's blessing, 
consolidate power in their own hands to the detriment of the peasants and the 
Roman Church. The year 1525 saw a rising crescendo of battles, at the end of which 
100,000 peasants would be dead. Around the same time that Muentzer arrived 
in Frankenhausen, Luther's ally, Philip of Hesse, had just crushed the peasants at 
Fulda and advanced toward Frankenhausen, arriving on May 14 after an all night 
march. Fatigue may have contributed to his defeat in the first skirmish with the 
rebels, who numbered about 6,000. The peasants won the first battle, even though 
they were numerically far inferior to Philips' force. Philip, however, had time on 
his side; Saxon reinforcements were on their way from Leipzig. The peasants were 
unaware of all this; as a result, morale rose in the peasant camp. Gideon might 
win this one after all. 

When the sun rose on May 15, the situation did not look good for the rebels. 
The Saxon troops had arrived, bolstering Philip of Hesse's army. The miners from 
Mansfeld who were supposed to join the rebels had been intercepted and defeated, 
depriving Muentzer of much needed reinforcements. Muentzer, the new Gideon, 
was both prophet and general, but unaware that the roles might conflict. As their 
general, he assembled the peasant horde behind a barricade of battlewagons at 
the foot of Kyfhausen, a 470-meter-high hill outside of Frankenhausen. The troop 
deployment indicates Muentzer had studied the tactics of Jan Zizka, the great 
Hussite general. However, like Jan Zelivsky, Muentzer had not studied diligently 
enough to understand the wagons had to be deployed behind trenches at the top 
of the hill to have military effect. And, in the 100 years since Zizka, the technology 
of war had changed. The army Muentzer faced had artillery. 

In his confrontation with Philip of Hesse, Muentzer acted like a prophet, not 
a general. Muentzer spread the impression among the rebellious peasants that 
God was on their side and that numbers didn't matter. "Be bold," he told them, 
"and put your trust in God alone, and he will endow your small band with more 
strength than you would ever believe."191 Muentzer told them God Himself had 
not only assured him of victory, they needn't fear the artillery of Philip and his 
Hessians because he, Thomas Muentzer, would catch their cannon balls in the 
sleeves of his cloak and fling them back upon them. God Himself would transform 
heaven and earth rather than see his people go down to defeat fighting the god
less followers of Martin Luther. At the moment Muentzer finished his speech, a 
rainbow appeared in the sky. He took it as a sign of imminent success, filling his 
followers with courage and enthusiasm. 

Their enthusiasm didn't last long. Philip claimed mendaciously that the peas
ants could all go home unharmed if they handed Muentzer over to him. Taken in 
by pretext, the peasants were lulled into letting the Hessians move dangerously 
close to their position. As soon as they were within artillery range, the Hessians 
opened fire on the unsuspecting peasants. Muentzer caught no cannonballs in 
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the sleeves of his cloak. The peasants broke from behind their battlewagons and 
fled in panic across the open fields, where they were easy prey for Philip's heavy 
cavalry. In the ensuing slaughter, Philip of Hesse's troops slaughtered more than 
6,000 peasants, losing only six of their own men. Blood flowed through the alleys 
of Frankenhausen, where the terrified peasants sought refuge, along with their 
leader, who was found cowering under a bed. 

Muentzer was taken in chains to Count Ernst of Mansfeld's castle where he 
was interrogated and tortured. In a confession dated May 16, 1525, one day after 
he was captured, Muentzer admitted that in the Klettgau and Hegau regions, he 
had advanced propositions on how one should rule according to the gospel, but 
he insisted he was not responsible for the insurrections there because they were 
already in open rebellion. He preached to the people there not to incite them to re
bellion, he insisted, but because Oecolampadius and Hugowaldus had asked him 
to. Lest they not believe him, the princes should consult the letters those two men 
had written to him, which could be found in a bag still in his wife's possession in 
Muehlhausen. 

Under torture, Muentzer confessed that ifhe had captured the castle of Hel
drungen, where he was being interrogated, he would have beheaded Count Ernst. 
Under torture, he claimed he began the rebellion so all Christians would be equal 
because he wanted to establish the fundamental principle "All property should be 
held in common."193 Princes who disagreed "should be beheaded or hanged."194 

Muentzer also justified his role in the execution of three prisoners by claim
ing he was carrying out" divine justice." George of Saxony urged him to repent for 
breaking his vow of celibacy. Perhaps in response, Muentzer asked that his wife 
and child not suffer and that they be allowed to keep his possessions. Philip of 
Hesse tried to engage Muentzer in theological disputes, and to get him to disavow 
the Old Testament as a suitable basis for political authority. Muentzer "refused 
to make the expected confession, and instead with his last strength, he urged the 
princes to burden the poor people no more, and to immerse themselves in the Old 
Testament Books of Kings in order to learn how the office of rulership could be 
held in a manner pleasing to God."195 So, in political matters, Muentzer remained 
impenitent to the end. Some insisted the rest of his confession and retractions 
were ambiguous, but his last words, spoken "at Heldrungen in my prison and at 
the end of my life. May 17, 1525'''96 seem clear: "I wish to express this now, as my last 
words, with which I want to remove the burden from my soul, so that no further 
rebellion take place and so that no more innocent blood is shed .... 97 

Heinrich Pfeiffer had left before the battle with a troop of 300 men and tried 
to break through the princes' lines to link up with rebel troops in Franconia, but 
he was captured near Eisenach and brought back to Muehlhausen, which had sur
rendered without a fight on May 25. On May 27, 1525, Muentzer and Pfeiffer were 
decapitated outside the walls of Muehlhausen. Christ, not Gideon had the last 
word. Those who lived by the sword died by it. Muentzer's early claim that, if 
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anyone could prove him wrong, he "deserved to have his head chopped off,"'98 was 
apparently fulfilled. The heads of Muentzer and Pfeiffer were impaled on one set 
of poles, their bodies on another set. Muehlhausen endured draconian sanctions, 
from which it never recovered economically. The warning was clear. Those who 
took the sword into their own hands would die by the sword wielded ruthlessly by 
princes justified by Luther. 

But other warnings were necessary too. Luther had ripped Scripture from 
its matrix in the Church and turned Scripture into an instrument of revolution. 
If there were no court of final appeal in the magisterium of the Church, who was 
to tell Muentzer he was wrong when he claimed scripture and private revelation 
justified revolution? The Lutheran insistence on the absolute power of the princes 
created the notion they were above the moral law and contributed directly to the 
rise of absolutism and, indirectly, to the rise of totalitarianism. The dialectic of 
revolution was sure to continue despite the use of Muentzer's impaled head as a 
terrible deterrent against taking up the sword. 

Muentzer's death insured a tradition of political repression, which, paradoxi
cally, kept his memory and the hope of revolution alive long after the Anabaptist 
communities had abandoned revolutionary activity. Muentzer's martyrdom in
sured, in the words of Friedrich Engels, "The German people, too, [would] have 
their revolutionary tradition."'99 When the communists took over Thuringia in 
the wake of World War II, they renamed Muehlhausen Thomas Muentzer-Stadt 
to prove, again in Engels' words, that "There was a time when Germany produced 
characters who could match the best men in the revolutions of other countries, 
when German people displayed an endurance and vigor, which would in a more 
centralized nation have yielded the most magnificent results, and when German 
peasants and plebeians were full of ideas and plans that often made their descen
dants shudder.">oo As Heinrich Heine would make clear, that revolutionary shud
der began with the Reformation. "It seems to me that a methodical people like the 
Germans had to begin its philosophical preoccupations with the reformation and 
that they could only bring them to completion by going over to revolution.">ol 

Less than ten years after Muentzer's death, revolution broke out again, at the 
opposite end of the Germanies, fueled by Muentzer's example and his judaizing 
Old Testament theology. 
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Chapter Nine 

The Anabaptist Rebellion 

Hermann Kerssenbroick, who witnessed the Anabaptist Rebellion in Muen
ster, felt the events were foretold by celestial warnings years in advance. 
On October 11, 1527, at four a.m., a marvelous sign appeared in the heav-

ens. All across northern Europe men said they saw a bent arm holding in its hand 
a two-edged sword, on either side of which dark stars were arrayed. At the sword's 
point a larger and brighter star was visible. Then in the clouds on either side of 
the two-edged sword, men saw bloody swords mixed with decapitated heads. The 
vision caused great distress and consternation. Kerssenbroick said many who saw 
it went mad. 

That madness was reflected in Germany during the 1520S. The Peasants' War 
followed close on the heels of Luther's break with Rome, reaching its bloody con
clusion in 1525. Two years after the vision of the bloody sword, a disease known as 
the English Sweats swept the Germanies, presaging, in Kerssenbroick's words, "a 
horrible catastrophe among men.''' Also in 1529, Holy Roman Emperor Charles V 
became concerned about the spread of a heresy that denied baptism to infants and 
so, in an age of high infant mortality, denied many children the beatific vision. 
Concerned that the sect of rebaptizers, known in Germany as the Wiedertaue} 
fer and in England as the Anabaptists, was spreading heresy and insurrection, 
Charles ordered their extermination. The princes, recognizing the revolutionary 
consequences of Anabaptist religious beliefs, obliged. Henry VIII burned a dozen 
Anabaptists at the stake in England. Luther detested the Anabaptists and urged 
the German princes to follow Henry's example. 

Luther saw the connection between his erstwhile disciple Thomas Muentzer 
and the Anabaptists and, because the connection was apparent to others too, dis
tanced himself from the Anabaptists by the vehemence of his denunciation. The 
Anabaptists, according to Luther, had abandoned Christian doctrine, and had ar
rogated to themselves the power of the sword that rightly belonged to magistrates 
alone. They used religious enthusiasm to spread sedition and revolution wherever 
they gained a foothold, just as the whoring, thieving spawn ofMuentzer had. Even 
Zwingli, a judaizing political revolutionary without qualms about taking up the 
sword, denounced them too. Even though many Anabaptists claimed to be paci
fists, when Zwingli died in 1531 the Anabaptists were the cutting edge of the revo
lutionary upheaval sweeping central Europe under the banner of reformation. 

By 1530, the main focus of Anabaptist activity was the low countries of the 
north, especially the Westphalian city of Muenster. Perhaps it was the similarity 
in the names Muentzer and Muenster, but Muenster became inextricably linked 
in the popular mind with the Peasant Rebellion that Muentzer orchestrated in 
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Thuringia five years before. Contemporary doggerel reinforced the connection: 
"The crowd from Muenster hoped for renown/By bringing the peasants into their 
town."" 

Ditties like this were passed around by word of mouth and by the rudimen
tary broadsheets and newspapers that were the second fruits of the invention 
of the printing press. The first fruit was political unrest, due to publication of 
Luther's translation of the Bible. The anonymous author of the "Newe Zeitung, 
die Wiedertaueffer zu Muenster belangend," emphasized the connection between 
Muenster and Muentzer: "Since the Muensterites abandoned God's word ... God 
afflicted them with grave errors and lust .... Thomas Muentzer tried to do the same 
with the help of his rebellious peasants and perished miserably.''3 The political 
stakes and dangers were much higher in the 1530S than in the 1520S. All of the 
wickedness of the Bohemian Taborites which Muenster had brought into south
ern German speaking lands burst forth much more virulently and threatened to 
spread through the north and to drag into chaos over a thousand years of patiently 
erected social order. 

In 1525, the revolutionary fervor of the Peasant Revolt arrived in Muenster, 
whose name derived from the Latin word for monastery, and which had been 
a bishopric since 805, i.e., for roughly half of the life of the Catholic Church. As 
elsewhere, the monasteries were the focus of the ire of the reformers, who played 
on the resentments of the common man. The numerous churches, convents and 
monasteries paid no property taxes to the city. And the monasteries and convents 
ran their own businesses in this town of slightly more than 9,000, with monks and 
nuns working at looms producing cloth and tapestries that competed with the lay
men in the same business who had to pay taxes and provide for their families. 

Facing rebellion spreading to Muenster from the south, Prince Bishop Fred
erich von Wiede granted the city unprecedented independence from Church au
thority. After the disturbances of 1525, Muenster was ruled by a council of 24, two 
of whom functioned as co-mayors. In 1532, the guilds, full of resentment at the 
monasteries, placed their candidates on the town council and then forced them to 
install Lutheran preachers in the town's churches. As word spread that the unvar
nished Gospel was being preached there, Muenster became a magnet for the disaf
fected. Unruly monks and nuns as well as "the propertyless, the uprooted and the 
failures'll converged on Muenster. " Freedom was the magic word which drew "the 
Dutch and the Frisians and scoundrels from all parts who had never settled any
where: they flocked to Muenster and collected there," bringing with them "fugi
tives, exiles, criminals" and "people who having run through the fortunes of their 
parents were earning nothing by their own industry ... growing weary of poverty, 
they thought of plundering and robbing the clergy and the higher Burghers.''s 
Cohn emphasizes economic factors, claiming the collapse of the cloth industry 
in Flanders had sent the weavers to Holland2, "which now contained the greatest 
concentration of insecure and harassed proletarians .... it was amongst such people 
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that Anabaptism flourished in its most militant and crudely chiliastic form; and 
it was such people who now streamed into Muenster."6 Emphazising economic 
causes, Cohn ignores the leadership role which rebellious, judaizing priests played 
in the movement and the fact that a Catholic priest infected with messianic poli
tics through exposure to a distorted Old Testament brought revolutionary chaos 
to Muenster. 

By the early 1530S, Bernard Rothmann (or Rottman) was an itinerant preacher 
who brought political unrest wherever he preached. Like Muentzer, Rothmann 
began his revolutionary career as an "earnest intellectual who had studied with 
the great Melanchthon, Luther's disciple.'? Rothmann began preaching in Muen
ster without permission of the bishop or any other ecclesial authority and soon 
gained a following because of his fiery sermons. The bishop, as a result, asked the 
town council to expel him. Rothmann's uncle evidently agreed with the bishop's 
assessment, giving his nephew a bag of gold coins and sending him in 1530 for 
instruction in Cologne, a bastion of Catholic orthodoxy. Rothmann never arrived 
in Cologne. When he returned to Muenster one year later, he proclaimed he was 
no longer a Catholic priest but rather a confirmed Lutheran who planned to put 
Lutheran doctrines into effect in the town's churches. He soon led a mob to St. 
Mauritz Church, his former parish, and goaded them into an orgy of iconoclasm. 
The elaborate wooden altar was toppled, smashed into splinters, and then dragged 
into the church courtyard, where it was set on fire along with the paintings of the 
Blessed Virgin that the mob had torn from the church's walls. The sacred vessels 
of silver were crushed or melted down for secular use. Rothmann soon expanded 
his ministry to other churches with similar results .. He preached at the Overwater 
Church Convent that it would soon crumble and fall into the River Aa, which ran 
through town. He also told the nuns they had to abandon their vows of celibacy, 
as he had evidently done. "You must have men; you must marry; you must bear 
children," Rothmann told the nuns because "the Heavenly Father has also favored 
me with a direct and special revelation to the same effect."8 When the collapse of 
the convent did not occur when he predicted, Rothmann's stature remained undi
minished because he was preaching a gospel many nuns were avid to hear. 

Unsurprisingly, the bishop continued to pressure the town council to expel 
Rothmann. The town council continued to ignore the bishop, primarily because 
Rothmann had gained the ear of one of the town's most influential businessmen, a 
cloth merchant by the name of Bernard Knipperdolling, who was no friend of the 
bishop. A few years earlier, Bishop von Wied had Knipperdolling kidnapped while 
on a business trip and held him prisoner for six months until he was ransomed. 
During his imprisonment, Knipperdolling became permanently crippled when 
his feet were forced into iron boots, crushing his toes. 

Rothmann eventually published his "Confession" with the help of Knip
perdolling, who had set up a printing press in the basement of his house on the 
market square in Muenster. Rothmann would become the Goebbels of Muenster, 

295 



The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit 

making use of the new communications technology, publishing fliers and pam
phlets explaining the Anabaptist cause, leading like-minded Dutchmen to pour 
into Muenster to cast their lot with the revolutionary movement. According to 
Rothmann's Confession, "the so-called Mass" wasn't a sacrifice, but rather "a sign 
of the true sacrifice.''9 Similarly, Christians did not have to do penance because 
Christ perfected and sanctified them by his perfect sacrifice once and for all. The 
fires of purgatory, "about which one is told that they cleanse the departed from 
the remnants of sin," was nothing more than a "godless invention.'''o There is only 
one intermediary between God and man, and that is "the man Jesus Christ." So 
anyone who prays to "dead saints," or invokes them as "guardian gods," denies the 
Christian faith." 

Certain political consequences flowed from this theology, according to Roth
mann, no matter how much Luther and Melanchthon denied it. Rothmann con
ceded "man owes secular authority respect and obedience." But "as soon as the 
commands" of the secular authorities "no longer coincide with the word of God, 
we are no longer bound to follow them.'''' Kerssenbroick claims Rothmann's Con
fession meant "all power on earth now rested with Demos.'''3 Since self-empowered 
preachers like Rothmann were now the definitive explicators of the word of God, 
neither the common man nor the princes held any real power in this world, or, if 
they did hold power, it was only at the pleasure of ex-priests like Rothmann. As 
in Prague over one hundred years earlier, political power was exercised by clever 
preachers like Rothmann and Jan Zelivsky, who knew how to manipulate the mob 
to achieve political results. 

As in Prague, so in Muenster. The effects were not long in coming, and they 
were invariably destructive. Luther had compared revolution to a fire which each 
Christian had the duty to extinguish. Kerssenbroick watched the fire of rebel
lion spread through Muenster, with Rothmann's incendiary sermons spreading 
destruction wherever he preached. "And so it came to pass," Kerssenbroick wrote 
of Rothmann, "that this evil, like a fire, grew steadily and consumed everything 
in its path .... Since the magistrates refused to punish the rebels in our city and put 
an end to their predations, they went from vice to vice, rage to rage, from outrage 
to outrage, forward step by step, until they finally reached the point of Revolu
tion.'''4 

By February 1532, Muenster had become a Protestant town on a political tra
jectory that was leading it willy nilly from Lutheranism to Anabaptism and politi
cal revolution. In that month, a group of prominent citizens met in Knipperdoll
ing's house and signed a pact, which in Arthur's words, "seems to foreshadow the 
American Founding Fathers' words two centuries later.'''5 In the pact, Muenster's 
Lutheran elite "swore to devote their personal fortunes, their reputations and even 
their lives to the cause of freedom from oppression that Rothmann now symbol
ized for them.'''6 
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Egged on by Rothmann's incendiary sermons, the mob, largely "foreigners" 
from Holland and Friesland, many of whom were renegade mpnks and nuns, 
broke into St. Lambert's church and claimed it for their charismatic leader who 
did not have a church of his own. Rothmann commandeered the pulpit to preach 
"evangelical freedom" and the abolition of idol worship which so enflamed his au
dience that "they broke into all of the parish churches in Muenster and destroyed 
the chalices and other sacred vessels used during the Mass, ripped down the cur
tains before the altar, destroyed paintings, and stole all of the churches' treasures, 
profaning all holy things and holding nothing for holy which did not correspond 
to Rothmann's teachings."'7 The desacralization of the Mass and the vessels associ
ated with it led, in Kerssenbroick's eyes, to "turning the Republic upside down,'''s 
his term for Revolution. 

Huge fires consumed wax votive candles, priestly vestments, paintings and 
tapestries. A massive book burning took place in the market square: Latin bibles, 
devotional texts, as well as secular works from personal libraries-the philosophi
cal works of Boethius and Thomas Aquinas, the poetry of Horace and Chaucer, 
and the engravings of Heinrich Aldgrever and the paintings of Ludger tom Ring 
... all fed the swirling flames.'9 

When Bishop Friedrich, the Count of Wied, saw "these evils were going to 
spread unpunished throughout the town," he considered it "more advantageous to 
renounce his episcopal dignity," as Kerssenbroick puts it, "than to come to grips 
with the situation, quell the dangerous unrest, and to tame the authors of the al
ready mentioned unrest .... o So Bishop Friedrich von Wied sold the bishopric and 
the income which accrued from it and retired to Cologne. 

Perhaps Bishop Friedrich invoked the ancient disclaimer "Caveat emptor" 
when he sold Muenster. If not, he should have. Muenster would be a devilish trial 
and monstrous expense for his successor. The buyer of the bishopric, was another 
Prince Bishop, Franz von Waldeck, who did not observe the vow of celibacy be
cause he was not a priest. Nor did he practice the virtue of chastity. Von Waldeck 
had fathered an illegitimate son by a mistress. Ifhe had any religious sympathies, 
they were those of his kinsman Philip of Hesse, who had crushed the Peasant Re
volt in 1525. Philip, like Franz von Waldeck, was a strong believer in law and order, 
as long as it was his law and his order. As a leading Anabaptists would note, Philip 
differed from the Anabaptists only because the power of his armies imposed not 
law but the will of the sovereign over the chaos which Lutheran principles, ulti
mately, yet invariably, engendered. 

Knipperdolling and Rothmann soon challenged the new Prince-Bishop by 
banning the Catholic Mass, a gesture of theological effrontery tantamount to an 
act of war. They also proscribed receiving communion, prayers for the dead, the 
use of Latin, the "worship" of Mary, "smearing oil" on the dying, and other in
stances of "disgusting idolatry.',:>' Knipperdolling appointed an armed guard to 
protect Rothmann from attempts the bishop might make to arrest him. In place of 

297 



The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit 

the Mass, Rothmann instituted the feast of fools, a religious service with disturb
ing similarities to the festus fatuorum celebrated during Carnival, when the world 
was turned upside-down. Like similar services in Prague under Jan Zelivsky, 
renegade monks and nuns would smear excrement on sacred vessels and images, 
proving, Rothmann would later explain to the mob, that the Mass was a worth
less empty ritual, especially compared to the drinking and singing and carousing 
Rothmann's service provided as its substitute. After Muenster had overthrown 
the bishop and installed its own "tailor king," to use Luther's term, Rothmann 
would conduct similar services in the town's ruined Cathedral. Mass would begin 
with the mob desecrating the altar by throwing things like cats' heads, dead rats, 
and horses hooves onto it, followed by a blasphemous play during which "monks" 
would lift their robes and fart in unison, followed by Rothmann's explanation: 
"Dear brothers and sisters, all the Masses in the world are exactly as holy and 
sanctified as the one you have just seen."" Kerssenbroick felt all the "poisonous 
beliefs that had been festering" in Rothmann's soul finally broke out in series of 
frenzied denunciations of the Catholic Church," which included "disparaging ref
erence to infant baptism and to the holding of private property."') 

The town council, which was Lutheran, considered Rothmann and Knipper
dolling their own, but both had secretly converted to the religion of the Anabap
tists. Knipperdolling had been secretly re-baptized by the Elijah from Leyden, the 
semi-literate baker Jan Matthias (or Matthys), who had in turn been re-baptized by 
Melchior Hoffmann, one of the founders of Anabaptism. Hoffmann, like many of 
his disciples, had first been a Lutheran. He soon became a disciple of Zwingli and 
then he became "the Anabaptist apostle of the north." In 1533, Hoffmann ended up 
in Strasbourg, where he predicted the imminent end of the world and was thrown 
into prison. Hoffmann spent the next (and final) ten years of his life in a cage in a 
tower of the town. Deprived of their leader, Hoffmann's followers changed the site 
of the imminent second coming from Strasbourg to Muenster. 

Hoffmann's mantle as the Elijah of the last days fell to the new Elijah of the 
North, Jan Matthias, who re-baptized Knipperdolling and who would soon pre
side in Muenster over the arrival of the Millennium. During the late 1520S or early 
1530S, Matthias received a new revelation from the Lord informing him that Hoff
mann was wrong in advocating pacifism. The Anabaptists were no longer to turn 
the other cheek. Now they were to take up the sword and usher in the Millennium, 
with Jehovah and his Old Testament prophets and warrior kings as their model. 
Thousands of disaffected proletarians, weavers, and monks responded to his call 
to arms and streamed into Muenster. 

Luther and Melanchthon thought Rothmann was mentally unstable. 
Melanchthon, Luther's colleague and Rothmann's erstwhile mentor, felt the Ana
baptists were thieves and murderers and should be treated accordingly. "The kings 
of the Old Testament, not only the Jewish kings but also the converted heathen 
kings, judged and killed the false prophets and unbelievers. Such examples show 
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the proper office of princes .... it is plain that the worldly government is bound to 
drive away blasphemy, false doctrine, and heresies, and to punish those who hold 
to these things. This sect of Anabaptists is from the devil."'4 

The Anabaptist willingness to take up the sword of insurrection led Melanch
thon to consider them murderers because "like murderers, they intended to sub
due the land with the sword."'5 The Lutherans suspected the Anabaptists were 
manipulating the passions of the disaffected to achieve political ends. Melanch
thon accused them of carrying on all kinds of fornication, "thus revealing their 
true sprit.'''6 Melanchthon failed to mention the similarities between what he and 
Rothmann preached. One of the greatest was their shared emphasis on Sola Scrip
tura. Luther had translated the Bible into German in 1522. After ten years of in ten
sive promotion and distribution in the German speaking lands, the Bible as the 
text which needed no Church to interpret it was having demonstrable political ef
fects, although not the ones anticipated by Luther and Melanchthon. According to 
the conventional wisdom, the Bible freed from the Church's hegemony led to in
dependent thinking. "When Luther translated the Latin bible into everyday Ger
man," Arthur tells us, "he released millions from dependence on the priests for 
their instruction.'''7 In reality, Luther's translation led to judaizing, even though 
Luther was urging the German princes to confiscate the property of the Jews and 
subject them to forced labor. 

"The inevitable result of millions of people being encouraged to think for 
themselves," Arthur continues, "was resistance to arbitrary authority.">.8 This 
was certainly not true in Muenster, where the principle of Sola Scriptura led very 
quickly to imposition of the most arbitrary and tyrannical authority imaginable, 
namely, the disordered passions of bakers, tailors, and renegade monks. Luther 
and Melanchthon were horrified by what they saw in Muenster because events 
there showed the inadequacy of the idea that the Bible could interpret itself. The 
new hermeneutic of Biblical interpretation in Muenster was an elaborate ratio
nalization, according to which first the lust and then the power of the interpreter 
became synonymous with the truth. It was an idea Nietzsche proposed two and 
a half-centuries later when he deconstructed Protestant exegesis into the will to 
power. 

Sola Scriptura led first to judaizing and then to revolution for reasons which 
become clear upon reflection. Luther used rabbis to construct his text, and that 
text was, therefore, skewed in favor of judaizing. Beyond that, when the average 
man read the Bible with the admonition that he has the power to interpret it un
aided by pope, priest, or council, certain things were obvious to him. First, he did 
not find the word "Trinity" in it. Secondly, he realized the Old Testament stories of 
Hebrews taking numerous wives and exterminating their enemies far outnumber 
the texts of the New Testament containing the admonitions of Christ. By sheer 
weight alone, the unsuspecting reader was led to judaizing unless corrected by a 
larger more powerful tradition. And Luther had discredited that larger tradition, 
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no matter how much he hated the interpretations of those who invoked his name 
as a justification for their messianic politics. Bernard Rothmann, like Muentzer 
before him, was a pupil of Luther who took Luther's principles to their logical 
conclusion, even if Luther felt they were unwarranted. The best example of the law 
of unintended consequences came from the Lutheran doctrine of Sola Scriptura. 
Luther went out of his way to give the princes who supported him all temporal 
power, but Sola Scriptura invariably led to judaizing, and from judaizing it invari
ably led to revolution. 

By 1532, the Emperor Charles V was hearing troubling reports about Muen
ster even in far away Regensburg. As a result, he ordered von Waldeck to do some
thing. In October 1532, von Waldeck imposed a blockade on the city. As part of 
that blockade, he captured local cattle merchants who were driving a herd of oxen 
to market, confiscating the animals and holding the men in contempt of his block
ade. Von Waldeck's actions inflamed local opinion against him. In retaliation, the 
rebels in Muenster raided the Bishop's castle in nearby Telgte, capturing some of 
the bishop's men, who could then be used to ransom the cattle merchants. In Feb
ruary 1533, after acrimonious back and forth, a settlement was signed; the bishop 
agreed to lift the blockade and the citizens of Muenster agreed to stop harassing 
the city's Catholics, to silence Rothmann and his associates, and to proclaim the 
traditional oath of submission to the bishop in May. 

The agreement was never implemented. Thousands of newcomers flooded the 
city as a result of reading Rothmann's sermons, printed as pamphlets in Knipper
dolling's basement. As the radicals arrived in greater numbers, the beleaguered 
Catholics left, radicalizing the town still further. Rothmann railed against private 
property in his pamphlets and encouraged immigration by hinting Muenster was 
willing to share its riches with anyone who came and proclaimed himself a mem
ber of the company of Christ. Since those who left were not allowed to take their 
property, there was, at least at the beginning, enough material wealth to satisfy the 
needs, if not the desires, of the newly arrived revolutionaries, who in turn spread 
Muenster's fame as the New Jerusalem. 

Months earlier, von Waldeck had warned the city council that "out of their 
own volition and without a proper Christian calling, quite a few vagabonds and 
wandering unknown fellows have penetrated our city of Muenster in order to in
cite the common man with their seductive and seditious teachings,">9 not to men
tion with their increasing bold and defiant criminal activity. Shortly after von 
Waldeck's warning, the newly arrived radical preachers began organizing public 
baptisms on a large scale. One of those preachers was a tailor's apprentice from 
nearby Leyden, Jan Bockelson (or Beukelcz or Bokelzoon), known as Jan of Ley
den. Bokelzoon had run an inn; some claimed he had been involved in prostitu
tion. He had heard the dawning of the millennium would take place in Muenster, 
whence he had come to baptize the already baptized. During one week at the end 
of 1533, 1,400 Catholics were re-baptized into the revolutionary faith. Bokelzoon 
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had been re-baptized by Jan Matthys, who had commissioned him to go to Muen
ster. Together they would take up the sword and prepare the way for the Mille
nium by turning Muenster into the New Jerusalem. 

Overwater Church Convent was greatly affected by the migration of new
comers. Forced to take in renegade nuns from all over Holland, Abbess Ida von 
Merveldt noticed the newcomers were corrupting the nuns under her charge. 
They were, she wrote to the bishop, becoming more and more difficult, refusing to 
follow the rubrics of the traditional services, insisting on singing the new hymns 
in German, refusing to wear their habits, and making life in the convent unbear
able because of their disobedience. When Bokelzoon and the itinerant preach
ers arrived in Muenster, many nuns of the Overwater Church Convent presented 
themselves for re-baptism, to Ida von Mervelt's chagrin. 

In January 1534, the mob, which contained many re-baptized nuns from the 
Overwater Convent, stormed St. Lambert's Church and claimed it for Rothmann. 
When the women were rebuked by the city councilors, they drove those who re
buked them back inside the city hall under a hail of pig and cow manure. Roth
mann returned to Overwater Church Convent to preach on February 6. Rothmann 
had previously preached there, urging the nuns to violate their vow of celibacy and 
claiming the convent would fall into the river if they didn't. Since the date for 
the doom of the convent had come and gone, Rothmann began his remarks by 
claiming the predicted catastrophe was averted because the nuns "had seen the er
rors of their ways, causing God to be merciful."30 The Anabaptists were resolutely 
Adventist, predicting the day and the hour when the world would end, and then 
re-interpreting in a suitably spiritual manner when it did not. 

On February 8, Bokelzoon received a vision from the Lord announcing that 
Muenster had become the New Jerusalem. He ran naked through the streets of 
Muenster announcing that vision to the town's inhabitants, calling them to repen
tance. Soon the town's population, swollen with renegade monks and nuns who 
had put off their habits and taken on the new baptism, began to imitate Bokel
zoon. The liberated nuns had visions of the coming apocalypse so intense that 
they would tear off their clothes and roll around in mud and dung, frothing at the 
mouth, screaming the end times had finally arrived. 

The Anabaptists received unwitting assistance from Charles V and his Span
ish troops in the Netherlands, whose severity in dealing with the new heresy drove 
many from their homes. If the severity of the Spanish troops was the stick, then 
Rothmann's Flugschriften, printed in Knipperdolling's basement, was the carrot. 
Rothmann portrayed Muenster as the new Promised Land, whose prosperity was 
based on the abolition of private property; all shared equally in the town's wealth. 
There was food and clothing for all in Muenster, and if that weren't incentive 
enough to abandon the old life in Egypt, there were the warnings about the com
ing times of tribulation. "No one should neglect to go along and thus tempt God 
to punish him, because there is an insurrection all over the world. As it is written 
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in Jeremiah 51:6, the Lord decrees that every man must flee out of Babylon and 
deliver his soul, for this is the time of the Lord's vengeance. I do not simply tell you 
this," Rothmann continued, "but command you in the name of the Lord to obey.''31 

If a man's wife and family were unpersuaded by the new gospel, the man should 
leave them behind to perish in the coming conflagration. 

Subsequent behavior indicated that Rothmann and his messengers were get
ting the message out. On February 10, seven men and seven women tore off their 
clothes and, "having put the old Adam aside''3> as Hoffmann had instructed, ran 
naked through Amsterdam. Arrested and thrown into jail, they persuaded their 
fellow inmates to throw off their clothes too. The need for clothing resulted from 
Adam's sin. Those who wore no clothes were saying Original Sin had been elimi
nated. The 14 who shed their clothes in Amsterdam were soon executed, but their 
beliefs spread through Holland as a result of Roth mann's pamphlets and the Newe 
Zeitungen or New Newspaper that reported on the bizarre behavior in Muenster. 
The incident repeated itself on March 22, with the same results for the Anabap
tists, who this time marched through the streets bearing swords. By the time these 
Anabaptists were executed, thousands of like-minded Dutchmen had responded 
to a secret letter Matthys had signed as Emmanuel, urging the faithful to converge 
on Hasselt to embark for Muenster. The 15,000 pilgrims who heeded the call and 
converged on Hasselt were dispersed by Spanish troops and sent home. One hun
dred of their leaders were executed. 

Among those migrants who got through was Jan Matthys, the Anabaptist 
Elijah, who had arrived in Muenster in February, preceded by Bokelzoon and ac
companied by his ex-Carmelite nun concubine, the beautiful Divara, a woman 20 

years his junior, who invariably accompanied him as he stalked the streets of the 
New Jerusalem, uttering dire visions of death by the sword. At some point during 
the turmoil leading up the last days, Matthys had abandoned the pacifism of Mel
chior Hoffmann and had become an avid proponent of armed insurrection, in the 
typically Judaizing fashion of those, like his predecessor Thomas Muentzer, who 
saw themselves as Old Testament prophets wielding the sword of Gideon. Once 
Matthys joined forces with Bokelzoon, Rothmann, and Knipperdolling, political 
power effectively transferred from the city council, then negotiating a settlement 
with the bishop, to the charismatic preachers who could manipulate the mob to 
intimidate the council into doing its bidding. 

On the evening of February 9 and 10, the mob, whipped into a threatening 
frenzy by Bokelzoon, Matthys, and Rothmann, forced the city council to support 
its cause, a result the mob took as divine vindication of their efforts. Matthys now 
was effectively in charge of the theocratic state whose advent he had predicted in 
his sermons. Re-baptism had replaced the civic oath as the basis for citizenship in 
the New Jerusalem. 

In late February, the mob forced election of a new city council, forcing the Lu
theran and Catholic moderates who had negotiated the agreement with the bishop 
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out of government and eventually out of town. Knipperdolling was elected mayor 
and shared power with Matthys and Bokelzoon. with Rothmann acting as their 
minister of propaganda. Four days later Matthys fell face first into the muddy 
slush in front ofMuenster's Cathedral. When he regained consciousness and arose 
from the muck. revived from his trance. it was with a new vision for the New Je
rusalem. "Drive away the sons of Esau." the told his followers.33 Matthys ordered 
the council to expel all unbelievers from town. Matthys' followers then went house 
to house. routing those who refused re-baptism from their hiding places and as
sembling them in the market place. exposed without proper clothing. for their 
imminent expulsion. Those who were about to be expelled had their possessions 
plundered to swell the coffers of the city. which could now use their confiscated 
wealth to maintain newly arrived revolutionaries. Kerssenbroick. who was among 
those expelled. described women who "carried their naked nursing babies and 
begged in vain for rags to clothe them in."34 Other women. "driven from their 
maternity beds. gave birth in the streets. Miserable children. barefoot in the snow. 
whimpered beside their fathers.''.!! Offered the choice of re-baptism or expulsion 
from her native town in the dead of winter. one old woman told Matthys. "You 
may baptize me in the name of the devil. for I have already been baptized in the 
name of God.''.!6 

Once the 'godless' were expelled. the Elect celebrated in an orgy of drunken
ness and destruction. Bursting into the Cathedral. the mob of the Elect destroyed 
ancient manuscripts. including the Bible. and smeared paintings of the Blessed 
Virgin with excrement. They then broke into the tombs of deceased clergy and 
disinterred their bones. scattering them over the floor of the Cathedral. The brass 
pipes of the Cathedral's great organ were melted and made into shell casings. The 
stained glass windows were shattered and the high altar used as fuel for the fire 
that destroyed what they felt not worth defiling. Paintings were stripped from 
frames and consigned to the flames. the frames were then used as toilet seats in 
the guard houses on the city wall. Finally. the town clock in the Cathedral was 
destroyed. Now. as in other revolutions that followed. was the revolutionary year 
one. 

The destruction was consistent with Jan Matthys revolutionary vision. and 
that of many who would come after him. For the new world to begin. the old 
world had to be destroyed. Iconoclasm was not only an expression of hatred for 
the Catholic world. it was also a way of hastening the Millennium. the real thou
sand year reign of Christ on earth which began with their plundering. Matthy's 
theology of salvation through destruction had political purposes. If the symbols 
of Church and State. twin pillars of the social order. could be shown as vulner
able. then those who destroyed them proved. to themselves at least. that they now 
wielded the power. Spontaneous street theater paraded and then hanged the newly 
disempowered bishop in effigy. Houses with straw crosses over their doors. sym
bolizing their owners' allegiance to the bishop. were looted and their inhabitants 
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dragged into the streets and beaten. The mob marched through the town singing 
obscene lyrics to the tunes of ancient hymns. The old order had been destroyed 
and freedom-or its simulacrum, license-reigned in its place. 

Because the new Anabaptist council reneged on the agreement with the bish
op, the city was forced to renegotiate. The bishop made what he felt was a more 
than reasonable offer, but the offer never made it to the city council. Herman Til
beck, the mayor and chief negotiator, had secretly become an Anabaptist. Act
ing as Knipperdolling's agent, he pocketed the bishop's peace offer and delivered 
instead what he claimed was the bishop's dismissive rebuke. The offended council 
then sided with the truculent Anabaptists, and the bishop, thinking the council 
had rejected an offer that bespoke good faith and generosity, now had to resolve 
the issue by force of arms. 

When the town council sided with the Anabaptists and rebuffed the bishop's 
offer, wild celebrations erupted in the streets of Muenster. The mob celebrated 
with "shameless abandon."37 Men hopped in the mud and slush as if they almost 
possessed the ability to fly. Women let down their hair and then threw off their 
clothes and threw themselves into the mixture of snow, mud, and pig manure, 
where they lay with arms outstretched as if to embrace a new revelation pour
ing down on them from heaven. Perhaps influenced by the manure into which 
they pressed their faces, the women squealed like pigs as their co-religionists ran 
around in circles, uttering prophecies while frothing at the mouth. The world had 
succumbed to revolution and had been turned upside down. The inversions of ev
eryday life practiced once a year during carnival were now the norm. There was no 
sacrifice of the Mass anymore in the New Jerusalem; blasphemous parodies were 
now performed regularly by the revelers, dressed as priests, bishops and nuns, 
marching through the town singing songs with obscene lyrics parodying hymns. 
Reports of the revelry drew ever more like-minded people to the town. Slowly the 
voice of reason was extinguished, oftentimes by the brutal misguided actions of 
Bishop von Waldeck himself: Dr. Friedrich von Wyck, a lawyer from Bremen sent 
to negotiate a truce, was executed by the bishop, ending all possibility of a peace
ful settlement. 

When the denizens of the New Jerusalem awoke from their revelry on the 
morning of February 28, they beheld before their walls hundreds of laborers dig
ging trenches and throwing up earthworks. The bishop's blockade had become a 
full-blown siege. The bishop had limited resources, but his kinsman, Phillip of 
Hesse, was as concerned about Anabaptism as he had been about the Peasants 
Revolt a decade earlier, and was willing to do whatever was in his power to stop it. 
The bishop had no artillery, so Philip supplied him two huge siege guns, known as 
the Devil and the Devil's mother. By May, the 8,000 soldiers in the bishop's employ 
had erected the rudiments of a four-mile-in-circumference wall of earthworks, 
moats, and blockhouses, which with increasing effectiveness would cut Muenster 
off from the outside world. The bishop's expenses were enormous, plunging his 
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bishopric into debt for centuries to come. From the viewpoint of the Anabaptists, 
it seemed like money wasted. No one could defeat a city as impregnable as Muen
ster, they thought, certainly not someone with the limited resources of Franz von 
Waldeck, who had to spend 34,000 guilders a month just to keep his soldiers from 
deserting. Besides, God was on their side and would lead them to victory no mat
ter how great the odds. 

Like so many other tyrants, Matthys used the threat of war to consolidate his 
political power. As one of those measures, Matthys announced that those who 
were still in Muenster had no need of money; they should therefore deposit what
ever gold and valuables they had with his agents, who would use it for the common 
good, as determined by the Elijah from Leyden. When a blacksmith complained, 
he was executed summarily, inaugurating a reign of terror that would soon reach 
unprecedented and legendary proportions. Rothmann obligingly wrote a pam
phlet extolling the virtues of the now mandatory communism. Matthys took com
plete control of the flow of information in the town, burning all books save the 
Bible, whose interpreter he and he alone now was. The book banning and burning 
"deprived the inhabitants of Muenster of all access to theological speculations 
from the Fathers onwards and thereby assured the Anabaptist leaders of a mo
nopoly on the interpretation of the Scriptures.''l8 

Since Muenster was well-provisioned, protected by massive walls, with a river 
running through it that could fill moats and provide drinking water, the Anabap
tists were not overly concerned about the siege. Life in Muenster quickly devolved 
into a routine of boredom punctuated by random death. To relieve the boredom 
of the siege, the bishop's soldiers snuck up to Muenster's walls under the cover of 
darkness and nailed torn pants to the town gates. Then in the light of the following 
day, they would call out, "Tailor," referring to Bokelzoon's previous occupation, 
"patch myoid and torn pants.''l9 

In symbolic retaliation, the Anabaptist soldiers made a cloth dummy, which 
they stuffed with hay and then decorated with mock papal bulls and indulgences. 
Then, tying it to an old mare, they drove the mare out of town towards the bishop's 
encampment. When that made little impression, they filled a large barrel with 
human excrement and sent it on the back of a driver-less wagon. The bishop's sol
diers often competed to see who could get closest to the city's walls and expose his 
buttocks to the city's defenders. One boy in the bishop's service made the mistake 
of doing this in the same place several days running, enabling the Anabaptist 
soldiers to train a field piece on the spot. Watching the young lad pull down his 
pants for his last performance, the Anabaptists scored a direct hit on his naked 
buttocks, "scattering his limbs," in Kerssenbroick's words, "so far and wide over 
the field that it was impossible to find them and bring them together for burial.'1!o 
Emboldened by the security of the city's walls, the Anabaptists daringly raided the 
bishop's camp. During one raid, the Anabaptists pounded steel nails into the fir
ing holes of 19 of the bishops' cannons. The raid would have permanently disabled 
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the cannons, but one of the bishop's men created "a particularly artful and easy to 
use drill'1I1 which opened up the firing holes and rendered the cannons serviceable 
again. 

Even an enthusiast like Matthys understood that without reinforcements 
from the thousands of Anabaptists and their sympathizers in nearby Holland, 
Muenster's Anabaptists were doomed. Matthys was waiting for good news from 
his Dutch supporters while attending a wedding on Good Friday, April 3, when 
he learned the Dutch rescue mission had been captured, causing him to fall into a 
swoon. After regaining consciousness, Matthys announced to the wedding guests 
that he had received another vision, which filled him with foreboding. God had 
informed the prophet from Leyden that he should put on the armor of battle and 
go forth by himself to defeat the bishop's army single-handedly, just as David had 
defeated Goliath. The day of the appointed battle was two days hence, on Easter 
Sunday before the city's walls at high noon. A token honor guard would accom
pany the prophet, who was now the New Jerusalem's warrior king as well. 

Cynics who claim enthusiasm is simply a cover for self-serving appetite would 
do well to contemplate the actions of the Judaizing leader of the Westphalian Je
rusalem. As the old man in full armor, carrying not a stone and sling, but a lance 
and sword, rode through the Ludger Gate and toward Miller's Hill, he was met by 
500 of the bishop's elite shock troop, the Black Knights, who cut the prophet and 
his men into pieces. Kerssenbroick tells us that "every limb and part of 'the new 
Samson' was run through with countless sword thrusts until he was entirely in 
pieces.'II' The Black Knights then fought over the prophet's body parts as trophies. 
One knight took Matthys head and stuck it on the end of a pole which he displayed 
to the horrified Anabaptists watching from the city walls. Another took his tes
ticles and nailed them to one of the city's gates. It was not a good day for dramatic 
prophetic gestures. 

The demise of Elijah from Leiden posed a problem for those who aspired to 
succeed him as head of the New Jerusalem. Matthy's actions proved he was sin
cere in his beliefs, but they also proved dramatically that he was self-deluded. If 
the remaining triumvirate were suspected of self-delusion also, the legitimacy of 
charismatic leadership would be called into question. Bokelzoon stepped boldly 
into the political vacuum, announcing he had known all along that Matthys was 
going to die because God had revealed that to him in a vision. "The terrible end of 
Jan Matthias was revealed to me eight days ago by the Holy Ghost," Bokelzoon an
nounced.43 Some claimed Bokelzoon encouraged Matthys in his delusions so his 
rival would be killed and he could replace him as head of Muenster's government. 
They found vindication for their suspicions when Bokelzoon also announced the 
Holy Spirit told him, "When he is dead, you must marry his widow.'114 The Ana
baptists' visions invariably revolved around sex and power and the gratification of 
the visionaries' passions. If the crowd had momentary doubts about Bokelzoon's 
vision, those doubts were erased when Knipperdolling jumped to his feet and an-

306 



The Anabaptist Rebellion 

nounced Bokelzoon's vision was indisputably true. Relieved to hear that the New 
Jerusalem was still legitimate, the crowd tore off its clothing and began to dance 
in celebration. The dancing was appropriate: the New Jerusalem was based on 
the celebration of appetite, sanctified by messages which its devotees claimed as 
emanating from the Holy Spirit or interpretations of the Old Testament. Knip
perdolling, as his well-timed endorsement of Bokelzoon's vision indicated, may 
well have conspired with Bokelzoon to get the older Matthys out of the way. Before 
long Knipperdolling was having visions of his own. 

On April 1534, Knipperdolling announced in the Market Square that the Holy 
Spirit had told him exalted places must be made low and the lowly exalted. As the 
besotted mob stood slack-jawed wondering what his words meant, Knipperdoll
ing interpreted his dream by announcing that the city's three architectural firms 
would tear down the steeples of the town's churches. The architectural patrimony 
of the city known as the Jewel of Westphalia was to be razed. 

Not to be outdone, Bokelzoon soon had visions of his own. Running naked 
through the town, Bokelzoon bellowed to the still sleeping residents of the New 
Jerusalem, "You men of Israel, who live within the holy walls of Zion, fear the 
Lord your God and do penance for the sins of you former lives. Convert! Convert! 
The Glorious King of Zion is ready with thousands of angels to descend to earth 
at the sound of terrifying trumpets to judge you. Mend your ways! 0, mend your 
ways!'!!5 

Bokelzoon turned to Knipperdolling for confirmation, but that worthy was 
incommunicado because he was having visions of his own. So Bokelzoon con
tinued. "The father has revealed to me that the New Israel is in need of a new 
constitution. The previous Magistrates received their commission from the law of 
man. Now a new divine constitution will be inaugurated. The prophet needed to 
find 12 men whom he knew were especially disposed toward him." God had com
manded Bokelzoon to do the same; so Bokelzoon appointed 12 of his followers as 
the "elders" of the New Jerusalem and successors of the 12 tribes ofIsrael, granting 
to them, according to Kerssenbroick, "all official power, in matters spiritual and 
secular.,!!6 

Now it was Rothmann's turn to vouch for Bokelzoon's vision. In a speech to 
those assembled to hear Bokelzoon, Rothmann said "God was the source of his 
speech and that the citizens of the New Jerusalem should heed his words, just as 
God's own beloved people the Israelites had done in the past." After Rothmann's 
endorsement, the elders were summoned by name to kneel before Bokelzoon, who 
handed each of them a naked sword. Knipperdolling was given the special title of 
"Schwertfuehrer," granting to him the right to decapitate by sword anyone who 
questioned the ordinances of the New Zion. In conclusion, Bokelzoon led the as
sembly in singing the hymn, "Allein Gott in der Hoeh sey Ehr."47 

In early May, the bishops' troops began work on a dam that would drain the 
moat surrounding the town, opening an avenue of attack at the Judenfelder Gate. 
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On May 16, the Anabaptists intercepted a supply convoy intended for the bishop's 
troops, killing 30 soldiers, and destroying 16 cannons and a large supply of gun
powder. On May 22, the bishop's forces began their barrage, lobbing 700 cannon
balls a day for several days at the city's gates and towers. On the day before the 
planned attack, a group of the bishop's soldiers got drunk and, mistaking sunset 
for sunrise, attacked the town ten hours early only to get lost in the ensuing dark
ness. As a result, the first assault on the town failed, and the Anabaptists were 
convinced the God of Israel had saved them from the assault of the numerically 
superior Philistine army. 

It wasn't just the Anabaptist leaders who saw parallels between the Old Testa
ment and the plight of God's people in Muenster. Because in theory the common 
man could interpret the Scriptures, an orgy of democratic judaizing followed quite 
naturally. About the time that Jan Matthys went to his death as the New David, 
a 15-year-old Dutch girl, Hille Feyken, heard a sermon based on the Old Testa
ment account of Judith and Holofernes and became obsessed with the idea that 
she was New Judith, destined to break the siege by using her feminine charms to 
seduce and then dispatch Bishop von Waldeck. When young Hille ran the idea by 
Rothmann and Knipperdolling, they thought it unlikely to succeed. But neither 
felt that the teenage girl's life was worth enough to jeopardize the unlikely chance 
that the plan might work. 

On June 16, the New Judith sallied forth from Muenster, "adorned with beau
tiful ornaments, whose art made her innately beautiful form that much more 
beautiful,'!!s bearing 12 Guilden, three rings with jewels, and a linen shirt, for
merly owned by a leper, which had been soaked in poison. The bishop, according 
to Hille's plan, and approved by the highest levels of the Anabaptist regime, would 
be so enthralled by his lust for Hille that he would don the shirt in the throes of 
passion and die immediately, or have his head cut off by Hille when distracted 
by the pain, thereby ending the siege and liberating the people of God from their 
Philistine oppressors. How could a plan this clever fail to succeed? 

Hille was captured as soon as she left the city and taken to Theodor von Mer
feld, who questioned her closely after taking away her money and jewelry. Why, 
von Merfeld wanted to know, had she left her native town and gone over to the 
religiOUS nuts who had taken over Muenster? Hille claimed she had been deceived 
and wanted to set things right by showing the bishop's soldiers secret passages that 
would enable them to capture the city with a minimum of casualties. Unfortu
nately for her, another citizen of the New Zion defected at the same time. Herman 
Ramert, who had taken in Bokelzoon when he first arrived in Muenster, was also 
brought before von Merfeld; he betrayed Hille's mission as the New Judith. Hille 
was then tortured, and under torture she admitted her role in the plot against the 
bishop. She was beheaded, suffering the fate ofHolofernes, not Judith. Despite that 
minor modification, her vision was accurate. 
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After Hille's tragic adventure the bishop's troops refused to take prisoners. Not 
even women and children would be spared. Bokelzoon, according to the feminist 
interpretation of the Hille Feyken incident, needed to regain the initiative over the 
newly insurgent women. According to that interpretation, Bokelzoon introduced 
polygyny shortly after Feyken's failed mission because "the Muensterites' leader 
was concerned about keeping women under control and about preventing such 
independent actions in the future.'l!9 Bokelzoon's contemporaries claimed he in
troduced Vielweiberei because he lusted after Matthy's beautiful widow. Besides, 
women outnumbered men three to one in the New Zion. The men, so the claim 
went, would have to care for unattached women. The simplest explanation, how
ever, has to do with the passions that fueled the revolution in the first place. Men 
came to Muenster to gratify their passions for women and gold. Great thinkers 
like Rothmann had to come up with a justification of the passions driving their 
revolution. Where Rothmann would find the justification for those passions was 
a foregone conclusion. 

In mid-July 1534, Bernard Rothmann preached on the passage in Genesis 1:22 

where God commanded his creatures to "be fruitful and multiply." The only way 
man could accomplish that while saving the unattached ex-nuns from their own 
lusts was to institute polygyny. One man was now to have several wives. Thereafter, 
polygyny was mandatory. All females 12 years of age or older had to be married. 
Bokelzoon would lead by example, taking 16 wives. Rothmann directed listeners 
to the examples of Abraham and David, both of whom had many wives. 

There was some logic to polygyny in Muenster, and Rothmann did his best to 
make it sound as plausible as possible despite the shock to people from a culture 
where polygyny had disappeared a millennium earlier. Sexual relations outside 
of marriage were sinful, Rothmann noted. Because they had to be fruitful and 
multiply in a New Jerusalem where women outnumbered men three to one, the 
examples culled from the Old Testament made polygyny sound reasonable. None 
of these arguments, even in combination, would have carried the day, though, but 
for the heady atmosphere of revolutionary millennial expectation that abrogated 
all former laws and customs. Revolution was largely passion rationalized by an 
appeal to Old Testament models. A revolutionary leader could impose whatever 
regimen he chose in the name of his interpretation of God's law. So Bokelzoon and 
Rothmann declared all former marriages invalid. 

Although Arthur tries to make Bokelzoon's decision sound plausible, in the 
end he to admits "the only way [Bokelzoon was able] to salvage his movement was 
to institutionalize his own perversity, to make adultery, bigamy and fornication 
the law of his strange land because he declared that it was the word of God.''so "In 
the end," Gresbeck writes, Bokelzoon's male followers "took whatever women they 
cold find. They wanted to have women whether or not they were fertile .... Thus 
they slept first with one woman and thereafter with another. Such they did with 
an aura of saintliness since they wanted to increase the population.''sl Passion thus 
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became the law of the land. Force was the only thing that could adjudicate con
flicting passions, and the revolution meant the rule of the strong over the weak, 
with no moral law intervening for the weak. 

Menno Simons, founder of the Mennonites, distanced himself from the ex
cesses of fellow Anabaptists in Muenster and from Bokelzoon's "blasphemy." He 
urged his wing of the Anabaptist movement to "consent to no other arrangement 
than the one which was in vogue in the beginning with Adam and Eve, namely, 
one husband and one wife, as the Lord's mouth has ordained.'>S' Simons, however, 
was not in Muenster, and his views did not prevail there. Cohn, for once, is forced 
to come up with a non-economic explanation of the Anabaptists' behavior. "The 
Patriarchs of Israel had given a good example," he writes, "the polygamy which 
they had practiced must be restored in the New Jerusalem.'>S3 Here as elsewhere, 
the dynamic of revolution is the same: passion rationalized by appeals to the Old 
Testament as the vis movens for messianic politics. 

Bokelzoon's resurrection of Old Testament polygamy was also a powerful re
cruiting tool, not just with revolutionary Dutchmen, but with the bishop's soldiers 
outside the walls. Bombarded by Rothmann's leaflets extolling Muenster as the 
New Jerusalem of communism and free love, 200 of the bishop's mercenaries de
fected and went over to the Anabaptists. 

A policy this novel and this draconian was bound to cause a reaction. As 
Menno Simons' response indicates, many initially drawn to Anabaptism were 
unaware polygyny was part of the deal. Henry Mollenheck was devoted to the 
new gospel but equally devoted to his wife. He organized a group of soldiers in 
Muenster who thought they had been punished unjustly for drunken carousing; 
they captured Bokelzoon, Knipperdolling, and Rothmann on the evening of July 
30 and locked them up in the cellar of the Muenster city hall. When Hermann 
Tillbeck, the former mayor, heard about the coup, he organized a counter-coup 
with 600 soldiers who released the captives and put Mollenheck and his men in 
the cellar in their place. Bokelzoon was in no mood to show mercy "toward the 
enemies of the Lord." Mollenheck and his men were beaten by the mob as they 
were dragged out of the building to be executed. The women, evidently avid to 
become concubines of the Elect in the New Jerusalem, were more vicious than the 
men, cursing them and stripping the clothes from their backs on their way to the 
scaffold. "No pen," Kerssenbroick wrote, "can describe the rage with which their 
adversaries fell upon them, and the refinements of cruelty to which they became 
victims."54 

Forty-nine counterrevolutionaries were executed on the spot, and Bokelzoon 
capitalized on the passions the incident unleashed by taking Matthy's widow as his 
wife, since "no one remained to offer opposition," as Kerssenbroick put it.55 Bokel
zoon's decisive act legitimatized the passions of his followers, and they "rushed 
to follow his example." The former nuns, in particular, "gave themselves over to 
license and debauchery." The entire town witnessed "outrageous scenes of immo-
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rality" as Bokelzoon's followers outdid each other in committing one villainy after 
another "to satisfy their abominable lusts." Monks and nuns who formerly lived 
like angels on earth by following the vows of poverty, chastity, and obedience, 
descended to the level of "foul and furious beasts."56 

On August 28, the bishop launched a second attack, which was thwarted this 
time not by his own derelict and drunken soldiers, but by the elements. Torrents 
of rain refilled the moats the bishop's troops had drained; many of his soldiers 
drowned trying to cross what they were told was going to be dry land. Once more 
Bokelzoon and his minions took the failure of the assault as a sign of God's favor 
and an indication of the righteousness of their cause. To his credit, Bokelzoon, 
mounted on a white horse, had fought bravely before the city's walls. Drenched 
by the rain, he slipped unscathed through the barrage of deadly projectiles aimed 
at him. Feeling vindicated, Bokelzoon had himself declared King of the New Je
rusalem. 

Instead of counterattacking to scatter the bishop's demoralized troops and 
open the way for Anabaptist reinforcements gathering in Holland, Jan the Tai
lor designed robes and jewelry appropriate to his new royal status. Johann 
Dusentschur, a goldsmith from nearby Warendof, had a vision that Bokelzoon 
was the reincarnation of King David, destined to rule the entire world, and the 
new insignia of his office made this clear. The golden globe on the golden chain 
around his neck was pierced by two swords, symbolizing that he had re-united the 
swords of temporal and spiritual power, pope and emperor, which Christendom 
had separated. Rothmann the propagandist quickly gave a judaizing interpreta
tion of the king's new insignia. Bokelzoon was David, the priest and king who 
wielded both swords. Rothmann, according to Haude's reading, "justified the el
evation of a king on the basis of the Old Testament, where the Jewish prophets 
proclaim that in the last days of the world God would erect a king."57 According to 
Graesbeck, Dusentschur presented a sword to Bokelzoon, claiming he would rule 
with it until God took it from him. Dusentschur anointed Bokelzoon's head with 
oil, purportedly confirming Bokelzoon had inherited the throne of King David. 
"He will cast the mighty down and raise the lowly; he will seize the crown and 
the scepter and the throne of Saul. He will take in his hand the sword of justice 
and bring the divine word to all the peoples of the world."58 Dusentschur also 
announced the "Trumpet of the Lord would sound thrice and that at the third 
blast all the inhabitants of the town must foregather at Mount Sion,"59 i.e., in the 
square in front of the cathedral. When word of this revelation reached the bishop'S 
camp, the soldiers there periodically blasted on trumpets and then shouted over 
the walls that the end times had come. 

Bokelzoon, not surprisingly, agreed with the goldsmith who anointed him, 
announcing that as "David, a humble shepherd, [was] anointed by the Prophet, 
at Gods' command, as the King of Israel.... Now I am given power over all na
tions of the earth, and the right to use the sword to the confusion of the wicked 
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and in defense of the righteous. So let none in this town stain himself with crime 
or resist the will of God, or else he shall without delay be put to death with the 
sword."60 Bokelzoon was clear about the extent of his kingdom: "I will still rule, 
not only over this city but over the whole world, for the Heavenly Father has said 
it should be so. My kingdom which begins today shall never fall.""1 Jan the Tailor 
was the new David destined to rule the world. To impress his subjects with his new 
dignity, he had his tailors create a scarlet robe, which he wore on all occasions. 
He had coins struck to reflect his destiny. One coin proclaimed "The Word has 
become Flesh and dwells in us." Another coin proclaimed "One King over all. One 
God, One faith, One Baptism."'" Following his coronation, King Jan had a throne 
erected in the Market Square with a cloth of pure gold placed upon it. From this 
throne he would order athletic contests, mock masses, and impromptu decapita
tions as the sole ruler of the New Jerusalem. 

King David Bokelzoon also offered a return to a more primitive, ethnically 
homogeneous, nation state, the sort of aspiration that would culminate centu
ries later with the rise of National Socialism and Zionism. The Catholic Church, 
like the Roman Empire that preceded it, had relegated ethnicity to a subordinate 
status. Bokelzoon's New Jerusalem was what Bernard of Clairvaux would have 
termed the "vomit of Judaism." Muenster's New Jerusalem harkened to a more 
primitive period, when there was no distinction between temporal and spiritual 
powers. The new revolutionary, messianic, ethnic state was modeled on the tribes 
ofIsrael, God's chosen race on earth. 

Bokelzoon, as Cohn notes, was premeditated and precise in the symbols he 
chose. From his throne in the Market Square, he dispensed Old Testament justice. 
On one side of his throne stood a page holding the Old Testament, "to show that 
the king was the successor of David and endowed with authority to interpret anew 
the Word of God-the other holding a naked sword."!l3 The constant, repeated ref
erence to Muenster as the New Jerusalem indicated repudiation of Christ and his 
Church and the political and philosophical and cultural sophistication that went 
with it. In its place, Bokelzoon was "the new David" who ruled by divine decree. 
The congruity between these decrees and the unruly passions of Bokelzoon's fol
lowers was ignored until their passions collided, as in the case of the men and 
women Bokelzoon and Knipperdolling beheaded. 

The Judaizers in Muenster introduced a new form of government in which 
sovereignty was based not on tradition or law but on the covert manipulation of 
popular passion. Government now secured its subjects' allegiance by granting 
them permission to revoke the moral law based on models culled from the Old 
Testament, leading to a tyranny far worse than what it overthrew. All these threads 
become apparent in the new articles of government Bokelzoon proclaimed as king. 
Kerssenbroick describes in extenso how the "articles of the king in Muenster, were 
placed before the Israelites living in this city, according to which, they could live 
under the banner of righteousness as true Israelites in the current kingdom ... 
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under John, their true king, who has been placed on the Throne of David."64 The 
First Article stipulates "in the new Temple, there can be only one king, who rules 
the people of God with the sword of righteousness."1i5 From that premise, "there 
can be no authority who is not ordained by God Himself." Anyone who opposes 
this new order shall be punished by death. All this is necessary so the "Babylonian 
tyranny of Priests and monks,"66 who use violence and injustice to darken the 
righteousness of God, should be suppressed. Bokelzoon also promised his follow
ers deliverance from all their trials by the coming Easter, and went on to say that 
if what he predicted did not come to pass, that they should treat him like a false 
prophet and a vicious person with the proper punishments." 

Bokelzoon then purported to divide up all of Germany among his followrs, 
since he would soon rule the entire world anyway, making the local butcher the 
Elector Prince of Saxony, etc. In this he resembled, in Kerssenbroick's eyes, the 
fairy tale hunter who sold the bear's pelt before shooting the bear. 

The terror began shortly after Bokelzoon consolidated his power. One eve
ning after dinner as Bokelzoon sat brooding on his throne in the Market Square, 
he ordered a prisoner brought to him, whom he then personally beheaded. On 
September 25, Knipperdolling decapitated a woman who refused to have sexual 
relations with her "husband," i.e., a man who had used the new ordinances es
tablishing polygyny to force her into his bed. Elizabeth Holshern prayed openly 
to her "heavenly father," beseeching him "if you are almighty," to "see to it that 
I never more in my life have to climb into this marriage bed."67 Knipperdolling 
was so enraged that he cut her head off with his sword. One day later, Katherine 
Kockenbeckin was executed in similar fashion for having sex with two husbands. 
Evidently the right to have more than one spouse did not extend to women. Sexual 
liberation was defined on male terms, and the women had the choice of going 
along or losing their heads. 

During the few months when revolutionary government held sway in Muen
ster, the trajectory of passion which the Marquis de Sade would sketch out centu
ries later based on his experience with the French Revolution ran its full course. 
Men who indulged in the simple passions soon found them insipid, forcing them 
to indulge in perverse passions, which led to the criminal passions, and they in 
turn led to the murderous passions. As in every revolution worthy of the name, 
sex liberated from the bond of matrimony led, one way or another, to murder. And 
in the case of Bernard Knipperdolling, murder led to madness. 

Shortly after murdering Holshern, Knipperdolling reappeared in Market 
Square with froth on his lips bellowing: "Repent, Repent of our sins all of our 
sins for the Lord sees and knows your evil ways."68 After running around Market 
Square on all fours like a dog, he jumped up and performed a lewd dance, saying, 
"I have often danced this way before my women, and now the heavenly father 
commands me to do the same before my king."69 King Jan was dumbfounded by 
the mad behavior of his erstwhile supporter, who, judging from his words, was 
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playing the fool giving credence to the suspicion that the two of them were living 
in a fool's paradise for what increasingly seemed likely to be a short time. Either 
the psychological pressure of living under siege had taken its toll on Knipperdoll
ing's guilt-ridden psyche, or it was a test of the king's power. "Courage, brother!" 
Knipperdolling said to King Jan, "We go together, the king's fool and the fool
king, to do battle with the world.''?o King Jan was horrified; when he tried to speak 
he could only stutter. "By rights I should also be a king," Knipperdolling contin
ued; "I made you king.''?' King Jan could tolerate the madness or the charade no 
longer, and falling from his throne, he ran from the square. Mad Knipperdolling 
sat on the throne, an affront which should have cost him his life. Instead, he was 
given three months in prison. After his release, he announced publicly that an evil 
spirit had taken possession of his faculties. 

It was a narrow escape for King Jan. A few more performances like that and 
the king's authority would evaporate. Knipperdolling's recantation, however, did 
nothing to relieve the psychological pressure of the siege. To break the ever-nar
rowing circle, King Jan sent out 27 preachers in October, to spread the Anabaptist 
gospel to neighboring towns and, more likely, to solicit support to break the siege. 
All were captured; 26 were executed summarily. Heinrich Graes survived because 
he was willing to return to Muenster as the bishop's spy. Therafter, the bishop 
knew Bokelzoon's every move. Whenever Bokelzoon sent out preachers carrying 
Rothmann's pamphlets or emissaries with gold to buy weapons, the bishop's men 
were there to meet them. 

The psychological pressure on the town increased as a result. Even King Jan 
was showing signs of the strain. In the middle of the night of October 23, the peo
ple of Muenster finally heard the trumpets that they had been waiting to hear. In
stead of heralding the imminent arrival of the Lord, however, the trumpets called 
the groggy residents of Muenster to an impromptu banquet, as Dusentschur blew 
into his cow horn from his perch in the steeple of St. Lambert's church. Half
dreading they might be sent into a suicidal attack on the bishop's fortifications, the 
mob was relieved to learn of the banquet. The king arrived astride his white horse 
accompanied by his queen and their attendants. After Dusentschur announced 
"He has ordered that a great feast be prepared for you," the King and his Queen 
circulated through the banqueting crowd turning the feast into a weird parody of 
Holy Communion with King Jan telling the assembled, "I eat this and show forth 
the death of the Lord.''?' 

Perhaps the constant reference to death caused the king's mood to change. He 
ordered a prisoner brought into the festivities and then promptly drew his sword 
and cut off his head. The headless corpse lay where it fell as the festivities contin
ued unabated until dawn. 

After his defeat in August, the bishop refused to authorize any more direct 
assaults on the town. Instead, he resolved to starve the Anabaptists into submis
sion by tightening the ring of siege. By late 1534 he had erected six blockhouses 
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at the crucial chokepoints in the four mile ring of fortifications around the city. 
One man, under cover of night and at great risk, might evade the blockade, but 
nothing of significance could get in or out of Muenster unless the bishop's troops 
permitted it. 

On December 13, the bishop appeared before the Diet ofKoblenz, where Cath
olic and Protestant supporters, fearing anarchy more than each other, pledged to 
depose "a certain unknown Tailor lately become king, who named himself the 
King of Zion and the New Jerusalem."73 This Tailor King, as Luther called him, 
proposed to spread his teachings throughout the Christian world, and to bring 
about thereby "the overthrow of all Princes and Magistrates with fire and sword, 
subordinate the entire German empire to his power.''74 At the end of the diet, rep
resentatives from the states of the Lower and Upper Rhine renewed their pledges 
of support, promising reinforcements of infantry and cavalry as well as the gold 
needed to make the siege impenetrable. 

King Jan had missed his opportunity following the defeat of the bishop's sec
ond assault in August. Now the Anabaptists were having increasing difficulty get
ting anything out of town. And when they did, the bishop's spies informed him 
in advance, preventing reinforcements. Shortly after the Diet of Koblenz solemnly 
resolved to bring Muenster to its knees, Bernard Rothmann composed a pamphlet 
entitled Revenge and planned to have copies run off on Knipperdolling's printing 
press and distributed to Anabaptists gathering in Holland. In Revenge, Rothmann 
harped on all the standard judaizing revolutionary themes: It was time for the 
Dutch to "turn their plowshares into swords" so that they and King Jan "wear
ing the armor of David" could avenge themselves on "all Babylonian power and 
extinguish all godlessness.''75 

On Christmas Eve 1534, Jan van Geelen, one of King Jan's Dutch agents, left 
Muenster with 1000 copies of Roth mann's pamphlet and gold to buy weapons. Van 
Geelen planned to rally supporters in Deventer, Groningen, Amsterdam, Delft, 
and Leyden. Around Easter, the time Bokelzoon had predicted for the deliverance 
of the city, they would attack the bishop's siege works from the rear while Bokel
zoon's troops attacked from the other side. Five days later, Heinrich Graes slipped 
out of Muenster and reported the plot to the bishop. As a result, 1000 Anabaptists 
assembled in Groningen under the leadership of a prophet who called himself the 
Christ were defeated by the troops of the Duke of Gelderland. In March 1535, three 
ships full of Anabaptists were sunk along with their occupants as they sailed up 
the Ijssel to break the blockade and reach their beleaguered brothers in Muenster. 
The blockade and the bishop'S spies were having their effect. 

Graes's intelligence also revealed the blockade was having its effect internally. 
Fuel was gone, leaving most of population freezing in their homes in the dead 
of winter. The food situation was desperate. All of the horses in the town had 
been killed, but the meat was reserved for the king's court. Flour had disappeared 
shortly after the blockade began in earnest in January. Famine-induced lassitude 
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was spreading. The promised deliverance on Easter Day, March 28, failed to ma
terialize. Instead, Heinrich Graes, who had promised support from sympathizers 
in nearby Wesel, returned to town only to nail an open letter to the town's gate, 
announcing he was a spy in the employ of the bishop and that their hope for de
liverance was in vain. "I know everything," Graes informed his former townsmen. 
"You can still save your lives if you will turn from your path and leave this godless 
business behind."76 

In response to Graes's threat, King Jan resorted to more refined strategies of 
domination and distraction. The deliverance he had promised was a spiritual de
liverance, he told his now apathetic subjects. By April, every pet, rodent, and ver
min had been killed and eaten, and the famished mob began eating grass, moss, 
old shoes, whitewash, and the corpses found in the streets every morning. If those 
corpses got buried during the day, the starving Anabaptists dug them up at night 
to make gruesome meals out of them. Hoping to limit the number of mouths 
he had to feed, Jan allowed some women and children to leave the city in April. 
Made wary by Hille Feicken's attempt to murder the bishop, the bishop's troops 
refused to let the women and children through their lines, and so they contin
ued to starve to death in the no-man's land between the camps, eating grass and 
the occasional crust of bread the besieging troops' camp followers would throw 
them: "women and children ... lingered on for five long weeks in the no-man's land 
before the town walls begging the mercenaries to kill them, crawling about and 
eating grass like animals and dying in such numbers that the ground was littered 
with corpses."77 

Kerssenbroick described the famine in gruesome detail. Starving women 
made stews out of the bones and arteries of corpses, and those who consumed 
these deadly meals contracted horrible diseases, their bodies covered with hor
rible boils. Some, he continued, 

who drank contaminated water had their bellies swell up to such an extent that 
they were no longer able to carry that enormously heavy burden. Many help
less children starved to death in their cradles or in their mother's wombs, and 
many others (I shudder when 1 put pen to paper to describe such things) were 
murdered by their parents and eaten. Their dismembered body parts were found 
after the conquest of the city in several places preserved in brine for future con
sumption/8 

Kerssenbroick remembered the plight of the women in Jerusalem when the 
Temple was destroyed. The Anabaptists' reference to Muenster as the New Jeru
salem was an irony not lost on Kerssenbroick, because "this westphalian city was 
in every respect like the Jewish Jerusalem, except for the fact that it far exceeded 
that city in its misery and the sorrow of its circumstances. Of that I have not the 
least doubt. So it was not without significance that this city was rightly called the 
New Jerusalem."79 
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Invoking Christ's admonition that God could change stones into bread if he 
wanted to, the starving inhabitants of Muenster bit into stones hoping He would 
do just that. Then in the stillness that followed when the stones remained stones, 
the Anabaptists bewailed their immense misery and their even greater foolish
ness. Oh Death, the people cried out, why do you keep your distance from us? To 
which Kerssenbroick responds, "0 you horrible spawn ofJerusalem! 0 you plague 
of the Jewish People."80 The Anabaptists in Muenster were identical in Kerssenb
roick's mind with the Jews who rejected Christ's tearful warnings about Jerusa
lem's impending doom. Since the Judaizing Anabaptists had turned away from 
the Church that Christ founded as his kingdom on earth, they suffered a similar 
fate in the New Jerusalem. 

To distract the haggard and starving zombies of Muenster from grim reality, 
King Jan commanded them to participate in fantastically conceived diversions to 
continue his domination over them. Bokelzoon staged blasphemous and obscene 
parodies of the Mass. He ordered the starving population to take part in three 
days of dancing, footraces, and gymnastics. And then there were the public execu
tions, which some must have envied as a quick end to their miseries. Else Drier 
was dragged before Knipperdolling's tribunal accused of prostitution. When she 
denounced him as a regular customer, he flew into a rage and decapitated her 
with his own sword. After Claes Northorn was caught trying to pass a letter to the 
bishop, he was tortured, then executed, then his corpse was cut up into 12 pieces 
and nailed to the city's gates. His head was placed on a pike on the cathedral as 
a warning to anyone who might want to write to the bishop. As if that weren't 
punishment enough, Gresbeck adds that his heart and liver "were eaten by a Hol
lander."81 

We have no record of King Jan cutting off the heads of prostitutes with whom 
he consorted; instead, King Jan cut of the head of Elizabeth Wandscheer, his tenth 
wife. Elizabeth Hardwick, as she was then known, had been brought before Jan for 
judgment after she refused to have sex with the old man assigned to her as a hus
band. "There's not a man in this town that can tame me," she said when brought 
before King Jan.8• Intrigued by her defiant spirit, Jan proposed marriage on the 
spot. Elizabeth was King Jan's second favorite wife, after Matthy's widow, but by 
May the siege and famine had taken their toll on her spirit. After experiencing his 
lust first hand and eating well with him while famine raged throughout town, she 
now viewed Bokelzoon as an inhuman monster and wanted to leave Muenster. 
Enraged that one of his wives could reject him, King Jan had Elizabeth dragged 
into the Market Square and condemned her to death, pronouncing the following 
verdict: "She was a whore and always inclined to rebellion. Therefore, Our Father 
in Heaven commanded me to get rid of her."83 Then in the presence of his other 
wives, whom he urged to sing "Glory to God in the Highest," he chopped off her 
head with his sword, "and kicked her dead corpse with his foot."84 A contemporary 
etching portrays him and his wives dancing around Elizabeth's headless corpse 
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in the Market Place. "Those who contradict his judgments soon lose their heads," 
wrote the anonymous author of one of the Newe Zeitungen which reported on the 
event. "If a wife is angry with another one or quarrels with her, they have [already] 
lost their heads .... The king personally cut off the head of his housewife since she 
wanted to join other women, who were leaving the city. And he ordered his other 
housewives, thirteen that is, to watch."85 

Distracted by famine and demoralized at the beheadings, no one noticed as 
six men slipped out of the city on the evening of Sunday, May 23. One, Heinrich 
Gresbeck, was a former Anabaptist now having second thoughts. Another, Johan 
Nagel, a diminutive but hot-tempered fellow who went by the name Jack in the 
Corner or Hansel Eck, had been a double agent from his entry into the city a 
few months earlier ostenSibly as a refugee from unjust charges. They carried with 
them the secret of the city's demise, the location of an unguarded door near one of 
the city's gates. It was protected by a moat easily fordable by a portable bridge. 

The setting sun was not visible on the evening on June 22, 1534. It was ob
scured by heavy clouds which dumped large amounts of rain and hail the size of 
bird eggs on the town, even though it was the summer solstice. The water in the 
moat must have been cold when Gresbeck plunged into it to drag the first section 
of a 20-foot long bridge across the moat to the secret door. Soldiers soon crossed 
the bridge and slit the throats of the first guards they came across. They then pro
ceeded to the Cathedral, which the Anabaptists had turned into their arsenal, to 
wrest it from its famine weakened defenders and then open the city's gates to allow 
the main force of the bishop's troops under Ulrich von Dhaun into the city. 

Before Wilhelm Steding, the leader of the avant garde, could secure the ca
thedral or send a group to open the gate, the Anabaptists sounded the alarm and 
launched a furious counter-attack, driving the bishop's men from the Cathe
dral into a precarious position in the streets. Forced to find his way through a 
strange city in the dead of night, Steding led his 400 men into a blind alley, where 
they were harassed by the arrows of King Jan's soldiers and furniture and bricks 
dropped on them by women in the neighboring houses. King Jan appeared and 
demanded their unconditional surrender. If King Jan had pressed the issue, he 
probably could have annihilated Steding and his cowering troops. Instead he en
tered into negotiations, which were still going on when the sun came up to reveal 
one of Steding's men waving a flag near the Jodefeld Gate. Von Dhaun's troops 
then poured into the city and began a fearful slaughter of the Anabaptists. 

The Anabaptists had constructed 16 war wagons which they planned to use, 
as Zizka had at Kutna Hora, as primitive tanks to break through the bishop's siege. 
The city's blacksmiths had constructed armor from iron plates to shield the wag
ons and their wheels from attack. They had also armed each wagon with a small 
cannon and six to eight "Hackenbuchse," a primitive version of what the Soviets 
during World War II called the Stalin Organ, a stack of musket barrels which 
could be fired more or less Simultaneously with devastating results at short range. 
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The war wagons were never used because the horses to pull them had been eaten, 
but they were now turned into a formidable fortress in the center of town, behind 
which Henry Krechting and 200 men defied von Dhaun. Feeling an assault would 
be too costly, von Dhaun's lieutenant Johann von Raesfeld gave Krechting and his 
men safe conduct to leave the city. Krechting and 25 men made good use of the op
portunity. The others, who returned to their homes to retrieve wives and property, 
were cut down by the bishop's troops. 

The bishop's mercenaries received on the average 16 Guilders or roughly $800 

for their pains. Sensing that all of their combined boredom and terror would not 
yield its promised financial reward, the mercenaries vented their anger on the 
helpless population. "The murder," one contemporary wrote, "was too terrible to 
describe."86 Hermann Tilbeck, the former mayor whose treachery helped cause 
Muenster's woes, was found cowering in an outhouse, where the bishop's troops 
dispatched him, running him through with their swords and then giving him, 
in Kerssenbroick's words, a burial fit for a donkey by dumping him in the cloaca. 
King Jan's "dukes" faired no better. Henry Sanctus, a coppersmith King Jan had 
dubbed Prince of Mainz, was captured and then beheaded in front of the City 
Hall. Tavernkeeper Evart Riemenschneider, host of so many momentous theologi
cal discussions, was found hiding on the roof of his establishment with the former 
nun he had married and two other wives. They were executed along with his son. 
King Jan was captured alive running toward the Agidii Gate. Bernard Rothmann, 
King Jan's theologian and propaganda minister, wore a white robe at the height 
of the siege, sword in hand, his side pierced by a sword, but he then disappeared, 
showing up neither among the living or the dead after the siege. 

Bernard Knipperdolling escaped the initial slaughter by hiding with a num
ber of his wives on the roof of a house, but thirst and one of the captured women's 
desire to avoid punishment led to his capture. When von Dhaun offered the Ana
baptist women the opportunity to recant, most accepted and were allowed to re
turn to their native villages. Divara, former nun, former wife of the Elijah from 
Leyden and former Queen, as well as one of King Jan's 16 wives, did not recant. She 
was beheaded in the square in front of the cathedral. 

On June 29, 1535, Bishop Franz von Waldeck entered Muenster in triumph 
through the Agidii Gate where King Jan had sought escape, in a coach drawn by 
six white horses at the head of three companies of soldiers. Von Dhaun presented 

. the bishop with the keys of the city and Wilhelm Steding, who led the attack on 
the night of June 22, presented the bishop with the insigniae of King Jan's mes
sianic kingdom, including the globe symbolizing the world he intended to rule, 
pierced by the two swords, which were now back in the firm grasp of the lords 
spiritual and temporal. 

Shortly after taking possession of the tarnished Jewel of Westphalia, von Wal
deck visited Bokelzoon in prison. The interrogation had uncanny parallels with 
Pilate's interrogation of Jesus. "Are you a king?" von Waldeck asked. Bokelzoon, 
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lacking the dignity of Christ, responded "And are you a bishop?"87 When the bish
op complained about all of the money the siege had cost, Bokelzoon suggested 
a way the bishop might recoup his losses. "Let an iron cage be built," Jan said. 
"Put me in it along with Knipperdolling, and send us out on the road throughout 
all of Germany. Charge everyone a penny to take a look at us. You'll earn more 
money than you spent in our war."88 The story, which first appeared in an early 
Newe Zeitungen account of the siege, may be apocryphal. If so, it was based on 
the most famous artifact to survive the violent, short-lived Anabaptist commune 
in Muenster, namely, the three cages, which as of the summer of 2004, when this 
author saw them, were still hanging from the steeple of the St. Lambert's Church 
in Muenster. 

A team of Inquisitors, led by Antonius Corvinus, a Lutheran theologian, in
terrogated Bokelzoon after his capture. Corvinus convinced him of the errors of 
Anabaptism by appealing to the example of the sun. Just as Jan's blindness would 
not keep the sun from shining, so it is "with the works and ordinances of God, 
especially the sacraments." Baptism dispensed grace ex opere operata. Corvinus 
had less success in dealing with polygyny. "Why should we be denied what was 
permitted to the patriarchs in the Old Testament?"89 Bokelzoon said; "What we 
have always held is this: he who wanted only one wife was never to be forced to 
have more than one. But we felt that a man who wanted more than one wife should 
be free to do so because he was obeying God's command to be fruitful and multi
ply."90 Bokelzoon was consoled by the certainty "we cannot be damned for doing 
what the fathers were permitted to do. I prefer to be with them and not you."91 

Corvinus, in typically Lutheran fashion, ended the interview by concluding, "We 
prefer to be obedient to the state."9' During this interrogation, Bokelzoon said he 
accepted the Lutheran doctrine of justification by faith alone. However, he seems 
to have died a Catholic. Unlike Krechting and Knipperdolling, who remained im
penitent, Bokelzoon accepted the ministrations of Johan von Siburg, the bishop's 
priest, who found him "greatly changed" on his last night on earth. Von Siburg 
later claimed Bokelzoon "greatly regretted his godlessness, his murder, his loot
ing, his lack of discipline, and his shameful deeds. He admitted that he deserved 
the bitterest possible death ten times over, and he renounced all his errors."93 

On January 22, after lengthy interrogation by theologians and princes, Jan 
Bokelzoon, Bernard Knipperdolling, and Henry Krechting had their flesh pulled 
off their bones by red hot tongs for one hour. The insurrectionists were then 
stabbed in the heart and beheaded. Then their bodies were placed in the three 
already mentioned cages and hung from the Lambertuskirche steeple, where birds 
ate what was left of them. Their bones were removed decades later, but the cages 
remained as a warning to future insurrectionists. When the church was damaged 
by allied bombers on November 18, 1944, the cages were damaged, but after the 
war they were repaired and put back. They remained there through the revolution 
of '68, when Anabaptism gained new cachet through its connection to student 
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revolt and feminism. They remained there during the era of political correctness, 
in spite of letters to the editor that claimed they were "unbelievably tasteless''94 
reminders of a barbaric past. 

Although Jan Bokelzoon played the most spectacular role in the Anabap
tist drama in Muenster, the bishop considered him a less important figure than 
Knipperdolling, but Knipperdolling refused to answer any of the bishop's ques
tions implicating him in a wider conspiracy. Bokelzoon evaded the same line of 
questioning by overwhelming his inquisitors with details from his life. No matter 
how interesting the effect his mother's seduction and his illegitimate birth had on 
King Jan's subsequent psychological development, it did little to help the bishop 
uncover any wider conspiracy and thereby prevent the same thing from breaking 
out elsewhere. 

There was, however, evidence that Knipperdolling and Bokelzoon had not 
acted alone. As late at May 1535 an Anabaptist insurrection broke out in Amster
dam. In June 1534, Bokelzoon and Knipperdolling received an overture from Juer
gen Wullenwever of Luebeck, who offered to orchestrate an attack on the bishop's 
troops to help the Anabaptists break out of the siege. Wullenwever "later admitted 
that he had an understanding with various Anabaptist" groups in Holland; "ifhe 
and his followers succeeded in Luebeck, his partners in the other northern cities 
would introduce Anabaptism there as well and would deal with the magistrates as 
Wullenwever had done in Luebeck.''95 Had Muenster linked up with Luebeck, they 
could have united with rebels in Amsterdam, Deventer, Delft, Groningen, Leyden, 
Wesel and Kleve and might have placed the entire north German part of the Holy 
Roman Empire under Anabaptist rule. 

There were even Anabaptist cells in Cologne, the Rhenish citadel of Catholic 
orthodoxy. During the 1520S, the Cologne Dominicans under Jacob Hoogstraten, 
who had championed Pfefferkorn in his battle against Reuchlin, tried with limited 
success to keep the "poison" of Lutheranism from infecting the principalities of 
the Lower Rhine. The Cologne city council, however, proved more tolerant than 
vigilant. The rise of Anabaptist communism in Muenster, only 100 miles away, 
changed that. Reacting to directives from Charles V in 1533, Cologne burned its 
first Anabaptist heretic at the stake in August of that year. "On 27 February 1534," 
Haude writes, "the day the Anabaptist leaders forced everyone in Muenster to be 
baptized or else leave the city, Cologne's council ordered its police officers (Gewal
trichter) to apprehend and imprison all Anabaptists and Lutherans.''96 Fearing a 
repetition of Muenster, the Cologne city council banned secret religious discus
sion and any gatherings for that purpose. Less than six months after issuing the 
ban, the Cologne city fathers learned to their consternation that their city had its 
own Anabaptist cell under the leadership of Professor Gerhard Westerburg, oth
erwise known as the notorious "Dr. Purgatory" because of pamphlets he had writ
ten against that popish doctrine. Westerburg had traveled to the Wesphalian New 
Jerusalem in January to receive re-baptism at the hands of Heinrich Roll. He then 
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returned to Cologne to establish a cell which spread its message to Moers, Aachen, 
Frankfurt, Gladbach and as far as Strasbourg, on the upper Rhein. On 31 October 
1534, when the police arrested three Anabaptists, the council learned about the 
congregation and Westerburg's instrumental role in it. By this time Westerburg 
had left Cologne. 

Under the guise of religion, these networks spread revolutionary ideas far and 
wide. Lurid Newe Zeitungen accounts of what was happening in Muenster served 
as an inadvertent manual of revolutionary praxis. Bokelzoon became a comic 
book hero, not unlike Superman. He was a tailor who knew how to confer with 
princes. He was good looking. His clothes and accessories were impeccable, and 
in the summer of 1534 he seemed to be a military genius too. He set an example 
for the "Poebel," the German word of contempt for the common man. The spec
ter of Demos drawing inspiration from the tailor king caused Phillip of Hesse to 
break out in a cold sweat, because he understood "if the common man saw how 
effortlessly he was able to depose councilors, take their belongings and act will
fully against all honor, law and truth, he would continue to act as he did in Muen
ster."97 Phillip had been personally involved in the defeat of the peasants in 1525. 

Now ten years later, Philip was fighting what seemed a much stronger foe, which 
had conquered one of the most important cities of the north German empire and 
which was threatening to spread that rebellion to the Netherlands, Flanders and 
who knew where else. A network linking the Muensterites to Anabaptists in other 
German lands was trying to replicate itself in other places, even in Hesse itself. 
These suspicions increased after the collapse of Muenster, because before then the 
evil had a specific location. Now it seemed to be everywhere. The devil had been 
loosed. Urbanus Rhegius "saw the devil's footprints all over Muenster."98 He was 
not an apprentice devil, said Rhegius, but "the devil of a thousand arts" using the 
Anabaptists to attack "scripture, Christ, and Christianity and all faith" to "be
come the lord in Westphalia over body, soul and goods.''99 Corvinus called the 
events in Muenster "ein Affenspiel," largely because the devil aped God. Despite 
all his wives, King Jan produced no offspring, another sign that he was the devil 
incarnate. In Muenster, the Anabaptists had turned "everything upside down" to 
destroy it; they converted marriage into prostitution, a tailor into a king." Cor
vinus was convinced the world the Anabaptists "had created was an inversion of 
the real world, just as carnival season is a reversal of ordinary laws of reason and 
social order.'''oo The more conventional word for a world turned upside down is 
revolution. 

At the Council ofNeuss in 1540, Herman, bishop of Cologne, and John, Duke 
of Cleves-Juelich, learned the confessions extracted from prophets captured af
ter the fall of Muenster indicated Anabaptist agents had been sent "to make the 
people rebellious" and then "to destroy all existing secular and ecclesiastical au
thorities.'''o, In 1536, the Hessians passed a law against Anabaptism, which averred 
"Heresy always involves insurrection and destruction of all good customs and 
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morals (Sitten); it is preceded by the disruption of government, as is now the case 
with the Anabaptists ... as the horrible example of the miserable city of Muenster 
has demonstrated more than enough."102 The Hessians had good reason to feel this 
way, because Anabaptists flooded into their territory following the collapse of the 
Muenster commune in 1535. Their new leader was Jan van Batenburg who, in 1537, 

arrived in Strasbourg to enlist the help of Hoffmann's followers in the Germanies 
of the south. With their help, Batenburg planned to conquer an as yet unnamed 
city in Holland and establish another New Jerusalem there. 

Batenburg's plans for Holland must have confirmed Herman's and John's 
fears because they knew Brussels was in contact with Muenster during the height 
of the rebellion. After Graes turned spy, he reported to Bishop von Waldeck that 
the Anabaptists had allies in many cities in the low countries. Graes also reported 
that "six men were sent out from Muenster, one to Strasbourg, his name is Johan 
van Geel, from the little village Geel in the bishopric of Utrecht; one to Frisia, he 
is a grocer .... [those sent to] Holland Wesel were from Frisia ... They were supposed 
to start an uprising in the aforementioned cities and countries" by disseminating 
Rothmann's book Von der Rache. "A thousand books of three quartos have been 
sent from Muenster to the surrounding cities and villages to incite the common 
people so that Muenster may be freed."103 

Anabaptist activity was still evident a generation after the fall of Muenster. In 
1567, a cobbler, Jan Willemsen, set up another New Jerusalem in the area between 
Wesel and Kleve, about 60 miles west of Muenster. Willemsen declared himself 
the Messiah and proclaimed communality of wives and property. He and his fol
lowers claimed all property was to be held in common and was to be handed over 
to them whenever their marauding band showed up at a farm or convent. Over the 
next 12 years, Jan the Messiah accumulated 21 wives and a bad reputation among 
the local princes, who caught him and burned him at the stake in 1580. 

Anabaptism still survives in a far less virulent form among the rural commu
nities of the Mennonites and the Amish in the new world, in places like Indiana 
and Pennsylvania, but also as Schwenkfelders, Hutterites, Baptists, and Quakers. 

Cohn relates the story of Willemsen to close the story of the millennia 1 fever 
he described as coming into the world with the emergence of Emico of Leiningen 
at the time of the first crusade. If Cohn is truly describing "revolutionary [fanati
cisms], aiming to shatter and renew the world," though, the story was far from 
over, which he makes clear when he writes that "militant revolutionary chiliasm
the tense expectation of a final, decisive struggle in which a world tyranny will be 
overthrown by a 'chosen people' and through which the world will be renewed 
and history brought to its consummation ... did not disappear with the fall of the 
New Jerusalem at Muenster.",o4 The history of "revolutionary movements" which 
promised a terrestrial and collective salvation," was in fact just beginning. 

The rejection of what Cohn terms "the one authority which was universal, 
embracing with its prescriptions and demands the lives of all individuals,"105 
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namely, the Catholic Church, was to have far-reaching consequences which had 
yet to play out. Instead of finding their joy in heaven, the "rootless masses of the 
poor" were now told "the Heavenly city" was going "to appear on this earth, and 
its joys" were "to crown not the peregrinations of individual souls but the epic 
exploits of a 'chosen people.'" They were told that political movements would lead 
to heaven on earth. The only institution to consistently tell them otherwise was 
the Catholic Church: "By canalizing the emotional energies of the laity, by direct
ing their yearnings firmly towards an after-life in another world, the church did 
indeed do much to impede the spread of revolutionary chiliasm .... o6 Conversely, to 
the extent that the Church was removed from public life, revolutionary messianic 
political movements moved in to fill the void. Either way, the antinomies were 
clear and would remain the same for centuries to come: the Church which told 
men to treasure up their treasure in heaven and her revolutionary simulacrum, 
which claimed it could achieve all that the Church promised here on earth. 
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Chapter Ten 

John Dee and the Magical Transfor
mation of England 

In July 1554, twenty years after the Anabaptist crisis in Muenster, Philip II, King 
of Spain, married Mary, daughter of Catherine of Aragon and Henry VIII, and 
became ruler of England too. The leaders of Church and State in Europe cer-

tainly hoped the marriage might heal the rift Henry VIII caused when he broke 
with Rome and alienated Church property. But those hopes were hedged with 
caveats. Pope Julius III and Reginald Cardinal Pole were adamant that Church 
lands be restored to the Church. 

However, the emperor, Charles V felt the marriage would smooth all in its 
wake (especially after the arrival of an heir), and conveyed his opinion to his son 
Philip, who dutifully and, it could be argued, mistakenly followed his advice. Mary 
ruled a land where the main issue, the break with the Church and the subsequent 
theft of Church property, remained unresolved. The thieves had a significant por
tion of England's wealth, and they were determined to use it to prevent Catholic 
restoration. 

The revolutionaries in England were no ragtag cohort of bakers and tailors, as 
in Anabaptist Muenster. Anabaptism had disappeared as a Significant movement, 
replaced by something more systematic and insidious, the ideology of Calvin and 
his police state in Geneva. The revolutionaries in England were not about to take 
off their clothes and run naked in the streets as had the Anabaptists. The English 
revolutionaries were a network of families grown so powerful from confiscation 
of Church property that their names are still known today. 

Thomas Cromwell grew enormously rich by plundering monasteries. Crom
well then turned to usury to get even more. He understood his desires were in
compatible with the Catholic faith, so Cromwell dedicated his life and fortune to 
preventing Catholic restoration. He instilled these same beliefs in his family. His 
nephew married the daughter of a usurer from Genoa; together they became the 
grandparents of Oliver Cromwell, the Puritan general whose hatred for the Catho
lic faith the Irish experienced at Drogheda a century later. Thomas Cromwell was 
determined to "lead Henry by gradual steps to a position from which he could not 
retreat, to terrorize all political opposition by a reign of blood, and to set up a wall 
of material interest against both the Church and the ancient nobility he and his 
friends wished to supplant.''! 

Cromwell and his famous great-grandson, Thomas Gresham, the author of 
Gresham's law, were architects of the new England. Together with the Cecils and 
the Russells, Gresham helped make England the model for the modern nation. 
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England would turn finance into a weapon more powerful than Philip's armies. 
Revolution in Muenster meant communism; in England it meant capitalism. As 
Marx understood, the beginning of capitalism was the theft of Church property. 
The former wealth of the Church was put in the service of Mammon when the 
wealthy English families contested the Jewish monopoly on usury. Gresham was 
a financial genius who understood the possibilities for financial exploitation at 
the dawn of the capitalist age. As Elizabeth's finance minister, he knew how to 
debase the nation's currency in the interests of governmental policy and those 
who ran the government, to the detriment of the majority of the nation's citizens, 
who slipped farther into poverty. Gresham also knew how to precipitate finan
cial crises among his enemies. Under Gresham's guidance England created the 
wretched proletariat for which it became infamous through Dickens' novels. Un
der Gresham's leadership: 

A whole class of decent Englishmen, of whom too little has been remembered in 
history, was swept off the church lands and doomed to poverty, vagabondage and 
often crime: mostly small farmers and farm laborers with their families, dispos
sessed because the new owners found it more profitable to raise sheep. 

Finance wasn't the only new weapon Philip had to face. According to the 
mother of Philip's new wife, Henry VIII had been turned into the dupe of his own 
lusts by a cabal that knew how to manipulate his sexual passions as effectively as 
Gresham knew how to manipulate prices. Long before the pope refused to grant 
Henry a divorce from Catherine of Aragon, the same group that would profit from 
the plundering of the monasteries was using the King's infatuation with Anne Bo
leyn to bring him under their control. "My plea," Catherine wrote, "is not against 
the King my Lord, but against the inventors and abettors of this cause.''J 

These are my real enemies who wage such constant war against me; some of 
them that the bad counsel they gave the king should not become public, though 
they have been already well paid for it, and others that they may rob and plunder 
as much as they can .... These are the people from whom spring the threats and 
bravado proffered against Your Holiness; they are the sole inventors of them, not 
the King, my Lord. It is, therefore, urgent that Your Holiness put a very strong 
bit in their mouths. 4 

Catherine seemed aware that the sexual spell Anne Boleyn exerted over her 
husband could be put to political use. Boleyn was educated in Navarre at the court 
of Marguerite d'Angolueme, "the most corrupt and anti-Catholic court in south
ern Europe."5 Marguerite's Dominican spiritual advisor, Gerard Roussel (whom 
Walsh claims was ofJewish origin) hurried to Germany in 1521 to imbibe the new 
evangelical freedom at its source as Luther wrestled with his vow of celibacy. Out 
of that unsuccessful struggle, Luther's doctrine of the enslaved will would emerge, 
a doctrine that enabled Luther to marry; many monks and priests followed his 
example. Cranmer, who had his Lutheran wife smuggled into England in a crate, 
was part of this network, which had grown tired of living under the sexual pre
scriptions of the Catholic Church. 
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Many thought the Church's financial proscriptions equally onerous. The de
sire to profit from usury was a great incentive to join the revolutionary struggle 
against the Church's hegemony over European culture. The rudimentary alli
ance between capitalism and revolution first became apparent in England when 
the families grown rich with the spoils of the church lands adopted Calvin, not 
Muentzer, as their theological mentor. In economic matters they took as their 
mentors the Jews, who had been expelled officially from England in 1290. Expul
sions usually meant that the principled Jews left, leaving behind the unprincipled 
majority (only 16,000 Jews left England in 1290) to pursue their former way of 
living unhindered under the mask of Christianity. These marranos provided a 
natural network and support system for other Jews who returned secretly to Eng
land over the next few centuries under the guise of Spanish, Portuguese, or Italian 
merchants. The Lombards, who practiced usury on Lombard Street in London, 
were probably crypto-Jews. As in Spain, many English Jews went underground to 
preserve their fortunes. When Jews expelled from Spain in 1492 joined them, the 
time was ripe for expansion of Jewish influence over English culture under the 
guise of the reformed faith. 

Many have noted this change in English culture and the subsequent rise 
of Britain as the philosemitic nation. Barbara Tuchman noticed that "England 
changed" during the 16th Century even though she "cannot fix upon the exact 
date ... when the god of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob became the English God,''6 She 
believes the main reason "the heroes of the Old Testament replaced the Catholic 
saints''] was Tyndale's translation of the Bible, smuggled into England in 1526 in 
false bottom wine casks transported by Sephardic Jewish merchants. Tyndale's 
translation, says Tuchman, influenced England even until the Balfour Agreement 
establishing the Jewish presence in Palestine in the early twentieth Century: 

With the translation of the bible into English and its adoption as the highest au
thority for an autonomous English church, the history, traditions and moral law 
of the Hebrew nation became part of the English culture, became for a period 
of three centuries the most powerful single influence on that culture. It linked, 
to repeat Matthew Arnold's phrase, "the genius and history of us English to the 
genius and history of the Hebrew people,"8 This is far from saying that it made 
England a Judeaophile nation, but "without the background of the English bible 
it is doubtful that the Balfour Declaration would ever have been issued in the 
name of the British government or the Mandate for Palestine undertaken, even 
given the strategic factors that late came into play,''9 

Tuchman writes as if the Old Testament were unknown in England until the 
first half of the 16th Century, a patent absurdity. Jacques Maritain's comment is 
more perceptive. Whenever the Bible is ripped out of context, "revolutionary fer
ment of extraordinary violence"lo erupts. Once the Church is removed as the arbi
ter of Scripture-once Scripture was no longer read according to what Augustine 
called "the spirit" - it gets read, as Augustine warned, according to "the flesh," the 
way the Jews read it, as a prescription for establishing heaven on earth and, ulti-
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mately, a front for appetite. The gospel becomes "carnal" when separated from the 
Church; it becomes a justification for violations of chastity or of the prohibition 
against usury. It becomes, as Nietzsche claimed, a front for the will to power. 

This judaizing tendency reached its full flower when Thomas Cromwell's 
great grandson became dictator in England. As Tuchman says, "With the Puritans 
came an invasion of Hebraism transmitted though the Old Testament."ll Tuch
man adverts to the notion that Scripture is a front for appetite, saying the Puritans 
"followed the letter of the Old Testament for the very reason that they saw their 
own faces reflected in it.""But she takes the idea no further. Puritanism meant 
the end of Christian morality and the importation of "Jewish habits." According 
to Cunningham, as cited by Tuchman, "The general tendency of Puritanism was 
to discard Christian morality and to substitute Jewish habits in its stead."!.3 The 
natural consequence was "retrogression to a lower type of social morality which 
showed itself at home and abroad."'4 The first manifestation of that moral retro
gression was the widespread poverty characteristic of English life for centuries 
thereafter. 

"By mid-16th Century," Tuchman concludes, "it was possible to talk about a 
revolution, an international political movement bent on overthrowing the medi
eval view of the world and replacing it with something new.''J.s In England, that 
"something new" was the rationalization of greed, appetite, and libido dominandi 
later known as capitalism. Whenever that age referred to its new system of eco
nomic exploitation, it used the vocabulary of a by gone era. And so it referred to 
the dawn of a new age of mammon and usury, and to the rise to power of revolu
tionaries well off from the theft of Church property and bent on imitating the Jews 
in theology and economics. None of these advances in finance could have been 
accomplished without the willing collaboration of the Jews. Like the Jews, the 
thieving English families supported "the forces of heresy in religion and liberal
ism in politics.''J.6 That meant usury, a system Lord Bacon would defend explicitly 
in an essay on economics. England became Jewish not because it read the Bible, 
but because the leading families promoted widespread distribution of heretical 
translations, which everyone had the right to interpret, as a front for usury and 
their consolidation of political power. Freedom meant the right of the powerful 
to determine what was true. Everyone was free to interpret the Bible as he saw fit. 
When that interpretation did not correspond to the interests of the powerful, force 
majeure would become the ultimate explicator. 

When the ecclesial bond uniting England and Rome was severed, the bond 
uniting Englishmen was fatally weakened too, because once England stopped be
ing Catholic it became an ideological nation faVOring aliens who supported the 
new regime over the natives who opposed it, but also over those who simply didn't 
understand what was happening. The recusant and the clueless were swept away 
by the same tide. The Protestant was the alien par excellence. His secret allegiance 
was to the shadowy conspiracy emanating from Geneva, not to his native country. 
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Not surprisingly, many of these aliens were Jews, either crypto-Jews like Marco 
Perez using the facade of Calvinism in Antwerp to cover his identity as a revolu
tionary, or descendants of Jews expelled from Spain. 

If on the issue of the restoration of Church property, Mary found no support 
from her husband, who swayed by his father to oppose the pope and Cardinal 
Pole, had left the country immediately after the marriage anyway, she found even 
less support among her dubious advisors. Prominent among them was chief com
missioner John Russell, progenitor of a family wealthy from looting the Churches 
that would equal the Cecils in influence. John Russell came from a family of wine 
merchants who traced their ancestry to the Roussels of Gascony, who traced their 
lineage to wine-trading Jews from Spain or Portugal. With a husband in absentia 
and advisers like Russell, the issue of Church property soon became moot. During 
the reign of Edward, Mary's predecessor from 1547 to 1553, "the loot went on at an 
appalling rate. When [Edward] died and Mary came to the throne, it was nearly 
completed. A mass of new families had arisen, wealthy out of all proportion to 
anything which the older England had known, and bound by a common interest 
to the older families which had joined in the grab."'7 Those families included "the 
Howards ... , the Cavendishes, the Cecils, the Russells, and fifty other new fami
lies" whose fortunes were based upon "the ruins of religion."'8 The monastic lands 
stolen by these families constituted one fifth of the wealth of the country. "[T]his 
transference had tipped the scale entirely in their favor as against the peasantry,"19 

who sank into a poverty from which they never recovered, only to emerge as an 
equally impoverished proletariat in the industrial revolution. By 1660, the king 
was a "salaried puppet">o in the hands of the magnates, while more than half of the 
population had been" dispossessed of capital and land. Not one man in two, even 
if you reckon the very small owners, inhabited a house of which he was the secure 
possessor, or tilled land from which he could not be turned off."" 

The loot remained in the hands of the looters, who would use it to prevent 
re-establishment of the Church and economic policies inimical to usury, which 
they wanted to expand into a system of governance. Thwarted on the economic 
front, Mary tried to deal with the Protestant revolutionaries solely on theologi
cal grounds, an attempt doomed to fail. Unsurprisingly, Mary, the scion of the 
line that brought the Inquisition to Spain and saved it from internal subversion, 
brought the Inquisition to England to address the secret cabal that enabled Henry 
VIII to cast offher mother for the Lutheran sex agent Anne Boleyn. Philip, left for 
the continent shortly after the wedding (he was to return briefly in March 1557 and 
stay until July 1557) concurred with Mary's decision even though he was seldom 
there to implement it. 

Mary began to burn heretics in 1555 in a campaign that the magnates con
doned to foster popular hatred for the regime. Mary learned the hard way that 
times had changed. It was no longer 1480, and England was not Spain. The ene
mies of the Church had grown much more sophisticated in psychological warfare. 
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So Mary's enemies paid for ballads ridiculing her phantom pregnancy while she 
tried to get a handle on her evanescent foes. 

In the five years of Mary's reign, 300 Englishmen died at the hands of her 
Inquisition. John Foxe, in exile in Switzerland, termed Mary's victims "martyrs." 
Protestant historians have expressed doubts about their piety. "The real truth 
about these 'Martyrs,'" according to Protestant historian Cobbett, "is that they 
were generally a set of most wicked wretches, who sought to destroy the Queen 
and her government, and under the pretence of conscience and superior piety, to 
obtain the means of again preying upon the people. No mild means could reclaim 
them.'''' 

Bishop Edmund Bonner of London was one of Mary's lieutenants in her cru
sade against Protestant influence. Foxe devoted a couplet to Bonner, the bloody 
bishop of London: 

this cannibal in three years space three hundred martyrs slew 
They were his food, he loved so blood, he spared none he knew 

On May 28, 1555, a warrant was issued for the arrest of a secret Protestant cell 
with direct links to Elizabeth, Mary's half sister, and the next in line to the throne. 
Elizabeth was brought to Hampton Court for questioning. One of the conspira
tors named was a young scholar, John Dee, on the staff of Bishop Bonner, working 
as his assistant in ferreting out and punishing secret Protestant heretics. 

John Dee was born on July 13,1527, the same year Kerssenbroick saw fiery signs 
in the sky, presaging the end of the old order. There is no information on his place 
of birth, whether he was baptized and where, or any details about his family. Dee 
would come to fame as Queen Elizabeth's conjurer and astrologer, and the time 
of birth, aligned with the position of the stars, was essential in casting a person's 
horoscope. "In those dark times," the 17th Century historian John Aubrey wrote, . 
"astrologer, mathematician and conjurer were accounted the same things.'''3 

Dee grew up in England under the shadow of Henry VIII's divorce and the 
country's looming break with Rome. Frances Yates called him the characteris
tic philosopher of his age. More than Tyndale's translation of the Bible, Dee is 
responsible for turning England into the Judaizing nation par excellence: Dee 
created the philosophy that allowed England's new rulers to integrate their lust 
for gain, their judaizing, their imperialism, and their penchant for magic into a 
more or less coherent whole. His enemies accused him of casting spells. He did a 
horoscope of the royal wedding between Mary and Philip, and informants later 
claimed that, in casting that horoscope, Dee had "endeavored by enchantments 
to destroy Queen Mary.'''4 His role ranged from casting horoscopes to assign pro
pitious dates for momentous occasions, for example, Elizabeth's coronation, to 
advising on matters geographical and political. By the time of his death in 1608, 
the tide of reaction was running against him, but by then he had left an indelible 
mark on what would become the world's premier Protestant empire and foremost 
promoter of revolution. 
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While a student at Cambridge in 1546, Dee put on a performance of Aristo
phanes' play Peace, during which a mechanical scarab beetle leapt off the stage 
in flight to the palace of Zeus. No one could explain how Dee accomplished this. 
Shortly after his coup de theatre, Dee left for the continent on the first of many 
trips to the centers of learning there. Dee went to Louvain, a center of what he 
called "the intertraffique of the mind"'s in the Spanish Netherlands. The low coun
tries were the delta of the continent's largest river, and analogously, all currents of 
thought, including the new revolutionary ideas, ended up there as well. The Ana
baptists had gravitated toward the low countries after expulsion from Thuringia 
and Westfalia, and with them flowed the ideas of Radical Protestantism, along 
with Renaissance science from Italy, navigational discoveries from Portugal, and 
Cabala, in a millennialist redaction that tried to make sense of the expulsion of 
the Jews from Spain. Louvain was a home to all of these ideas, and Dee imbibed 
deeply. While there, Dee noted in his diary the arrival of the heir apparent, Philip 
of Spain, who would loom large in his career. 

Dee's religious views at the time are unclear. Since he later was employed by 
Bishop Bonner, he probably was a Catholic, but Dee seemed equally at home intel
lectually in reformist England during the reign of the sickly child King Edward. 
In 1568 Dr., later Cardinal, William Allen, soon famous as the leader of England's 
exiled Catholics, warned students under his care at the new Catholic college at 
Douay in the Netherlands to keep their distance from "Ioannes Deus," whom he 
described as "sacerdos uxoratus, magicis curiosisque artibus deditus .... 6 Was Dee a 
married priest practicing magic and uncanny arts? A member of the Walsingham 
intelligence community claimed Dee was ordained while in Bonner's service. If 
so, his ordination did not recommend him to Cardinal Allen, who suspected him 
of trafficking in spirits and double-dealing. Dee was, according to Allen, a pur
veyor of "certain irreligious influences,"'7 more dangerous because of his cover as 
a Catholic priest. 

Dee's biographer tries to resolve the religious issue by claiming "Throughout 
his life, Dee refused to commit himself to a particular religion .... s The same can
not be said of his politics. Dee was at home under Protestant and Catholic regimes 
because he believed in neither Protestantism nor Catholicism. He believed in an 
alternative to both, what Yates called "the occult philosophy in the Elizabethan 
age."·9 The clearest expression of his beliefs came later with publication of his 
Monas Hieroglyphica. The Monad was his symbol for the key to understanding 
the universe. It was intimately related to the language God spoke when he loosed 
the divine force that caused the universe to come into existence and then stay 
in orderly motion. Magic, as Dee understood it, involved "the human ability to 
tap this force. The better our understanding of the way it drives the universe, the 
more powerful the magic becomes. In other words, magic is technology."3O Neither 
Protestant nor Catholic, Dee believed in magic, and he was willing to work with 
whichever regime was willing to pay for his services. Since the Catholics consid-
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ered him a magus who trafficked in unclean spirits, that meant that Dee would 
work for the new Protestant establishment in England, which, was avid to put his 
discoveries to political use. 

Magic determined his politics, which determined his religion. In 1552 Dee 
returned to find England had changed in his absence. "Everywhere statues were 
destroyed in the churches," Dee wrote in the diary he kept to the detriment of his 
reputation. "The great crucifix ... on the altar of St. Paul's was a few days ago cast 
down by force of instruments, several men being wounded in the process and one 
killed .... There is not a single crucifix now remaining in the other churches.''31 

Seeking some explanation, Dee sought out John Cheke, his former colleague 
at Cambridge. Cheke introduced Dee to his son-in-law, William Cecil, who in col
laboration with Elizabeth, who knighted him as Lord Burghley, would become an 
architect of the anti-Catholic revolution during the latter part of the 16th Century. 
Burghley presented Dee to the court of Edward in 1552 and, under his auspices, 
Dee joined the household of Northumberland later that year. 

When Mary died in 1558, Cecil probably rescued Dee from his exposed and 
precarious position as Inquisitor, because it was through Cecil that Dee had be
come an Inquisitor. Once Mary died, anyone associated with her regime was in 
jeopardy, most certainly someone like John Dee, Bloody Bonner's chaplain. Foxe's 
account of Bonner's persecutions bears this out. In the first edition of Acts and 
Monuments, Dee's involvement in the persecution is documented in detail. His 
name then disappears from the 1576 edition, although his words do not. Every
thing Dee said as Inquisitor is still in the book but, as Woolley puts it, "every 
occurrence of his name (more than ten) has been deleted or substituted with the 
anonymous label 'a Doctor."'32 The reason is clear. Foxe learned Dee "was up to 
something," while ostensibly in Bonner's service, which made clear Dee was no 
"Catholic colluder."J3 Dee was a double agent. Claiming to be a Catholic in Bon
ner's service, Dee was really working for Cecil and Elizabeth and the cell identi
fied in the arrest warrant of May 1555. Dee landed on his feet because he was work
ing secretly for the new regime all along. In contemporary parlance, Dee was an 
"intelligencer." Dee was "a seeker of hidden knowledge, philosophical, scientific, 
as well as political.''34 As proof of his standing with the new regime, Dee chose the 
date of the Queen's coronation, which he set after consulting the stars and the time 
of her birth. 

II 
On October 25, 1555, roughly six months after Dee was arrested, Charles V 

abdicated as emperor. The abdication was complicated, and it lasted well into 1566. 
Charles was 55 but seemed much older, worn down by his vices and by shadow
boxing with forces out to destroy him but which he had difficulty identifying. 
His advice to Philip on England was misguided and would cause his son much 
heartache. They did not realize the sinister nature of the changes in England; both 
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were taken in by lies Elizabeth and her ministers spread about their intentions, 
deferring action until it was too late. 

Charles came to the throne in 1516 when his father Ferdinand died. In 1496, 
the Jews were expelled from Portugal as part of a marriage agreement to unite the 
King of Portugal with the daughter of Ferdinand and Isabella. Those who refused 
to convert moved north, importantly to the Spanish Netherlands, where they soon 
made use of their skills at international trade. As early as 1512, large numbers of 
Sephardic Jews settled in Antwerp, "whose citizens," Nadler says, "perceived the 
financial advantage of admitting these well-connected merchants."35 

In 1516 when Ferdinand died, Charles was living in the Spanish Netherlands 
as the Jews arrived in large numbers. Luther would nail his 95 theses to the church 
door in Wittenberg one year later. Within the next half-Century, Antwerp would 
become a center of international intrigue involving Sephardic Jews, English Prot
estants, and German Anabaptists, culminating in the Iconoclast rebellion of 1566. 
By then, the reformation was in full swing. As Charles was to discover, Spain 
solved its Jewish problem by exporting it to the north. One of the tenets of the 
Black Legend is that Spain went into decline following the expulsion of Jews. To 
the contrary, "the Spanish Empire attained its greatest limits and material and 
intellectual power in the Century after the Expulsion.''36 But the problem showed 
up elsewhere. Many Jews remained unbelievers, even if they professed the faith to 
save their wealth, and "their descendants were in communication with Jews scat
tered all over Europe, building up new commercial empires, especially in the Low 
Countries and in England.''37 These Jews functioned as a sophisticated spy network 
that "quietly kept the anti-Spanish and anti-Catholic forces of the world informed 
as to naval, military, and commercial happenings in the peninsula. Thus the Jews, 
in the long run, took their revenge on the country that had cast them out. In this 
sense only can it be said truthfully that the exodus led to the decline of Spain.''38 

Kamen claims one consequence of the expulsion was the creation of "an interna
tional Jewish conspiracy": 

Several Spaniards later regretted the expulsion ofJewish financiers in 1492; in the 
seventeenth Century Spanish writers first claimed the growing wealth of coun
tries like Holland was due to converso capital flowing into Amsterdam. Later, 
the mythical decline of Spain and the triumph of its enemies were blamed on the 
international Jewish conspiracy. Among the first to take this line was the poet 
Francisco de Quevedo, who claimed Jewish elders from all over Europe had held 
a meeting at Salonika, where they drew up secret plans against Christendom. 
Quevedo and others accused the count duke of Olivares of planning to invite the 
Jews back into Spain to undo all the consequences of 1492.39 

What went underground in Spain came into the open in the German prin
cipalities and the low countries. In Spain, heresy took on a quietist tinge and be
came "Illuminism" of the sort practiced by the Gnostics and the Albigensians cen
turies earlier. "Catholic Jews of slight orthodoxy" collaborated with Protestants of 
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the German-speaking north in their campaign against the Church. They offered 
Charles V 800,000 ducats ifbe would make certain "reforms" in the procedure of 
the Holy Office. "Charles," according to Walsh, "seemed unaware, most of his life, 
that he was surrounded by the agents of an international conspiracy to destroy 
everything that his heart loved and revered.'!!O 

By 1540 the converso issue was over in Spain. Spain had saved itself by im
porting the Inquisition from southern France, and then by exporting its problem 
to the north of Europe. For some indication of what might have happened in Spain 
if the situation there had gone unchecked, we need only look at Poland. Jewish 
influence over Polish political life increased in intensity, fueling Polish imperial
ism in the East while weakening Polish rule at home. Graetz brags that a Jew in 
Constantinople chose the successor of Sigismund Augustus in 1572. Polish laws 
codified Jewish hegemony over large areas of Polish cultural life. Since disobedi
ence to the predations of the Jewish tax-farmers was a capital crime in Poland, 
animosity against the Jews was widespread but severely repressed. An explosion of 
violence was all but certain. The explosion came when the Sejm, dominated by the 
Polish magnates and their Jewish administrators, rebuffed Cossack aspirations for 
political reform in 1647. Cultural drift in Poland led to an explosion of the sort the 
Inquisition prevented in Spain. As a result, the Polish republic went into terminal 
decline, expiring 147 years later. 

The Jewish settlements in the newly-Protestant regions of the North drew 
Marranos like a magnet. Disaffected Catholics who had lived double lives as cler
ics now made common cause with the Jews who had led double lives after convert
ing to Catholicism to preserve their wealth. A coordinated attack on the cultural 
hegemony of the Catholic Church proceeded when these groups came together. 
Revolution was a binary weapon, a Protestant-Jewish alliance from its inception. 
The Jews, as Newman shows, promoted every "reform" movement in Europe, from 
the Hussites to the Anabaptists, to weaken the hegemony of the Catholic Church, 
reasoning that the enemy of their enemy was their friend. In places like Antwerp 
and Amsterdam, the Jews put their wealth and their considerable expertise in 
finance and publishing at the disposal of the Dutch Calvinists and their princely 
protectors to wage cultural warfare against the Catholic Church and Spain, its de
fender. Liberation from the stress of a double life was intoxicating, and the inten
sity of the intoxication demonstrates the stress it exerted on those troubled souls. 
An orgy of "gluttony, drunkenness and lasciviousness" followed this "liberation 
of the northern man from the trammels of Roman culture.'ljt In the wake of this 
Reformation, a Venetian ambassador reported, "among the Germans, overeating 
was considered a virtue, and cupidity, among the Calvinists especially, was a syn
onym for superior industry; and that when a German was sober, he was thought 
to be ill.'lt. 

Lured by the promise of wealth from the conjunction of river and sea trade 
in Antwerp, Portuguese conversos settled there as early as 1512, when the Neth-
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erlands were still under Hapsburg control. Charles V, the Holy Roman Emperor, 
was under tremendous political challenges and had little time to figure out what 
was going on, much less how to stop it. Ratifying a fait accompli, in 1537 Charles 
V gave the expelled conversos permission to settle in the Spanish Netherlands as 
long as they did not revert to Judaism or Judaize. 

Many of those Jews settled at Antwerp, a natural entrepot on the northern 
bank of the ScheIdt River with easy access to the North Sea. Because of its location 
at the mouth of the Rhine delta, Antwerp was the link between European mar
kets and the colonies European countries were establishing throughout the world. 
Antwerp soon became the richest city in Europe, "where merchants and usurers 
lived in palaces with regal pomp and luxury." It was 

"the center of that commercial system which was soon to be superseded by a 
large international life ... a stately and egotistical city" which was then the centre 
of the Jewish money power, driven from Spain three quarters of a century before. 
Along the river were massive warehouses, stuffed with treasures from the ends 
of the earth.43 

Antwerp became the center for trade in East Indian spices and Brazilian sug
ar, and the agents for these firms were almost without exception Portuguese con
versos. Indeed, the wealthy trading firms were almost exclusively Portuguese new 
Christians. In less than a generation, the Jews made Antwerp the center of world 
trade and finance. The Jewish merchant who came and went as a "Lombard," a 
"Genoese," and an "Italian," or more commonly a "Portuguese" had found a new 
earthly paradise. His new-found freedom allowed him to re-establish the Jewish 
commercial supremacy of the Middle Ages. Because of the expulsion of the Jews 
from Spain, Antwerp became the center of a large mercantile network that in
cluded Jewish communities in Lyons, Ferrara, Rome, Turin, Venice, and Ancona 
and extended to Ragusa, Salonika, and Constantinople, and south to Suez and 
Cairo, the line of the overland trade to the Indies. That mercantile network also 
doubled as a spy ring.44 

The Jews who controlled the spice trade reinvested their profits in the new 
printing trade, which they quickly used for cultural subversion and psychological 
warfare by printing Protestant bibles. The printing business combined with the 
intelligence network gave the Jews and Protestants a significant advantage in the 
war with Spain. Soon the Jews were smuggling Protestant bibles into England, 
making a handsome profit from cultural subversion. 

By the end of the 16th Century many conversos had moved to Amsterdam, 
then under Calvinist control, where they threw off the appearances of Christianity 
and formed their own Jewish communities. Beginning around 1603, the marranos 
in Holland emerged as Jews. The confessor of Phillip II's sister Maria, Fray Vicente 
de Rocamoro, disappeared suddenly only to re-emerge in the Jewish community 
in Amsterdam as Isaac of Rocamoro. The new Jews of Amsterdam had peculiarly 
Catholic devotions to figures like the Old Testament figure "Saint Esther," but 
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Catholicism disappeared gradually from their culture, replaced by the emerging 
Protestant revolutionary view. 

In 1540 Charles received disconcerting news that the Marranos in Antwerp 
were engaged in a propaganda war against the Catholic Church. The Marranos 
had a disconcerting affinity for Protestantism and, unlike Luther, kept that affin
ity a secret in times of danger. Charles was surrounded by men, including clergy, 
who had secretly gone over to the other side. "[Sjecret Jews wound themselves 
into the confidence of Charles and his very family, and sapped the foundations 
of the Faith he loved under cover of some of the new fashionable opinions from 
the north; the new Jewish communities at various strategic points in Europe were 
quietly building up greater empires of economic and political strength to oppose 
and to plague him and his successors,'!!5 

Two years later, the Austrian branch of the Hapsburg family banished all 
Jews from Bohemia after they were discovered passing military intelligence to the 
Turks. The Jewish refugees then moved to Poland and Turkey. In 1545, Charles 
learned that Marranos from Spain and Portugal were involved in secret arms 
shipments to Turkey for use against Christians. Four years later, Charles expelled 
the Marranos from Antwerp. Many Jews remained as Catholics, while others be
came Protestants and migrated to England, where they continued in the ongoing 
insurgency against Spain and the Catholic Church. Sandoval found in Jews a pe
rennial racially based inclination toward "ingratitude" and subversion. The racial 
interpretation of Judaism that arose in Spain was given new life by the Marranos 
of the Netherlands, whose evil tendencies were like "the inseparable accident of 
blackness'!!6 among Negroes. "The slightest provocation," Sandoval continued, 
tended to "pervert the Marranos" into reverting to Judaism, making them "ex
tremely dangerous in communities,'l!7 

Despite expelling the Jews from Antwerp, Charles was at a loss deciding how 
to deal with so subtle an enemy. Perhaps passion clouded Charles' judgment. Ac
cording to Walsh, "If the Emperor had put on the strong armor of sanctity which 
the Church, his wife and his conscience had often urged upon him the result might 
have been different, but a Charles dallying with lusty Barbara Blomberg between 
fits of the gout and spurts of gluttony was no match for the Jews,'!!8 

Charles also failed to deal with the Protestants effectively. One of his greatest 
regrets as he lay dying was that he did not execute Luther as a heretic and trai
tor during the Diet of Worms. The limited damage done by the Protestant revolt 
during his reign was not due to his ineffectual efforts to stop it, but the internal 
fragmentation and dissension in the movement. 

Writing in 1564, the year Calvin died, and 18 years after Luther's death, an 
English Catholic apologist described tongue-in-cheek, the many alternatives to 
Catholicism: 

Now, so ye be no papist, ye may be a Sacramentary, an Anabaptist, or a Lutheran; 
and then a Civil, a Zealous or a Disordered Lutheran, among all which ye may 
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choose of what sort in each branch ye list to be; whether ye allow two sacraments 
with the zealous Lutherans, three with the Leipsians or four with the Witten
bergers; whether ye will be an Osiandrin, a half-Osiandrin or an Antiosiandrin; 
whether a close Anabaptist or an open Anabaptist, a new Pelagian or a new Man
ichee. Whether ye say the body is with the bread, or the bread without the body, 
or pledge to assure the body, or the very value and effect of the body. All these 
with a number of other doctrines professed and defended freely of Protestants 
hath God now revealed for truths, faiths and gospels to recompense the darkness 
of nine hundred years.49 

'The half-humorous irony bespoke the confidence of the Catholic cause in the 
wake of the Council of Trent; it derived nothing from the befuddlement of an em
peror grown old before his time and too worn out by his vices to carryon the task 
God had ordained for him. Nonetheless, the year of Charles' abdication saw a dra
matic reversal of fortune for Catholicism. Philip II, his son, would never bear the 
title emperor, but as the King of Spain, he carried on the struggle for the Catholic 
faith that his father should have fought. His name became synonymous with the 
Counter Reformation, especially its military application. Beyond that, the papacy 
went through rebirth and revitalization, the likes of which had not happened .be
fore. 'The change in papal character from a Renaissance Epicurean like Alexander 
VI to an ascetic like Pius V was dramatic. 

III 
In August 1559, Pius IV was elected pope. He reconvened the Council of Trent, 

reassembling the church's bishops to answer the challenges of the reformers and 
provide a program of reform. Beginning with the election of Paul IV in 1555, the 
popes, strengthened by the doctrinal clarity and the ecclesial reform that Trent 
enabled, exercised their office in a way unheard of for decades if not centuries. By 
the time Pius IV became pope, the Peace of Augsburg, which tried to resolve the 
Protestant split in the Germanies with the formula, "cujus regio ejus religio," was 
not working. Europe needed a thoroughgoing reform, better theological clarifi
cations, and political resolution. 'The Protestants were determined to press their 
political advantage despite the doctrinal splintering that plagued them. 

When the Council of Trent reconvened in January 1561, the English bishops 
weren't there, because Elizabeth would not allow the papal delegates announcing 
the council to set foot on English soil. But 113 other church fathers were, and when 
they finished their deliberations on December 4, 1563, the church tied up over 
17 years of loose ends, providing successive church leaders with a blueprint that 
would be remarkably successful in reversing much of the damage wrought over 
the past half century. By the time the council was over, "simony, pluralities, non
residence, ignorance, and racketeering" were no longer synonymous with church 
administration.50 Pius IV took a knife to his own household, firing 400 hangers on 
in what O'Connell terms "radical surgery.''51 'The operation was a success, largely 
because of the people who implemented the council's teachings. Pius V succeeded 
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Pius IV in 1566, and a series of equally remarkable popes followed Pius V, all unit
ed in implementing the same program. Ignatius of Loyola, one of the Church's 
great organizational geniuses, died in 1556, one year into Pius IV's reign. Ignatius 
did not found his organization to fight Protestants, but his followers like Edmund 
Campion in England and Peter Canisius in the Germanies adopted that role with 
remarkable success. Once equilibrium was reestablished in Europe, the Jesuits 
turned to the colonies of Spain and France in the New World, where their zeal was 
crowned with similar success. When the Counter Reformation had run its course, 
Protestantism was on the defensive, and the Church was run according to a new 
canon of organizational principles. Before 1555 the cardinals controlled the pope; 
after 1598 the pope controlled the cardinals as the church centralized its power to 
deal with the centralization of the newly emerging modern state. 

Lutheranism, which was either blessed or rendered ineffective (depending on 
your point of view) by Luther's innate conservatism in matters not of burning 
personal concern, became, as Thomas Muentzer predicted, a docile tool of small 
German principalities; it was in no position to lead an international revolution
ary movement, especially one that required close collaboration with the Jews. On 
May 5, 1527, Lutheran German mercenaries sacked Rome, and the Jews took it 
as a sign that the Messiah, a handsome Marrano named Solomon Molkho, was 
on his way to redeem them. In 1530 the Lutherans, under Philip Melanchthon, 
showed revulsion at this Jewish presumption and the complicity of the Judaizers, 
when they issued the Augsburg Confession, which condemned millennialism and 
the belief in the rule of the saints on this earth, a doctrine promoted by Anabap
tists then and Calvinists later. Melanchthon and Luther were deeply offended by 
Molkho's apocalyptic tone and condemned the Christian version of his ideas as 
a Jewish doctrine. Molkho was burned at the stake in Italy in 1532. In 1542 Lu
ther expanded his attack on the Jews by writing an intemperate invective that has 
caused Lutheran theologians intense embarrassment ever since. The defection of 
Luther and Melanchthon from the revolutionary cause left the field open to the 
Calvinists in Geneva, but before they could assume the mantle, they had internal 
issues to resolve. 

The accusation that Protestants were Jews was not new. Calvin claimed an 
opponent "called me a Jew, because I maintain the rigor of the law intact,''!;' Others 
claimed the Genevan reliance on "jure gladii," the law of the sword, to suppress 
dissent made Calvin "a Jew." Calvin was a lawyer before he became a reformer; his 
reliance on the law to micromanage the minutiae of everyday life reminded many 
of Jewish proscriptions in Deuteronomy and Numbers. His notion that idolatry 
should be uprooted by military force was consistent with the Anabaptist reading 
of the Old Testament. His approach was a more refined, more sophisticated, and 
more legalistic appropriation of the Old Testament than the version that had in
spired the Anabaptists in Muenster and the Taborites in Bohemia. The idea Calvin 
was a Jew or he was working for the Jews was, therefore, not new or far-fetched. 
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The evidence that Protestantism was Judaizing was there for all to see. Graetz 
and Newman agree the Jews played an important role in the Protestant revolt. 
Walsh quotes Cabrera, a Spanish Marrano, who claims "most of the heresiarchs 
and heretics of this present Century have been of those people," i.e., the Jews. "It 
is beyond question," he continues, citing another Jewish historian, that "the first 
leaders of the Protestant sects were called semi-Judaei, or half-Jews, in all parts 
of Europe," and "men ofJewish descent were as conspicuous among them as they 
had been among the Gnostics and would later be among the Communists."s3 

Luther, Zwingli, and Calvin were all students of Nicholas of Lyra, a Francis
can monk ofJewish descent who lived in the 14th Century. Nicholas got his ideas 
from Raschi, who was the conduit that allowed the Talmudic scholarship of his 
father, Isaac of Troyes, to flow directly into Protestantism. Reuchlin was another 
conduit. When Pfefferkorn accused Reuchlin of being in the pay of the Jews to 
disseminate their propaganda, the essential truth of the charge caused Reuchlin 
to issue a violent denial in his pamphlet Augenspiegel. Reuchlin's battle with the 
Cologne Dominicans was the diversion that allowed Luther to issue his 95 the
ses with impunity. In each instance, Protestantism exhibited not an advance over 
Catholic thought, but "one long retrogression toward the moribund Judaism of 
the Pharisees of the time of Christ."54 

Conversos waiting impatiently to throw off the pretext of Catholicism were 
in communion with the Jews throughout Europe and together they formed the 
nucleus for the coming international revolt. Their skill in finance and printing 
made them powerful culture warriors who could influence events in ways their 
opponents had difficulty understanding, and they were quick to put these skills 
in the service of Messianic political movements. The constant in Jewish participa
tion in revolution from Simon bar Kokhba to Trotsky was not race but rejection of 
Christ. Revolution was a theological project from its inception: 

It was their great tragedy that, having failed to understand Who Christ was, 
[the Jews] could not get rid of the messianic consciousness for which they had 
been chosen and consecrated. Finding closed to them the only spiritual door to 
salvation, they were constantly driven to seek redemption in the here and now, 
in the resources of matter, in gold and power, in anything, anywhere but Christ. 
When all their kingdom had turned to dust in their patient hands, and the in
evitable scourge of persecution came to scatter them again and again, they still 
followed leaders who kept them blind, and remained missionaries of what Saint 
John called "the spirit that dissolves Christ."55 

Many of the Jews expelled from Spain and Portugal fled to cities in France. 
Many more made their way to the Spanish Netherlands, where Charles allowed 
them to flourish. Lucien Wolf claims large numbers of English Protestants-"and 
doubtless the most active in propaganda and organization"56-were Jews who had 
become Calvinists in Antwerp where they were active in the Protestant movement 
and "had given up their mask of Catholicism for a not less hollow pretense of Cal-
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vinism."57 There was a natural affinity between the Calvinists and the Jews. Both 
were "enemies of Rome, Spain and the Inquisition."58 And Calvinism was a form 
of Christianity similar to Judaism in its attitude toward idolatry and the law. As a 
result, the Jews "became zealous and valuable allies of the Calvinists." 

There is no indication that Calvin or his lieutenant Beza were ofJewish descent, 
but many of their preachers were. Calvin was hardly as flamboyant as Bokelzoon 
in playing the Old Testament prophet, but he was as willing to have his followers 
use the sword as any latter day Gideon, even ifhe didn't wield it himself. In a letter 
to his English followers, he said anyone who refused to give up the Catholic faith 
must be put to the sword. Because of his legalism, his lack of charisma, and his 
willingness to create a systematic framework for his thought, Calvinism became 
an international movement that soon eclipsed less intellectually powerful rivals 
like Anabaptism as the avant garde of the revolutionary movement. Calvin tried 
to distance himself from the Jews, but he nevertheless relied on them as his intel
lectual inspiration and co-revolutionaries, especially as spies. Neither his police 
state in Geneva nor the imitation of it erected in England could have prospered 
without the Jewish intelligence ring in the spice trade in the Netherlands. 

The embarrassment Molkho caused in Protestant circles would be palpable for 
quite some time. In 1530, Oecolampadius accused Michael Servetus, the Unitarian 
Spanish physician who discovered circulation of the blood before Harvey, ofJuda
izing. Michael Newman says "The career of Michael Servetus ... affords a vivid in
stance of the imprint of so-called 'Jewish influence' upon the Reform movements of 
the Christian Church .... Jewish friends and his study of Jewish literature ... served 
to create both the atmosphere and the special background wherefrom the revo
lutionary doctrinal system of Servetus emerged."s9 Newman dismisses race as an 
influence on Servetus' conversion to a Unitarianism indistinguishable from Juda
ism, but there is no evidence he was a Marrano. Judaizing was a matter of intellect 
and will, not some involuntary biological reaction. "The 'Judaizing' tendencies in 
individuals such as Servetus, and in movements such as the Puritan, the Unitarian 
and others, "by no means depended upon deeply hidden traces of Jewish blood
heritage."60 Servetus was corrupted by contact with Marrano teachers from whom 
he learned Hebrew and medical lore, including what they knew about blood. "It is 
beyond all reasonable doubt," says Newman, that Servetus "derived his unusual 
Hebrew knowledge and perhaps also his advanced medical lore from Marranos in 
the Spanish Peninsula.''61 After finding the Jews right on medical matters, Serve
tus concluded they were right on the Trinity. "We are surely justified in assuming 
that his vigorous anti-Trinitarian views," Newman continues, "were also absorbed 
from these Jewish teachers."61 The papal nuncio said Servetus was corrupted by 
unauthorized translations of the Bible distributed by the Jews in Spain "from their 
headquarters in Antwerp.''63 Newman suggests that in Paris, Servetus saw French 
translations of Luther's works "written and printed by Jews."64 

In 1531, Servetus wrote De Trinitatis Erroribus, published in Strasbourg, a hot-
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bed of Anabaptism, in which he used the writings of Rabbi David Kimchi to attack 
the dogma of the Trinity, a move certain to make him unpopular in Catholic and 
Reformed circles. The threat to the Protestants was Significant, because Catholics 
could now cite Servetus's anti-Trinitarianism as the logical conclusion of the Ref
ormation's Judaizing, and they could point to the numerous Hebrew citations in 
his writings as proof. Servetus was re-baptized at 30, but he soon turned on the 
Anabaptists too. By the 1550S Servetus was a wanted man, and wanted more by the 
Protestants than by the Catholics. In 1553 Calvin engineered his arrest at Vienne on 
charges of heresy. Escaping from prison, Servetus thought of returning to Spain. 
Perhaps fearing that he might fall into the hands of the Inquisition, Servetus went 
to Geneva instead, where he fell into the hands of Calvin's police state and was put 
on trial for heresy. The Calvinists claimed Servetus "had written, published and 
said that to believe there were three distinct persons: Father, Son and Holy Ghost, 
in the Single essence of God was to forge or feign so many phantoms and to have 
a God partied into three, like the three-headed Cerberus of the heathen poets."65 

They found him guilty, burning him to death at the stake. 
Calvin's resort to the tactics of the Inquisition caused considerable consterna

tion among the Reformed Party. Calvin was not stupid enough to be unaware of 
the risks, and probably proceeded because the alternative was even more fraught 
with danger. What was the alternative? To acquiesce in the accusations that the 
reformed faith was judaizing and that Calvin and his associates were secret Jews? 
"The central contention of the opponents of Servetus," says Newman, "was that 
his entire theological system was a vindication of Jews and Judaism."66 Servetus 
was to Calvin what Muentzer was to Luther. He was the disciple who carried the 
master's premise to its logical conclusion, and in so dOing, left the new system 
dangerously exposed to attacks by its enemies. No revolution can succeed without 
a boundary on its flank, and the only way to create it is by brute physical force, 
since revolution has no internal order. So Zizka exterminated the Adamites; Lu
ther urged the German princes to slay Muentzer and his peasant followers; and 
Calvin burned Servetus at the stake. Cromwell would have to deal with the Fifth 
Monarchy Men, and Stalin would have to deal with Trotsky, but the precedent was 
established. "When Calvin burned Michael Servetus at Geneva in 1553," Newman 
writes, "he was trying to burn away the influence exercised by Marrano Juda
ism on the dogmas of Christianity.''67 He was also trying to maintain control over 
a movement that naturally tended toward Judaism. Calvin's critics insisted that 
"by their strenuous insistence upon the effects of Adams's transgression as com
promising mankind at large, and Abraham's readiness to sacrifice his only son," 
Calvin and his fellow Reformers had "interspersed the religion of Christ with such 
an amount of Judaism that their Christianity was in many respects a relapse into 
the bonds of the Law from which Christ had set us free.''68 It was a serious charge; 
Servetus paid for Calvin's answer with his life. Calvin dealt with the Jewish issue 
by burning Servetus at the stake, stopping the mouth of those who called him a ju-
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daizer, while incorporating Jewish principles into his system and baptizing them 
as Calvinism. By time of its founder's death in 1564, Calvinism had replaced Ana
baptism as the cutting edge of Protestant revolutionary thought. By the time the 
Catholic Church aroused itself from the decadent indolence of the Renaissance, 
Anabaptism was gone and "the enemy it encountered everywhere wore the face of 
John Calvin."69 Calvinism became the intellectual leadership of the revolutionary 
movement because, as Marvin O'Connell says, "In Geneva reformation went hand 
in had with revolution."7O Calvin rescued the revolution "when the Protestant re
form was wavering on the brink of anarchy.''71 

Calvin's lieutenant Beza tried to convert the King of France to Calvinism in 
1561, and the Dutch descendants ofJan Bokelzoon turned to Calvinism when Ana
baptism became the god that failed in Muenster. By the time of Charles V's ab
dication, Calvinism led the revolutionary movement, and the focus of its activity 
was the Spanish Netherlands. 

IV 
Once Elizabeth was crowned on January 16,1559, Cecil lost no time in put

ting his plan to cut England off from Rome into effect. The first act of Parliament 
under the new regime abolished the spiritual jurisdiction and authority of the 
pope in England. The Act of Supremacy was the first in a line of increaSingly dra
conian penal enactments "to eradicate the Catholic faith from England and to set 
up Protestantism in its place."7> The same Parliament then abolished the Mass, 
making it a criminal offense to say or hear it. Taken together, the two acts were 
"tantamount to doing away with the Catholic religion in England." 

The first ideological state followed. To be a good Englishman, Elizabeth's sub
jects had to affirm by oath that all spiritual jurisdiction was vested in the Queen, 
"who thus became supreme governor in all spiritual and ecclesiastical things and 
causes as in temporal."73 The Good Englishman also had to attend the new wor
ship or suffer onerous fines. Those who refused were known as recusants or refus
ers, and some paid the price of martyrdom. England became known as "perfidious 
Albion" because of the religious hypocrisy of its leaders: "They were ashamed to 
admit to catholic sovereigns abroad that they were cruel persecutors of Catholics 
at home and so they tried to rob their victims of the martyr's crown by pretending 
that they died as traitors."74 Like Hamlet in Denmark, the recusants learned what 
it was like to live under a "rotten" regime which would not admit its intentions or 
its origins honestly and which punished those who did by deeming them traitors. 
"They were traitors to the godless state," Knox wrote, "because they would not be 
traitors to Almighty God .... Thus it was that the new religion was forced upon a 
reluctant people."75 This time the English bishops did not go along, and they were 
replaced by a motley assembly of political opportunists, who then replaced the 
loyal Catholic clergy with hacks, pothecaries, and dawbers who outdid the most 
venal of their medieval predecessors in seeing religion as an avenue for financial 
gain. 
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Gradually, fanatical Calvinists like Francis Walsingham created a regime of 
mammon in England that was naturally philosemitic. On the theoretical level, 
this philosemitism found expression in the system known as capitalism. On the 
practical level, Walsingham collaborated with the international Jewish spy ring 
that complemented his domestic intelligence efforts. Together they would form a 
new, formidable weapon to thwart the Counterreformation on the continent. 

Cecil's anti-Catholic legislation made apparent the error of Charles and Phil
ip's policy toward the magnates. Elizabeth was a tool of Cecil, who, along with the 
other magnates, was determined to hold on to the loot stolen from the Church. 
If Mary had immediately returned the monastery lands to their rightful owners, 
and if she had an heir, things might have turned out differently. But Cecil and his 
gang oflooters, emboldened by the inactivity of Charles and Philip, pressed their 
advantage as the powers behind the throne. By his opportunism, Philip had al
lowed the emergence of a regime "which would become the rallying point of the 
new Protestant world ... and plague him to the day of his death."76 

Cautiously at first, the Protestant exiles returned to offer their services to Ce
cil. Francis Walsingham returned from exile in Switzerland and became Cecil's 
spymaster. In 1559, John Knox returned to Scotland and, collaborating with Cecil, 
turned Scotland into an English fief by buying off the nobility by bribing them 
with stolen Church lands. Once the lairds were assured they could appropriate the 
revenues accruing from monasteries and bishoprics, they "turned a movement 
into a revolution by solemnly proclaiming themselves Lords of the Congregation 
and protectors of the Protestant Kirk."77 As a result, the Catholic Faith was ban
ished from Scotland, attending Mass became a capital crime, and Mary, Queen of 
Scots, great grand-daughter of Henry VIII and next in line to the English throne, 
became a prisoner in her own country. In 1559 it looked as if all Europe might fol
low Germany's example and become Protestant. Scandinavia and Switzerland had 
thrown off the Catholic yoke. England had done the same. There was no reason to 
believe the rest of Europe would not follow. Emboldened, Cecil became less fearful 
of antagonizing Philip. When the King of Spain complained about English pirates 
preying on his Flemish subjects, Cecil refused to make restitution, thus encourag
ing the pirates. With Philip outwitted, the time seemed ripe for a bold initiative. 

So Cecil inaugurated England's new foreign policy by proposing Elizabeth as 
the head of the anti-Catholic crusade. Referring to Cecil, O'Connell says, "Many 
of [Elizabeth's] closest advisers would have had her mount a Protestant crusade 
... but the queen took a decided worldly view of the dangerous world she lived 
in .... The advantage to be pressed was English not Protestant."78 With the Act of 
Supremacy, however, there was no difference between being English and Protes
tant. Elizabeth and Cecil had alienated the Church of England from Rome and 
intended to put the country in the service of the Protestant cause. To be a good 
Englishman, one had to be a Protestant. Anyone else was a second-class citizen 
and, if Catholic, a traitor fit to be hanged. Foreign policy would serve the Protes-
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tant cause, which would be bound up with an English nationalism unknown in 
the middle ages. Together, they would form the nucleus of British Imperialism for 
centuries. Shortly after coming to the throne, Elizabeth 

sent emissaries to the kings of Denmark and Sweden, the princes of Germany 
and the rulers of Switzerland "and all States alienated from the Catholic Church," 
proposing a league "not only for the defense of their religion but for its propaga
tion and to so much for the security of their own affairs as to cause trouble and 
detriment to the Crown of France." To dispose men's minds to this effect she 
sent four English preachers, four Germans and one Frenchman, from England 
to Germany, who, feigning to be moved by religious zeal and ardor, went to visit 
many cities and princes, sometimes themselves preaching what they thought 
might most facilitate their object, and sometimes making the local preachers 
perform the office.79 

According to the cardinal of Lorraine writing to the Venetian ambassador to 
France, the plot originated in Geneva. On July 13, the day of Henry II's death, Th
rockmorton wrote Cecil claiming the moment had come to move against France 
and take back Calais, even though France and Spain were at peace. Cecil felt the 
new order in England was a model for Europe; the time was right to press the 
advantage of the "invisible kingdom of opposition,"80 a "link of mysterious co
operation between enemies of the Catholic Church, who raised such formidable 
obstacles, all over the world to King Philip II." 

v 
Shortly after Elizabeth's coronation in 1559, John Dee "performed a disap

pearing act."8. Little is known about his activity during the next five years except 
that he went abroad, and while abroad, learned to read Hebrew. Woolley claims 
he "taught himself Hebrew"8. to become involved in a new field of research, the 
Cabala, from which he would learn the secrets of the universe. But Dee probably 
did not teach himself Hebrew. If he possessed such formidable linguistic ability, 
he could have stayed home. He went abroad to learn Hebrew and begin his study 
of the Cabala. Like Reuchlin before him, he learned Hebrew at the feet of the rab
bis. Learning Hebrew any other way is unlikely. No one studied Hebrew at the 
university, because no one taught it there. Dee could not learn Hebrew at the feet 
of rabbis in England, but as he probably learned in the Netherlands in the 1540s, 
he could do it there among the Jews newly emigrated from Spain and Portugal. He 
probably wanted to learn Hebrew because he wanted to learn Cabala so he could 
practice magic. "The chief practitioners of magic and astrology were Jews,"83 and 
the people most likely to pay Dee for his occult knowledge were militant Protes
tants like "William Cecil and Lady Elizabeth" and "lukewarm and questionable 
Catholics [such] as Catherine de Medici and her weakling sons, all of them in
fected with heresy."84 

The link between supply and demand is Significant because we have to as
sume that Dee went not on his own to the continent but as an agent of the Cecil 
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regime. Dee became an agent of the Cecil/Elizabeth faction at the time of Queen 
Mary, and the evidence indicates he remained one for the rest of his life. He was 
certainly an agent when he went to Prague in 1583. This is not to say he was well-re
munerated. None ofWalsingham's "intelligencers" was. They were paid according 
to performance, after the fact, and according the government's need; Walsingham 
was particularly stingy, keeping agents dependent on him rather than vice versa. 

Dee was most probably sent abroad to learn Cabala because both Dee and 
Cecil considered Cabala the cutting edge of the new science and the new intelli
gence technology. Unlike Scholasticism, especially the English nominalist variety 
that had soured Luther, neither Cabala nor the occult science based on it wasted 
time learning about essences for the sake of truth. As Reuchlin had said over half 
a Century earlier, Cabala delivered tangible results like gold and power. 

If Dee, as Yates maintained, truly was the characteristic philosopher of his 
age, the characteristic philosophy of that age was the occulta philosophia that Dee 
received directly from Reuchlin's student, Cornelius Agrippa. Through Cabala, 
Dee made a clear break with the Middle Ages. Because he had the support of the 
government, he was able to redefine England in a fashion that was both revo
lutionary and enduring. In the 1590S, Shakespeare would deal with the changes 
Dee had wrought, viewing them in both a positive and a negative light. Accord
ing to the negative view, the occult philosopher was saturnine, which was also 
characteristic of the Jews; he was melancholy because of the deep insights the 
occult philosophy gave him. Hamlet was a dramatic representation of the occult 
philosopher. Durer's famous etching of Melancholy was a pictorial representation 
of the same thing. The positive view of the new man-the Renaissance man as the 
English Magus-shows up in the Midsummer Night's Dream and the Tempest, 
both of which are suffused with magic. Pro spero was, according to Yates, mod
eled on Dee. His island kingdom was the new occult Protestant England, based on 
James Strachey's description of Bermuda, an island known on comporary maps as 
the "insula daemonum." 

The Renaissance Man was a Magus, and Cabala made him one. An unfortu
nate result of the expulsion of the Jews from Spain was the introduction of Cabala 
into Christian circles. Reuchlin wrote his first book on Cabala in 1492, the year 
the Jews were expelled. It is obvious, however, that Jews had been in Italy for quite 
some time, but all of the Jews, whether recently expelled or not, had to come to 
grips intellectually with the expulsion, and the Lurianic Cabala was one way the 
Jews dealt with this calamity. Under the influence of the Cabala, Jewish thought 
became more apocalyptic, more millennialist, and the ferment in Jewish circles 
soon had an effect on Christians. Jews expelled from Spain brought the Cabala 
directly to England, initiating, Yates says, "the gradual integration ofJewish influ
ences into European culture."85 Yates tries to make sense of the anomalies in Dee's 
thought-Dee was a brilliant mathematician and geographer, but he was also a 
"conjurer" of angels who believed he was "an ardent reformed Christian" -by call-
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ing Dee a "Christian Cabalist" who supported "the 'more powerful' philosophy 
implicit in Neoplatonism as understood by Pico, Reuchlin, Giorgi, Agrippa and as 
developed in the Renaissance occult tradition."86 

Before long it becomes clear that "Christian Cabalist" is a synonym, if not 
a euphemism, for Judaizer, and before long it becomes equally clear that is was 
through Dee's redefinition of science the Talmud made its first serious entry into 
English culture. Cabala, not Tyndale's translation of the bible, marked the begin
ning of England as the philosemitic nation. Cabala was the lens through which 
Dee sawall of the trends the new government was interested in, from usury to 
"intelligence," thus redefining what the now Protestant country would promote. 
What it would suppress was already clear: the Mass was gone and with it any 
connection between the Englishman and Catholic Rome. In its stead, Dee pro
moted imperialism, magic, usury, and the occult science as state of the art intel
ligence technology. "Dee is certainly following Agrippa's outline in the De occulta 
philosophia and that was a work founded on Renaissance Magic and Cabala. Also 
he hints in the Preface at higher secrets which he is not here revealing, probably 
the secrets of the angel-magic."87 Dee's Christian Cabala would link the messi
anic politics of the Hussites and Anabaptists with the cabalistic arcana of Renais
. sance magic, and out of that marriage England would emerge as the messianic 
Protestant nation. Its main literary propagandist in the Elizabethan age would 
be Edmund Spenser. Following his lead, John Milton would become the literary 
propagandist for the Puritan age. The common denominator shared by messianic 
politics and renaissance magic was Talmudic Judaism, which sank its tenacious 
tendrils into English soil. 

Yates' use of the term "Christian Cabala" is intended to cover a multitude 
of sins. On the one hand, Christian Cabala is the "'more powerful' philosophy 
that was to supersede scholasticism, as potentially a world-wide movement of re
form, to be applied not only in Elizabethan England"88 but throughout Europe. 
In this sense, "Christian Cabala" is a euphemism for judaizing Protestantism. On 
the other hand, Christian Cabala also means involvement in "good" or "white" 
magic. Dee insisted, and Yates accepts the claim, that he was only speaking with 
"good" angels during his conjurings. "A pious Christian Cabalist," Yates writes, 
"is safe in the knowledge that he is conjuring angels, not demons. This conviction 
was at the centre of Dee's belief in his angelic guidance, and it explains his pained 
surprise when alarmed and angry contemporaries persisted in branding him as a 
wicked conjurer of devils."89 Dee could make that claim only because Catholicism 
had been banned from England by the time he began his conjurings. The Catho
lic position was clear: if a man attempts to summon angels, only fallen angels 
will respond, and then only if he puts his soul in jeopardy. Christopher Marlowe 
stated the orthodox position in Dr. Faustus, his attack on Dee's cultural hegemony 
over the new "England" Dee had created. The nuncios took the same position in 
Prague, when Dee showed up there. 
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Yates also claims "The sensational angel-summoning side of Dee's activities 
was intimately related to his real success as a mathematician."90 This too is false. If 
Dee was successful as a mathematician, it was despite his involvement in Cabala, 
for Gematria is to mathematics what astrology is to the study of the universe, 
which is to say, a false start down a blind alley. Only when Mersenne cleared the 
intellectual rubbish the Reuchlin-Agrippa-Dee tradition had spread could science 
and mathematics emerge from the mumbo-jumbo Elizabeth and Cecil promoted 
as the antidote to Catholicism and Scholasticism. Dee undoubtedly produced 
wonders for the government agencies who wanted to use his magic "to drive the 
Prince of Parma from our land,''91 as Marlowe put it later, but they led nowhere. It 
was not only Dee (or Giordano Bruno) whom Marlowe had in mind when he has 
Dr. Faustus say, "Tis Magick, Magick that hath ravish'd me.''9· It was his country 
as well. 

The change in thought in England that Dee promised through Cabala was 
not unlike what Karl Marx promised 300 years later. Before men used philoso
phy to describe the world, but now Dee, as master of Cabala, would change the 
world through magic. The principle was simple: Hebrew was the language spoken 
by God himself. It was by the divine word that the world came into being and 
continued to function. So any man who knew those words could bend the uni
verse to serve his will, just as God could. One technique was known as Gematria, 
which involved learning the numerical significance of Hebrew words, each letter 
of which had a numerical value. Cabala was related to the Pythagorean idea that 
reality was ultimately number. But another feature of Cabala was its preoccupa
tion with angels. Copernicus' De Revolutionibus appeared in 1643, but Dee was 
still living in a universe in which things were in motion because an intelligent 
spirit was moving them. The spirits that moved the stars and planets were known 
as angels. One preoccupation of Cabala was learning the names of angels, as well 
as figuring out just how many there were (301,655,172, according to one set of cal
culations). If a man, through magic, could learn their names, he could, like God, 
command them to do his bidding. According to contemporary thought-thought 
which Dee accepted completely-the heavenly bodies determined the existence 
of minerals in the earth. The fact that Mercury was both a planet and an element 
was just one indication of this correspondence. The moon was silver. The sun cor
responded naturally to gold, and so gold was normally found in the tropics, where 
the sun was strongest. By learning the names of the angels who moved planets like 
the sun, Dee would become the master of the elements, able to change lead into 
gold, as well as the master of intelligence, able to send messages (aggelos meant 
messenger) back and forth without cipher. Dee would actually come up with a 
way of using angels as a form of communication. In an age when the King of 
Spain, England's archenemy, owned the gold mines of the new world, all of this 
had political and military implications, which is most certainly why Dee went to 
the continent to learn Talmudic technology and most probably why he went there 
as Cecil's agent. 
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There is an obvious connection between magic and prayer: the former is 
a parody of the latter with supplication replaced by command. When Woolley 
writes, "incantations would work whether you were a Catholic or Protestant,"93 he 
either misses the point of what magic is about or he is tacitly placing Protestants 
outside the Christian orbit. The point of magic is to do away with man's precari
ous position as a supplicant and place him in a god-like pOSition of command. 
Man cannot order angels around, any more than fish can command men, because 
angels are superior beings. The adept, believed the man who learned Cabala, be
came superior to angels and ceased to be a mere man. Therein lay the temptation 
and the danger of magic: seeking superiority to the angels, the magician sank be
low the beasts because he abandoned what was distinctly human, namely reason, 
which alone could discern the true order of being. 

Although most scholars trace Freemasonry's beginnings to the 17th Century, 
Walsh claims "something very like the odor of Freemasonry ... hung about the 
court of Elizabeth."94 He traces that odor to Sir Thomas Sackville, modestly fa
mous as the author of one of the first English plays, Gorbaduc, first performed 
1561. Sackville, according to Walsh, was the Grand Master of the Grand Lodge at 
York. SuspiciOUS of any secret society in her realm, especially one that withheld se
crets from the world's most formidable police state, Elizabeth sent an armed force 
to break up its meeting and apprehend its members. Sackville, one step ahead of 
Elizabeth, placed Masons in the troop sent to break up the meeting. Either Eliza
beth was taken in by their ruse, or they admitted her to membership in the lodge 
and shared with her their secrets and arcana. A pattern emerged: the leading Prot
estants were the leading Masons. When the Grand Lodge was divided into two 
groups upon Sackville's reSignation in 1567, Francis Russell, Second Earl of Bed
ford, became head of the northern Lodge, and the Queen's financier, Sir Thomas 
Gresham, became Grand Master in the South. The Magnates in England all began 
as Protestants and ended up as Masons when the revolutionary spirit leapt like a 
spark from the Protestants to the Masons at the time of the Restoration. 

Many have noted the connection between Freemasonry and Talmudic Juda
ism. The Talmud, with its "scurrilous and vindictive blasphemies against Christ" 
was "the chief means employed by the Annas and Caiaphas of each age to keep 
the mass of the Jewish people in ignorance of the true nature of Christianity, and 
to fan their misunderstanding of it to hatred."95 The moment Christianity lost the 
will to contest the Talmud, that doctrine began to occupy the intellectual territory 
so badly defended by Scholasticism and the Humanists. Once Christians lost the 
will to contest it, judaizing was a natural consequence; the rise of the Talmud in 
Christian culture was a function of that loss of will. The inordinate craving for the 
magic which Cabala dangled before the eyes of credulous Christians became the 
chief impediment to contesting the Talmud. Why should these books be burned 
if they contained important information? Cabala was the Jewish version of the 
Albigenisian importation of Gnostic thought onto European soil. The Talmud and 
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Cabala became the crucial link between the heresies defeated by the first Inquisi
tion in the Middle Ages and Freemasonry, which took up the revolutionary ban
ner after Europe tired of sectarian strife in the wake of the 30 Years War. 

The continental tradition differs from the English. A diffuse Gnosticism had, 
after some time, found a home amongst the Knights Templar. When the King of 
France suppressed the Knights Templar and brought about the death of Jacques 
(James) De Molay, it looked as though a tradition had ended. And in the ordinary 
sense it had. But, as Peter Parker in The Murdered Magicians notes, the tradition 
was to be fancifully resurrected. He points out that: "The transformation of ideas 
about the Templars during the eighteenth century shows how far from stern sci
entific rationalism the men of the Enlightenment could wander. In the very body 
of Church history which was the prime target for rationalisation and demystifica
tion, eighteenth-century men found the Templars, and turned them into a wild 
fantasy ... ". And there were no greater promoters of this "wild fantasy" than the 
Freemasons. The history of gnosticism, Cabala, Talmud, the Protestant revolt and 
the Masonic lodges were self-consciously (if not historically) intertwined byeigh
teenth-century men opposed to the Church. Freemasonry was always a messi
anic political movement, an explicit alternative to Catholicism bound up with the 
rituals of Judaism and Jewish symbolism. The adept must travel toward the east 
toward Jerusalem to find Enlightenment; he is going to rebuild the Temple and he 
is going to find a lost world. Sir Francis Bacon felt America was the New Atlantis; 
the English colonization of that continent was largely the work of John Dee, who 
felt Baffin Island contained, if not the ten lost tribes of Israel, as Menasseh ben 
Israel would claim about South America, then a people with Latin books who 
brewed beer. The earliest Jewish settlers in the new world brought Freemasonry 
with them. When 15 Jewish families arrived in Newport, Rhode Island from Hol
land, they brought with them the continent's first Masonic lodge. "Descendants of 
certain of these Jews," Walsh writes, 

originally from Spain and Portugal, went into the whaling industry, and found
ed some of the First New England families. A little later, according to a Masonic 
authority, "American Masonry was introduced into China by the captains of the 
clipper ships, who came out from new England to trade with the Chinese." ... The 
official coat of arms of the English Grand Lodge, even to this day, is the one made 
in 1675 by Rabbi Jacob Jehuda Leon, known as Templo, who went from Hol
land to England that year. "This coat is entirely composed of Jewish symbols," 
explains Dr. Lucien Wolf. "It is obviously an attempt to display heraldically the 
various forms of the Cherubim pictured to us in the second vision of Ezekiel
an Ox, a Man, a Lion, and an Eagle-and thus belongs to the highest and most 
mystical domain of Hebrew symbolism .... If one looks more carefully, it becomes 
apparent that they have the hindquarters of goats, with hairy haunches and legs 
and cloven hoofs that tread upon the motto holiness to the Lord .... The trail of 
Masonry always leads to, and crosses, that of the wandering Jew, whether he 
actually founded it or not.96 
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William of Orange was not a Freemason; he was a Calvinist, and Calvinism 
was the revolutionary movement in Holland in mid-16th Century. But his great 
grandson William III was a Freemason and a Protestant; because of that, he was 
brought from Holland to rule over England at the time of the Glorious Revolution. 
The Jews played an important role in keeping England in the hands of the Protes
tants. In collaboration with Protestants who brought William from Holland, Isaac 
Auaso, a Jewish banker from Amsterdam, contributed two million guilden to the 
effort that kept James II, the legitimate Catholic heir, from returning to the Eng
lish throne. Occult Protestantism became formalized as Freemasonry during the 
17th Century. "It is quite certain," Rabbi Benamozegh wrote, "Masonic theology is 
at root nothing else than Theosophy, and that it corresponds to the theology of the 
Kaballah.''97 What Walsh calls "nascent Freemasonry" is really Dee's "Christian" 
Cabalism. 

VI 
Within months of Dee's disappearance in September 1559, a newly ordained 

Catholic priest, Thomas Stapleton, set sail for the Spanish Netherlands. Like Dee, 
his goal was the university at Louvain. Dee traveled to the low countries to learn 
Cabala from the rabbis. But Stapleton left because England was no longer hospi
table to men who took the Catholic faith seriously. 

Stapleton would become "the most learned Roman Catholic of all his time.''98 

Although his works have been little read since his death, they were read aloud 
when the pope sat down to his meals in the Vatican. Born at Henfield, Sussex in 
July 1535, days after the execution of St. Thomas More, Stapleton was probably 
named after More. Stapleton watched Nicholas Ridley and Hugh Latimer burned 
at the stake for heresy. Since he felt the punishment fit the crime, he probably 
correctly assumed his prospects as a Catholic priest were not good under the new 
regime. 

So he left England. He probably left illegally, with all the risks that entailed, 
so firm was his decision. "Fearing the contagion of schism in my tender years," he 
wrote, "I came a fugitive to the learned benches of Louvain."99 Just as the Spanish 
Netherlands were a magnet for Calvinist revolutionaries, so too it attracted many 
English Catholics because of its proximity to England, and because it was ruled 
by the Philip II, the Catholic King of Spain who had been the English sovereign 
as well. Shortly before his death, Stapleton described himself as "a true and trusty 
servant to his Majesty of Spain,"'"oo who alone, it seemed to him, stood between 
Christianity and the abyss; "Louvain," Knox tells us, held a special attraction for 
the learned Catholics in England, 

because of the convenience which it afforded for writing against the heretics. 
Nor was it long before they set themselves to work. Treatise followed treatise in 
defense of the catholic faith and confutation of Protestant errors. They wrote 
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by preference in English for their object was to address not the learned but the 
multitudes. The books were printed in Flanders and then smuggled over in large 
quantities to England: an operation which was not difficult, on account of the 
continual communication existing between the two countries. As might have 
been expected, their labors soon bore fruit in confirming waverers and reclaim
ing many who had fallen away.IOI 

In 1561, Stapleton was joined by fellow Oxonian William Allen. If Stapleton 
was the mind of the exiled recusants, providing intellectual ammunition to ex
plode Protestant positions, then Allen was their will, deploying those weapons as 
a general and administrator. Allen was, like Stapleton, a priest, but unlike Staple
ton, Allen would become a cardinal and the leader of the exiles in the low coun
tries. Allen crossed to Flanders in 1561, and when he arrived at Louvain he found 
many of his countrymen had preceded him. Allen returned to England a year later 
and for the next three years he traveled from one beleaguered Catholic commu
nity to another "urging upon them the duty of abstaining from all communica
tion with heretics in the Protestant worship by law established .... o2 Because Cecil 
and Elizabeth had avoided the excesses of their continental allies, the Anglican 
and the Catholic services were confusingly similar. Many English Catholics were 
confused; even worse, they used the similarities to rationalize what Allen felt were 
unconscionable compromises. "Many priests," Knox tells us, 

said mass secretly and celebrated the heretical offices and supper in public, thus 
becoming partakers often on the same day (0 horrible impiety!) of the chalice 
of the Lord and the chalice of devils. And this arose from the false persuasion 
that it was enough to hold the faith interiorly while obeying the Sovereign in 
externals.I03 

Allen would have nothing to do with compromises. As a result of his single
mindedness and his preaching, "it was brought about in a very short time that a 
vast number of our countrymen not only came to hold right views about religion, 
but abstained altogether from the communion, churches, sermons, books, and 
all spiritual communication with heretics."lo4 Allen's labors bore most fruit in the 
northern counties, which were still largely Catholic, especially "in the county of 
Norfolk, in the family of the Duke of Norfolk, who, though himself a Protestant, 
gave protection to several learned Catholics .... o5 His zeal drew the attention of Ce
cil and Walsingham, and so in 1565, Allen was forced to return to the Low Coun
tries. 

The political situation had deteriorated there in his absence. In August 1559, 
Philip II sailed from Flushing to Spain, appointing as governess in his absence his 
half sister Margaret, the Duchess of Parma. The great lords of the Netherlands were 
offended by the slight and withdrew from the government, aiding rising Dutch 
nationalism and resentment against Spain that the Calvinists, although they too 
were agents of a foreign power, successfully exploited. William of Orange eventu
ally headed this treacherous faction. A religiOUS opportunist who was by turns Lu-
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theran (the religion of his birth), Catholic, Lutheran again, and finally a Calvinist, 
William would connive with the Jews and lead armies of foreign mercenaries on 
repeated fruitless attempts to drive the Spaniards from the low countries. 

In January 1561 Philip withdrew Spanish troops from Dutch soil. If they had 
been the source of the problem, the problem would have ended. Instead, Philip's 
gesture, compelled by lack of money, accelerated the revolution by showing what 
his enemies considered weakness. In September 1562, English troops occupied 
Calais, and Elizabeth then used the French port closest to England as a staging 
area to support the Huguenots, who had embarked upon a campaign of savage 
iconoclasm in France. The Protestant rabble took a lesson from their Hussite for
bears by their wanton destruction of the sacred and their desecration of the dead. 
Sacred hosts and the bones of the dead were scattered in the mud in front of des
ecrated churches and trampled under foot by men and horses. To this organized 
thuggery and desecration, Elizabeth contributed 6,000 men and 100,000 crowns; 
the emboldened Huguenots pillaged their way across Normandy to link up with 
the English forces. On February 18, 1563, Duke Francis of Guise, upon whom Eng
lish Catholics placed their hopes, was shot; after a week, he died. Under torture, 
his assailant admitted he acted as an agent of Beza, Calvin's lieutenant, then la
boring to convert the king of France, and Admiral Coligny, another Calvinist 
sympathizer. This was no local uprising based on legitimate complaint, but an 
international conspiracy involving the highest levels of religion and government 
attempting to overthrow the Catholic hegemony of Spain and put in its place the 
revolutionary police state of Geneva. Convinced by his three years in England 
that no half measures would suffice, Allen went on pilgrimage to Rome to interest 
the pope in a permanent institutional commitment to bring England back to the 
Catholic fold. 

Called back to England by his father in the same year that Allen returned, 
Stapleton also was immediately caught in the trammels of the nascent Elizabethan 
police state when he was subpoenaed to appear before an Episcopal tribunal. "I 
was scarcely home," Stapleton wrote to his father, "when I was called before the 
mock tribunal of the heretic jester to whom fair Chichester had become subject."I06 
Protracted negotiations followed, after which Stapleton professed his willingness 
to swear to the part of the Oath of Supremacy that testified to the Queen's rights 
as supreme governor in temporal matters. 

By early 1563, Stapleton could see the situation in England was hopeless. The 
clouds of heresy were not going to blow away on their own. So Stapleton returned 
to Louvain with his family, never to set foot on English soil again. Instead, he 
settled in the low countries and set his pen to work to drive the illicit Elizabethan 
regime from England. ''At this time," he wrote, "I began to write my first books 
against the heretics, but in the vernacular tongue only."I07 If the English Catho
lics had been left to wage their war of words in peace, they might have driven 
Elizabeth from the throne. The Spanish Netherlands became the headquarters of 
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the recusant Catholic publishing industry, and during the 1560s, those printing 
presses caused Elizabeth increasing concern. The leaders of the ill-fated Northern 
Rising, were inspired to rebel by the recusant tracts from Louvain. An intellectual 
foe this formidable did not go unnoticed by Elizabeth's intelligencers, who would 
not respond with intellectual weapons. The recusant print apostolate was going to 
be crushed by subversion or by force of arms. 

VII 
In February 1563, John Dee resurfaced in Antwerp. Dee took up residence 

at the sign of the Golden Angel. Apparently Dee was drawn to Antwerp because 
of its publishing industry. The "escalating clatter of printing presses'''08 included 
the "Officina Plantiniana," one of the world's most important publishing firms, 
founded by Christopher Plantin. Plantin was famous as a publisher of heretical 
books, including those of Hendrick Nichlaes, founder of a secret sOciety known as 
the Family of Love. The familists invited "all lovers of truth ... of what nation and 
religion soever, they be-Christians, Jews, Mahomites or Turks and heathen'"o9 
to join an organization a lot like the symposia Reuchlin described in his books or 
what was to become the Freemasons. Dee was most probably a fellow traveler. Dee 
was a bibliophile who haunted bookstores in England and on the continent, strik
ing up conversations with other customers as a way to find rare books or gather 
intelligence. 

Dee was especially interested in finding an extremely rare unfinished book by 
Johannes Trithemius known as the Steganographia. Trithemius' interest in Cabala 
drew the charge he was a magus, "trafficking in demons."llo "I hoped," Carolus 
Bovillus wrote after meeting Trithemius, "that I would enjoy a pleasing visit with 
a philosopher, but I discovered him to be a magician.'''ll Trithemius' work was 
unfinished at his death in 1516, but its fame spread nevertheless. Dee was more 
intrigued by Trithemius' reputation as a magician than repelled by it. Imagine 
then Dee's excitement when he heard a copy was available for inspection, if not 
purchase, in Antwerp. 

The Steganographia brought together two of Dee's interests: angels and what 
later came to be known as encryption technology. In Steganographia, Trithemius 
proposed using angels as God did, as messengers. Trithemius's encryption system 
was simple. Volumes I and II of the Steganographia gave long lists of angel names, 
along with details on the powers of each, followed by conjurations to call them 
into service. Once an angel-Padiel, for example-appeared, Trithemius would 
hand over the message; Padiel would take it to the recipient, who would then 
mutter another incantation, whereupon the original message would be revealed. 
It was the occult version of the Western Union telegram, except the messengers 
were angels, and the master of this encryption technology was, if successful, indis
tinguishable from God. Woolley claims the Steganographia is "primarily a work 
of cryptography, not magic.' .... But neither Dee nor Trithemius distinguishes be-
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tween the two disciplines. Books I and II "were full of ciphers, for which Europe's 
political tensions had produced a growing demand."1l3 But if angels could spare the 
spy operations the trouble of encryption, so much the better. In the 16th Century, 
information traveled at the speed of a horse-unless, of course, angels carried it. 

Impressed with its military and intelligence potential, Dee wrote to Cecil in 
February 1563 describing "the most precious jewel that I have yet of other men's 
travails recovered," and also "begging for some recompense to his costs which 
had left him virtually penniless."1l4 All courts of Significance on the continent had 
their magi and intelligence officers, but England, a small and insignificant power, 
lacked this edge. Dee volunteered as an "intelligencer" for Elizabeth to unlock the 
door to the vast wealth Cabala could provide, if only Cecil would provide a modest 
income that would allow him to criss-cross the continent purchasing books and 
making contact with other magicians. Cecil needed someone like him if England 
wanted to compete with the more advanced continental courts. At least this is 
how Dee felt. 

There is no record of an answer from Cecil. One can imagine Dee waiting, 
excited someone might pay him to collect books on arcane topics, like the myste
rious "Book of Soyga," reportedly written in the Adamic language in which God 
conversed with Adam. Dee, though, was plagued by financial need and other mis
givings, some of which he expressed in his diary. At 36, Dee was no longer young, 
especially given life expectancy in the Elizabethan age. He describes a dilemma 
typical of men, who "having hesitated for some time at the Crossroads of their 
wavering judgment, they at last come to decision: some (who have fallen in love 
with truth and virtue) will for the rest of their lives devote their entire energy to 
the pursuit of philosophy, which others (ensnared by the enticements of this world 
or burning with a desire for riches) cannot but devote all their energies to life of 
pleasure and profit.""5 Woolley thinks "it is clear in which direction Dee imagined 
he would go,"1l6 but Dee's letter to Cecil casts doubt on that clarity. Did Dee think 
asking for money as a spy and cryptographer was compatible with the vocation 
of a man "who [had] fallen in love with truth and virtue"? If Dee was willing to 
work for Cecil and Walsingham he was more likely to be "ensnared by the entice
ments of this world ... burning with a desire for riches." Isn't that what magic 
promised? Dee's diary entry indicates he had gone over to the dark side while still 
in Antwerp. 

In 1563 Philip received troubling reports. Antwerp, the richest city in his em
pire, was a particular concern. Thirty years after its extermination in Muenster, 
Anabaptism was making a comeback in the Spanish Netherlands. According to 
reports from the Inquisition, two Anabaptists were burned at the stake at Alost, 
three at Louvain, and two at Antwerp. In Brugge, two Anabaptists told the in
quisitors the headquarters of the Anabaptist conspiracy was in Antwerp. They 
also confessed they each had four wives, who called their husbands "Lord," and 
when the one of the elect tired of a wife, an Anabaptist minister would put her to 
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death quietly in the forest. Following the example of their sainted founder Bokel
zoon the Tailor, the minister had killed six or seven (it was hard to keep track) of 
his wives. Unsurprisingly, the Anabaptists also taught it was no crime to plunder 
Catholics, or even to kill them. 

More troubling were the reports about the Jews. In 1563, Philip learned there 
were now "an infinite number ofJews"t17 in Antwerp who circumcised themselves, 
assembled in synagogues, and publicly defied the Inquisition. Jews and heretics 
did what they pleased there. Many who paraded around Antwerp as Jews were 
Marranos from Spain, which meant they were lapsed Catholics who should have 
been punished by the Inquisition, whose office in Madrid shared information on 
them with the king. In early 1563 Philip sent Margaret a list of suspects who should 
be closely watched. 

In less than a generation, the Jews had transformed Antwerp into the center 
of world trade and finance. It was like Genesis in reverse. The Jews had been ex
pelled into "a new earthly paradise" of their own making based on the lucrative 
trade between the Atlantic and the Mediterranean. The Jewish Spice Trust was a 
combination of the IRS and the CIA: the Jews collected a toll on goods sold all 
over Europe while engaging in extensive espionage. The Jewish spy ring stretched 
from London to Constantinople, and it became a "weapon of the greatest political 
as well as economic importance." 

Spice ships from Portugal, and others laden with immigrants for the Nether
lands would first land at an English port, where Jewish messengers from London 
with the latest news from the continent would meet them and tell them wheth
er the coast was clear. If not, they would disembark, usually at Hampton (now 
Southampton), proceed to London and wait for a favorable chance to continue 
their journey to Antwerp. The chief link in the chain of espionage at London was 
a Marrano merchant named Christopher Fernandes. A money-changer named 
Antonio de Loriingue conducted a brisk trade selling bills on Antwerp to the voy
agers, for they were not allowed to carry Portuguese money out of England.us 

One converso who became rich in the Spanish Netherlands was Joao Miques, 
later known as Joseph Nasi (to signify he was prince of the Jews), the Duke of 
Naxos, knighted for his service to the Turks. Miques married into the wealthy 
Mendes family, also Portuguese conversos, who were owed the stupendous sum 
of 160,000 ducats by the king of France. After growing wealthy through the spice 
trust and usury, Miques rose to fame as spy minister to the sublime Porte in Con
stantinople, and after ruining Sulieman the Sot by "leading the prince into all 
kinds of orgies and excesses,"U9 he terrorized Christian princes as the Sultan's chief 
negotiator. He orchestrated factions waging war on Philip in Spain. Because of 
his contacts, Miques, says Graetz, relieved the sultan "of the necessity of employ
ing spies,"12o because the Marranos in Antwerp constituted a large spy ring that 
would "cause anxious hours to many a Christian ruler and diplomatist."121 When 
the French royal family refused to repay him, Mendes sent Barbary pirates to seize 
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French ships and confiscate their cargoes, which Mendes sold. Mendes launched 
the Turkish fleet defeated by Don Juan of Austria at Lepanto, and Mendes urged 
William of Orange to revolt in Antwerp. Under the direction of Mendes, "All the 
powers of international Jewry were allied with, if not actually the motive power 
of, the vast conspiracy which produced the Protestant revolt."'" If it weren't for 
Mendes and Jewish support, the Calvinists would have become the Dutch version 
of the Hussites. With Jewish support, in 1566 they became the manifestation of 
world revolution. 

VIII 
Dee returned to England in June 1564, accompanying a marchioness dying of 

breast cancer who promised to introduce Dee to the queen. Dee had just completed 
his magnum opus of occult studies, the Monas Hieroglyphica. He had written his 
distillation of the Cabala, as transmitted by Reuchlin, Agrippa, Trithemius and 
others, in 12 days, as if transcribing dictation. The Monas (or monad) "contained 
in the compressed form of a magic sign the whole of the occult philosophy.""3 
He dedicated the book to Maximillian II, the Holy Roman Emperor and father 
of Rudolf II, who would relocate the court to Prague. The occult philosophy was 
no grassroots movement; it was to be implemented by princes, even if Dee didn't 
know which one. 

When Maximillian showed no interest in Dee's "cosmopolitical theories," 
Dee focused his attention on the 31-year-old queen of England. Dee referred to 
himself as a "Cosmopolites," or a "Citizen and Member of the whole and only one 
Mystical City Universal,"124 and it was on the young queen that Dee now placed 
on his hope for the fulfillment of his vision. She would use the Monas as her oc
cult imperial sign and institute occult imperial reform as leader of the Protestant 
nations of Europe. England was to become the new Protestant world empire to 
replace the Holy Roman Empire of the Catholics. 

In summer 1564, Dee and the queen sat together and pored over his baffling 
but intriguing book. The queen seemed drawn to it, even if she had difficulty 
understanding it; she also indicated she might put some of its ideas into effect. 
She may have even considered herself a magus (or maga). She felt she could cure 
scrofula with her "royal touch," and that the royal power that emanated from her 
was "magical." She also felt committed to a magical destiny beyond her power to 
revoke. When a comet appeared in the heavens, Elizabeth was warned not to look 
because of the "disasters" it might cause. Elizabeth looked anyway, telling her 
courtiers, "Iacta alia est, .... ·5 the die is already cast, indicating that she was intent 
to follow her "disastrous" career to its conclusion. Dee encouraged her, believ
ing disaster would fall on the Catholics, not Elizabeth, who would triumph over 
their ruin. She would rise as the paradigm of the new world order over the ruins 
of the old church and the old political order whose destruction would fulfill her 
destiny. Dee would string her along for years. Four years after Dee introduced her 
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to the Monas, Dee told her he was going to reveal "the great secret for my sake to 
be disclosed unto her Majesty by Nicolaus Grudius Nicolai, sometime one of the 
Secretaries to the Emperor Charles V.',,·6 He never disclosed the secret, but since it 
involved Grudius, the Belgian poet, it probably involved alchemy to increase gold 
bullion by transforming base metals, a topic dear to monarchs' hearts. 

Ultimately, Elizabeth and Cecil's stinginess overcame Dee's imaginative vi
sion. So Dee, with no prospects at court, moved into his mother's home at Mort
lake, an obscure village on the Thames, where he compiled one of the most im
pressive libraries in Europe. Many of the books were written by Spanish Jews, 
like Johannes de Burgo's Treatise on Magic, which was written in Spanish but in 
Hebrew letters. Most of them had to do with magic, including Liber Experimento
rum by Raymond Llull, another Spaniard. Like Freemasonry, which was made up 
of exoteric and esoteric doctrines, Dee's library had two levels. Behind the exoteric 
library, there was an esoteric library, a hidden room Dee called his "Interna Bib
liotheca." It housed retorts in which he distilled potions from eggshells and horse 
dung, the same stills whose vapors would eventually poison him with fumes from 
toxic metals. The Interna Bibliotheca contained the magical mirror Sir William 
Pickering had given him, which would so amuse and impress the queen when 
she visited, and on the same table lay a copy of Cornelius Agrippa's De Occulta 
Philosophia, "which he kept open on the study desk for easy reference.'''·7 

IX 
Three years after the Council of Trent concluded, Pius V became pope and 

implemented the council's decrees with a vigor the papacy had not shown for cen
turies. "The poor had alms given them in abundance, prostitutes were banished 
from Rome, Jews began hiding copies of the Talmud and of Protestant tracts, 
usurers trembled, easy-going prelates and priests began to reform their lives. Yes, 
something had happened at Rome. The candidate of St. Charles Borromeo and 
of King Philip II was proving to be all they had expected of him, and both re
joiced.'''·8 Pius V launched a three-pronged attack on the abuses that made the 
Catholic world vulnerable: he imposed order on the clergy, which meant increas
ing the level of education in seminaries, ended concubinage, and forced bishops 
to reside in their dioceses. He used the revitalized clergy, especially the newly 
created Jesuits, to convert heretics, and if the Jesuits failed to bring about their 
conversion, he turned to the civil arm to destroy them. And finally, he persuaded 
the Christian kings to unite in a Holy Crusade against the Infidel Turks. It was an 
ambitious program, but Pius V succeeded, and successors like Gregory XIII, an 
exceptional administrator, built on and complemented his efforts. Six successive 
extraordinary papacies contributed to the most significant volte face in the history 
of the Church, and it happened not a moment too soon. Sensing the change that 
came over Rome, the forces of revolution and disorder made their move too. 
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On the afternoon of August 19, 1566 Thomas Stapleton arrived in Antwerp, 
unaware he would soon have a front row seat for the revolution. Between five and 
six o'clock in the evening, Stapleton noticed a gang of Calvinist thugs milling 
around in front of the main church in Antwerp conducting a bit of revolutionary 
theater mocking the Assumption of the Blessed Virgin, a feast celebrated four 
days earlier. William of Orange had conveniently left town, and so, when the mob 
turned ugly, the task of restoring order fell to the town Margrave, who hastened 
to the church only to find the demonstrators inside, barring the door. Finding an 
unbarred entrance, the Margrave entered the church and demanded in the King's 
name that the . demonstrators disperse. In spite of "Many words passing between 
the Margrave and them, ... ·9 the Calvinists refused, probably because their num
bers were swelling, making hollow the Margrave's threat of force. Finally, seeing 
"nothing prevailing, neither by fair words or foul,'''lo the Margrave went home. 

The mob then began singing Psalms, and, as if by prearrangement, an even 
greater mob swarmed into the Church. Since Stapleton was swept along by the 
human tide, he got to witness what happened inside the church first hand and to 
report "that which I saw with my own eyes.''1l' At about six, the singing stopped, 
and the sacrilege began. The mob of Calvinist thugs broke images and pulled 
down altars, organs, and "all kind of tabernacles.'''l' They stole chalices to melt 
for coins to pay ruthless German mercenaries, broke up the seats in the choir 
stalls, and robbed "the church warden's boxes, as well as for the church as for the 
poor .... ll When the mob finished, they moved to other Antwerp churches. At St. 
James Church, the mob left the furniture intact and concentrated on plundering 
the" diverse little scobbes and boxes of farthings for the poor. ~4 Far into the night, 
the "the zealous brotherhood" plundered churches in Antwerp; they "so followed 
the chase that they left not one church in Antwerp, great or small, where they 
hunted up not good game and carried away flesh good store." The plunder was 
so extensive "To describe particularly the horrible and outrageous sacrileges of 
that night, an eternal document of the gospel-like zeal of this sacred brotherhood, 
would require a full treatise of itself.''1ls Stapleton noticed the "zealous brother
hood" included "members of the same gang of desperadoes who had thrown down 
St. Thomas a Becket's image from London Bridge and who squatted impudently at 
that moment in the canons' stalls in Chichester Cathedral. ... l6 

The English contribution to the revolution was significant. Virtually all ob
servers noted the destruction was carried out by a relatively small number of well 
prepared men, among whom a significant percentage were English criminals. 
Clough, Gresham's spy in Antwerp, felt the wreckers were paid vagabonds among 
whom he recognized English criminals. An English diplomat recognized 20 Lon
don criminals. Strada, who wondered at the magnitude of destruction achieved by 
so few, attributed their effectiveness to diabolic assistance. 

The iconoclasts did not limit themselves to destroying images; the Calvinist 
believers in Sola Scriptura destroyed books too. "What shall I speak," Stapleton 
asks disconsolately, "of the very libraries spoiled and burned, namely of the Grey 
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Friars and the Abbey of St. Michael."137 It wasn't just old books that were destroyed. 
The Iconoclast rebellion destroyed the English Catholic printing operation in the 
Netherlands. Stapleton never again wrote in English. "Until this violent summer 
of 1566," O'Connell writes, "almost all the Catholic emigre books had been printed 
at Antwerp."138 A large number of controversial and devotional books, many of a 
remarkably high literary quality, were written by exiled Englishmen and printed 
on presses in Antwerp and Louvain before the Calvinist uprisings. After the riots, 
"the English printing operation moved en masse to Louvain, and two years later, 
when fresh and much graver troubles broke out, it ceased altogether."139 It is dif
ficult to assess how widely those proscribed works circulated in England or how 
much effect they had. One contemporary claimed 20,000 copies were smuggled 
into England, and a missionary, 15 years afterward, said these "books opened the 
way" and "did much to bring about [a] change in men's minds."140 The Earl of Nor
thumberland, leader of the Northern Rising admitted he read some of them. The 
zeal with which Elizabethan apologists answered them suggests they had some 
impact. And, demonstrating coordination, at the time of the riots, the Elizabe
than police state stepped up surveillance of literature in England, increasing the 
penalties for possessing it and efforts to confiscate it. Stapleton thereafter wrote in 
Latin and devoted himself to answering Calvinists on the continent rather than 
supporting the Catholic resistance in England. 

Within a year, the Calvinists murdered 4,000 priests, monks and nuns, drove 
12,000 nuns from their convents, sacked 20,000 churches and destroyed 2,000 

monasteries, including their libraries and collections of art. The attack on librar
ies shows that iconoclasm was not based on a noble Old Testament objection to 
graven images. It was protracted and sustained cultural warfare to destroy every 
aspect of Catholic culture. Just as the Mass had been banned in England, Catholic 
culture would be banned on the continent by the systematic destruction of every 
artifact associated with it. One incident gives particular insight into the inten
tions of the reformers: in one Antwerp church, a statue of Christ on the Cross was 
destroyed but the statues of the thieves on either side of Christ were left standing. 
The determination to desecrate the body of Christ also manifested itself in the 
attack on the Eucharist, which invariably was thrown into the mud outside the 
church and trampled underfoot by men and horses. 

Philip was convinced the revolt was the work of an organized conspiracy 
headquartered in Antwerp. Correspondence with Margaret and others there 
confirmed his beliefs. In the aftermath, William of Orange's departure hours be
fore the uprising convinced Philip that he was at the center of the conspiracy. 
His principal co-conspirator, according to his sister, "would be Marco Perez at 
Antwerp .... 41 Perez was a Sephardic Jew, formerly a converso and Marrano, who 
now professed Calvinism. In March 1567, Gresham wrote to Cecil explaining Per
ez and other "Calvinists" had offered William of Orange "a great piece of money 
for to maintayne God's word and the promise he made to them that they should 
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not be molested with their religion and preaching until the States had decided the 
matter."'4> The "Calvinists" in question were Spanish Jews who had renounced the 
mask of Catholicism for an equally deceptive mask of Calvinism. Once they had 
established their bona fides as "Christians," they funneled Jewish money into the 
Jewish controlled publishing houses which were responsible for the propaganda 
war against Philip, Spain, and the Catholic Church. In 1566, the propaganda war 
became an actual revolution. "From an early period," Dr. Lucien Wolf wrote, 

the Marranos in Antwerp had taken an active part in the Reformation move
ment, and had given up their mask of Catholicism for a not less hollow pretense 
of Calvinism. The change will be readily understood. The simulation of Calvin
ism brought them new friends, who, like them, were enemies of Rome, Spain and 
the Inquisition. It helped them in their fight against the Holy Office, and for that 
reason was very welcome to them. Moreover, it was a form of Christianity which 
came nearer to their own simple Judaism. The result was that they became zeal
ous and valuable allies of the Calvinists.'43 

Perez also had contacts in England, through which he recruited the English 
thugs active in wrecking churches in Antwerp. Perez also used his influence in 
England to get his Jewish doctor friend, Rodrigo Lopez, appointed Queen Eliza
beth's personal physician. Lopez, like Perez, was a "Calvinist," i.e., a Spanish Jew 
who abandoned the pretense of Catholicism after he migrated to the low coun
tries. After his falling out with Lopez, Perez used his same connections to spread a 
rumor that Lopez was planning to poison the queen and got him hanged. Poison
ings by Jewish physicians were common. Stephan Batory, the charismatic Tran
sylvanian king of Poland, was poisoned by a Jewish physician; some claim the 
poisoning was to prevent him from launching a crusade to free the Slavs in the 
Balkans from the oppressive yoke of the Porte. Had Elizabeth crossed him, Perez 
would have been in position to work against Elizabeth through Lopez. The Lopez 
affair contributed significantly to the rise of English anti-Semitism in the 1590S. 

The web also spread east to Constantinople. In 1566, Joseph Nasi wrote to 
the Protestant Council of Antwerp, whose president was Perez, promising that if 
they held out against Philip, the new sultan would send aid. In response, William 
of Orange wrote to Nasi urging him to ask the sultan to declare war on Spain to 
divert attention from the revolt the Dutch were planning in the Spanish Nether
lands. William of Orange later rewarded Nasi by granting special concessions to 
Holland's Jews. The Holy Office claimed Perez "was secretly a part of the huge, in
visible international conspiracy that extended from London to Constantinople."'44 
Once he broke with the Church, he worked actively with Henry of Navarre, with 
Jewish agents in Paris and London, and with the Cecils. England, run by a clique of 
usurers, had become the headquarters of world revolution, just as Moscow would 
in the first half of the 20th Century. "The Protestants of that time," Prescott writes, 
"constituted a sort of federative republic, or rather a great secret association, ex
tending through the different parts of Europe, but so closely linked together that a 
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blow struck in one quarter instantly vibrated to every other."'4S 

x 
It took a year for Philip to digest the intelligence and respond to the assault. 

Meanwhile, the Huguenots, encouraged by the audacity of the Calvinists in the 
lowlands, armed themselves to attack churches in France. In the summer of 1567, 
the Duke of Alba, under orders from Philip, assembled an army in Milan and 
marched to Brussels, arriving in August. For the next five years, his army bru
tally suppressed the Calvinists, Jews, and Anabaptists who constituted the revo
lutionary movement in the Netherlands. Walsh claims the Duke "had ma<:ie what 
he considered just enough show of force to uphold his King's authority;''t46 once 
the rebels were frightened into submission, he planned to grant a general pardon. 
Others take a dimmer view. O'Connell claims Alba implemented "his program of 
political repression and pursuit of heresy with a ruthlessness that has earned him 
universal condemnation.''t47 As a result, "the tyranny of Alba breathed new life 
into the nationalist cause which had died in 1567 beneath the walls of Antwerp.''t48 

On June 5, 1568, Egmont was beheaded in Brussels, providing Beethoven with a 
theme for an overture, and providing a symbol for the cause of Dutch nationalism 
and its resistance to Spanish tyranny. The Dutch needed all the help they could 
get in this regard because William of Orange's German mercenary horde did not 
incite warm feelings among the natives as it raped and looted its way through the 
northern provinces. The major difference between Alba and William was leader
ship. Alba stayed by his men until Philip removed him from command. William 
of Orange deserted his own troops after leading them into France and running 
out of money. 

Philip understood he was involved in a religious war; he did not neglect spiri
tual weapons, especially those wielded by the exiled English. Stapleton and Al
len and their fellow English exiles withdrew to Douay, where they purchased two 
large houses, and, with four students (three from Oxford), founded the College 
des Pretres Anglais. The exiles were determined to prepare for the collapse of the 
Elizabethan regime when England would have an immediate need for trained 
priests. The college had an almost immediate effect on English life. One year after 
its founding, the lords of the north, among whom Allen had stayed a few years 
before, rose in an abortive counter-rebellion known as the Northern Rising. The 
brutal repression of that rising convinced Allen and his colleagues that the "holy 
war of religion" was going to be protracted. One year later, on June 2, 1570, Pius 
V's bull "Regnans in Excelsis" was nailed to the bishop's palace in London, excom
municating Elizabeth and declaring "her people forever released from obedience," 
thus encouraging insurrection, by telling the English "not to obey her commands 
and laws.''t49 The bull arrived as Elizabeth dealt with the Northern Rising and 
probably contributed to her cruelty in suppressing it. Other plots followed, al
though it becomes difficult to distinguish between genuine plots and sting opera-
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tions set up by Walsingham and his network of agents provocateurs. 
Training priests in England was now out of the question. Since the Mass 

was now a criminal offense, the college at Douay could not assume priests could 
perform their duties under anything like normal circumstances. They had to be 
trained as counter-revolutionaries because only by using subterfuge could they 
survive in England. This fueled government propaganda that maintained Catho
lics were traitors simply because they practiced rites outlawed by the state. 

Money was a perennial problem for the college, but Philip and the pope made 
generous donations. In April 1575, Pope Gregory XIII granted the seminary a 
monthly pension of 100 gold crowns, later increased by 50 percent. Rev. Gregory 
Martin, the English scholar responsible for the Catholic translation of the bible, 
claimed "swarms of theological students and candidates for holy orders ... were 
daily coming or rather flying to the college at the mere report of such magnificent 
liberality:"so But the money was never enough to cover expenses, not even enough 
to provide decent meals, as Martin makes clear in his description of the refec
tory, "where in our time we sat down about six at one table, nearly sixty men and 
youths of the greatest promise were seated at three tables eating so pleasant a little 
broth, thickened merely with the commonest roots that you could have sworn that 
they were feasting on stewed raisins and prunes, English delicacies:"sl Dr. Thomas 
Bailey rented another house, but accommodation was still insufficient, given "the 
number of students daily flocking to the seminary from the town, besides those 
who were expected from England:"s> 

With recruits streaming in, Allen and his colleagues decided in 1574 to send 
priests back to England. By 1580 there were 100 clandestine Catholic priests in 
England. When Elizabeth died in 1603, 450 had taken part in the English mission, 
and of those 110 had died the martyr's death. There were Jesuits among those who 
served (and among the martyrs as well, men like Edmund Campion) but the over
whelming number were secular priests who far excelled the intellectual caliber of 
the Anglican usurpers. 

The ordination of priests for England was the second phase of the Catholic 
Counter-Reformation attack on Elizabeth's regime. Like the first, it preserved the 
faith in small enclaves but did not overthrow the rabidly anti-Catholic regime 
which knew it held the winning cards if it kept the machinery of the church firmly 
within its grasp. 

Although books opened the way and priests from Douay kept the way open, 
neither could turn the tide. Douay burst at the seams with eager seminarians, 
but the 400 priests they sent to England over the last 30 years of Elizabeth's reign 
could not compete with the staffs of the 8,000 parishes the government had taken 
over. Cecil and Elizabeth nevertheless responded with bloodthirsty savagery. In 
fall 1577, Father Cuthbert Mayne was arrested near Exeter with a concealed papal 
bull on his person. He was convicted of treason and hanged and quartered. One 
hundred and eighty two more English Catholics would die in this battle. In 1581 
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the Jesuit Edmund Campion was convicted in a trial that was rigged so blatantly 
that Cecil had to defend the government in a pamphlet. 

English historiography often speculates about when England ceased being 
Catholic. Belloc places the change at the time of the gunpowder plot. Eamon 
Duffy contests Whig historians by documenting the perduring attraction Cathol
icism held for the English people. O'Connell attributes the change to the ferocity 
of the Elizabethan police state: "What long years of passive obedience had begun 
the violence carried to conclusion and Catholicism after 1585 ceased to be a signifi
cant factor in English life.'''53 Whatever the date, the unjust situation could only be 
changed by force of arms: 

The failed Catholic revival in England demonstrated how crucial was the ex
istence and control of the ecclesiastical structure. In Germany and Poland the 
structure of diocese and parish, of monastery, university and school, though 
corrupt, was nevertheless intact, and through it the fervor of the Counter Refor
mation could be transmitted to the people. In the Elizabethan England, this was 
never the case, and so one might guess the movement never had a chance. One 
might also guess that long before the armada, most Englishmen had given up the 
thought of bringing back the pope. 

The 1570S, beginning with the defeat of the Turkish armada at Lepanto, brought 
an almost unbroken string of Catholic victories. In August 1572 the French gov
ernment launched a pre-emptive strike against the Huguenots in what is known 
as the St. Bartholomew's Day Massacre. Throughout the 1570S the Duke of Alba 
subdued one rebellious Dutch city after another. Alba's success in what is now 
Belgium forced the Dutch Calvinists to take refuge behind the maze of rivers and 
dikes in the northern provinces of Zeeland and Holland. The Spaniards were in
vincible in land warfare, but the territory north of the Waal, the Leck, and the Rijn 
rivers was terra firma only in some tenuous sense of the word. The Dutch adapted 
their tactics to the terrain, fighting defensive campaigns where they could control 
the territory by flooding the battlefields. They also cultivated contact with Eng
land via the North Sea, developing a force known as the Sea Beggars that moved 
in shallow draft boats. By developing these tactics, the Calvinists were able to 
hold on to Holland while at the same time maintaining contact with England. The 
opposite was true of the Spaniards, who could neither consolidate their control 
of the land nor link up with their own navy when the time came for the crucial 
move against England. In 1576, the Spaniards retook Antwerp, but the subsequent 
sacking of the city proved to be a public relations nightmare. That sacking would 
have far reaching consequences, especially for the Catholic exiles in Douay. 

XI 
In the months that spanned the transition from 1572 to 1573, John Dee and 

astronomers across Europe noticed something strange and disturbing. A new star 
had appeared in the heavens. According to the then regnant view of the universe, 
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all stars (including those wandering stars known as planets) were embedded in 
concentric crystalline spheres. The outermost sphere separated the universe from 
the empyrean realm where God reigned in a realm of eternal light. Stars in this 
sphere were holes letting light through. The appearance of a new star meant the 
heavens had sprung a leak. The celestial spheres, which were considered eternal 
and unchangeable, had changed. Since everything on earth corresponded to in
fluences from on high, that meant that the earthly order was about to change too. 
A revolution was imminent, and it was Dee's task as magus, scientist, and gov
ernment agent to understand the significance of these changes and harness them 
politically. 

Renaissance astronomy was very similar to the reformed reading of Scripture. 
In each instance, projection played a large if not the determinative role. Given that 
the structure of the universe had just changed, the time seemed ripe for a bold 
move by the Elizabethans. Of course, any sober reading of the military situation 
during the 1570S would not have encouraged English military adventurism. The 
Spaniards were proving repeatedly that they were masters of the continent. They 
had also been the first to colonize America, which Pope Alexander VI ratified by 
dividing the new world between Portugal and Spain in his bull Inter Cetera in 
1493. That and the Treaty of the Torsedillas effectively excluded England from any 
role in colonizing the New World. 

But who in England recognized the authority of the pope? Wasn't it illegal 
to do so? If it were illegal in ecclesial matters, could it be permissible in temporal 
matters, where he had even less authority? The revolution meant there was no 
longer one authoritative source or court of appeals. This became obvious when 
Rome reformed the calendar. The task was long overdue because of obvious dis
crepancies when the old calendar failed to take into account the extra quarter day 
that accumulated each year. Yet England would not accept the calendar reform for 
another 170 years because of ideology. When consulted, Dee claimed the pope had 
used the wrong starting date. Another manifestation of this loss of authority was 
the search for the prisci theologi, a quest related to the idea that Hebrew or Soyga 
or something or other was the language spoken by God. Antiquity became an au
thOrity, which led to the promotion of figures like Hermes Trismegistus, devotee 
of the Egyptian god Thoth, who was praised by Copernicus as older and therefore 
more authoritative. The Hermetic or occult philosophy was an attempt to trump 
religious controversies by outflanking them historically. Dee was a major propo
nent of this school. 

Objectively, the times were not propitious to test the most powerful nation 
on earth and her staunch ally the pope. In addition to a series of victories on land 
in Holland, Spain had just pulled off one of the most significant victories in the 
history of naval warfare. In early October 1571, the fleet of the Holy Alliance under 
Don Juan of Austria crushed the Turkish fleet at Lepanto. Turkish hegemony over 
the eastern Mediterranean was broken, and God clearly had a hand in the victory 
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at Lepanto. Pius V not only put the alliance together, he sat praying the rosary 
in Rome while the outcome was hanging in the balance. The Victory at Lepanto 
showed how self-confident the Tridentine Church had become and how effectively 
the Council of Trent had reinvigorated the Catholics. 

In 1571, in the same year as Lepanto, Dee set off to the Duchy of Lorraine 
to buy laboratory equipment. He returned with a "great cart" laden with flasks 
and retorts for alchemical experiments. Dee could not have gotten his passport 
without explicit government approval, so it is safe to assume the government was 
as interested in alchemy as Dee. Dee's illness, probably from inhaling vapors of 
toxic metals, also indicated his involvement in alchemy, as did his pursuit of the 
writings of the German magus Theophrastus Philipus Auroelius Bombastus von 
Hohenheim, who nicknamed himselfParacelsus or the man "surpassing Celsus," 
the legendary ancient philosopher. 

Dee, in desperate financial straits, wrote to Cecil in October 1574 with a plan 
for discovering buried treasure. Since metals were related to planets, Dee could 
locate metals by poring over the motions of the stars. Dee's proposal got pushed 
aside, but he was soon called to government service anyway. In 1574, the explorer 
and navigator Martin Frobisher approached the Privy Council with a proposal 
to seek a northern passage to the Indies and China. Since it was known in intel
ligence circles that Dee had studied at the University of Louvain with two of the 
world's leading geographers, the government drew him into the discussion. The 
time seemed right. Sir Francis Drake was planning to set off on the voyage on 
which he would sail around the world. The ambitious Frobisher aspired to become 
the English Columbus, but he was aware that the fame would go to Drake if Drake 
returned successfully. As a result, Frobisher tried to steal a march on Drake, with 
the help of the Privy Council, who felt he could not achieve his goal without first 
taking instruction from Dee. So Dee was called in to teach Frobisher the "rules 
of Geometry and Cosmography" and how to use navigational instruments. The 
Elizabethan establishment also invested in the venture, convinced it would bring 
wealth to the queen, increase English importance in foreign affairs, and spread 
the Protestant cause. Leicester invested 50 pounds; Francis Walsingham and his 
future son-in-law, the poet Philip Sidney, invested 25 pounds each. 

The nascent British Empire needed theoretical justification every bit as much 
as Frobisher needed instruction in the use of the quadrant; Dee provided this jus
tification in a series of books published in the mid- to late-1570s. In 1576 Dee wrote 
Brytanici Imperii Limites, which asserted that British claims to foreign lands ex
tended well beyond the borders of the British Isles. He pursued the idea in General 
and rare memorials pertayning to the Perfect art of Navigation (1577). Dee thus laid 
the groundwork for British imperialism. Although he cited Mercator profusely in 
Limits, neither book was geographical. The claims upon which the British Empire 
was based were literary. Dee mentioned the voyages of St. Brendan as antedating 
those of Columbus by a millennium and therefore substantiating English claims 
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to America's north Atlantic shores. Other English claims were derived from Geof
frey of Monmouth's history of England, including the Brut legend, which claimed 
England was founded by refugees from Troy. The main peg upon which Dee hung 
his claim, however, was King Arthur. King Arthur, he reasoned, had promoted 
exploration long before the upstart Spaniards landed in the Caribbean. He had 
also provided the DNA for the Tudors. So what could be more logical than to have 
Elizabeth, the head of a purified British Church, extend the sway of true religion 
and chivalry over the benighted lands of Greenland, Estotiland, and everything 
else north of "Florida"? 

In November 1577, Dee met with the queen and her advisors at Windsor Castle 
to plead his case in person. Dee proposed that England, a relatively poor nation, 
should contest the pope's division of the New Worl&as well as Spain's hegemony 
over the lands north of "Florida," a geographical entity with no clear boundaries. 
Dee's presentation was "the first authoritative statement of the idea of a British 
empire, and it was delivered to the queen during the period when that Empire was 
about to make its first appearance on the geopolitical scene."'S4 The new empire 
should be dedicated to spreading the Protestant faith, and England's queen was its 
definitive expositor. But the new empire was bound up with Cabala too. Dee saw 
himself as the Saturnine Melancholic visionary, who after long immersion in the 
sciences of number, would ascend to a second, prophetic state, in which the adept 
arrives at prophecies concerning political and religious events. The new Imperium 
of the Protestant queen then created a new world order based on the deep insights 
that the Saturnine philosopher had achieved through contemplating the books of 
magic in the Cabala. From its inception in Dee's mind, the British Empire was a 
judaizing enterprise, based on the connection between messianic politics, finance, 
and magic. It was both the alternative to and the mirror image of the Holy Ro
man Empire, which the stars had foretold was on its last legs .. So if the Spanish 
Hapsburgs persecuted the Jews by way of the Inquisition, England would welcome 
them to her shores. 

Less than two decades after Dee's death, Sir Francis Bacon would take Dee's 
vision a step further in his utopian novel The New Atlantis. Bensalem is the name 
Bacon gives to his ideal state; Yates makes clear that Bacon was describing a 
"Christian Cabalist," i.e., a Judaizing, community. The inhabitants of Bensalem 
had the sign of the Cross and the name ofJesus, but their culture isn't Christian in 
any orthodox sense. Bensalem is a Christian Cabalist utopia dominated by occult 
philosophy, magic, and trafficking in spirits, which make it more powerful than 
societies dependent on traditional scholastic philosophies and orthodox theology. 
What Bacon doesn't mention is that all these characteristics are directly trace
able to Dee. The Cross, for instance, is a Red Cross, which Bacon derived from 
Spenser's reading of Dee, as put forth in the first book of the Faerie Queene. The 
Red Cross would become the symbol for Rosicrucianism, which is the crucial link 
between Dee's occult philosophy and Freemasonry. 

The Jews of Bensalem are merchants-even in Utopia some things never 
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change. The Jews of Bensalem are allowed to circumcise themselves and to practice 
their own religion. Bensalem, in this regard, has a lot in common with Holland. 
Because they are allowed the free practice of their religion, the Jews of Bensalem 
(by now recognizable as a combination of the Protestant nations of Holland, Eng
land, and North America) no longer have "a secret inbred rancour" against Christ 
and "the people amongst whom they live."'55 Instead, they "give unto our Saviour 
many high attributes and love the nation of Bensalem extremely."'56 The Jews are 
fulsome in their praise of Bensalem. They even believe "Moses by a secret Cabala 
ordained the laws of Bensalem which they now use, and that when the Messiah 
should come and sit on his throne at Jerusalem, the King of Bensalem should set 
at his feet."'57 

The Jews would eventually make their own contribution to the literature of 
England as the chosen nation, but by then the tradition had already been firmly 
established by Dee and his literary children, Spenser, Bacon, and Milton. Shake
speare would join that tradition too, especially in the Tempest, his tribute to an old 
and all but forgotten Dee. 

England was going to become the magic island through Dee's explication of 
Cabala, and then they were going to export that vision to the rest of the world 
by exploration, colonization, and conquest. During his audience with the Queen, 
Dee elaborated on her claims to Greenland, Estotiland (Le., Baffin Island), and 
Friseland. In May 1578 Frobisher was instructed to create an English settlement on 
Estotiland as the second step in establishing claims to North America. Dee had no 
fears about the survival of the settlement because, he said, the natives of Baffin Is
land spoke several languages, including Latin, had extensive libraries, and brewed 
their own beer. These fantastic claims would be echoed in the next Century when 
Rabbi Menasseh ben Israel would claim equally implausibly that the lost tribes of 
Israel had been discovered living in Ecuador. According to Dee's reading of Jus
tinian, who said "what presently belongs to no one becomes by natural reason the 
property of the first taker,"'58 the English had a right to North America because it 
had been discovered by King Arthur, St. Brendan the Voyager (who happened to 
be Irish), and Madoc. All their British descendants had to do was occupy the ter
ritory "which the Spaniard occupieth not."159 

With those instructions as well as his newly acquired navigation science 
firmly in mind, Frobisher set off on his voyage. Within months he arrived back 
in England with the hold of his ship full of smooth black rocks, which, he assured 
his influential backers, contained a high quantity of gold ore. By August of 1578, it 
had become clear that the black rocks were just that, black rocks. Once it became 
clear that there was no gold in them, they were all dumped unceremoniously into 
the Thames, and the voyage's backers, including the queen, calculated their losses 
and reminded themselves to be less credulous the next time the queen's conjurer 
proposed one of his harebrained schemes. 
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XII 
On November 4, 1576 word of Alba's conquest of Antwerp reached Douay 

eliciting "sign[sl of cheerfulness" among the Englishmen which were misinter
preted by the natives as Schadenfreude over the calamities of Belgium. Before long 
it became clear to the English that whatever annoyance the Belgians felt was being 
fanned into something much more serious by the agents of Elizabeth and Wil
liam of Orange. The Calvinists, "who formed the kernel of the Prince of Orange's 
faction" had received orders "to stir up the multitude" against the English "as 
partisans of Spain.'''6o The English Queen was at the bottom of the intrigue. Her 
plan was to use Orange "to procure the destruction of the seminary, which she 
both feared and hated.'''61 Once the seminary was destroyed, she hoped to appre
hend Allen, Stapleton and the other exiles and bring them to trial in England, 
where their fate, as the hanging of Cuthbert Mayne had shown, was a foregone 
conclusion. Beginning in the fall of 1576, everything that the English did in Douay 
was minutely scrutinized and "evilly interpreted'''6. as part of a campaign to shut 
down the seminary. The Catholics there had received reports that assassins had 
been dispatched from England to murder Dr. Allen and his associates. English
men of sinister aspect were seen lurking in the town, "to all appearance the kind 
of men suited for the execution of such a crime.'''63 As a result, many seminarians 
became intimidated. In a little over a year after the inception of the campaign 
enrollment in the seminary dropped from 120 to 42. 

During the next two years, the revolutionary spirit seemed reborn in the Span
ish Netherlands, and "many persons of all ranks, even of those who were sincerely 
attached to the Catholic faith and never dreamed of casting off their allegiance to 
their sovereign, had been more or less carried away by it.'''64 Knox felt much of the 
blame was ascribable to the Duke of Alba, whose troops sacked Antwerp in 1576. 

The people felt "their national liberties and privileges ... had been largely infringed 
by the Duke of Alba while he was governor." So they "abandon themselves blindly 
to the guidance of the Prince of Orange and the revolutionary party.'''65 

Don Juan continued his negotiations to restore harmony, but Orange and his 
followers were more interested in revolution. On January 25,1578, Don Juan broke 
off negotiations and declared war. Six days later, his new general, Alexander Far
nese, the Prince of Parma, crushed the revolutionary army with unpleasant con
sequences for the English at Douay. On March 14, the newly appointed Calvinist 
governor told them they had to leave. A week later, the magistrates of Douay reit
erated the demand. Allen had scouted a new location for the seminary in Rheims 
under the protection of the French Catholic Guises. During Holy Week of 1578, the 
seminarians set out on foot on a four-day journey to their new home. In Novem
ber the magistrates of Douay invited the seminary back, proving to Knox that the 
expulsion was the work of a Calvinist cabal, but Allen decided not to return. The 
situation in the Spanish Netherlands was too uncertain, the borders too porous, 
the likelihood that assassins from England might do serious harm too great. The 
idea of a united Netherlands had proven untenable by the end of 1578. On January 
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23, 1579, the Calvinist provinces of the north established the Union of Utrecht, a 
de facto independent Calvinist state, from which Dutch -speaking Calvinists could 
continue to exert military pressure on Catholics in the south. 

In 1580, six years after the first Douay priest arrived in England, the Jesuits 
became involved in the English mission. In June, Edmund Campion, SJ, arrived in 
England amid optimism that Allen's ambitious plan for the conversion of England 
might be working. Earlier, toward the end of 1575, the Rev. Henry Saw wrote to 
Allen, "the number of Catholics increases so abundantly on all sides that he who 
almost alone holds the rudder of state has privately admitted to one of his friends 
that for one staunch catholic at the beginning of the reign there were now, he knew 
for certain, ten." "The heretics," he continued, "are as much troubled at the name 
of the Anglo-Douay priests which is now famous throughout England as all the 
Catholics are consoled thereby,'''-66 

The magnitude of the task before him-the return of England to the Catho
lic faith-tempered Allen's enthusiasm. The English at Douay and later Rheims, 
no matter how great their zeal, had very small numbers. And in England they 
were subjected to sophisticated surveillance and constant persecution. English 
Catholics had to fend for themselves, and without church governance, abuses were 
bound to arise. Difficulties arose because the Catholic Church in England 

hath no form of external commonwealth, no one that governeth the rest, no dis
cipline or censures neither to drive the priests nor people into order, no man 
subject to his fellow, no way to call disorders to account, no common confer
ence, no sovereignty nor subjection; but everyone, living severally and secretly 
by himself, and often far from any fellows, is ruled only by his own skill and 
conscience, which even among the Apostles had bred disturbance, if by sundry 
meetings councils and conferences it had not been looked into, and, that not
Withstanding, some of the best sort were now and then found reprehensible ... 
because no man dare nor well can in those terms take upon him to direct govern 
and call to account at certain times the rest of the inferior clergy in so great a 
dispersion and uncertainty of their abode .... Therefore where there can be no 
further jurisdiction or recount of their dealings than the rule of every man's own 
conscience and knowledge, no marvel if all be not at all times agreeable to reason 
and our desires.'67 

The mission to England could only be a holding action that kept Catholic 
hope and practice alive until the situation was resolved militarily, as Parma was 
then resolving it in Belgium. England needed bishops to run the machinery of the 
church. Allen was confirmed in his views when Edmund Campion was arrested 
on July 17, 1581, and, after prolonged torture, died a martyr's death at Tyburn on 
December 1. 

XIII 
In September 1580, Sir Francis Drake returned in triumph from his voyage 

around the world. His ship became an immediate tourist attraction, drawing large 
crowds, some of whom fell off the gangplank into the Thames mud. Impressed 
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with Drake's loot, Elizabeth rewarded his piracy by making him a knight. Three 
months later, Christopher Marlowe entered Cambridge as an undergraduate. For 
four years, Marlowe was an impecunious student, taking frugal meals with the 
rest of the students. In 1585, however, Marlowe's fortunes inexplicably rose. He 
bought himself an expensive doublet and began dining on meat and wine at many 
times the cost of the bread and cheese that was formerly his fare. The cause of 
Marlowe's newfound prosperity came into being during 1581, his first year at Cam
bridge. During that year, shortly after Campion had arrived on English soil, the 
Jesuits had established a recruitment network at Cambridge. In September 1581, 
the Jesuit Person wrote to Claudius Acquaviva, the Jesuit General in Rome, that 
"At Cambridge I have at length insinuated a certain priest into the very university, 
under the guise of a scholar or gentleman common, and have procured him help 
not far from the town. Within a few months he has sent over to Rheims seven 
very fit youths .... 68 John Ballard and John Fingelow, both ofCaius college, were re
cruited and ended up at Rheims. Ballard returned under the pseudonym Captain 
Fortescue and was executed for his role in the Babington plot in 1586. Unwilling to 
let such a threat go unchallenged, Walsingham set up a counter-network of young 
men who would either make contact with Catholic sympathizers at Cambridge or 
go to Rheims to infiltrate the seminary from. within. In 1585, when England de
clared war on Spain and sent an expeditionary force to the Netherlands, Walsing
ham's espionage budget increased dramatically, and one of the first beneficiaries 
was Christopher Marlowe, whose meteoric rise to fame never completely clarified 
his political or religious allegiance. 

In May 1582, Allen wrote to the Jesuit Agazzari complaining about the tribu
lations of life in exile, and more particularly about the behavior of his students. 
The Catholics were fighting a losing battle even in Catholic areas because "the 
common people sometimes go to the churches of the heretics through fear of the 
iniquitous laws.'''69 The hardships of exile had convinced Allen "it would be easier 
to guide to salvation a thousand souls in England than one hundred in this exile, 
which of itself breeds murmurings, complainings, contradictions and discontent. 
When Moses leads the people through the desert, he suffers much. Even at the 
very time that God rains down manna and quails and brings water from the rock 
they are not satisfied, but their soul is with the flesh-pots ofEgypt .... 7o 

In the same letter Allen mentioned they had caught a spy. Richard Baines was 
ordained in Rheims in September 1581. He had arrived at the seminary in 1578, 
and for the three years did his best to foment discontent, encouraging students "to 
mislike the rule and diScipline of subjection to their masters.'''71 He would engage 
in "licentious" talk about flesh pies and sex to break the discipline of the seminar
ians struggling with the rigor oflife in penurious exile. Baines liked to portray his 
actions as the result of a fall from grace, but he had been sent to Rheims as a spy. 
This is certainly the view Allen conveyed to Agazzari. Rheims had always been 
high on Walsingham's list of threats to the new order in England. His attempts to 
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spread disunity there were consistent with other Walsingham operations. 
It is unlikely that a seminarian would turn from grumbling about the food 

to plans for mass murder on the spur of the moment. In a long confession in May 
1583, Baines admitted that he plotted "how the first President might be made away, 
and if that missed how the whole company might easily be poisoned."'72 Baines 
planned to murder the entire seminary by dumping poison into the college well 
or into the water the seminarians bathed in. Nicholl sees Baines as the model for 
Marlowe's Jew of Malta, a Catholic hater who poisons a convent of nuns. Mar
lowe's Jew is said to "go about to poison wells" and produces "a drench to poison a 
whole stable of Flanders mares."173 Baines went about his duties, "daily celebrating 
Mass," Allen adds with scarcely concealed disgust, "believing himself unsuspect
ed" until "his treachery and illicit dealings with the Privy Council had become 
known."'74 If Baines had been a Catholic in Protestant England, there is little doubt 
what his fate would have been. The Catholics instead set him free; before long he 
was devising new treachery for his Protestant masters, as Marlowe would discover 
to his chagrin, because Marlowe "was some kind of cog in the operations against 
Rheims" tOO.175 

XIV 
On the evening of March 8, 1582, the sky over Mortlake turned blood red, 

portending a momentous change in the sublunar sphere. Earlier that day, Dee the 
Magus had entertained a visitor who identified himself as Edward Talbot. Talbot 
was a 26-year-old cripple who wore a cowl that created a monkish appearance. The 
cowl concealed his ears, which had been mutilated, probably as punishment for 
counterfeiting or "coining." The visitor's real name was Edward Kelley, a crimi
nal "necromancer," someone who exhumed dead bodies. He dug up a corpse at 
Walton Ie Dale near Preston in Lancashire and used it to invoke "some one of the 
Infernal Regiment.''t76 Kelley needed "the Devil's foresight" to figure out the "man
ner and time of the death of a noble young Gentleman, as then in Wardship."177 
Kelley was a "skyrer," or medium, who could contact angels and summon them 
to appear. Kelley was not Dee's first skyrer. In fact, Kelley arrived at Mortlake 
to announce he was to replace Saul, a skyrer who had showed up a few months 
earlier. Dee's first recorded "action" or seance took place under Saul's direction 
on December 1581. Saul gazed into a crystal ball and announced he saw the An
gel Annael, one of seven angels of Creation and, according to Dee, "the Angel of 
Intelligence now ruling this world.''t78 Annael wrote on the crystal a message in 
Hebrew letters of transparent gold. A bright star appeared, first ascending and 
then descending, followed by "a great number of dead men's skulls" and a "white 
dog with a long head.''t79 

Dee warned Kelley that he was uninterested in what was "vulgarly accounted 
magic.''t80 Rather, Dee wanted to contact "the blessed angels of God,''t81 so they 
could assist Dee's "philosophical studies." Yates, among other scholars, was taken 
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in by Dee's protestations that he was only interested in "white" magic, which rang 
increasingly hollow as Dee plunged deeper and deeper into the world of the oc
cult. 

Kelley told Dee he had been sent to warn Dee about Saul, Dee's previous 
skryer. Kelley was an emissary of a group that previously had sent others to Dee, 
including Richard Hickman (who would be implicated in the Hesketh plot ten 
years later) in June 1579. Hickman gained entry "with the commendations of Sir 
Christopher Hatton, ... 8. which "shows that interest in spiritual communication 
went right to the top of government. ... 83 Although Woolley says "this aspect of 
Elizabethan political life remains largely undocumented and unexamined,"184 he 
then gives an impressive list of high government officials under Elizabeth who 
were deeply involved in the occult and interested in having Dee come up with a 
military or intelligence application of the occult. He lists Leicester (and by im
plication Sydney), Pembroke, and, most significantly, Walsingham, the head of 
Elizabeth's spy network. The links are instructive and problematic. If Kelley was 
sent by Hatton to work with Dee, whom was Dee working for? Was Kelley sent to 
spy on Dee? If so, he was the man providing Dee with most of his material. This 
could mean, of course, that Kelley was a "projector," or agent provocateur sent to 
implicate Dee in some plot. Walsingham was famous for concocting schemes and 
was then deeply involved in what became known as the Throckmorton plot. Did 
Walsingham and Hatton suspect Dee had divided loyalties? Cardinal Allen, after 
all, had already claimed Dee was a Catholic priest. Even a "sacerdos uxoratus," 
might have bouts of recurring Catholicism, especially if confronted by treachery 
and disappointment by his new masters. 

Kelley's links with Hatton and Walsingham may explain the increasingly po
litical nature of the visions he conjured. During a seance Kelley conducted with 
Dee in April 1582, the Archangel Michael appeared and announced he was going 
to reveal the governors who rule the lower world by revealing the names of 49 
angels, "whose names are here, evident, excellent and glorious .... 85 Additionally, 
Michael revealed an elaborate table of letters and numbers, which described di
vine government. This table indicated the revelations concerned not personal but 
political salvation, which would come about through creation of a "new global or
der run according to godly principles.'''86 The new world order was also bound up 
with a new sexual order. After the seance, Kelley told Dee the Archangel Michael 
had suggested to Kelley that he was to break his vow of celibacy. As Luther and 
the Anabaptists had shown on the continent, the new world order involved libera
tion from the constraints of the old. ~o matter how much the Reformers played 
it down, sexual liberation and reformed Christianity went hand in hand. Now 
the very angels were commanding it. Did this mean that Michael the Archangel 
was, as a later age might put, the representation of suppressed sexual desires? Ifby 
that, we mean to the exclusion of an actual supernatural being, the answer is no. 
Ifby that we mean the supernatural being was aware of Kelley's unfulfilled sexual 
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longings and determined to manipulate them, the answer is yes. Seven months 
later, Dee and Kelley conjured up the spirit King Camara, whose first question 
was "what is your desire?,,,s7 The question demonstrates the angels were interested 
in the desires of those who summoned them and willing to fulfill them in an as 
yet unacknowledged bargain. Two days after the appearance of King Camara, Dee 
had a nightmare in which he was disemboweled after Lord Cecil had entered his 
house and look "sourly" upon him. Like the intelligence agents that worked for 
Cecil and Walsingham in the sublunary world, the angels seemed to be double 
agents. 

For his library, Dee acquired De Orginibus by the Frenchman Guillaume Pos
tel, who told of meeting a priest from Ethiopia who told him about a Book of 
Enoch, lost for centuries to Europeans but well known to Ethiopians. The book 
contained Enoch's account of the language taught Adam straight from the mouth 
of God. The man who mastered it could control the universe as God had done 
through Adam, namely, by speaking or naming things. The passages in Postel's 
book describing the Ethiopian priest's testimony were heavily annotated by Dee. 
Imagine Dee's astonishment then when Anneal, conjured again by Kelley on 
March 26, 1583, began writing letters of the celestial alphabet, the language God 
had spoken to Adam, which had been lost since man built the tower of Babel, and 
commanded Dee to write them down. 

Dee was on the verge of a momentous discovery, the fruition of 20 years work 
in magic through his study of the Cabala. The discovery would correspond to a 
momentous change in the heavens. On April 28, 1583, Saturn and Jupiter fell into 
"conjunction" or "copulation," signaling the end of one historical era and the be
ginning of another. The era which was coming to an end was the watery trigon 
under the sign of Pisces. The world would witness the dawn of the era of the "fiery 
trigon," characterized by "sudden and violent changes," or revolution. Dee imme
diately corresponded with astronomers in England and on the continent. Richard 
Harvey confirmed "the watery Trigon shall perish and be turned into fire:"ss A 
"new world" would come about "by some sudden, violent & wonderful strange al
teration, which even heretofore hath always happened at the ending of one Trigon 
& beginning of an other:"S9 Tycho Brahe felt the celestial conjunction of Jupiter 
and Saturn was "the end of the Roman Catholic Church's supremacy:"90 A Czech 
astrologer added the "sudden and violent changes" would occur first in Bohemia. 

Six weeks later, the Polish Prince Albert Laski showed up at Mortlake. By 
the end of the summer, Dee, Laski, and Kelley embarked on a mission to Prague, 
capital of Bohemia, the new home of Rudolf II and his court. Rudolf, whom Walsh 
describes as "surrounded by Jews, astrologers, Rosicrucians, pseudo-mystics, and 
quacks,'''91 was the son of Maximillian to whom Dee had dedicated Monas Hi
eroglyphica, and head of the Austrian line of Hapsburgs, the family facing down 
the English, the Jews, and the Calvinists in the Netherlands. Although he was on 
the outs with the Polish king, Laski had received the royal treatment in England, 
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where Cecil and Walsingham saw Laski as useful in providing them with a back 
channel access to the Hapsburgs, with whom England would soon be at open war. 
Laski came to Mortlake eager for occult insight. Dee obligingly summoned the 
angel Raphael, who informed Laski "Many witches and enchanters, yea many dev
ils have arisen up against this stranger, but I will grant him his desire."192 It was the 
sort of response one might expect from the local gypsy, but the mention of granted 
desires kept the Polish nobleman coming back for more. The suspicion Kelley and 
Dee were commissioned by Walsingham to bring Laski under control is strong: 
Walsingham's agent, Charles Sledd, the spy who had penetrated the English Col
lege in Rome, had arrived at Mortlake the day before Laski and had spent the 
night, presumably consulting with Dee and Kelley about the imminent arrival of 
the prince from Poland. Walsingham's house at Barn Elms was a short walk from 
Dee's at Mortlake. The fact that Sledd, who may have come to Mortlake from Barn 
Elms, did not spend the night at Walsingham's indicates that the three men must 
have conferred until late in the evening. Dee considered Sledd's appearances an ill 
omen. The outcome was invariably unpleasant, sometimes producing psychoso
matic effects like nosebleeds. ' 

If Sledd arrived at Mortlake with instructions from Walsingham on how to 
use Laski, then Dee probably proposed the trip to Prague to Laski and Kelley. The 
Queen quickly signaled her approval. Preparing for departure, Dee catalogued his 
books. While compiling his list, Dee received a visit from the Queen, who then 
sent him a gift of 40 angels, coins with more than monetary significance. Sir Wal
ter Raleigh also sent a letter assuring Dee of Elizabeth's "good disposition." When 
Dee and his entourage set off by flyboat down the Thames on September 21, they 
were a government-sponsored operation. Dee repeatedly said as much, indicating 
he was embarking on a private mission in the service of the queen to use "his posi
tion as part of Laski's entourage to gather sensitive foreign information."'93 

When Dee left England with Laski, Elizabeth was in something approach
ing a state of panic, convinced that she was the object of a French-Spanish plot to 
remove her from the throne. Part of that plan involved orchestrating a Catholic 
invasion of England. Another part involved getting faithful Catholics in England 
to rise in rebellion as French and Spanish troops arrived on English shores. Eng
lish involvement in that scheme came to be known as the Throckmorton Plot. 
Walsingham was weaving a web of intrigue that would bring a number of promi
nent Englishmen to the gallows, including Lord Henry Howard, a Catholic who 
attacked magic and religious enthusiasm in A Defensative against the Poyson of 
supposed Prophesies, an attack on Dee and the Earl of Leicester. Dee is not men
tioned by name, but Howard attacks ahermeticist, suffefing from "distemper of 
the brain,"194 who trafficked in spirits, cast horoscopes, and "sought to entrap Di
ana in the coils of his occult knowledge."'9s Diana was an obvious reference to 
Queen Elizabeth; the unsubtle point was "the Earl of Leicester and his Protestant 
friends had been using diabolic powers to control the queen."'96 
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Howard's brother had been hanged in 1572 for involvement in the Northern 
Rising. Howard was to follow him when he was arrested and executed on charges 
of treason. Meanwhile others were being implicated in the Throckmorton Plot by 
a spy named Fagot, a Frenchman who wrote reports in a peculiar French full of 
mistakes no Frenchman would make. John Bossy claims "Fagot" was Giordano 
Bruno, an Italian monk newly arrived in England hoping to make his fortune as 
the most brilliant expositor of the new occulta philosophia. Bruno inexplicably 
became a martyr to "science" when the Inquisition burned him at the stake on 
the Campo di Fiore in Rome in 1600. Walsingham probably lured him to become 
an informer by playing on his ambition. In addition to offering Bruno a salary, 
Walsingham offered introductions to Philip Sydney and Dee, his fellow magus 
and chief competitor as explicator of the occult. It was probably through Walsing
ham's influence that Bruno got to debate the Scholastics at Oxford, demonstrating 
his brilliance. By collaborating with Walsingham, Bruno could aspire to replace 
Dee as the Court magus when Dee left for Prague. Bruno was encouraged by Dee, 
the "intellectual godfather to the Oxford party," who "by his departure for Po
land with the palatine" had "left a vacancy in England for the position of resident 
guru."'97 

With the arrest of Throckmorton and Howard, Bruno had done his job; with 
Dee gone, he could become magus in residence in England. Walsingham probably 
encouraged Bruno in this, as he had encouraged Dee to take the journey with 
Laski. The two men were his puppets. Both men promoted a political vision inti
mately connected with magic as a form of control: "Bruno envisaged a universal 
monarchy to achieve total moral redemption, assuring obedience by persuasive 
magic and exaltation of the 'vital spirits' of its subjects: complete freedom through 
complete servitude."198 Dee and Bruno were working for Walsingham toward the 
same goal: the spread of magic as a way of undermining Catholic hegemony over 
Europe. Dee was to Rudolf what Bruno was to Throckmorton. What Howard said 
of Dee's influence over the Queen would now apply to Dee's influence over Rudolf 
at precisely the moment when the war between England and the Hapsburgs was 
escalating in the direction of open military conflict. 

xv 
Dee and Kelley's journey to Prague took almost a year. It was no mean feat to 

cross the northern European alluvial plain, especially in the dead of winter. Rivers 
swelled to impassability; carriages got bogged down in mud. Travelers got sepa
rated and had to wait in uncertainty at dubious accommodations until reunited. 
Illness was part of the journey. Another reason for the delay in reaching Prague 
was their intervening visit to Lask, Laski's ancestral estates in Poland. 

Shortly after his arrival in Lask, Dee contacted the spirit Nalvage, which had 
the face of a child and hair like down. Dee, suffering from a fever for days, asked 
Nalvage for medical advice and got instead a terrifying vision ofMortlake in flames 
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with his wife lying dead on the ground outside. Soon Madimi, a seductive female 
who would playa crucial role in the Dee and Kelley marriages, replaced Nalvage. 
Madimi told Dee the Queen mourned his absence, and Cecil would "come home 
shortly, a begging to yoU."'99 Then Nalvage returned and started to reveal "the 
Cabala of Nature," meaning "all of the universe's secrets" in the language Adam 
had spoken in Eden. Dee's fingers raced across the pages of his notebook as he 
struggled to keep up with the angelic dictation. 

On July 13,1584, Dee's 57th birthday, the Angel Gabriel announced the angelic 
revelation was complete. Dee now had "the keys of God's storehouses ... wherein 
you shall find (if you enter wisely, humble and patiently) treasures more worth 
than the frames of the heavens.'':!oo Dee could now write the Book of Enoch. In the 
same month, Nalvage reappeared and told Dee "Go to the emperor," meaning, go 
to Rudolf in Prague. Apparently Dee was more interested in the Book of Enoch, 
because on July 31 Nalvage appeared again, furious that his command had been ig
nored. "Were you not commanded to go after ten days," the angel raged, breathing 
fire. "I have brought madness into the house of the unjust.'':!Ol Dee left the following 
day, finally arriving in Prague in August 1584 along with his skyrer Kelley, their 
servant Edmund Hilton, and Kelley's brother. 

In the waning years of the 16th Century, Prague was a strange mixture of 
forces contending with each other over the fate of Europe in the wake of the Prot
estant revolution. Rudolf's removal of the Austrian court to Prague had attracted 
hoaxers, con men, occultists, charlatans, pseudo-mystics, and artisans determined 
to cash in on his obsession with things arcane: "a host of 'charlatans, knaves and 
blowhards: ... were drawn to the city's gates by the prize of rich pickings and lax 
regulation.'':!o2 A Greek, Mamugna, arrived from Famagosta, announcing he was 
the son of an Italian martyr. Mamugna radiated an aura of mystical power while 
pulled through the town in a cart drawn by two black mastiffs. The mode of con
veyance apparently reflected the power of the message: Geronimo Scotta arrived 
to sell his potions in the town square in a train of three carriages drawn by 40 
horses. According to the court in Vienna, Rudolf was "interested only in wizards, 
alchemists, kabbalists and the like, sparing no expense to find all kinds of trea
sures, learn secrets and use scandalous ways of harming his enemies .... He also has 
a whole library of magic books. He strives all the time to eliminate God complete
ly so that he may in future serve a different master.'':!03 According to a Venetian 
visitor, Rudolf"delights in hearing secrets about things both natural and artificial, 
and whoever is able to deal in such matters will always find the ear of the Emperor 
ready.'':!o4 The angels may have been impatient because they felt that the Emperor's 
ear was already overburdened. The presence of so many quacks and charlatans 
proved, if nothing else, that Rudolf's character flaws were well-known. The an
gels who reported to Dee and Kelley and were, in some sense of the word, part of 
Walsingham's intelligence network, knew that Rudolf's weakness for magic could 
be exploited by Dee to serve British interests. The purpose of his trip to Prague was 
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simple enough to understand from the point of view of British intelligence. Dee 
and Kelley were to attack the Hapsburgs where they were most vulnerable at the 
time, which is to say on their exposed eastern occultic flank. 

Walsingham also had other reasons to send Dee and Kelley to Prague. Prague, 
despite its distance from England, had become a center of Catholic resistance on 
a par with Rheims and Louvain. After Dee returned to England in 1589, Kelley 
became a "natural centre for English exiles in Prague."'05 One of those exiles was 
the amateur alchemist Richard Hesketh, who would go to the gallows as perpetra
tor of the Hesketh Plot. While Kelley was advising Hesketh on matters alchemical, 
Kelley was also in contact with Lord Burghley, who importuned him for cures for 
the gout, advice on how to turn lead into gold to finance the wars in the Nether
lands, and information on Catholic exiles, which Kelley would transmit via Mat
thew Royden, who would figure in Marlowe's demise. Nicholl says "Roydon in 
Prague," and "Marlowe in Flushing" were "bit-players in the same complex and 
rather pointless intelligence game which is being played around the reluctant 
Catholic pretender, their patron, Lord Strange''206 as well as Lancashire Catholics 
in exile like Hesketh. Hesketh was hanged purportedly for presenting a "forged 
indictment to Catholic rebellion''207 to Lord Strange to remove him as the Catholic 
pretender, but Kelley most probably identified him as part of the Prague circle of 
English Catholics. According to Nicholl, "there is plenty to link Kelley with the 
Catholic cell to which Hesketh belonged:'208 

Kelley would have a much greater impact on Prague and the English Catholic 
exiles there than Dee. By the time Dee left Prague to return to England, their roles 
would be reversed: bY1589, Kelley had gone from famulus to magus, and Dee was 
all but forgotten. Alchemical formulae "used by Edoardus Gelleus, the English 
alchemist .... o9 were quoted extensively during the 17th Century. Walsingham and 
Cecil ignored the failed Dee when he returned to England, but well into the 1590S, 
they were still assiduously courting Kelley by letter and envoy, hoping to persuade 
him to return to England and share his wizardry, or at least the wealth it was re
portedly producing, with the English court. 

The arrival of Rudolf and his court changed the modality of Jewish activity 
in Prague. The idea of revolutionary collaboration of the sort which took place 
during the heady days of 1421, when Hussites and Jews sang Jewish songs as to
gether they dug the trenches that were to prevent the invasion of the King of the 
Romans, was no longer feasible. In 1584, Utraquism was a spent force politically. 
The Jews, therefore, got involved in the occult. Since the Cabala was the ultimate 
source of occulta philosophia that was the intellectual rage in Europe, the change 
in Jewish activity was not difficult. Indeed, the occult tradition began when Pico 
and Reuchlin got the idea of magic from the Jews. Now Prague seemed obsessed 
with the new mechanical man who was a product of magic. The image of the new 
man appeared in the figures of the town clock, who would parade around after a 
skeleton rang a bell announcing the beginning of the performance. 
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Giordano Bruno would follow Dee and Kelley to Prague, probably to cash in 
on Rudolf's generosity in patronizing those adept in magic and the occult phi
losophy. Bruno included a fulsome dedication to Rudolf in his Articles against the 
Mathematicians, which "rehearses the whole Brunonian philosophy of a single 
true universal religion rooted in the occult tradition, and the salvation of man
kind through the institutions of an intellectual elite.":UQ Like Antwerp, Prague re
ceived large numbers of Jewish immigrants after the Spanish expulsion in 1492. 

These Jews arrived with an interest in Cabala, especially as redacted by Isaac Luria, 
because its mystical explanation of a universe wracked with catastrophe seemed 
to explain their own catastrophe. Cabala brought with it the age-old Jewish in
clination to millennialist politics, according to which the upheaval in Spain was 
the first pangs of labor signaling the birth of the Messiah. Magic was part of the 
program of messianic politics for Jews and Judaizers, who found common cause 
in their crusade against the Hapsburgs and the Catholic Church. Many Cabalists 
found places in Rudolf's court. Aware many of Rudolf's closest advisors were Jews, 
Dee suspected them of plotting against him. The Jews also were central to the 
system of imperial finance. The occult revival in Prague under Rudolf was a mani
festation of "the blossoming of Jewish intellectual life at the end of the Century" 
that was "based on a renewed study of the Cabala .... " 

The most famous Jew in Prague during the Cabala revival was Rabbi Judah 
Loew ben Bezalel. Rabbi Loew was an expert in Gematria, but the source of his 
fame was that somewhere in the Jewish ghetto in Prague he had reportedly cre
ated a human automaton, known as the Golem, by his cabalistic arcane science. 
The Golem was a clay figure that came to life when Rabbi Loew put a tablet with 
the name of God inscribed on it into the Golem's mouth. To this day, tour guides 
in Prague claim Loew created the Frankenstein myth, which now finds its expres
sion in the ubiquitous sale of marionettes and puppets in the Old Town. Loew met 
Rudolf, and the two of them "had a long secretive conversation: .... Yates thinks 
Dee may have met Loew in Prague, but from what we know of their journey, Dee 
and Kelley spent most of their time with Catholics. 

In Prague, Dee and Kelley lodged at the home of Thaddeus Hajek, Rudolf's 
physician. Hajek lived on Bethlehem Square, not far from Bethlehem Chapel, 
where Jan Huss launched the revolutionary movement in Europe 174 years before. 
Hajek was one of the foremost astronomers of Europe; he and Dee had probably 
made contact when the new star appeared in the early '70S. Dee felt the revolution 
surrounding the arrival of the Fiery Trigon in the heavens in 1584 would involve 
the Hapsburgs, and he probably shared those thoughts with his Protestant host 
Hajek, who could introduce him to his contacts in the scientific world and at the 
imperial court. Dee's thoughts were probably not new to Hajek. Much of what 
Dee predicted had already been pointed out by the Czech astrologer, Cyprian Le
owitz, and published in a book approved by the Emperor Maximillian. Leowitz 
predicted sudden violent changes would occur in 1584; Dee heavily annotated that 
book and probably knew Leowitz personally. 
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Hajek was also an Utraquist, but Utraquism, like the Anabaptism it spawned 
in Southern Germany, had had its day in Bohemia. The revolutionary spirit had 
departed, leaving only an ideological corpse behind. One reason for the demise of 
Utraquism was the rise of the occulta philosophia. Another reason was the Coun
ter Reformation. When Dee arrived in Prague in August 1584, the Counter Refor
mation had been hard at work there for y~ars. In 1581, the church had restored the 
nunciature, which soon functioned as a significant counterforce in intelligence 
and diplomacy to the English/Jewish spy ring that arranged Dee's mission to 
Prague. Soon the pope and the emperor were in a battle with Walsingham and the 
Jews over the mind of the emperor and the future of Bohemia and the empire. In 
that battle, the occult English cabalists had to play catch-up, which might explain 
the impatience of the angels, because in 1584, Nuncio Giovanni Francesco Bonomi 
submitted to Rudolf a plan for the "systematic extirpation of heresy in Bohemia.">'3 
Bolstered by support of the Jesuits and Catholic magnates like the Rozmberk and 
Lobkovic families, Bonomi and his successors hoped to implement the Tridentine 
reforms and bring about a re-Catholicization of Bohemia. This involved conver
sions, new seminaries, festivals and ceremonials, education, and mission work. 
"The hope is growing," Botero wrote, "for a total conversion ofBohemia."·'4 

Total cultural renovation along lines defined by Trent could not take place 
without the cooperation of the Emperor, whose weakness for occult knowledge 
was well known. And so the battle for Bohemia became a battle for Rudolf's mind. 
If Dee could get to him, Rudolf might inaugurate the era of the fiery Trigon. The 
nuncio was thinking similarly, but with the opposite goal. 

According to Yates, "Dee's message appeared to be neither Catholic nor 
Protestant." It was instead "an appeal to a vast, undogmatic, reforming move
ment which drew its spiritual strength from the resources of occult philosophy.":u5 

Giordano Bruno, who seemed to follow Dee through Europe, was one of many 
"enthusiastic missionaries" of "universal Hermetic reform, in which there were 
some Cabalist elements.""6 Hermeticism or Cabala or Magic was, in the era of cul
tural exhaustion following the early victories of the Protestants, an alternative to 
Catholicism and Protestantism, which seemed to have reached a stalemate in their 
battle to control Europe. Hermetic Cabala was also the alternative to the Counter 
Reformation, which was exceptionally vigorous. Just how vigorous was obvious 
when Giordano Bruno mistakenly returned to Italy: Bruno fell into the hands of 
the Inquisition and was burned at the stake in Rome in 1600. The Counter Refor
mation was on its way to stopping the Protestant advance and pacifying Austria, 
Poland, France, the Spanish Netherlands, and, most significant of all, Bohemia. 

Through Hajek, Dee met with Don Guillen San Clemente, the Spanish 
ambassador, as an important step in his quest to get an audience with the em
peror. Dee showed San Clemente his crystal ball; the ambassador was favorably 
impressed. San Clemente was evidently familiar with the arcane writings of the 
Spanish Cabalist Raymund 11ull and felt Dee had made significant progress in ex
plicating them. This did not remove San Clemente's nagging suspicion Dee was an 
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English spy sent by Walsingham to foment trouble in Bohemia, the weakest link 
in the Hapsburg chain. Dee was an object of suspicion from the moment he set 
foot in Prague. He was viewed in Catholic circles as a magus and an English spy, 
if not agent provocateur. San Clemente probably shared his misgivings with the 
nuncio; before long, the nuncio was expressing the same fears. Even if he hadn't 
heard the story from San Clemente, Bonomi had heard rumors Dee trafficked in 
spirits "with the aid of certain magical characters.""7 Bonomi harbored no illu
sions about the sort of spirit that would respond to Dee and Kelley's conjuring, 
and he knew they would not look kindly upon the re-Catholicization of Bohemia. 
Bonomi identified Dee "as a threat to the ongoing mission to bring Prague back 
into the Catholic fold.""8 

Dee saw the Emperor within a month of his arrival in Prague. After a little 
chit chat about Dee's Monas Hieroglyphica, a book Rudolf had read but found 
beyond his capacity, Rudolf mentioned that the Spanish Ambassador had told 
him Dee had a special message for the emperor. Dee then explained, in a manner 
reminiscent of Dr. Faustus, that when he had given up hope of finding wisdom 
in books, he had made contact with the angels, and they had a message for the 
emperor. "The Angel of the Lord," Dee announced, "hath appeared to me, and 
rebuketh you for your sins.""9 

It was a bold move and bespoke psychological manipulation far ahead of its 
time. Eventually, the Illuminati, the psychoanalysts, and sensitivity trainers would 
refine techniques like this into sophisticated forms of control. Knowing Rudolf's 
obsessive interest in the occult, Dee probably assumed he was in the grip of an 
immoral compulsion or addiction. By broaching the matter so boldly, Dee hoped 
to elicit a confession, which he could later use to control the emperor and thereby 
integrate him into Dee's plan to bring revolution to Prague. Dee was not unlike 
C.G. Jung, who used the same sort of techniques to control Edith Rockefeller Mc
Cormick and her considerable fortune. Jung was well versed in the alchemical 
tradition Dee represented. Like Jung, Dee sought the philosopher's stone as some
thing that could not only transform base metals into gold, but which could also 
bring about psychological transformations, which could have significant political 
ramifications, especially when they occurred in the powerful. Compared to the 
ability to dominate the mind of the emperor, changing lead into gold must have 
seemed insignificant. Dee claimed he had been "enjoined by the angel Uriel to tell 
the Emperor that he possesses the secret of transmutation"110 to bring him under 
his control and bring revolutionary change. "A learned and renowned English
man whose name was Doctor De," wrote the Lutheran Budovec, "came to Prague 
to see the Emperor Rudolf II and was at first well-received by him; he predicted 
that a miraculous reformation would presently come about in the Christian world 
and would prove the ruin not only of the city of Constantinople but of Rome also. 
These predictions he did not cease to spread among the populace. "' .. 

Dee hoped the audience would be the first of many. While waiting for a sequel 
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that never materialized, he and Kelley circulated in occult circles in Prague. IfKel
ley was having his effect on Prague, the opposite was also true: Prague was having 
its effect on Kelley. The Jesuits showed an interest in him; he showed an interest in 
them and the renewed Tridentine Catholicism they were preaching. It was a brand 
of Catholicism kept out of England by draconian laws for good reason: Under the 
influence of the Jesuits, Kelley showed signs he might return to the faith of his fa
thers. In Prague, Kelley showed the Jesuits the accounts of his "actions" with Dee. 
This was reckless, as Dee insisted, but Kelley persisted. In April 1585, Kelley sought 
out a Jesuit for confession and received absolution for "the crimes and grave errors 
of his entire antecedent life."''' This, however, did not keep Kelley from trafficking 
in spirits, who soon dragged him into dubious theological territory as a prelude to 
moral fall. The angel Uriel appeared and praised Luther and Calvin, saying with 
angelic ambiguity that they had their "reward." Whatever their reward was, the 
political showdown between England and Spain intensified into open war when 
Robert Dudley, the Earl of Leicester, persuaded Elizabeth and the Privy Council, 
to take a hard-line against Philip and allow Dudley to lead an expeditionary force 
to attack the Spanish Netherlands in late 1585. 

XVI 
It turns out that 1584 wasn't the year of the fiery Trigon after all. As Dee and 

Kelley dawdled with angels, Alexander Farnese at the head of the Spanish army 
took one city after another and paralysis gripped the leadership of the revolution. 
The fall of Dunkirk, Eindhoven, Nieupoort, and Audenhove in 1583 was followed 
by the fall of Ypres, Bruges, and Dendermond in the first half of 1584. Then the 
revolutionaries lost their leader too. On July 10, 1584, a disgruntled petitioner shot 
William of Orange to death as he left his dining room. In September, when Dee 
had his audience with Rudolf, the city of Ghent surrendered to the Duke of Parma. 
Ghent was the largest Calvinist stronghold outside of Holland. If Farnese could 
could then march on his enemies from the west, beginning with Nijmegen, where 
the absence of breakable dikes and floodable polders favored the Spanish army. 
The tide of battle in the Netherlands had turned. 

The tide had turned in other areas too. In April 1585, around the time that 
Brugge fell to Farnese, Sixtus V was elected pope. Unlike Pius V, the ascetic who 
prayed the rosary as Don Juan battled the Turks at Lepanto, Sixtus was a for
mer swineherd who never stopped being the crafty peasant. After amassing huge 
amounts of gold, which he lavished on building projects in Rome, Sixtus then 
turned on the College of Cardinals, transforming them within five years from 
a group of unruly barons into an assembly of docile civil servants that would 
run the Church for the next four hundred years. Sixtus also declared war on the 
20,000 or so bandits who inhabited the Papal States and brought them under con
trol. He then embarked on the moral reformation of Rome. Adultery was declared 
a capital crime, punishable by hanging. Sodomy was made a capital crime, but 

383 



The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit 

those found guilty were burned alive instead. By the end of his papacy, Rome was 
reborn from medieval ruin into the baroque metropolis that it is even today. 

Farnese's business was destruction not construction, but his plans were just as 
ambitious. He wanted to destroy the revolution in the Spanish Netherlands. The 
key was Antwerp. Located on the ScheIdt River, Antwerp's access to the waters 
of the Atlantic and central Europe had made it the richest city in the Hapsburg 
Empire. That access made Antwerp militarily significant, too. With Antwerp in 
Calvinist hands, the Dutch could control whatever came down river. The sea beg
gars could supply Antwerp from the sea and England in their shallow draft boats, 
making the south vulnerable to attack. Farnese could not concentrate his troops 
to assault Deventer or Nijmegen if he had to leave some behind to defend against 
possible attacks from Antwerp. But, if Antwerp were in Spanish hands, the Dutch 
were effectively bottled up in the North. The Spaniards would control what came 
down the ScheIdt. The sea beggars would have no base in the South. And Farnese 
could concentrate on taking Holland one city at a time. 

The situation did not look promising. Antwerp had 100,000 inhabitants, a 
number ten times the size of the Spanish army. But, perhaps most imposing of all, 
there was the ScheIdt River. At Antwerp, the ScheIdt was half a mile wide and 60 

feet deep at the center of its channel. Farnese could build fortresses on the banks, 
but, given the range and accuracy of artillery, he could not prevent sea beggars 
from provisioning the city. Any blockade from the banks alone would be futile, 
and viewed by the inhabitants with contempt. 

Farnese chose another option. Instead of putting gun emplacements on either 
side of the river, Farnese did what was thought impossible. In one of the great 
engineering feats of his day, he built a bridge across the river. Once completed, 
nothing could get up the ScheIdt from the sea, and the city was doomed; surrender 
was only a matter of time. 

On August 27, 1585, Farnese, wearing gold filagreed armor fashioned in Mi
lan, entered the city as conqueror. With diplomacy and charm, Farnese overcame 
the bitterness that accompanied defeat, granting generous terms and defusing 
the Dutch nationalism that was so detrimental to the Spanish cause under Alba. 
Philip was overjoyed. "Antwerp is ours," he shouted, "Antwerp is ours." It was 
the most significant good news since Lepanto. The Jews, though, began leaving, 
taking their fortunes and relocating to Amsterdam farther to the north. Paradoxi
cally, Antwerp's fall was good news for Walsingham and the hawks on the Privy 
Council because it enabled them to get the queen and council to commit to war. 
Walsingham and Dudley convinced the council Holland would fall into Span
ish hands unless England intervened. And so, at the end of 1585, Leicester led an 
expeditionary force to Holland to "drive the Prince of Parma from their land." 
England was now part of the anti-Catholic crusade and Elizabeth was its leader. 

By the end of 1585, the thought that'all Europe might fall to revolutionary 
forces was no longer tenable. The fall of Antwerp and the entry of England into the 
war meant a further merging ofJewish and "English" interests, which is to say the 
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interests of the magnates who controlled the country and who avidly emulated the 
usurers. So in some sense, Capitalism, as we now know it, was a result of the fall 
of Antwerp. If Farnese had re-conquered Holland, and if England had not resisted 
the Counter Reformation so effectively, capitalism would not have come into be
ing. Without capitalism, there would have been no communism, and the history 
of revolution would have looked much different than it does today. 

The tide turned in England too, but in the other direction. Deprived of the 
Mass and a functioning Catholic Church for over 25 years, English Catholics be
came what the usurpers wanted them to be, docile Erastians who probably would 
not have supported Philip's troops if they had landed in 1588. 

XVII 
When Baines returned to England in late 1584 or early 1585 after confessing 

his role in the plot to destroy the Catholic seminary in Rheims, his prospects were 
not good. He was a blown agent of no further use to Walsingham as a spy. He 
could look forward to a return to life in the half-criminal world of con men and 
scam artists from which British intelligence drew its agents. What he found in
stead was an intelligence network flush with money and opportunity. 

After returning to England in 1559, Walsingham came to Cecil's notice as 
"most subtle searcher of hidden secrets''>') and soon rose to prominence as Eliza
beth's Secretary of State and, along with Cecil and Leicester, one of the three most 
powerful men in government. One reason Walsingham proved so useful to Cecil 
was his contacts from his exile abroad. In Europe Walsingham "acquired his fa
mous skill in foreign languages, and the ring of political contacts that would later 
form the basis of his foreign intelligence network.''>'4 There Walsingham made 
contact with the international network of Jewish merchants who became "the 
backbone of the English spy system,''>'5 

One ofWalsingham's spies was Geronimo Pardo, a Sephardic Jew who passed 
crucial information to Elizabeth and Walsingham during 1587 about the prepa
rations for the Armada. Bernardino de Mendoza revealed Pardo's role in Wals
ingham's spy ring in a letter to Philip II from Paris, where he settled after his 
expulsion from England in 1584. According to Mendoza, Pardo, a member of a 
Marrano family from Spain that was part of a "vast network all over the world," 
arrived in London in 1587 with a shipload of cargo and "brought on that occasion 
two packets of letters in cipher, giving a full account of the warlike preparations 
which were being made in Spain. After translating them, he carried them back to 
Secretary Walsingham, and, within two months, Pardo was on his way back to 
Lisbon.""·6 Pardo returned to London, delivering dispatches to another Jewish spy, 
Doctor Hector Nunez, while at dinner. After receiving the packet, Nunez "rose 
in great haste, and went directly to Secretary Walsingham's house.''>'7 Pardo was 
arrested when he returned to Spain, but even from prison he tried to smuggle let
ters to Walsingham. Most of the Jews in Walsingham's spy ring pretended to be 
Catholics except when in London, where they pretended to be Protestants, taking 
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"the bread and wine in the manner and form as do the heretics."128 
Walsingham depended on Hector Nunez for foreign intelligence. His biog

raphy is a road map of the revolutionary movement in the 16th Century. Born in 
Evora, Portugal, he moved to Antwerp and from Antwerp to London, where he 
practiced medicine. He married the sister of the spy Bernard Luis, who lived in 
Antwerp in 1566, when the Iconoclast Rebellion broke out there. Nunez was ex
tenSively involved in trade, which allowed him to gather and transmit intelligence. 
In 1568 he was listed as a member of the Corporation of Italian Merchants resid
ing in London, although his nationality was listed as Portuguese. In 1579 Nunez, 
under the alias Francisco Pessoa, was listed as a member of the secret synagogue 
in Antwerp, and through that organization his wife sent money to another Portu
guese doctor, Rodrigo Lopez. 

Lopez, because of his unhappy fate (he was hanged in 1593 for attempting 
to poison the queen) was the most famous of the Jewish spies in England. Lopez 
joined a Jewish family famous for spying when he married the daughter of Gon
salvo Anes, alias Benjamin George, alias Gonsalvo George, scion of the famous 
Anes family of spies expelled from Spain. Gonsalvo Anes made a fortune selling 
groceries from India and was knighted by the queen in 1568. He also collaborated 
with Nunez and Pardo in smuggling operations. After marrying into the Anes 
family, Rodrigo Lopez spawned a family of spies. Walsingham used Rodrigo's 
sons as spies to prepare Drake's raid on the Azores. 

When Rodrigo Lopez arrived in England in 1560 from Antwerp, he claimed 
to be a Calvinist. He soon became physician to the Earl of Leicester; his duties 
included poisoning Leicester's enemies. Dr. Lopez reputedly had "more skill in 
intrigue than in physic, and ... more cunning in poisoning that in healing."229 One 
contemporary report "strongly" confirms "the common belief that he was will
ing, for a consideration, "to use his knowledge of drugs for a deadly purpose."230 

In 1586, Lopez was appointed phYSician to the Queen, but his greed led him to 
become a double agent, which led him to turn on Marco Perez, who then turned 
on him, implicating him in a plot to poison the queen, for which he was hanged in 
1594. Lopez was the cause of much popular anti-Semitism in England. 

Alvaro Mendez, another member of Walsingham's Jewish spy ring, was the 
brother-in-law of Dr. Lopez and also related to Joseph Nasi. After making his for
tune in India by farming the diamond mines of the King ofNasinga (and cheating 
him out of his diamonds), Mendez lived in various European cities. By 1580, he 
was in Paris, where he became, in collaboration with Nasi, a proponent of a home
land for the Jews, as well as the architect of the Anglo-Turkish alliance against 
Spain, which tied up Spanish forces that otherwise could have been used against 
England. In 1585, Elizabeth's ambassador to the Porte, Barton, reminded the sul
tan he had promised under oath to fight the Spanish, calling them "our common 
foes, all of them cursed idolaters,'''31 Even so, Elizabeth turned to Lopez and Nunez 
to plead her cause .with Philip II to ward off the invasion by a Spanish fleet after 
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Parma took Antwerp. 
Walsingham, as leader of the Puritan faction, which included Leicester, Sid

ney, Dee and Spenser, consistently argued for war. Walsingham, whose daughter 
was married to Sydney, argued England could check Spanish power in the low 
countries by supporting William of Orange, giving the King of Spain "such a bone 
to pick as would take him 20 years at least, and break his teeth at last. ">32 With war 
just over the horizon, Walsingham's spy agency looked to profit handsomely. In 
1582, Walsingham's secret service had a budget of 750 pounds. By 1585, with war 
looming, his spy budget soared to 2000 pounds. 

Baines now made contact with Christopher Marlowe, the Cambridge under
graduate, and recruited him for intelligence work. During spring 1585, Marlowe 
became "suddenly mobile,":m attending class infrequently. Just as suddenly, he be
gan spending much more money than before on food and drink. Marlowe went 
from a penurious student to a man of the world, spending well beyond the means 
of the average student. In Edward II, Spenser explains an intelligencer "must be 
proud, bold, pleasant, resolute/ And now and then stab as occasion deserves,"134 a 
passage which is especially ironic advice in the light of how Marlowe died. 

Corrupted by money and the prospect of travel, excitement, and intrigue, 
Marlowe soon accepted that his new job involved "much unfaithful dealing to
wards people with whom he consorted day by day at Cambridge, people whose 
violent disaffection he in some measure shared."235 It is difficult to measure the 
allegiance of people who dedicate their lives to duplicity. M~rlowe's job was most 
probably the ferreting out of Catholic sympathizers at the university. He thus had 
to pose as a Catholic, which he did so effectively that the university almost refused 
him a degree, so worried were they that he might "go to Rheims." Only when the 
government intervened, testifying that Marlowe was in service to the Queen, was 
his name cleared, and he was allowed to graduate. Nicholl tries to portray Marlowe 
as a skilled double agent with a foot in both camps ready to spring to whichever 
side looked to be the winner. In England, judging who might be winning was no 
easy matter. Mary had reimposed Catholicism and the Inquisition after Edward's 
Protestant reign. Now Elizabeth was undoing what Mary had done, but who could 
tell how long the wheel of fortune would hold her aloft? 

The agents most likely to succeed in passing as Catholics were Catholics who 
had turned, but, as Dee noticed in Kelley's behavior in Prague, a Catholic who had 
been turned could turn back. It is tempting to view Marlowe as a character out of 
a novel by John Ie Carre or Graham Greene, which is often how Nicholl portrays 
him. But the stakes were different then. The battle was much more existential. 
The beliefs were closer to the existential core of the believer than in the Cold War 
contest between amoral players who believed in nothing but the will to power. "Is 
he a genuine conspirator or an agent provocateur? Is he a purveyor of information 
or disinformation? ... Often, the only workable answer is that he is both."236 Or 
perhaps neither. Another possibility is that a young person lured into England's 
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network of spies might experience revulsion and try to atone for past duplicity 
by saying what he really believed. Marlowe was, as his contemporaries noticed, 
fearless. The "wild young Catholic bound for Rheims" turned out to be a "faithful 
dealer for the government,">3? but that doesn't mean he had to stay that way, espe
cially after he became aware of what the government was doing. 

Walsingham tried to get as many people as possible involved in plots to put 
Mary Queen of Scots on the throne so that he could entrap and destroy them, and 
ultimately her as well. There had been the Throckmorton and Ridolphi plots in 
the past, and there would be the Hesketh Plot in the future, but for 1585 there was 
the Babington Plot, which would prove fatal to the pretender in Scotland. Dur
ing summer 1586, Walsingham lured Babington into approaching Mary, Queen 
of Scots, with a proposal for a rebellion when a Franco-Spanish force invaded the 
country. 

On July 17, a letter in cipher documenting Mary's approval of the plot alleged
ly passed from Chartley to Babington in London. It passed into the hands ofWals
ingham, who deciphered it and resealed it, leading to the deaths of Babington and 
the Queen of Scots. The term alleged is advised here because the original letters 
have disappeared. Mary denied she wrote the letter. The ciphered versions were 
used as evidence at the trial. The Catholics never had any doubt: the affair was a 
plot to justify killing Mary and put an end to Catholic hopes of restoring England 
to the fold of the Church of Rome. The Jesuit Robert Southwell claimed the "chief 
plotters" were Walsingham, Leicester, and Cecil. "The matter of Babington was 
wholly of their plotting and forging, of purpose to make Catholics odious and to 
cut off the Queen of ScotS.">38 Babington and his accomplices were" drawn blind
fold to be the workers of their own overthrow.">39 The chief agent of the "chiefplot
ters" was Robert Poley, who would figure in the death of Christopher Marlowe, as 
would Baines, in 1593. Poley, says Southwell, "was continually with Babington and 
Ballard. He heard mass, confessed and in all things feigned to be a Catholic."'40 

Poley's modus operandi was one of Walsingham's favorite tactics. Poley was ar
rested as part of the plot and spent a few years in the tower, where he continued to 
work as a police informer, but none of the Catholics were fooled. While in prison 
Poley regularly had sex with the wife of an acquaintance and also, according to 
Southwell, "poisoned the Bishop of Armacan with a piece of cheese.">41 Poley was 
released from the tower in autumn 1588. Within a month, he was back in govern
ment service. 

By the end of 1586, Leicester's expedition to the Netherlands had failed. The 
failure combined with the gruesome executions following the Babington Plot to 
cast a pall over England. England had become a nation of spies and pirates. Philip 
learned of Sir Francis Drake's terrorist attacks along the coast of Spain and Portu
gal, in which unarmed villages were burnt to the ground and their inhabitants put 
to the sword. A consistent picture of life in the new England was emerging. Free
dom was a subterfuge to enslave the Catholic masses. Emancipation from Catho-
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lic rule brought the Elizabethan Police State to power. England was a country of 
professional informers, not unlike the Stasi Police State in East Germany, except 
Elizabeth offered her subjects capitalist incentives, conferring on them one-third 
of the goods of the person they denounced. Purified religion meant the growth of 
the monster state, Leviathan, which demanded undiluted allegiance, and repaid its 
subjects by reducing the majority to poverty unknown in medieval Europe. Small 
farmers were kicked off their lands so that magnates could make fortunes there 
raising sheep. The purgatory societies, the guilds, the monasteries, the hospitals, 
the entire achievement of the Church in providing social welfare in England, was 
dismantled and put to work increasing the wealth of insatiably greedy magnates. 
The poor were then punished by laws declaring them vagrants and debtors and by 
the emergence of a philosophy of greed that blamed the victims of the looting for 
their misery by attributing their poverty to character flaws. 

XVIII 
Throughout spring 1586, the evidence mounted among Catholics in Prague 

that Kelley and Dee were English spies. In March 1586 Dee and Kelley met with 
Germanicus Malaspina, the new nuncio. Kelley spoke imprudently about reform
ing the Catholic Church. Malaspina said nothing, but Dee found out later that 
Kelley's words had filled the nuncio with "inward fury."'4' Kelley just as impru
dently told the nuncio's priests he and Dee had written down "copious volumes"'43 

of angelic revelations. When a priest demanded to see the volumes so he could 
show them to the nuncio, Kelly refused, saying they were private. Fillipo Sega, 
Malaspina's successor, felt the same way about Dee, claiming that they were the 
"authors of a new superstition, if not heresy,"'44 and that they were in Prague to 
infiltrate the emperor's court. Meanwhile, as if to confirm the suspicions of the 
Catholics, Dee and Kelly moved into a grand palace, known as the Faust House, 
even though they had no visible mans of support with which they could pay for 
such a step up in housing. 

On May 6, Dee left Prague for Leipzig, where he hoped to meet his servant 
Edmund Hilton, a courier between Dee and Walsingham. Upon learning Hilton 
was not expected for 16 days, Dee left the letter he intended to give to Hilton with 
his host instead. The letter was addressed to Walsingham; in it Dee told Eliza
beth's spymaster "That which England suspected was also here .... 45 

By May 24, Dee was back in Prague, where he learned the nuncio had submit
ted a dossier to the emperor accusing Dee of necromancy and "other prohibited 
arts .... 46 Dee appealed to the emperor on May 28, but the damage had been done. 
On June 29, one of the Emperor's clerks arrived at Dee's door notifying him that 
he and Kelley and their families had been banished from the empire. They had six 
days to get out of town. 

With appeal impossible, Dee and Kelley headed toward the German border, 
but within two weeks they were back in Bohemia, where they took shelter at the 
ancestral estates of Vilem Rozmberk and began work in one of his laboratories. 
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Rozmberk was a Catholic of long standing. His forebears had battled Zizka in 
vain. Vilem held the crown at Rudolf's coronation in 1575, and he was a member 
of the Order of the Golden Fleece, the Hapsburgs' highest chivalric honor. But 
Rozmberk had a problem. He had no heir, and if he didn't get one soon, his death 
would mark the end of one of the noblest families in Bohemia. This probably ex
plains his direct violation of the Emperor's edict by inviting Dee and Kelley to 
join him at Trebon. Rozmberk was no stranger to occult philosophy and the art 
of transmutation, another word for alchemy. The murals on the walls of his castle 
were covered with astrological, alchemical, and biblical symbols, all interwoven 
promiscuously. Fertility, next to transmuting lead into gold and changing the 
dead to the living, was a main concern of transformation. The houses in the town 
were covered with occult symbols; the colors of the tower overlooking the town 
were said to have alchemical significance too. Rozmberk had six laboratories, and 
the one at Trebon was placed at the disposal of Dee and Kelly. 

The first transformation was in the state of Dee and Kelley's finances. The 
men were suddenly flush with money, which they lavished on those around them. 
Francesco Pucci, an occult fellow traveler whom Dee and Kelley felt was a Catholic 
spy, was bought off with bags of gold. This liberality, more than their intelligence 
reports, caused their stock to soar in England. The English court buzzed with 
rumors Dee and ~elley had turned pewter dishes, flagons, and even bedpans into 
pure gold, and that they possessed a magic powder, one ounce of which could 
produce 272,330 ounces of gold. Intrigued, Cecil increased his efforts to lure them 
back to England, but the magician and his famulus had other issues to resolve. 

In January 1587 Kelley returned from a trip to Prague, bearing a jewel-encrust
ed gold necklace worth 300 ducats that had formerly belonged to the Rozmberk 
family. Kelley presented the necklace to Dee's wife, with the remark "I commend 
me to Mrs. Dee a thousand times.">47 It wasn't the first time Kelley had shown an 
interest in Mrs. Dee. The sexual tension began as soon as Kelley entered Dee's ser
vice in 1582, but now it was more insistent. Soon even the angels were talking about 
sex. During an action on April 17, an angel told Dee: "All sins committed in me 
are forgiven. He who goes mad on my account, let him be wise. He who commits 
adultery because of me, let him be blessed for eternity and receive the heavenly 
prize.">48 The angel Madimi then appeared to Dee along with other angels, who 
soon departed. When Madimi was alone with Dee, she parted her cloak to reveal 
she was naked. After noting in his diary that she "showeth her shame,'''49 Dee re
cords he ordered her to leave. 

The angels wouldn't let the subject drop. They became strenuous moral anti
nomians determined to bring Dee and Kelley to their way of thinking, especially 
on matters venereal. "For all things are possible and permitted to the godly," the 
angels told Dee. "Nor are sexual organs more hateful to him than the faces of ev
ery mortal. Thus it will be: the illegitimate will be joined with the true son. And 
the east will be united with the west, and the south with the north.'''50 
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This sounded revolutionary, but hadn't Dee already predicted a revolution 
when he explicated the meaning of Jupiter's "copulation" with Saturn and the in
auguration of the era of the fiery Trigon? As the Taborites had shown, political 
revolutions always entailed sexual liberation. Sexual liberation was an integral 
part of what happened at Muenster too. Why should Dee be shocked? 

After a few more sessions, Dee understood what the angels were getting at. 
Dee and Kelley were to engage in the ultimate 1970S suburban lifestyle adventure: 
wifeswapping. When Dee, who hadn't entertained such thoughts before then, ob
jected, the angel Madimi rebuked him for being insufficiently liberated. "Your 
own reason riseth up against my wisdom," Madimi told Dee. "Behold you are 
become free. Do that which most pleaseth yOu .... S1 

Catholics assert that only fallen angels respond to conjurings, and they were 
only likely to respond if the conjurer put his immortal soul in jeopardy by com
mitting a mortal sin to attract them. Eventually Dee came to the Catholic posi
tion, but not in the way the Catholics in Prague hoped he would. Like Faust, Dee 
"offered my soul as a pawn"'s> to gain knowledge that would lead to wealth and 
fame. 

In her treatment of Dee, Frances Yates goes out of her way to support Dee's 
contention that he was a devout Reformed Christian Cabalist interested only in 
"white magic," which meant magiC wrought only with the help of good angels. 
Dee, it should be remembered, was, in Yates' words, the characteristic philoso
pher of his age. He had created a new intellectual foundation for England, one 
that stood or fell on his contention that he was involved only in "white magic." 
The hopes that Dee and Elizabeth and her ministers shared of "some vast all-em
bracing reform through Hermetic Cabalist influence and particularly through the 
influence of Christian Cabala'"s3 were based on the assumption Dee got his mate
rial from pure sources. The fact that the angels were proposing wife-swapping 
indicated this was not the case. 

The same is true of Dee's literary progeny and their hopes for "pure imperial 
reform.'''s4 Spenser's Faerie Queene is "a great magical Renaissance poem, infused 
with the whitest of white magic ... haunted by a good magician and scientist, Mer
lin (a name sometimes used of Dee), and profoundly opposed to bad magicians 
and necromancers and bad religion:"ss Spenser got his idea of white magic for 

-"pure imperial reform" straight from Dee, and dramatized it in his great poem, 
which portrays the Monas as Una and Elizabeth, the virgin queen, as Britomart, 
the agent who puts the white magic regime into effect. Yates rarely uses the term 
Counter Reformation. Any misgiving about the regime of white magic in England 
is dismissed as part of "the reaction against Renaissance magiC," which derives 
from "the obsessive fear of dangerous spiritual forces, which swept over Europe, 
one of the manifestations of which was the witch craze:"s6 

Spenser was not alone in insisting Dee was involved in white magic. In his 
pro-Dee magnum opus, The Tempest, Shakespeare's Prospero is a white magician, 
modeled on Dee. Prospero uses Agrippa's De occulta philosophia to "call on good 
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spirits" (Agrippa mentions Ariel by name) to cause "a return to the magical world 
of the late Virgin Queen, her chastity and pure religion, now continuing and re
vived by the younger generation. Her philosopher, the white magician Doctor 
Dee, is defended in Prospero, the good and learned conjurer, who had managed to 
transport his valuable library to the island ...... 57 

Dee's involvement in white magic has political implications in The Tempest. 
Prospero is "the beneficent magus," who "uses his good magical science for utopian 
ends ...... 58 The fantasy of Prospero "firmly in control of his magical island through 
his white conjuring''''59 was to find its actual fulfillment in Walsingham's police 
state. Far from vindicating "the Dee science and the Dee conjuring" or allaying 
"the anxieties of the witch craze and establishes white Cabala as legitimate,''''60 
Dee's involvement with the angels at Trebon confirmed the Counter Reforma .... 
tion's deepest suspicions. 

According to Yates, Prospero is a white magician primarily because of "the 
emphasis on chastity in Prospero's advice to his daughter's lover ...... 61 Yates ignores 
the extremely inconvenient angelic pressure on Dee and Kelley that was the oppo
site of chastity. Madimi's call to wifeswapping destroys the whole edifice of "pure 
imperial reform" by revealing it is based on a demonic foundation. 

Dee, it turns out, is much more like Dr. Faustus than Prospero. Dee's project 
for England was based on the fiction there was such a thing as white magic, that 
he was practicing it, and that the angels who responded to conjuring were good 
angels. The turn of events in Trebon disproved all that, and showed to anyone 
willing to see, that the project of a magical England, a "pure imperial reform," 
was diabolical. If Dee based his occult philosophy on the advice of demons, what 
else could it be? What other kind of spirit would propose wife-swapping? Good 
angels? Hardly. 

One evening after dinner in spring 1587, Dee brought up the angelic invitation 
to "the common and· indifferent using of matrimonial acts amongst any couple of 
us four.''''6. The women were speechless. Dee retired to his study, where out of his 
distilling apparatus popped an 18-inch spirit named Ben, who prophesied the fall 
of Elizabeth and the invasion of England by "one of the houses of Austria made 
mighty by the King of Spain's death ...... 63 Later, Dee talked to his wife in private, 
insisting, "I see that there is no other remedy, but as hath been said of our cross
matching, so it must needs be done ...... 64 Jane finally agreed but only under certain 
conditions. After setting the modalities, she expressed the hope "though I give my
self thus to be used, that God will turn me into a stone before he would suffer me, 
in my obedience, to receive any shame or inconvenience ...... 65 'I'wo days later, Dee 
wrote up an agreement, presumably signed by all, which "acknowledge[d], that 
thy profound wisdom in this most new and strange doctrine (among Christians) 
propounded, commended and enjoined unto us four, is above human reason ...... 66 

On May 20, 1587, Madimi, the libidinous angel, appeared to Dee to learn if 
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he was ready to consummate the agreement. Madimi told Dee "He that pawneth 
his soul for me loseth it not, and he that dieth for me, dieth to eternal life. For I 
will lead you into the way of knowledge and understanding; and judgment and 
wisdom shall be upon you, and shall be restored unto you, and you shall grow 
every day wise and mighty in me .... 67 It sounded vaguely religious and vaguely 
reassuring as long as one didn't ponder the phrase, "he that dieth for me, dieth 
to eternal life" too closely. Dee must have been reassured: the entry in his diary 
the following day was "Pactum Factum.",68 Forty weeks later, Jane Dee gave birth 
to a boy. He was christened Theodorus Trebonianus Dee to indicate the place of 
his conception, but with no indication of his paternity. In the meantime, we are 
told, that a "rift formed between the Kelleys and the Dees" during the intervening 
months.'69 

The idea that sexual transgression was the way to attain occult knowledge and 
mastery over nature thus entered the history of ideas. Nietzsche would express the 
idea in The Birth of Tragedy. Sigmund Freud would appropriate the idea from Ni
etzsche without attribution and make it the basis for the Oedipus Complex. Percy 
Bysshe Shelley, who may have read Meric Casaubon's edition of Dee's diaries with 
Mary Godwin, put the idea into practice when he, Mary, her half-sister, and Byron 
engaged in the "League of Incest" on the shores of Lake Geneva in Switzerland 
during the stormy summer of 1817. At the hands of Jung and Freud it would be
come part of the technology of control they developed from the alchemical tradi
tion. Dee's pact put to rest any idea that good was going to come from his "white" 
magic. Although no one else knew about the pact then, a reaction against Dee and 
everything he and his magic stood for began to build at about the time his wife
swapping pact with the angels was fulfilled. The angels were proving more and 
more unreliable, and Dee's fortunes began to suffer the more he listened to them. 

XIX 
On January 29,1587 the English suffered a serious setback when Sir William 

Stanley handed Deventer over to the Prince of Parma. The surrender was a huge 
blow to English hopes in the Netherlands. Stanley, whose name became synony
mous in England with treachery, added insult to injury by placing one-third of 
his 900 men in the service of the Spaniards. The English denounced Stanley in a 
pamphlet entitled A Short Admonition Upon the Detestable Treason, but Dr. Allen 
and the Jesuits praised him. 

When everything goes wrong, people look for a scapegoat, and the Eng
lish found that scapegoat in John Dee. At the beginning the reaction was not so 
much against Dee as against magic, particularly as practiced by witches. In 1587 
the Faust Buch appeared in Germany as a continental expression of the revulsion 
against magic and the occult. The witch burnings were another manifestation, as 
was the manual of the Catholic inquisitors, the Malleus Malificarum, or Hammer 
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of Witches. In the same year, the King of Scotland attacked witches and witchcraft 
with publication of his Daemonlogie. James, England's future king, condemned 
those who used conjurations to raise spirits as belonging to "the Divers school," 
making no distinction between white magic and black. 

During summer 1587, Marlowe was denounced from the pulpit of St. Mary's 
by the university preacher at Cambridge for "spying on behalf of the seminaries of 
Rheims and Rome."'70 This denunciation elicited the government's endorsement 
of Marlowe as its agent. When the Privy Council issued a statement "it was not 
Her Majesty's pleasure that anyone employed, as he had been in matters touch
ing the benefit of his country, should be defamed by those that are ignorant of 
th'affairs he went about,"'7' Marlowe was free to graduate and move on to other 
things. As of that moment in time, Marlowe seemed to be a Catholic but was really 
a government agent. 

Marlowe was also involved with magic through the Northumberland circle. 
Through them Marlowe probably came in contact with Dee's ideas. Dee had con
tact with the group through Hariot, who is mentioned frequently in Dee's diaries. 
Through Northumberland, known as the Wizard Earl, Marlowe came in contact 
with Raleigh. Northumberland was suspected of being a crypto-Catholic, plot
ting political revenge for his father's death, and it was probably Marlowe's job to 
find out where his sympathies lay or, worse, involve him in a plot like that which 
ensnared his father. Catholic cells were an obsessive object of government surveil
lance and infiltration; judging from the Council's certificate, Marlowe was one of 
its agents in the summer of 1587. 

A spy could insinuate himself into a household like Northumberland's as a 
poet. And it was ost certainly as a poet that Marlowe insinuated himself into the 
retinue of another patron with Catholic sympathies, Lord Strange, whose group 
of players had as their writers two of the greatest dramatic poets of the English 
language. Strange died later under strange circumstances, either witchcraft or 
poisoning, but during the late '80S and early '90S he was the vehicle for Marlowe's 
emergence as a playwright. Lord Strange was "wittingly or otherwise, a magnet 
for Catholic conspiracy."·7' Marlowe was known as "a young malcontent with 
fashionable papist sympathies."Z73 As such, he was the ideal agent for spying on 
Catholics or turning them as he had been turned. But was Marlowe still a Catho
lic? Baines, the Catholic traitor lately returned when exposed as a spy at Rheims, 
quoted Marlowe as saying "all Protestants are hypocritical asses .... 74 He also claims 
Marlowe said "That if there be any God or any good religion, then it is to be found 
in the Papists, because the service of God is performed with more ceremonies, as 
elevation of the Mass, organs, singing men, shaven crowns, etc."1.75 Even ifhe was a 
turned Catholic, Marlowe was still a Catholic, and he might be expected to revert 
to earlier beliefs under the pressure of disillusionment or revulsion. 

All this speculation would be pointless were it not for the evidence of his 
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writings. Beginning in 1587 with Tamburlaine, Marlowe took the literary world by 
storm. Before his death six years later, he produced works of significant literary 
merit, but, more significant for our purposes, he produced a sustained critique 
of what England had become under the tutelage of John Dee. More important 
still, Marlowe's works were hugely popular and whipped up animosity against 
the failing project of "pure imperial reform" initiated by Dee and promoted by 
Leicester, Walsingham, Sydney, Spenser and the rest of the Puritan faction. In 
Tamburlaine, Marlowe portrayed an empire in which Christianity and morality 
had disappeared in favor of raw political will and expressed misgivings about a 
British empire of the sort proposed by Dee. The moral of the play is: power with
out Christianity must of necessity lead to tyranny. If the English abandoned the 
Church, they would end up at the mercy of some Asiatic despot, no matter where 
the despot was actually born. 

One year later, Marlowe wrote The Tragedy of Dr. Faustus. The German Faust 
Buch made clear a year earlier that there was an actual historical prototype named 
Faust who lived in Heidelberg, but Marlowe took his model from someone closer 
to home. Robert Greene describes Marlowe as "Blaspheming with the priest of the 
sun,":I.76 in other words, a follower of Giordano Bruno, when the opposite is the 
case. Marlowe's Dr. Faustus is a sustained attack on Bruno, as well as Paracelsus 
and Agrippa, his predecessors. Dr. Faustus is an even more sustained attack on 
John Dee, the quintessential English magus of his age. It is also a veiled attack on 
the legacy of Protestantism. Wagner, Faust's assistant, talks like a Puritan. Faustus 
studied at Wittenberg, where Luther taught Thomas Muentzer, the leader of the 
Peasant Revolt. Study at Wittenberg left Faustus "swoll'n with cunning of a self
conceit."m 

Philosophy is odious and obscure 
Both law and physic are for petty wits; 
Divinity is basest of the three, 
Unpleasant, harsh, contemptible and vile. '78 

Thinking he has mastered all the earthly sciences have to offer, Faustus turns 
to magic and finds "these metaphysics of magicians/And necromantic works are 
heavenly.":I.79 Marlowe is, however, of another opinion. Far from being heavenly, 
magic is from hell and leads inexorably to ruin: 'Tis magic, magic that hath rav
ished me,",80 Faustus says, without understanding where magic is going to lead 
him. Faust wants to be "as cunning as Agrippa was/Whose shadows made all Eu
rope honor him.'''81 In this Faustus is like Agrippa's mentor Reuchlin and the other 
rejecters of late Scholasticism who were seduced by the mumbo jumbo of Cabala 
not for the truth it explained but for the power it dangled before their disordered 
appetites. The temptation is like the one that seduced Eve-to become like God
but the manifestations of that power are all mundane. Sex and power, "are those 
that Faustus most desires.'''82 

0, what a world of profit and delight, 
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Of power, of honour, of omnJpotence 
Is promised to the studious artisan! 
All things that move between the quiet poles 
Shall be at my command .... 
A sound magician is a mighty god 
Here, Faustus, try thy brains to gain a deity.283 

Faust's magic has a political purpose. Like Dee he can promise to put the 
new occult philosophy to military use by driving the Duke of Parma from the 
Netherlands 

Shall I make spirits fetch me what I please 
Resolve me of all ambiguities. 
Perform what desperate enterprise I will? 
I'll have them fly to India for gold, 
And chase the prince of Parma from our land, 
And reign sole king of all our provinces; 
Yea, stranger engines for the brunt of war 
Than was the fiery keel at Antwerp's bridge 
I'll make my servile spirits to invent. 284 

In a note, Marlowe adds a gloss on what Faust meant: "I will have my obedi
ent servants devise even more ingenious instruments of violent warfare than the 
famous fireship used in Antwerp, 1585, by the Netherlanders against a bridge built 
by the Duke of Parma."28s 

Dr. Faustus contains a parody of Dee's scheme to use Cabala to find buried 
treasure. 

The spirits tell me they can dry the sea 
And fetch the treasure of all foreign wrecks
Ay, all the wealth that our forefathers hid 
Within the massy entrails of the earth.286 

Cabala or "Jehovah's name/Forward and backward anagrammatized" makes 
these wonders possible: 

Faustus, begin thy incantations 
And try if devils will obey thy hest, 
Seeing thou hast prayed and sacrificed to them. 
Within this circle is Jehovah's name, 
Forward and backward anagrammatized 
And characters of signs and erring stars, 
By which the spirits are enforced to rise287 

In mentioning the Cabala that "anagrammatized" Jehovah's name, Marlowe 
implicates the Jews. Mephistopheles confirms the connection, telling Faustus "the 
shortest cut for conjuring/Is stoutly to abjure the Trinity."288 

I am a servant to great Lucifer 
And may not follow thee without his leave. 
No more than he commands must we perform. 
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For when we hear one rack the name of God, 
Abjure the Scriptures and his Saviour Christ, 
We fly in hope to get his glorious soul 
Nor will we come unless he uses such means 
Whereby he is in danger to be damned. 
Therefore, the shortest cut for conjuring 
Is stoutly to abjure the Trinity 
And pray devoutly to the prince of hell. 189 

Throughout Dr. Faustus, the occult philosophy is consistently associated with 
Puritanism. There is a sense of regret at all Protestantism has brought into the 
world. Magic is only the latest manifestation of what began at Wittenberg, and 
Faustus at the end of the play wishes he had never been there: 

0, would I had never seen Wittenberg, never read book! And what wonders I 
have done, all Germany can witness, yea, all the world, for which Faustus hath 
lost both Germany and the world, yea, heaven itself-heaven, the seat of God, 
the throne of the blessed, the kingdom of joy-and must remain in hell for ever. 
Hell, ah, hell forever. '90 

If we substitute Dee for Faustus and England for Germany, we get some sense 
of how upsetting this play must have been to Leicester and Walsingham and the 
rest of the Puritans. Marlowe is saying appetite is the common denominator 
shared by reformed religion (as manifest in Sola Scriptura and magic) and "pure 
imperial reform." Just as Tamburlaine worships power, Dee and his Puritan ad
mirers worship appetite: 

The god thou servest is thine own appetite, 
Wherein is fixed the love of Beelzebub. 
To him I'll build an altar and a church, 
And offer lukewarm blood of new-born babes.'91 

If Walsingham was upset at Bruno for "weakening of Protestant resolve for 
the anti-Catholic crusade at just the time when the Queen had at last consented 
to the military option,"291 imagine how he must have felt about Marlowe's plays, 
which were much more demoraliZing for a nation at war to defend Dee's battered 
construct of England as the land of faeries. Nicholl concludes, "Marlowe's involve
ment in 'magick,' like his involvement in Catholicism, has this double edge,"'93 but 
the opposite was the case. Marlowe was as courageous (or as reckless) as Nashe 
said he was. In Tamburlaine and Faustus, he launched a public attack against 
very powerful enemies, and he would end up paying the ultimate price for the 
freedom of his speech. Frances Yates is more perceptive than Nicholl because she 
sees that Dee was Marlowe's target when he wrote Dr. Faustus. "Audiences," she 
writes, "would inevitably have recognized Faustus as an unfavorable reference to 
Dee."194 She speculates that Marlowe, "in his capacity as a political agent," must 
"have known something about Dee's" trip to Prague. "Puritan Christian Caba
lists might therefore have felt threatened by Doctor Faustus."195 These "Puritan 
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Christian Cabalists" included some of the most powerful and ruthless men in 
England, but that is unmentioned by Yates, who sees no connection between their 
animus and Marlowe's death. That connection, however, cannot be ignored. Mar
lowe was proposing a political agenda "entirely opposed" to the "outlook which 
we associate with the Elizabethan age, the philosophy of Spenser, which looked 
to Queen Elizabeth I as the Protestant saviour of Europe."'96 Marlowe's Doctor 
Faustus, "with its obvious allusion to Dee as a conjurer, tended to undermine the 
Elizabethan Renaissance''>97 by exposing its roots in Cabala. Tamburlaine is Sat
urnine, the planetary influence associated with the Jews. He wears an "emperiall 
crowne,''>98 and his empire is the Jewish fantasy of heaven on earth: 

Until we reach the ripest fruit of all 
That perfect blisse and sole felicities, 
The sweet fruition of an earthly crowne'99 

Tamburlaine, Yates notes, was "published at about the time ofJohn Dee's re
turn to England." It is a sustained attack on "the imperial idea" proposed by Dee; it 
clearly does not belong to the world of Dee's "British Empire." "Marlowe's frenzied 
emphasis on imperial cruelty and tyranny," Yates concludes, "may even have been 
intended to be dangerously subversive."3Oo 

xx 
When, on February 18,1587 Mary, Queen of Scots, was beheaded as a result of 

the Babington plot, a wave of revulsion swept Europe. A clamor arose against the 
criminal regime in England demanding retribution. It wasn't quite regicide, but 
it was close enough, and a sign that the world had changed beyond recognition. 
Regicide proper would take place in England less than a century later, and it was 
the infallible sign that revolution had taken over a country. 

Philip heard the clamor. After years of provocations, each of which taken 
individually was an act of war, the English showed no sign of relenting in their 
campaign against Spain. They had escalated the conflict to the point of open war. 
Elizabeth had condoned a policy of piracy against Spanish shipping. Drake's raids 
were the tip of the iceberg. In 1585 Elizabeth's favorite, Leicester, led an army of 
6,000 men into the Spanish Netherlands, whereupon the States-General made 
him governor of Holland and Zeeland. Drake renewed his predations on the 
Spanish Main. Exasperated at English perfidy and appalled at their treatment of 
Mary, Philip ordered his admirals to prepare an invasion of England less than six 
weeks after her death. Perhaps it was the haste, or perhaps anger, that clouded his 
mind, but the plan was flawed from the beginning. Santa Cruz was to link up with 
Parma's army in the Netherlands and then convey that army across the channel to 
England where a Catholic uprising would meet them to sweep the heretics from 
power. William Allen, lobbying for the plan in Rome, assured Philip and the pope 
of the loyalty of English Catholics, but Farnese was skeptical and doubted English 
Catholics would rally to foreign invaders. Beyond that, there was the logistical 
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problem of how to load the ships. The Spaniards lacked a deep water port, and 
Parma could not get his men out to the Spanish ships at anchor because the Sea 
Beggars still controlled the sea approaches to cities like Antwerp. Farnese wanted 
time to finish off the Calvinists in Holland. Then with a port like Amsterdam at 
its disposal, the Spanish fleet could transport Parma's army to England without 
difficulty. 

The armada was launched without resolution of those issues. Kept well ap
praised of the Spanish preparations by Walsingham's Jewish spies, Drake launched 
weeks of preemptive strikes along the Portuguese coast, terrorizing towns and de
stroying irreplaceable stores, even sailing into the harbor at Cadiz and burning 18 

warships intended for the armada. Drake's predations caused serious delay. 
In anticipation of the invasion, Pope Sixtus V made William Allen cardinal 

of England so he could assume immediate administrative responsibility for the 
church when Philip's troops landed. On the same day, Sixtus wrote a letter in his 
own hand to Philip, stating in no uncertain terms that delay would be fatal. Two 
days after the pope wrote his letter the Dutch town ofSluis fell into Spanish hands. 
One month later, in September 1587, Leicester returned to England with his tail 
between his legs. Had the armada sailed then, the outcome might have been dif
ferent. But the Armada did not sail then. Weakened by Drake's raids, it wouldn't 
sail for nine months. By then the situation had changed dramatically. 

In addition to that, issues arose over which no one had control but which 
favored the English cause nonetheless. The weather was in this regard the most 
significant of all of those unpredictable factors. When the armada finally sailed 
in May 1588, it was immediately blown back into Lisbon harbor by a howling gale, 
and there it waited for almost three weeks for the storm to blow over. When the 
armada finally made contact with the English fleet, the terms of engagement had 
changed since Spain's last major naval battle, the Battle of Lepanto. At Lepanto, 
a naval battled entailed two ships closing and then grappling as soldiers boarded 
the enemy ship and fought other soldiers on its decks. Drake, who had been plun
dering Spanish galleons in the new world, understood his enemy better than it 
understood him. Drake's strategy was to prevent grappling and boarding. British 
ships were faster and lower in the water. Their cannons had longer range. Drake 
used their technical superiority to evade the slower Spanish ships while inflicting 
damage from a distance. 

After the Spanish exhausted their ammunition on their elusive foe, they had 
no place to land to replenish their stores, much less link up with Farnese's army 
and convey it to England. Farnese was helplessly landlocked in Antwerp, a prison
er of the Dutch Sea Beggars when the weather intervened again; the Armada was 
blown north, forced to circumnavigate Scotland and Ireland, losing one half of its 
ships and two thirds of its men. Philip took the loss philosophically, blaming it on 
the weather and other forces beyond his control. Philip's imprudent adventure, 
however, would have serious consequences. Parma was never able to regain the 
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initiative and reconquer Holland and Zeeland; eventually Spain reconciled itself 
to stalemate and the loss of the northern provinces to the Calvinists. 

The victory produced a different stalemate in England. The regime of Eliza
beth and Cecil had been spared, but it had nothing to show for its efforts. The 
great Protestant crusade to claim Europe had failed; the aging queen, with no 
prospect of producing an heir, had to deal with the failure and face a disillusioned 
population angry at the price they had to pay for it. She was increasingly alone, as 
the ministers she relied on died. Cecil would hang on until 1598, but her favorite 
Leicester died within a year of the victory over the armada. Walsingham died in 
1590, and Sir Christopher Hatton two years after that. Meanwhile, Poland, most 
of Germany, half of the Netherlands, and all of France (after the defeat of the Hu
guenots) had been re-integrated into the Catholic fold, and the Turks (England's 
unacknowledged ally against Spain) had been thwarted in their effort to dominate 
the Mediterranean. The youthful vision of the Virgin Queen spreading "pure im
perial reform" throughout Europe was gone. 

XXI 
It was at precisely this inauspicious moment that John Dee, the architect of 

the now failed "pure imperial reform" decided to return to England. Dee had been 
the victim of a strange alchemical transformation. He had become the apprentice, 
and Kelley had become the sorcerer. Kelley was granted Bohemian citizenship, 
and would be knighted (or recognized as already belonging to the Irish nobility) 
by the emperor, who was continually trying to lure "Eduardus" from Rozmberk to 
Prague to supervise a great alchemical work. Rudolf promised not to detain Kelley 
any longer than absolutely necessary,3°l but the experiment needed an expert who 
could produce "mercurius solis" to bring it to successful completion.lo• Kelley's rise 
to fame in Bohemia was so dramatic that the only suitable comparison is Dee's fall 
into obscurity in England. 

Dee arrived at his home in Mortlake in December 1589 to discover that his 
library had been plundered. Over 500 volumes had been stolen, four of which were 
worth almost 600 pounds. Dee would have been justified to take the sacking of 
his library as symbolic of the wreck of his life's work. The conjunction of Jupiter 
and Saturn leading to the era of the fiery Trigon had not led to occult reform and 
political revolution in Europe. The opposite had happened, and it looked as if the 
same transformations were taking place in Dee's career too. The wreck of Dee's 
library was a fitting symbol of the wreck of his career as magus and the wreck of 
his hopes for occult reform under Elizabeth's inspired leadership. 

On April 6, 1590, Walsingham died of what sounds like cancer of the tes
ticles (a "fleshy growth within the membrane [tunicasJ of the testicles). The "fleshy 
growth" evidently caused an occlusion of the urethra, which in turn caused his 
urine to come forth "at his mouth and nose, with so odious a stench that none 
could endure to come near him."JOl Dee sought favor with his successor, Robert 
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Cecil, son of Burleigh, who sent Dee a haunch of venison, but little else, and no 
money or work. 

Publication of the first three books of Edmund Spenser's Faerie Queene was 
almost as inauspicious as Dee's arrival from the continent a few months before. 
The timing of a tribute to the Virgin Queen as leader of "pure imperial reform" in 
a crusade on the continent could not have been worse. Spenser had conceived his 
great work ten years earlier when Dee and his vision of occult British imperialism 
were enjoying intellectual acclaim and government patronage. Spenser was then 
in contact with two of Dee's pupils, Philip Sydney and Edward Dyer, and the con
tact with this circle and its vision of an occult Arthurian "British Israel" inspired 
him. Dee was "the true philosopher of the Elizabethan age," and Spenser hoped 
to use Elizabeth, in the "prophetic moment" after the Armada victory, "as the 
symbol of the new religion, transcending both Catholic and Protestant in some 
far-reaching revelation, and transmitting a universal Messianic message."304 Since 
the Puritans were Judaizers, Spenser tried to use Cabala, via Dee, to launch a new 
movement of courtly Puritanism, with the English in the role of God's chosen 
people. Milton, a dedicated student of Spenser, would take up that vision during 
Cromwell's republic. Dee was a Cabalist and a British Imperialist and all of this 
found its way into Spenser's poem, which arrived when everyone, disillusioned by 
the failures of the military and religiOUS adventures that vision had inspired, no 
longer believed in it. A reaction was setting in. 

Two years after publication of The Faerie Queene, Raleigh introduced Spenser 
at court, but the introduction gained him nothing. With Leicester and Sydney 
gone, there was no one to second Spenser's efforts and so his hymn to Elizabethan 
imperialism fell on deaf ears. Spenser withdrew to "semi-banishment" in Ireland 
and, after his return to London in 1599, died in poverty. Yates attributes the Faerie 
Queene's chilly reception to the poem's "expansionist vision" for Elizabethan Eng
land that "had become too dangerously provocative by the time it was published."30s 
She could have just have said occult philosophy was the god that failed. At the very 
moment Spenser published his hymn of praise to Elizabeth as faerie queene, "the 
continental reaction," otherwise known as the Counter Reformation, "was in full 
swing."306 Dee and now Spenser were dangerously exposed as "adherents of the 
occult philosophy, which the Catholic reaction, powerfully aided by the Jesuits, 
was endeavoring to stamp out.''307 If Dee and Spenser thought the antipathy of the 
Jesuits would help them in England, they were wrong; the reaction against occult 
imperialism was beginning there too as a result of Marlowe's plays. 

By 1590 Marlowe had become a leader in the attack on judaizing cabalistic 
Puritanism. In The Jew of Malta, he responded to the occult judaizing imperialist 
philosophy of Dee that had provided the intellectual underpinning for Spenser's 
Faerie Queene. Marlowe had already expressed his misgivings about British impe
rialism and magic in Tamburlaine and Dr. Faustus. Now he was expressing mis
givings about the group that united those two enterprises, the Jews. The Jew of 
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Malta was also an attack on Dee, because it was Dee who had introduced Cabala 
into English thought. 

The main character in The Jew of Malta is the merchant Barabas. The name 
is significant. Barabbas is the Zealot terrorist revolutionary the Jews chose over 
Jesus, when Pilate offered to set Jesus free. Barabas is, then, the Jewish revolution
ary, hoping to create heaven on earth through gold, conniving, and subversion. At 
the beginning of The Jew of Malta, Barabas is surrounded by heaps of gold in his 
counting house, boasting about the superiority ofJudaism to Christianity because 
of the riches that accrue from it. 

Thus trolls our fortune in by land and sea, 
And thus we are on every side enriched. 
These are the blessings promised to the Jews, 
And herein was old Abram's happiness. 
What more may heaven do for earthly man 
Than thus to pour out plenty in their laps308 

Barabas would rather be hated for his wealth than "pitied in a Christian pov
erty" because, "I can see no fruits in all their faith."30 9 A Christian may live by his 
conscience, but "his conscience lives in beggary.''.!'o The Jews, on the other hand, 
"have scambled up/More wealth by far than those that brag of faith.''.!ll The Jew's 
wealth is proof to him of the falsity of Christianity. 

During the play, the governor of Malta takes Barabas's house and gives it to 
nuns. Barabas then persuades his daughter to become a nun to recover the money 
in the house, but he also plans his revenge on the nuns by plotting to poison them. 
Sometimes," Barabas declaims, "I go about and poison wells.''.!'' Sometimes he 
spreads disease. Sometimes he plays the Christian against the Turk to the detri
ment of both. His twin motivations are love of money and hatred of Christians. 
As Nicholl pointed out, Barabas sounds a lot like Marlowe's fellow spy Baines, 
who plotted to poison a Catholic seminary in Rheims. Marlowe, who mayor may 
not have been a Catholic, sounds like a disillusioned paleoconservative who now 
regrets helping the Jews and the Judiaizing Puritans drag his country into an un
winnable war in the low countries, for goals unrelated to the interests of the aver
age Englishman. Barabas's wealth is associated with the low countries, especially 
Holland, which was becoming fabulously wealthy because of the Jews. England 
had thrown in its lot with the Dutch Calvinists, and now they, in collaboration 
with the Jews, were profiting at England's expense. 

Barabbas knows much about poisons because he is a physician: "Being young, 
I studied physic, and began/To practice first upon the ltalian.".l'3 In describing Ba
rabas as a physician, Yates feels Marlowe is describing Dr. Rodrigo Lopez, the Vir
gin Queen's physician. She says "The anti-Semitism of the play must surely have 
been somewhat uncomfortable for the queen, who had employed and encouraged 
Lopez, the Jew (as she had earlier encouraged Dee, the conjurer).''.!'4 Like Mar
lowe, Lopez came to an unhappy end, both victims of the queen's displeasure. The 
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conclusion is inescapable. An attack on the Jews was construed as a veiled attack 
on the Queen. Marlowe was pointing to the influence Judaizers like Dee and the 
Puritans exercised over her to the detriment of national interest. The Dee faction 
had cast a Cabalistic spell on her, as Lord Howard had claimed years earlier. 

Marlowe's attack on the Jews and their adverse effect on England was worlds 
apart from the enchanted magical island Spenser proposed in the Faerie Queene. 
"Marlowe," according to Yates, "is modern; he belongs to the contemporary mood 
of rigidity and reaction which was sweeping Europe."3'5 As such, his "chief target 
was the Fairy Queen, and all that that conception implied of white magic, impe
rial reform and Christian Cabala."3·6 The moral of Marlowe's Dr. Faustus and The 
Jew of Malta is that "magick" derived from the Cabala of the Jews has "ravished" 
England, and that the Jew has used that magic to corrupt the country. In the end, 
everyone loses, Christian and Turk alike. The Jew has no loyalty; he plots the de
struction of Christian and Turk, playing his enemies against each other: 

Thus, loving neither, will I live with both, 
Making a profit of my policy; 
And he from whom my most advantage comes 
Shall be my friend. 
This is the life we Jews are used to lead, 
And reason, too, for Christians do the like,3'7 

At the end of the play, Barabas falls into a boiling caldron and, after calling 
vainly for help, bares his soul, taking revenge on his victims by explaining his 
infamy. Again everyone-meaning both Catholic and Protestant-loses when the 
Jew is allowed free rein in the island kingdom: 

And had I but escaped this stratagem 
I would have brought confusion on you all 
Damned Christian dog, and Turkish infidelsp·8 

After Barabas' death, Ferneze, whose name sounds suspiciously like that of 
the Prince of Parma, tells his Turkish counterpart Selim to "note the unhallowed 
deeds ofJews." "Monstrous treason" is "a Jew's courtesy."3'9 

Yates claims Shakespeare's Merchant of Venice was written in reaction to 
Marlowe's Jew of Malta to ameliorate Marlowe's portrait of the Jew by showing 
that the Jew's unpleasant characteristics were the result of treatment at the hands 
of Christians. The argument is plausible, but the tide of history (and reaction) 
was running with Marlowe and not with apologists for the failed regime of oc
cult Puritanism and its defenders. Shakespeare, Yates tells us, "could live with the 
Spenserian magic, as Marlowe's plays could not."310 Audiences who listened to The 
Merchant of Venice or Midsummer Night's Dream were charmed by Shakespeare's 
ability to infuse new life into a failed vision, but that is more a tribute to Shake
speare's art than to the viability of Dee's failed political system. "The audiences 
at the Jew of Malta," though, "were inclined to become anti-Semitic mobs."311 The 
reaction had arrived in England, and Marlowe knew how to exploit it: "Marlowe's 
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Doctor Faustus is seen as belonging to the reaction to the atmosphere of the witch 
crazes and the attacks on Agrippa. With the assault on occult philosophy Faustus 
was associated the anti-Semitism of The Jew of Malta.''3'' 

In King Lear, Shakespeare again attempts to elicit sympathy for John Dee 
and his failed vision. Shakespeare got the story of King Lear and his ungrateful 
daughters from Spenser's Faerie Queene, where, according to Yates, "it forms part 
of the "British Chronicle" which is the preparation in history for the appearance 
of Gloriana and her messianic role.''323 Shakespeare describes "an ancient British 
monarch treated with base ingratitude, haunted by false accusations of demonic 
possession.''324 His identity is clear. "There was a living survivor of the great days 
of the Spenserian dream whom this description would pretty exactly fit-John 
Dee."32s Dee had fallen on hard times after being at the center of the Elizabethan 
age. After he had returned from the continent with his failed vision of a magic 
empire, Dee, like Lear, 

was banished from court and society, suffered total neglect and bitter poverty, 
and might well have felt himself to be the victim of base ingratitude. He who had 
given so much received no reward. He was moreover pursued by scares against 
him as a black magician and sorcerer, though he himself had never admitted 
this charge, proclaiming himself a Christian, as no doubt he was, a Christian 
Cabalist.326 

Dee's tragedy, Shakespeare seems to say, is synonymous with the tragedy of 
the Elizabethan age. The hopeful vision of a world ruled by magic had faded into 
the reality of the Elizabethan police state, although Shakespeare was not going 
to risk his life by saying so. Shakespeare's Tempest was another attempt to revive 
the myth. Prospero is what Dee aspired to be: the benign tyrant using magic from 
Agrippa to rule the island kingdom. According to Yates, "Shakespeare's great cre
ations-Hamlet, Lear, Prospero-are seen as belonging to the last stage of Renais
sance occult philosophy, struggling in the throes of the reaction."327 

Because his magic derived from the Cabala, Dee/Prospero's kingdom was 
naturally philosemitic. Because these literary movements, from Spenser's Faerie 
Queene to Milton's Paradise Lost, were "fundamentally Hebraic in character,''328 

they prepared the return of the Jews to England. Because Jews like Joseph Nasi 
and Alvaro Mendes actively collaborated with Cecil in waging common war on 
Spain in alliance with the Turks, Yates wonders why the Jews weren't allowed to 
return during Elizabeth's reign. 

Why were the Jews not received in Elizabethari England, as they were in the 
other main power which resisted their persecutors, Holland? Why, after the de
feat of the Armada, was that victory not followed up by the reception of the 
Jews, resulting in strengthening of trade and economic power in that curious 
mingling of practical affairs with religious enthusiasm which was characteristic, 
both of the Puritan millennial and the Jewish messianic outlook? The project of 
the return of the Jews to England had to wait until Cromwellian times.329 

Even though "Elizabethan England was a power which resisted the persecu-
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tors and the Elizabethan imperial reform included Christian Cabala as an ingre
dient of the Elizabeth cult, perhaps making possible for a patriotic English Jew an 
easy transition to the religion of his adopted country,"330 Yates is unable to explain 
why the Jews remained excluded by an otherwise philosemitic regime. 

The short answer to that question is: Christopher Marlowe. The longer answer 
involves his relationship with a public that was always skeptical of Dee's cabalistic 
magic, and, now that they were living under the consequences, had turned against 
it. After years of plague and a long draining war in the Netherlands, coupled with 
the threat of another Spanish invasion, followed by sham plots, savage executions, 
widespread unemployment and government-orchestrated inflation, the mood in 
England was ugly. Marlowe read the mood of the mob and provided it with a com
pelling object of hatred by giving them a sophisticated analysis of the occult juda
izing philosophy at the heart of the Elizabethan regime. Because he was so skillful 
in whipping up the mob, Marlowe, the quondam government agent, became an 
object of government scrutiny and ultimately an object of government attack. 

In January 1592 Marlowe was arrested for "coining" in Flushing, and then 
accused of intending to join the English regiment under Sir William Stanley. His 
accuser was Reginald Baines, who had plotted to poison the Catholic seminary 
in Rheims and who had recruited Marlowe into government service seven years 
earlier at Cambridge. Marlowe was deported to England on January 27, and not 
released until May 1592. If it was intended as a warning, the arrest went unheeded. 
Before long, Marlowe was entangled in other plots whose purpose was clear; as 
Baines articulated it: "I think all men in Christianity ought to endeavor that the 
mouth of so dangerous a member may be stopped."331 

XXII 
On May 5, 1593, Londoners awoke to find a long doggerel poem attacking the 

predatory tactics of Dutch merchants nailed to their church. What became known 
as the "Dutch Church Libel" showed how deep opposition to the war in Holland 
and the regime had become. The English were financing a war for foreign interests 
who were then allowed to settle in London and take trade away from the English. 
A palpable sense of outrage and injustice suffuses the poem, as the English author 
denounces the Dutch merchants: 

Cutthroat-like in selling, you undo 
Us all & with our store continually you feast 
Our poor artificers do starve and die.332 

At another point, the author refers to the Dutch as acting like Jews: 

Your usury doth leave us all for dead, 
Your artifex & craftsman works our fate 
And like the Jews you eat us up as bread.333 

The Dutchman, the author of the poem complained, is a "machiavellian mer-
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chant," expert in "counterfeiting religion." He is "infected with gold," and a preda
tory usurer "like the Jews." As Nicholl notes, the charges against the Dutch "closely 
echo Marlowe's Jew of Malta."334 The connection between Marlowe and the Dutch 
Church Libel is confirmed by the author's assumed name "Tamburlaine," the 
name of Marlowe's hit play of a few years before. Since it is unlikely that Marlowe 
would use a pseudonym that implicated him, the poem was most likely written by 
an admirer or, more likely, someone who wanted to discredit Marlowe by claim
ing to be his follower. Nicholl feels the latter is the case; "the Dutch Church libel 
can be seen as the opening move in the smear campaign against Marlowe."335 

That campaign continued when the playwright Thomas Kyd was arrested on 
May 11 as the author of the libel. When his lodging was searched, government 
agents happened to find a manuscript by Marlowe among Kyd's papers, which 
came to be known as the Arian tract. In addition to proclaiming Unitarian beliefs, 
the manuscript affirmed Jesus was a homosexual and "St. John the Evangelist was 
bedfellow to Christ and used him as the sinners of Sodoma."336 The manuscript 
also affirmed that "all Protestants are hypocritical asses" and that Marlowe "per
suades men to atheism, willing them not to be afeard of bugbears and hobgoblins 
... almost into every company he cometh."337 

After being tortured by Elizabeth's thugs, Kyd affirmed he had received the 
manuscript containing "vile heretical conceits denyinge the deity of Jesus Christ 
our Saviour'':l38 from Marlowe. Taking up the drumbeat of government propagan
da, Robert Greene urged Marlowe to turn away from "diabolical atheism" and 
"pestilent Machiavellian policy.'':l39 By now, the purpose of the campaign was clear: 
to incriminate Marlowe, who had become the most visible and effective critic of 
the failed imperial policies of the Elizabeth and Cecil regime. Nicholl speculates 
the real target was Sir Walter Raleigh, who had publicly attacked the Dutch and 
their stranglehold on the English economy. "The nature of the Dutchman," he 
said, 'is to fly to no man but for his profit.'':l40 Raleigh favored expelling the Dutch 
from England, and large segments of the mercantile community in London sup
ported him. London mobs, sick of the war in the Netherlands and its ruinous 
cost, marched in the streets shouting" down with the Flemings and strangers. "341 
Marlowe had become a pawn in the Earl of Essex's attempt to eliminate Raleigh 
as a serious rival. 

On 18 May, the Privy Council issued a warrant for Marlowe's arrest; two days 
later he appeared before the council to defend himself. Without enough evidence 
to proceed, the council released him. Ten days later, on the evening of Wednesday 
May 30, 1593, Marlowe was murdered in Deptford, not in a tavern brawl as later 
reported, but at the house of Eleanor Bull, a relative of Lord Burghley, still the 
Queen's chief political advisor. Also in the room was Robert Poley, the man who 
pulled off the Babington Plot a few years earlier. Marlowe, the quondam govern
ment agent turned playwright, had become a dangerous opponent of the regime, 
and the regime had him murdered to stop the spread of public discontent their 
failed foreign policy was causing in England. 

In his obituary, Thomas Nashe praised Marlowe for his courage, claiming 
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he was "no timorous servile flatterer of the commonwealth wherein he lived .... 
Princes he spared not." "341 Nor, it turns out, did they spare him. Nashe was prob
ably referring to the government's role in Marlowe's death when he wrote: "His life 
he contemned in comparison of the liberty of speech."343 Nashe condemned "Puri
tans: who "spew forth the venom of your dull inventions. A toad swells with thick 
troubled poison: you swell with poisonous perturbations. Your malice hath not a 
clear dram of any inspired disposition."344 Shakespeare was more circumspect. In 
As You Like It, Touchstone refers obliquely to Marlowe's death as "a great reckon
ing in a small room." On Thursday 28 June, Nicholl writes, "just four weeks after 
Marlowe was buried, the Queen issued a formal pardon. Ingram Frizer had killed 
his man in self defense, and the case was therefore closed."345 

XXIII 
The deaths of its dramatis personae signaled the end of the age. William Car

dinal Allen, the leader of the English Catholics who was supposed to sail home on 
the Spanish Armada, died in October 1594. Thomas Stapleton, the great Catholic 
intellectual, died in October 1598. If anyone's death signified the end of the age, it 
was Philip II, the man who embodied the Counter Reformation even more than 
the six popes who implemented the decrees of Trent. Philip died in September 
1598. The only other person whose death could signify the end of the age was Eliza
beth, and she died five years later. Her successor, James I of Scotland, was the au
thor of Daemonlogie, which explicitly condemned Agrippa as a conjurer. 

John Dee would live another five years until 1608, but he would find no favor 
with the new Scottish king, who felt that Christian Cabala was just another term 
for witchcraft. Marlowe would have probably found favor with the new king, but 
Marlowe had been ten years dead when James ascended to the throne. With the 
accession of James, the reaction against the occult that had been raging in Eu
rope found a home in England. Shakespeare, ever attuned to who was in power, 
gave full expression to this view in his homage to the Scottish king's aversion 
to witchcraft, Macbeth. Witch burnings would find a home in New England, but 
not so much in England itself, because the English Puritans had more important 
concerns. 

In 1609 Amsterdam succeeded Antwerp as the Jerusalem of the north when 
Philip III signed a truce with the northern Calvinist provinces of the Netherlands, 
thus recognizing de facto the Dutch Republic. In 1615 the States General of the 
United Provinces allowed the Jews to practice their religion publicly. In 1619 the 
city council of Amsterdam allowed the Jews to live according to their own law, and 
they began occupying the area around the Joodenbreestraat, where Rembrandt 
later immortalized their leading citizens in etchings and paintings. By 1650, there 
were 400 Jewish families in Amsterdam, virtually all Portuguese. Before long they 
were casting their eyes across the channel to England, where they hoped to find 
their true home when revolutionaries came to power there. 
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Chapter Eleven 

Menasseh ben Israel and the 
Failed Apocalypse 

In 1632, the year of Spinoza's birt, h, so many impoverished Ashkenazic Jews de
scended on Amsterdam that the local synagogue set up poor boxes to collect 
alms for them "to prevent the nuisance and uproar caused by the Ashkenazim 

who put their. hands out to beg at the gates.'" The Jews in Amsterdam were very 
conscious they were strangers in a strange land. They were overwhelmingly Sep
hardic; they retained Portuguese as the language of their official documents. They 
were on good behavior lest they offend the Dutch Calvinists. Their self-conscious
ness stemmed partially from insecurity. The newly arrived Sephardic Jews had so 
recently thrown off Catholicism that they were unsure how to act in a land that 
allowed them to live as Jews. As a result, Sephardic Judaism in Amsterdam main
tained a distinctly Catholic caste for a long time. The Jews in Amsterdam talked 
about eternal salvation, which they were to achieve though observance of the Law 
of Moses, not through faith in Jesus Christ. They also erected cults around Jewish 
saints, particularly "Saint Esther,'" whose feast was celebrated during Purim. 

Until 1603 the Amsterdam Sephardic Jews practiced their religion in secret. In 
1608 the Jews formed their first synagogue; in 1615 the States General of the United 
Provinces allowed Jews to practice their religion publicly, and in 1619 Jews were al
lowed to live according to their law. By then, Amsterdam had two synagogues, the 
second being Congregation Neveh Shalom or Holy Peace Congregation. 

In 1632, a portly 28-year-old raised as an orphan at the congregation's ex
pense, hurried down the Joodenbreestraat, past the home of Rembrandt van Rijn, 
who would do his portrait a few years later, toward the harbor to meet the newly 
arrived ships. Amsterdam lies on the Amstel River in the vast delta of the Rhine 
at the end of the river's journey from the Alps to the North Sea. The Rhine flows 
more directly to Rotterdam, but Rotterdam then lacked a secure harbor at the 
lower end of a magnificent and protected salt-water lake known as the Zuyder Zee. 
The portly man hurrying to be at the quay when the gangplank came down and 
the passengers descended was one of the second synagogue's rabbis. 

His name was Manoel Diaz Soeiro, at least that is what he was baptized in 
1604 on the Madeira Islands, where his family of fugitives from the Inquisition 
was living. He retained that name for business dealings, but like so many Sep
hardic Jews who threw off the trappings of Catholicism on Protestant soil, Manoel 
took another name at his circumcision, the name by which he would be known to 
posterity, Menasseh ben Israel. 
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The portly young rabbi "of middle stature and inclining to fatness''3 used both 
names when approaching newcomers disembarking ships newly landed in Am
sterdam. Duarte Guterres Estoque disembarked that day in 1632, and Manoel Diaz 
Soeiro was there to greet him in Portuguese, giving his Portuguese name. The ten
or of the conversation quickly changed when Soeiro revealed his new name, for 
in revealing his new name Menasseh revealed as well why he was there greeting 
Portuguese-looking strangers. "He was known ... in the said city in Hebrew as Me
nasseh ben Israel," Guterres testified seven years later to the Inquisition in Lisbon, 
"and he was a publick Rabbi and professor of the Law of Moses.'!! Menasseh ben 
Israel quickly got down to business. Assuming any Portuguese traveler arriving 
in Amsterdam must be a secret Jew and a fugitive from Catholicism, Menasseh 
offered to circumcize the new arrivals and to induct them into his synagogue. 
That many Portuguese travelers were not Jews becomes evident from the files of 
the Inquisition in Lisbon, which are full of outraged reports about the ambitious 
and importunate rabbi from Amsterdam. 

Why they were scandalized can be gleaned from another incident. In Au
gust 1639, Felician Dourade, a Brazilian, told a story similar to Duarte's. Upon 
arrival in Amsterdam, Douarde was approached by the same rabbi, who told him, 
"with much feeling and passion," that the Jews expelled from Spain were still op
erating clandestinely there because "whatever" the Spanish crown "might do in 
Spain they would not prevent them from being Jews." "All of the New Christians 
in Spain," Rabbi Menasseh said, "were Christians byviolence."5 The rabbis and the 
Spanish anti-Semites were of one mind on this topic. No Jew ever sincerely be
came a Christian. As a result, Menasseh continued, "every year there went certain 
Jews from Holland to the capital of Madrid and to many other parts of the realm 
of Spain to circumcize the New Christians.''6 Menasseh's Jewish companion then 
restrained the garrulous rabbi: "Hereat the other Jew caught hold of his hand, in
timating to him that he did ill to reveal this before the deponent, because he would 
return to Spain and recount it, and might do harm to the persons of his Nation.''7 
The warning cooled Menasseh's garrulous ardor. ''After this warning," Menasseh 
"treated the matter jokingly, saying that he had not meant it seriously."8 

Menasseh comes across as garrulous and imprudent in Inquisition docu
ments. His actions, though, were purposeful because ''Almost every vessel which 
arrived from the Peninsula brought fresh supporters ... Sometimes even there 
were clerics who had been prominent in the Church, or even familiars of the Holy 
Office itself, whose reversion to Judaism cased great scandal in Catholic circles."9 

The most prominent defector was Fray Vincente de Rocamora, spiritual advi
sor to the sister of Philip II, King of Spain. Fray Vincente was a Catholic priest who 
had earned a reputation for holiness until he threw off what Graetz calls "the mask 
of Catholicism"'o and got circumcised. He then joined the Jewish community at 
Amsterdam as Isaac of Rocamora. His defection caused the Inquisition to wonder 
about the loyalty of Spain's Christian Jews, especially the clergy: 
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In Spain and Portugal there are monasteries and convents full of Jews. Not a 
few conceal Judaism in their heart and feign Christianity on account of worldly 
goods. Some of these feel the stings of conscience and escape, if they are able. 

Escape in this particular instance meant going to Amsterdam, because as one 
Jew noted, in Amsterdam, "and in several other places, we have monks, Augus
tinians, Franciscans, Jesuits, Dominicans who have rejected idolatry. There are 
bishops in Spain and grave monks, whose parents brothers or sisters dwell here [in 
Amsterdam] and in other cities in order to be able to profess Judaism,',,"l 

In addition to being "decidedly choleric and outspoken," the Inquisition 
reports indicate Menasseh ben Israel was "uncritical and extremely credulous," 

. a man who "avidly accepted any traveler's tale," including "how, in China, men 
made their pots out of wood and their cloth out of stone,'''"' Menasseh was an avid 
devotee of the Zohar and the rest of cabalistic writing. Beginning in 1626, he began 
a publishing career which included bringing out Jewish apologetics and polemics, 
including Conciliador, which appeared in the same year he was importuning Por
tuguese travelers on the Joodenbreestraat. 

Graetz doesn't think much of Menasseh as a man or a thinker, something to 
be expected from the man who referred to the Zohar as "that lying book,',,"3 From 
the perspective of a German Jew of the Enlightenment, Menasseh was an embar
rassing reminder of what Jews were like before "enlightenment." In 1632 Jews like 
Menasseh ben Israel were on the verge of one of their recurrent outbreaks of Mes
sianic political fervor, greedily gleaning the reports of every newly arrived visitor 
for signs of the imminent arrival of the Messiah. Amsterdam, Andrew Marvell 
noted, became a magnet for the disaffected: 

Hence Amsterdam, Turk-Christian-Pagan-Jew, 
Staple of sects and mint of schism grew 
That bank of conscience, where not one so strange 
Opinion but finds credit and exchangel4 

It wasn't just Jews who went to Amsterdam looking for signs the Millennium 
was about to dawn. Once the Calvinists had wrested the northern provinces of 
the Spanish Netherlands from Philip II, Amsterdam became a haven for revolu
tionaries of every stripe, Christian and Jew. Indeed, during the first decades of 
the 17th Century, it was difficult to distinguish Jewish revolutionaries from their 
Judaizing imitators. The Jews sounded like Portuguese Catholics, and the English 
Christians who ended up there sounded like Jews. 

In Holland, the Judaizers were often Puritans from England, where they were 
pilloried for their imitation of the Jews. Addressing his first Parliament, James I 
described Puritans as revolutionaries, a historically prescient deSCription. They 
were "a sect rather than a religion, ever discontented with the present government 
and impatient to suffer any superiority, which maketh their sect unable to be suf
fered in any well-governed commonwealth,',,"5 The Puritan was "naturally covet-
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ous of his purse and liberal of his tongue" and naturally inclined, like the Jews he 
imitated, to "usury, sacrilege, disobedience, rebellion, etc."·6 

Unsurprisingly, beginning in 1604, many Puritans migrated to Holland, 
where Amsterdam had a reputation as "the Dutch Jerusalem." From the perspec
tive of a Judaizer imbued with imagery of the Old Testament, as Daniel Neal, their 
first historian said, "It is better to go and dwell in Goshen, find it where we can, 
than tarry in the midst of such Egyptian bondages as is among US."17 "In Holland," 
Tuchman says, "the Puritan settlers who walked in the footsteps of the ancient 
Hebrews became acquainted with modern Jews, and the Jews became acquainted 
with this odd new variety of Christians who advocated religious freedom for all, 
including Jews .... s 

Given the Puritans' affinity with the Jews, it was not surprising that many of 
them became Jews after they arrived in Amsterdam. "From the English point of 
view, Amsterdam was the most prominent city that allowed open and public Jew
ish life and worship and could be examined as a test case of the eulogists ofJewish 
toleration."'9 

One of the English Judaizers drawn to Amsterdam was John Traske, who 
arrived in London in 1617 and began preaching sermons that mixed Jewish and 
Christian traditions. Then his follower Hamlet Jackson had a vision in which he 
"fancy'd he saw ... a shining Light about him, which struck him with Amaze
ment. Hereupon he concluded that the Light of the Law was more fully discover'd 
to him, than to any since the Apostles .... o Like the Puritan Cutter in the play by 
Cowley, who "had a vision which whispered to me through a key-hole, 'Go call 
thyself Abednego,'" Jackson's vision convinced him "of the necessity of keeping 
the Saturday Sabbath according to the full Mosaic law"'>' He convinced Traske, 
who then convinced his followers, that "the Old Testament Mosaic laws applied to 
Christians as well as Jews"'>' The Traskeites gave scandal by keeping the Sabbath 
on Saturday and working on the Lord's Day, Sunday. Traske and Jackson muddled 
Jewish and Christian ideas so convincingly that many of their followers and op
ponents were convinced the Traskeites "think they may be Jewes, for ought they 
know to the contrary; and therefore conclude, that seeing they do doubt, it is safest 
for them to keep Sabbaths, and to live as do the Jewes"'>3 

Traske and his followers were arrested in early 1618. In February, John Cham
berlain wrote to Sir Dudly Carelton about "one Trash or Thrash who was first a 
Puritan, then a separatist, and now is become a Jewish Christian, observing the 
Sabbath on Saturday, abstaining from swines-flesh and all things commanded by 
the law. You will not thincke what a number of foolish followers he hath in this 
town and some other parts, and yet he hath not been long of this opinion. He and 
divers of them are in prison, but continue obstinate, whereby a man may see there 
can arise no such absurd opinion but shall find followers and disciples,,'>4 In June 
1618, Traske was sentenced "to be burnte in the forehead with the lettre J: in token 
that hee broached Jewish opynions .... s He was also sentenced to life imprisonment 
in the Fleet "to prevent him from infecting others .... 6 
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Jacobite authorities considered Judaizing dangerously subversive of the civil 
order. Commenting on the Traske case, Lancelot Andrewes wrote "It is a good 
work to make a Jew a Christian, but to make Christian men Jews, hath ever been 
holden a foul act and severely to be punished."27 From Andrewes' perspective, 
Traske was a "very christened Jew, a Maran, the worst sort ofJews that is.''28 James 
I followed the case closely and mentioned Traske and the dangers of Judaizing 
in his Meditation Vpon the Lords Prayer, published in 1619. "Trust not," the king 
warned his subjects, "to that priuate spirite or holy ghost which our Puritanes 
glory in; for then a little fierie zeale will make them turnen Separatist, and then 
proceed still on from Brownist to some one Sect or other of Anabaptist, and from 
one of these to another, then to become a Iudaized Traskeite, and in the ende a 
profane Familist."'>9 

Prison apparently brought Traske to his senses. After release, he renounced 
Judaizing: "as I haue been stout for Moses, and Christ together: so I may be as 
resolute for Christ alone."30 Hamlet Jackson, however, persisted in his views by 
taking them to their logical conclusion. After release from prison, Jackson "seems 
to have given up Judaizing observations in favour of outright conversion to Juda
ism in Amsterdam.''3' After the rabbis in Amsterdam told Jackson and Christo
pher Sands, another Traskeite, that they would have to be circumcised, Sands had 
second thoughts, deciding he "was content only to be a National Saint, or Saint of 
the Gentiles, by observing the seven [Noachidel precepts.''3.> Jackson, however, was 
not deterred; "he would be circumcised and so made Jewish Proselyte.''33 One Eng
lishman reported that by 1634 some of the Traskeites had "returned to the Church, 
some to prophanenness, others fallen to flat Judaism.''34 

est: 
The Jews followed the story of the Judaizing Puritans with increasing inter-

If contemporary reports are correct in their claim that a number of Traskeites 
did go to Amsterdam to make contact with the Jewish community there, then 
we may have discovered the first tentative links between religious radicals in 
England and the influential Jewish community in Holland, links which would 
become very important when Dutch rabbi Menasseh ben Israel would be invited 
to present his case to the Council ofState.35 

The Dutch Jews and the English Puritans had much in common. Both hated 
Spain and the Catholic Church, and both felt the Messiah's coming was imminent. 
Barbara Tuchman says, "It was widely believed in England and other Protestant 
countries that the year 1666 was going to be decisive in the fate of the Jews, either 
by their conversion or by the restoration of their temporal kingdom, which would 
be the signal for the downfall of the Pope."36 This excitement passed between the 
Judaizers and the Jews, like two basketball players on a fast break to the Millen
nium. After attending a conference with hundreds of rabbis in Budapest in 1650, 

Samuel Bert reported that, with Puritanism in power in England, conversion of 
the Jews was imminent, as the fact of this congress proved. Rome was a hindrance 
to the conversion of the Jews because "it is an idolatrous church with woman gods 
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and graven images.''37 With Rome on its last legs, the Protestants could usher in the 
Millennium by bringing about the conversion of the Jews. 

In 1621 the Puritans forced the issue in Parliament by proposing Coke's Sab
bath bill. Archbishop Laud denounced the bill as leading many to "Enclyne to 
Judaisme as the newe sect of the Thraskites and other opinionists concerninge the 
terrene Kingdome of the Jewes.''38 At the heart of the "errors of the Jews" lay the 
temptation to look for heaven on earth, an "idle conceit" Laud found in Finch's 
book, The Calling of the Jews. Laud denounced it in a sermon on June 19, 1621: 

It was an old error of the Jews, which denied Christ come, that when their Mes
sias did come, they should have a most glorious temporal kingdom, and who but 
they? I cannot say the author of this vanity denies Christ come, God forbid;
but this I must say, that many places of the Old Testament, which concern the 
"resurrection from the dead," and which look upon Christ in his first or second 
coming, are impiously applied to this return of the Jews, which, saith he, "is to 
them as a resurrection from the dead." And this exquisite arithmetician ... hath 
found a "third" between "one" and "two," namely, His coming to this conversion 
of the Jews.39 

Laud was battling an early form of Dispensationalism and the carnal idea of 
heaven that went along with it. Unlike the Jews and their imitators, Christians 
believe that "this new-built Jerusalem must be heavenly and new. Yea, but it is 
against the received judgment of the Church, that these places should be under
stood of any Church upon earth only, whether Jew, or Gentile, or both.'!!o 

Laud debunks the idea the ten lost tribes are waiting in the wings to usher 
in Armageddon, saying they no longer existed as a "distinct people." The ten lost 
tribes were, Laud continues, "degenerated and lived mixed with other nations that 
captived them till not only their tribes were confounded, but their name also ut
terly lost, for almost two thousand years since.'l!l The claim "now, forsooth, we 
shall see them abroad again" and they shall "root out both the Pope and the Turk, 
our two great enemies" is so absurd that Laud "cannot tell here, whether it be Ba
laam that prophesieth, or the beast he rode on."42 Anyone who claims "Christ shall 
be king" over a worldly kingdom "unthrones Christ again and assures us 'One 
shall be king, whom the Jews shall set up for themselves."!!3 The "error of the Jews" 
is "they thought Christ's kingdom should be temporal, which is the ground of all 
this vanity." The Puritans have adopted this "Jewish dream"; indeed, "these men 
... out-dream the Jews.'!!4 

Despite Laud's sermon, the "error of the Jews" spread. The left-wing of the 
Puritan movement continued to proclaim themselves Jews in belief and practice 
according to Levitical law. Some determined individuals went abroad to study un
der Continental rabbis and acquaint themselves with Talmudic law and literature. 
In 1647 the Long Parliament appropriated five hundred pounds to buy books "of a 
very great value, late brought out of Italy and having been the Library of a learned 
Rabbi there.'!!5 By the middle of the century, they agitated for a return of the Jews 
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to England, an event guaranteed to usher in the Millennium. A certain widow 
from Brentford bid "Religion quite adieu," and "Turn'd from a Nonconformist to 
a Jew" because "If one affirm he learned it of a Jew,/the silly people think it must be 
true.'l!6 Thomas Hobbes was concerned that the discussion of the Sabbath would 
undermine morals because when the common man saw "the commandments to 
be jus humanum merely (as it must be, if the church can alter it) they will hope 
also that the other nine may be so too, for every man hitherto did believe that the 
ten commandments were the moral, that is an eternal, law.'l!7 

According to Rabbi Newman, "Jews promoted by their scholarly and liter
ary contributions those tendencies towards rationalism which arose from within 
Christian groups; Jews were perpetual opponents of the conventional orthodoxies 
of the day, and sought to bring current beliefs into harmony with their special 
outlook and views.'118 In the 17th Century, however, the opposite was true. Contact 
with the Jews tended to encourage Millennialist fervor, not "rationalism," among 
Judaizing Christians. The converse was also true. Contact with 17th Century mil
lennialist sects like the Ranters, Diggers, Quakers, and Puritans, encouraged Mil
lennialism among the Jews. Both movements were fueled by Luther's doctrine of 
Sola Scriptura and the corrupt translations of the Bible the Jews were churning 
out in collaboration with Protestants. Seventeenth Century England showed that 
when Sola Scriptura was combined with the natural bent of human passion, revo
lution was the invariable outcome. Give an Englishman the bible and tell him 
he was now empowered to interpret the Scriptures according to his own lights, 
and, one way or another, social anarchy followed as night from day. The English 
Catholics recognized this early, so they translated the Bible at Douay. In 1582, the 
translator, Gregory Martin, attacked "Jewes and Heretickes" as corrupters of texts 
and souls in his pamphlet, "Discoverie of the Manifold Corruptions of the Holy 
Scriptures by heretickes of our dais, especially the English sectaries." According 
to Martin, 

the ancient best learned Fathers and Doctours of the Church doe much com
plaine and testifie to us that both the Hebrew and Greeke editions are foully 
corrupted by Jewes and Heretikes, since the Latin was truly translated out of 
them, whiles they were more pure; and that the same Latin hath been farre bet-
ter conserued from corruptions. So that the old Vulgate Latin Edition hath been 
preferred and used for most authentical about a thousand and three hundred 
years.49 Calvin's Bible "contained misinterpretations, leading to a denial of the 
Divinity and Messiahship ofJesus, and thus favoring Arianism and Judaism."5O 

Forty years after Martin issued his warning, Englishmen as diverse as Laud 
and Hobbes admitted the Sola Scriptura chickens were coming home to roost. 
The Englishmen who grew up reading corrupted Bibles were now becoming Jews. 
"The fear," Rabbi Newman says, "even among Protestants, that vernacular Bible 
translations, based on the original Hebrew text would lead to Judaism, is one of 
the important facts in a study of the history of Bible versions.''51 When Amsterdam 
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became the refuge of the Jews, it became the refuge of every judaizing revolution
ary sect too. 

Amsterdam provided a haven not only for Jews and Calvinists; it became a 
magnet for fugitives from the medieval world. Like the Anabaptist commune in 
Muenster one hundred years earlier, Amsterdam attracted disaffected nuns and 
priests. Anyone unhappy with celibacy or the ban on usury could move to Am
sterdam. One of the ways to express discontent was to become a Jew. This was true 
of Catholics ofJewish descent from Spain and Portugal as well as of the Protes
tants from England. Becoming a Jew was not a reversion to a more ancient tradi
tion, although it could be seen as that. Taking their cue from the Psalms, the me
dieval popes consistently referred to Judaizers, who preferred the bondage of the 
law to the freedom of the Gospels, as dogs who returned to their vomit. Becoming 
a Jew was the opposite of a return to tradition because as deconverted Catholics 
soon discovered, there was no genuine;tradition to return to. Tradition had to be 
created. Menasseh ben Israel's printing of Talmudic literature was a tacit acknowl
edgment of the self-contradiction that traditions had to be created. 

Menasseh's most famous book, Conciliador, was not a reconciliation of Chris
tian and Jewish texts, but a demonstration that Jewish texts preceded and there
fore outranked what followed. Becoming a Jew was an act of conscious rebellion 
against the Catholic Church and the medieval world it had created in Europe. 
Holland became the locus of this rebellion because it provided a new modus viven
di for Jews who wanted to throw off their Christianity just as it provided a similar 
opportunity for Christians who wanted to live like Jews. The Jewish community in 
Amsterdam "expressed and incarnated the Hope of Israel,"52 i.e., membership in a 
community which was more tangible and had more tangible benefits, a commu
nity which "would be the fount of all material and spiritual good."53 Amsterdam 
had become a manifestation of what Archbishop Laud would call "the terrene 
kingdom of the Jewes," one more heaven on earth. 

Shortly after Menasseh's birth, his family moved from the Madeira Islands to 
La Rochelle in France where, Roth says, "Outwardly, they continued to conform to 
the rites of the Church, while observing in the secrecy of their homes, with rather 
more confidence than hitherto, their ancestral religious practices."54 Menasseh 
ben Israel was a baptized Catholic, as were John Calvin, Martin Luther, and Johan 
Bokelzoon. Like them, he hated the Church. "Baptism," according to the Cate
chism of the Catholic Church, "seals the Christian with an indelible spiritual mark 
of his belonging to Christ. No sin can erase this mark, even if sin prevents Baptism 
from bearing the fruits of salvation. Given once for all, Baptism cannot be re
peated.''55 Becoming a Jew was similar to becoming a pagan in the post-Christian 
era, a phenomenon depressingly familiar in Europe during the 20th Century. It 
was not a naive continuation of some ancient tradition, but rather a renunciation 
of Christ. The Sephardic Jew who came to Amsterdam to be circumcised was a 
revolutionary as much as the early reformers were revolutionaries. All had ac
cepted baptism as entrance into the Catholic Church; all lived lives in rebellion 
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against that Church. Both the Jews and the Protestants known as Demi-Jews were 
creating their own sui generis traditions out of what they appropriated from the 
Old Testament. Jew and Reformer could cooperate politically because they shared 
a common project, the repudiation of the Church and the order she had impressed 
on Europe. Both Jew and Demi-Jew had a mainly negative identity: Talmudic Ju
daism and the Reformed faith were anti-Catholicism, created by people who had 
accepted (through their parents) the indelible mark of baptism and who had been 
formed intellectually by Catholic faith and culture. 

Menasseh lived 100 years after the first wave of "reform" in Europe. The Dutch 
Republic was a haven for those who hated Spain and what Spain stood for, namely, 
medieval Catholic Europe. The low countries had been a hotbed of revolutionary 
activity since the cloth industry began in Flanders. Prosperity, derived from the 
region's advanced agriculture, had created a surplus population which became 
dispossessed from the land and the rooted traditions there and found employ
ment in the cities as weavers and dyers. By the end of the 13th Century all of what 
is now Belgium and northeastern France had become a single manufacturing 
district and "the most highly industrialized part of a predominantly agricultural 
continent.''56 The wealth the cloth industry created had a dual effect on the peas
antry, which migrated from the land to the city. The city offered freedom from 
ancestral duties and restrictions. It also offered freedom from the customs under 
which those who valued freedom over duty chafed. It offered incentive to those 
with personal enterprise and imagination. But the spectacle of unheard of wealth 
provoked, in Cohn's words, "a bitter sense of frustration"'7 too. Freedom cut both 
ways in the new industrial towns. There was a sense of release from ancestral bur
dens, but there was no protection from exploitation. 

The rootless proletariat of the cloth industry was, as a result, vulnerable to 
millennialist revolutionary movements and ideologies. A group of people, drawn 
"from the most impulsive and unstable elements in medieval SOciety" was espe
cially susceptible to "any kind of revolt or revolution." Messianic politicS "acted 
on these people with peculiar sharpness and called for reactions of peculiar vio
lence. And the way in which they attempted to deal with their common plight 
was to form a salvationist group under the leadership of some man whom they 
regarded as extraordinarily holy,''58 They or, more likely, their charismatic leader, 
would consult the Bible and come up with something apocalyptic based of the 
Book of Daniel and Revelations which promised a new heaven and a new earth 
that would be realized in carnal terms. Joachim of Fiore's three stages of history is 
one example. According to Joachim, the age of the father, the Old Testament, was 
to be followed by the age of the son, the New Testament, which was in turn to be 
followed by the age of the Holy Spirit, which became an empty vessel into which 
all manner of revolutionary content could be poured. 

These movements were invariably Jewish in orientation. Indeed, the idea of 
revolution, the idea that a lowly people would be able to assert itself against the 
powerful, was only conceivable in light of biblical texts like Exodus. Israel's histo-
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ry was essentially a replay of Exodus, as the lowly Israelites triumphed after initial 
adversity over one empire after another. Eventually, the pattern was codified in the 
Book of Daniel, in the description of the four monarchies-the four beasts-the 
fourth being Rome. When Rome was defeated, the fifth monarchy would begin. 
That meant the advent of the millenium, a thousand year reign of peace on earth 
during which the rapacious feeding of the powerful on the lowly would cease, his
tory would be reversed, and the lowly would reign in a kingdom of their own. "It 
is natural enough," Cohn says, "that the earliest of these prophecies should have 
been produced by Jews. What so sharply distinguished the Jews from. the other 
peoples of the ancient world was their attitude towards history and in particular 
towards their own role in history."59 

Natural or not, some questions remained. Most notably, what did Rome 
mean? Which Rome are we talking about? A Catholic millennialist could claim 
the millenium coincided with the rise of the Catholic Church, which succeeded 
the Roman Empire and created a millennium of Christian civilization in Europe. 
But, as we have seen, by the Council of Ephesus the Church had disavowed asso
ciating the Kingdom of God with any earthly historical epoch. That insured that 
millennialism would have an anti-Catholic animus because it could flourish only 
in opposition to the Church. As a result, the fourth monarchy began to be seen not 
as the Roman Empire but as the Roman Catholic Church. One need only ascertain 
the date on which the Roman Church had succeeded the Roman Empire, add 1000 

years, and the result would be a date close to the time of revolutionary turmoil 
in the middle of the 17th Century. The more the turmoil increased, the more the 
people were driven to establish a precise date. The Jews settled on 1648 as the year 
of redemption, and when that date came and went without the advent of the Mes
siah, they adopted the Christian date of 1666 for the dawn of the millenium. 

The Jewish tradition of Messianic politics that began when Annas and Caia
phas rejected Christ and culminated in the Simon bar Kokhba rebellion, which 
commenced in 131, was appropriated by 17th Century Christians with similarly di
sastrous results. Beginning in the 16th Century, the locus was the Low Countries, 
where the Jews expelled from Spain made contact with English Puritans, Dutch 
Calvinists, German Lutherans, and the remnant of the Anabaptists from Muen
ster. A political alliance arose between the revived millennia list proletarian revo
lutionary movement that haunted Flanders and the Rhineland during the Middle 
Ages and the dormant Jewish tradition of Messianic politics. Ironically, the Rhen
ish revolutionary tradition was rabidly anti-Semitic. But anti-Catholic, too. 

Menasseh ben Israel's genius, if we can call it that, lay in recognizing the times 
had changed. Menasseh was not a deep thinker, but he understood the Protestant 
revolt had created new possibilities for the Jews in Europe, and he was determined 
to exploit them. The advent of Protestantism meant a new sphere of influence for 
the Jews and the possibility of a new political and social configuration too. 
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Despite his insight and zeal, Menasseh did not prosper as a rabbi in Am
sterdam. In 1639 when the two Amsterdam congregations merged, Menasseh ben 
Israel was passed over in the search for head rabbi. "At present," he wrote in 1639 

in De Termino Vitae, "in complete disregard of my personal dignity, I am engaged 
in trade .... What else is there for me to do? I have neither the wealth of a Croesus, 
nor the nature of a Thersites."60 Significantly, Menasseh dedicated this book to the 
Dutch West India Company. He was deeply interested in trade with Brazil and 
was thinking of moving there. "No doubt," Gerhard Johann Vos wrote in January 
1640 to Grotius, the great jurist, "he will act there as rabbi ... his domestic affairs 
compel him to take this step; for he is far from affluent."'" 

Then, standing on the quay at the foot of the Joodenbreestraat contemplating 
moving to South America, Menasseh suddenly got more than he bargained for. 
Something strange happened. South America came to him. 

On September 19, 1644, after years of importuning Portuguese travelers in the 
hope they might be secret Jews, Menasseh ben Israel met the wild-eyed Marrano 
Antonio de Montezinos, or Aaron Levi, who had come with a tale the credulous 
rabbi found irresistible. Montezinos had just arrived from South America, where 
he had been imprisoned by the Inquisition on a charge of Judaizing. In prison, 
Montezinos mulled over reports he had heard from the Indians for years concern
ing the religious practices of tribes near Quito. Unable to expel the rumors from 
his mind, Montezinos made a solemn vow to the God of Israel that if he ever re
gained freedom he would investigate them. Appparently God heard Montezinos' 
prayer because he was soon released and on his way to meet the tribe under the 
guidance of a local cacique. Once out of the reach of the Inquisition, the Indian 
chief made a startling revelation. He was a Jew of the tribe of Levi. What the rest of 
the world thought were benighted savages living in the jungles of South America 
were in reality the Ten Lost Tribes of Israel! 

It was a moment worthy of the scene in Blazing Saddles where Mel Brooks 
has an Indian speak Yiddish, but the credulous rabbi believed every word of Mon
tezinos' story. Beyond that, he feverishly deduced the theological consequences of 
this startling revelation. The Messiah, he knew, could only come when Jews had 
reached the "ends of the earth," a word rendered in Hebrew as "Kezeh ha-Arez," 
a literal and erroneous translation of the French word for England, ''Angle-Terre.'' 
Since "Kezeh" meant both "angle" and "limit," England was known as the "ends of 
the earth" to medieval Jewish writers. Since the Ten Lost Tribes were in America, 
they were spread all over the earth, except for one land, England. If the Jews could 
get to England, then they would have spread to the ends of the earth, and the 
Messiah was bound to appear. It was hard to argue with evidence this convincing, 
especially since Montezinos swore a solemn oath that what he revealed was true. 
If true, then the theological insights the unerringly logical Menasseh derived were 
equally true. All Menasseh ben Israel needed to do was get the Jews readmitted to 
England. God would take care of the rest. So the portly rabbi embarked upon the 
great project of his life. 
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1\ 
After years of watching his predecessor try to deal with the Puritan revolu

tionaries with weapons of the spirit, Charles I ran out of patience and decided to 
resort to weapons of a more mundane sort. On August 22, 1642, he threw down the 
gauntlet at Nottingham and led his army to war against the Puritans. His military 
opponent was a man who had no previous military experience but was a military 
genius nonetheless who would change the face of warfare just as Zizka had done in 
Bohemia two centuries before. The name of the English Zizka was Oliver Crom
well, and from the moment he took command of the Puritan cavalry at the Battle 
of Marston Moor in 1644, the tide of war turned against the king, eventuating in 
his ultimate defeat and capture one year later. Unlike Zizka, who devised an inge
nious defense against the cavalry charge, Cromwell refined the cavalry charge as 
a weapon of exceptional offensive power, one that lasted for almost three hundred 
years, to be eclipsed only in the 20th Century by the deployment of the machine 
gun. 

Cromwell was born in Huntingdon in 1599. His family name would have 
been Williams but his grandfather married the sister of Thomas Cromwell, one of 
Henry VIII's most powerful councilors, and then adopted the name of his wife's 
family to access that power. Like the Cecils and the Russells, the wealth and pow
er of the Cromwells came from looting the Catholic Church. "The Cromwells," 
a biographer writes, "were a large and locally influential family, who had risen 
rapidly during the 16th Century and had acquired wealth and extensive prop
erty, much of it formerly belonging to the Catholic Church but disposed of in 
the wake of the Henrician Reformation.''62 Since Oliver grew up in a house once 
owned by a Catholic monastic order, he was daily reminded of where his family 
wealth came from and who his ancestral enemies were. In 1628, Oliver took a seat 
in Parliament, where he represented the Puritan cause. It was also in 1628 that 
he began a life-long battle with mental illness. Cromwell's personality was the 
unstable combination of melancholic and choleric humors that modern medicine 
calls bipolar disorder. Cromwell was a manic depressive; in 1628, his physician, Sir 
Theodore Mayern, treated the symptoms of "valde melancholicus," by prescribing 
what Cromwell's biographer called "a wonderful cocktail of drugs."63 Ten years 
after diagnosis as a manic depressive, Cromwell had a religious experience which 
gave religious justification to his mood swings. In the same year he was accused of 
judaizing by a fellow member of parliament. Then civil war broke out. 

The civil war brought in its wake famine, pestilence, and, worst of all, Puri
tan pamphlets justifying revolution by appealing to the Old Testament. In 1642 
Henry Archer brought forth an idea that would result in the spilling of barrels 
of ink and the slaying of thousands of trees over the next few centuries. In The 
Personal Reign of Christ on Earth, Archer used the Books of Daniel and Revela
tions to explain the contemporary political situation. Numerous Protestant would 
follow his example. Sometimes the contemporary political situation was used to 
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explicate Daniel and Revelations. Archer's book became the intellectual justifica
tion for a political movement known as the Fifth Monarchy Men. As the name im
plies, the challenge at the heart of their movement involved discovering when the 
fourth monarchy described in the Book of Daniel had ended. If Archer had read 
history with an open mind, he might speculatively have concluded the thousand 
year reign of Christ on earth began with the Alaric's sacking of Rome in 410 and 
ended when the age of revolution began with the excommunication ofJohn Huss. 
But that theory would have made the millennium co-terminus with the Church 
of Rome, something that could not be true because he had already declared the 
"fearfull Little Horne," which came up among them was the Papacy.64 Since the 
Book of Daniel had to be twisted to justify the rebellion in England, Rome had to 
be construed as the Church of Rome. "The great question" then became "when 
the ten kingdoms and Papacy began in Europe?''65 By adding 1260 to the year 406 

(when Archer claims the papacy began), Archer got the year 1666, as both the limit 
of the papacy's duration and the number of the beast (actually 666) proposed by 
the Book of Revelations. This correspondence could not be coincidence, Archer 
reasoned, and so the thousand year reign of Christ on earth would begin in a mere 
24 years. That meant, of course, that the conversion of the Jews was imminent, 
which meant the ten lost tribes were already massing on the other side of the river 
that flowed every day of the week but Saturday in preparation for their march on 
Jerusalem. One commentator describes Archer's scriptural scholarship as part of 
"the lengthy and laborious efforts of the sect to interpret the Bible in accordance 
with their preconceived ideas.''66 Those labors involved the conversion of the Jews 
and "resulted in many Fifth Monarchy Men developing strong Hebraic tendencies 
and sympathies.''67 

Any lingering doubt that Puritanism was a combination of Sola Scriptura
based proof texting and appetite was removed in August 1643 with publication of 
John Milton's tract on The Doctrine and Discipline of Divorce. Milton was the heir 
of the Puritan Occultism spawned by the magician John Dee and nourished by 
the Earl of Leicester and his nephew Philip Sidney, which achieved its first literary 
expression in the Faerie Queene. Milton was an admirer of Spenser, and from Mil
ton's pen flowed the second great Protestant epic, the one with Satan as its "hero," 
Paradise Lost. "Milton's vision for England," according to Frances Yates, "was that 
of a nation of chosen people, chosen in the Hebraic sense, chosen to lead Prot
estant Europe against the power of the Papal Antichrist. Spenser had envisaged 
Elizabethan England and its queen as chosen for just such a religiOUS role. The 
great difference was, of course, that Milton was not a monarchist, like Spenser, but 
a republican.''68 Spenser and Milton shared an unfortunate theology, a genuine 
gift at versification, and an exqUisitely poor sense of timing. Spenser published the 
Faerie Queene one year after John Dee had returned in disgrace from his failed 
mission to Prague. Consequently, Spenser, like Dee, found no support for his im
perialist propaganda at court. Similarly, Milton brought out his apologia for revo-
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lution and regicide six years after the collapse of the Puritan commonwealth, at 
the height of the Restoration, when the rage against Cromwell was so high that a 
mob dug up his corpse and hanged it. 

Milton admired Spenser "whom," Yates tells us, "he held to be a better teacher 
than Aquinas."69 Milton derived the Hebraic elements in Paradise Lost not di
rectly from the Zohar or the Talmud but indirectly through the Faerie Queene 
and from Robert Fludd and Rosicrucianism, which would also become a source 
for Freemasonry. When the "Rosicrucian movement had failed on the continent," 
Yates says, "Refugees from that failure poured into Puritan England as the refuge 
from the Antichrist. And the Puritan revolution took over some of the aspects of 
the projected Rosicrucian revolution. That is why there was a 'Puritan Occultism,' 
why an English translation of the Rosicrucian manifestos was published in Crom
wellian England, and why the philosophy of John Dee was cultivated by earnest 
Parliamentarians."7O 

Frances Yates shows how the trajectory ofJudaizing which began with Dee's 
infatuation with magic and Cabala led to Cromwell and Milton's justification of 
revolution. Missing from her account, though, is the crucial role played by sexual 
appetite. Revolution was a binary weapon, which could be driven by appetite and 
the rationalization of appetite that thinkers could derive from Sola Scriptura and 
the ransacking of the Old Testament for proof texts. 

In 1642 John Milton, then 34 years old, married Mary Powell, daughter of 
Richard Powell, a justice of peace. The Powells, adherents of the Cavalier party 
who had a lively social life, seem not to have thought out the consequences of 
having their daughter marry the Puritan Penseroso. Within a month, Mary tired 
of the "philosophic life (after having been used to a great house, and much com
pany and joviality),'7' and returned to her parents. Milton "sent for her by letter,''7> 
but the letters went unanswered. The Powell family, "being generally addicted to 
the cavalier party,"73 had second thoughts. They considered their new son-in-law 
and his radical opinions "a blot in their escutcheon,"74 especially since it seemed 
Charles would soon dispatch the rebel armies and re-establish his court. Finally, 
Milton dispatched a messenger ordering his wife to return, but the messenger 
came back alone, "dismissed with some sort of contempt."75 

In the meantime, the Puritan Penseroso fell in love with another woman, 
"one of Dr. Davis's daughters, a very handsome and witty gentlewoman," who was 
"averse" to marrying a married manl6 With his sexual desires thwarted twice, 
Milton resolved the matter in typically Puritan fashion, ransacking the Bible for 
a justification for divorce that would enable him to marry Miss Davis. Milton 
"forthwith prepared to fortify himself with arguments for such a resolution, and 
accordingly wrote two treatises, by which he understood that it was against rea
son, and the enjoinment of it not provable by Scripture, for any married couple dis
agreeable in humor and temper, or having an aversion to each other, to be forced 
to live yoked together all their days.''n The first result of the decision to dump his 
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wife and replace her with Miss Davis was The Doctrine and Discipline of Divorce; 
the second was Tetrachordon. 

Justification of divorce was a tall order for a Christian whose first principle 
was Sola Scriptura because, as anyone who has read the gospel knows, Christ spe
cifically prohibited divorce. The project would have been impossible were it not 
for the Puritan tendency to Judaize, which emanated from the penumbra of Sola 
Scriptura. This worked in two ways. First, Sola Scriptura relativized the priority 
of the New Testament over the Old. The New Testament was no longer the fulfill
ment of the Old nor was it the only lens through which the Old could be seen and 
interpreted properly. Sola Scriptura tended to democratize the books of the Bible, 
which, since there were many more books in the Old Testament than in the New, 
tended to lead to the Old Testament's priority over the New. Sola Scriptura thus 
led to Judaizing. Secondly, Judaizing led to Talmudic exegesis, which is to say, a 
devaluation of the actual text in favor of the opinions of rabbis. Milton was a very 
learned rabbi, and without the Church to protect it, the Bible succumbed to the 
hammer blows of what looked like Milton's libido-driven "logic." His biographer 
presents the moral and psychological dynamics of his decision straightforwardly. 
Since Milton was "then in the full vigor of his manhood," and "could ill bear the 
disappointment he met with by her obstinate absenting," he justified divorce, so 
"that he might be free to marry another; concerning which he also was in trea
ty.''78 

The Doctrine and Discipline of Divorce became a classic in the canon of soph
istry, and remained a beacon for sophists for centuries. (Stanley Fish began his 
career in literary criticism as a Milton scholar.) Milton's justification of divorce 
would have been unthinkable without Puritanism's prior commitment to Juda
izing. "It follows now," Milton says, "that those places of scripture which have a 
seeming to revoke the prudence of Moses, or rather that merciful decree of God, 
be forthwith explained and reconciled. For what are all these reasonings worth, 
will some reply, whenas the words o~ Christ are plainly against all divorce, 'except 
in case of fornication' Matt 5: 32.''79 The relativization of Christ's prohibition of 
divorce could only proceed by placing Moses on the same level as Christ. This 
completely heretical notion, contradicted by the Gospel of St. John, was no hin
drance to a devotee of Sola Scriptura, which, it appears, had become another word 
for appetite. In other words, "the necessity of justifying himself" now coincided 
with "a point of so great concern to the peace and preservation of families, and so 
likely to prevent temptations as well as mischiefs."80 

There was a public aspect to Milton's personal problems. Parliament was de
bating the legalization of divorce during the time of Mary's absence. "Doubt not, 
worthy senators," Milton wrote, "to vindicate the sacred honor and judgment of 
Moses your predecessor, from the shallow commenting of scholastics and canon
ists."81 Mary's departure was thus a chance to make a virtue of necessity. Extrapo
lating from his own situation, as Luther had done in De servo arbitrio, Milton 
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could guide England's legislature, which then would become a beacon for the 
world. All Milton had to do was "show ... that our Saviour, in those four places of 
the Evangelists, meant not the abrogating [of divorce] but rectifying the abuses of 
it."8. 

The key to this alchemical transmutation of Christ's words was the false di
chotomy Moses-Christ that judaizing had enabled. Moses is proposed as "an au
thor great beyond exception."83 Milton could not denigrate Christ, but he could 
nUllify his teaching by claiming "our Savior's words touching divorce" had been 
"congealed into a stony rigor, inconsistent both with his doctrine and his office."84 
What culminated as special pleading that would give theologians a bad reputa
tion in the latter half of the 20th Century as shills for appetite and special in
terest began in England with judaizing politics. The attraction of judaizing was 
immediately apparent. M~ses could be portrayed as permitting what Christ pro
hibited. Since Moses was the lawgiver for the nation of Israel, England's solons 
should follow his example and promote "expedient liberty."85 In doing this, they 
"shall restore the much wronged and over-sorrowed state of matrimony, not only 
to those merciful and life-giving remedies of Moses, but as much as may be, to that 
serene and blissful condition it was in at the beginning and shall deserve of all 
apprehensive men ... shall deserve to be reckoned among the public benefactors of 
civil and human life above the inventors of wine and oil; for this is far dearer, far 
nobler and more desirable cherishing to man's life unworthily exposed to sadness 
and mistake which he shall vindicate."86 Milton again needs to contradict Christ 
and scripture, because Christ said "in the beginning it was not so," meaning that 
divorce was something added after the fall because Moses had to deal with the 
hardness of his people's hearts. 

As if conceding the subversion of Christ's own words is a lost cause as long as 
the New Testament has priority over the Old, Milton appeals first to the reformers 
and then to the rabbis to bolster his argument: 

Yea, God himself commands in his law more than once, and by his prophet 
Malachi, as Calvin and the best translations read that "he who hates, let him 
divorce-that is, he who hates cannot love. Hence it is that the rabbins, and Mai
monides, famous among the rest, in a book of his set forth by Buxtorfius, tells us 
that "divorce was permitted by Moses to preserve peace in marriage and quiet 
in the family."87 

The English Parliament should take the Jews as their model, because 

Surely the Jews had their saving peace about them as well as we, yet care was 
taken that this wholesome provision for household peace should also be allowed 
them: and must this be denied to Christians? 0 perverseness! that the law should 
be made more provident of peacemaking than the gospel! that the gospel should 
be put to beg a necessary help of mercy from the law, but must not have it! and 
that to grind in the mill of an undelighted and servile copulation must be the 
only forced work of a Christian marriage, ofttimes with such a yoke-fellow, from 
whom both love and peace, both nature and religion, mourns to be separated.88 

424 



Menasseh ben Israel 

The logic is inexorable. As we have seen, if the New Testament no longer has 
hegemony over the Old and if the words of Christ can be relativized by the testi
mony of rabbis, then in what sense are Milton and the Puritans Christians? Urged 
on by libido to plead for divorce, Milton willingly abandons Christianity to gratify 
his appetites, proving Laud and the Catholics were right in their verdict against 
the Puritans: The Puritans were Jews, and their piety was a front for rationalized 
misbehavior. 

Eventually politics solved Milton's marital problems. "The declining state of 
the King's cause" along with the very handsome and witty Miss Davis waiting in 
the Wings, convinced the Powell family that it might not be so bad to have a Puri
tan son-in-law, so they "set all engines to work to restore the late married woman 
to the station wherein they a little before had planted her."89 Mary "of her own 
accord came, and submitted to him, pleading that her mother had been the inciter 
of her to that forwardness.''!!o The story had a happy ending. The couple reconciled, 
and a daughter was conceived as "the first fruits of her return to her husband.''!!' 

Before long Milton's marital problems were swept up in the Messianic poli
tics at the heart of Puritan-Jewish revolutionary thought. England's legalization 
of divorce provided the world with a "magnanimous example" which "will easily 
spread far beyond the banks of Tweed and the Norman isles.''!!' England as the new 
Israel has a mission to save the world, a mission that was later adopted by mes
sianic American descendants of Jews and Puritans. "It would not be the first or 
second time," the author of Paradise Lost continues, 

since our ancient druids, by whom this island was the cathedral of philosophy 
to France, left off their pagan rites, that England hath had this honor vouchsafed 
from heaven, to give out reformation to the world. Who was it but our Eng
lish Constantine that baptized the Roman Empire? Who but the Northumbrian 
Willibrorde and Winifride of Devon, with their followers were the first apostles 
of Germany? Who but Alcuin and Wycliffe our countrymen, opened the eyes of 
Europe, the one in arts, the other in religion? Let not England forget her prece
dence of teaching nations how to live.93 

In Milton's tendentious pleading for legalization of divorce, one can almost 
hear the devotees of Planned Parenthood arguing the logical sequel to America's 
conquest of Afghanistan or Iraq should be contraception and abortion there. Mes
sianic politics and sexual liberation have gone hand in hand from the beginning, 
and it seems they still do, now that America is the uncontested new Israel. Mes
sianic politics cannot function without Old Testament models. 

Puritans and Jews shared a desire to attain the spiritual goods promised in 
the Bible by secular means. Messianic politics was a form of magic; the attain
ment of wealth and power by spiritual means had always been the goal of Simon 
Magus and his followers. It appealed powerfully to people who, full of revulsion 
at the Cross of Christ and the ideal of suffering it embodied, were discovering 
the natural sciences. "It is better," St. Augustine wrote, summarizing the Catholic 

425 



The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit 

alternative to Simon Magus, "to love God and make use of money, than to love 
money and make use of God."94 'The Puritan rejection of the medieval worldview 
of the Catholic Church is ultimately traceable to the Jewish rejection of the suf
fering Christ as an unworthy Messiah. "'The chief priests," St. Matthew tells us, 
"with the scribes and elders mocked him in the same way. 'He saved others,' they 
said, 'he cannot save himself. He is the king ofIsrael; let him come down from the 
Cross now, and we will believe in him." 

'The Jewish/Puritan alliance was born in a rejection of the Cross and all it 
stood for, and the substitution of King David or Simon bar Kokhba or Shabbetai 
Zevi or Oliver Cromwell or Napoleon Bonaparte as an alternative to the suffering 
Christ. Cromwell, as Graetz points out, was driven to consummate this revolution
ary alliance between Jews and Puritans on the theoretical and practical levels: 

To bury oneself in the history, prophecy, and poetry of the Old Testament, to 
revere them as divine inspiration, to live in them with every emotion, yet not to 
consider the people who had originated all thi~ glory and greatness as preferred 
and chosen was impossible. Among the Puritans, therefore, were many earnest 
admirers of "God's people" and Cromwell was one ofthem.95 

'The consummation of this revolutionary alliance against the Catholic Church 
and Catholic countries involved, in other words, not only rummaging through 
the Bible for images that would justify divorce or regicide, it also entailed bringing 
Jews into the land governed by the Puritan saints. According to Graetz: 

A desire was excited in the hearts of the Puritans to see this living wonder, the 
Jewish people, with their own eyes, to bring Jews to England, and, by making 
them part of the theocratic community about to be established, stamp it with 
the seal of completion. The sentiments of the Puritans towards the Jews were ex
pressed in Oliver Cromwell's observation, "Great is my sympathy with this poor 
people, whom God chose and to whom He gave His law; it rejects Jesus because 
it does not recognize him as the Messiah." Cromwell dreamt of a reconciliation 
of the Old and New Testament, of an intimate connection between the Jewish 
people of God and the English Puritan theocracy. But other Puritans were so 
absorbed in the Old Testament that the New Testament was of no importance. 
Especially the visionaries in Cromwell's army and among the members of Par
liament, who were hoping for the Fifth Monarchy, or the reign of the saints, 
assigned to the Jewish people a glorious position in the expected millennium. A 
Puritan preacher, Nathaniel Holmes ... wished ... to become the servant ofIsrael 
and serve him on bended knees. The more the tension in Israel increased ... the 
more public life and religious thought assumed Jewish coloring. The only thing 
wanting to make one thing [was the return ofthe Jewsl.96 

Cromwell's followers felt that by readmitting the Jews to England they could 
bring about the second coming of Christ, the millennium, and the fifth monarchy. 
In short, the middle of the 17th Century was suffused with an apocalyptic vision 
of the establishment of Christ's kingdom in the here and now. Jewish refugees 
from Spain and English Ranters and Fifth Monarchy Men were of one mind: 'The 
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Kingdom of God was at hand. Something like this had been held by Christians for 
over a millennium and a half, probably because its advent had been pronounced 
by Christ himself. What had changed, though, was the kind of kingdom Christ's 
followers were supposed to expect. 

As we saw earlier, St. Augustine gave the definitive Catholic explication of 
The Book of Revelation in the City of God, where he explained the millennium 
was a spiritual allegory concerning an essentially spiritual reality. The millenni
um had begun with the death of Christ, and the New Jerusalem was fully realized 
in the Catholic Church. Augustine's explanation became Church doctrine when 
it was adopted as definitive by the Council of Ephesus in 431. From then, belief in 
the millennium as a worldly kingdom was dismissed as a superstitious aberration, 
"the error of the Jews." 

As Archbishop Laud made clear, the Puritans were bent on resurrecting this 
"error of the Jews." Heaven on earth was to be instituted by a government of Eng
lish saints in the decade following 1650. Since one of the inaugural events was the 
murder of the English king, it promised to be a bloody kingdom for those with 
eyes capable of seeing its true lineaments, but a worldly kingdom nonetheless, in 
which sainthood was the first job requirement of every politician. 

There had been no Jews in England since 1290, at least officially, so English 
philo-Semitism had a distinctly utopian cast. English Judaizers tended to idealize 
Jews according to their own idiosyncratic reading of the Old Testament. They did 
not evaluate Jews through empirical observation, at least not at the dawn of the 
Messianic Era in 1648. If they had been less preoccupied with their own revolu
tion, the English could have learned something about Christian-Jewish relations 
by observing the apocalypse brewing in Poland as the English were debating the 
fate of their king. An objective study of what had happened in Spain might have 
been helpful too, but an objective English study of anything Spanish is the histori
cal equivalent of an oxymoron. 

In June 1645, Oliver Cromwell, in command of the revolutionary New Model 
Army, defeated the king's troops at Naseby, ending the civil war in England. In 
reviewing papers captured from the king's baggage, Cromwell discovered Charles 
had planned to recruit Irish Catholic troops by granting them religious conces
sions. That discovery did not bode well for the Irish or the king. 

III 
According to the Zohar, 1648 was to be the mystical year of resurrection, 

when the Jews could expect deliverance from their more than millennium long 
exile. Heinrich Graetz called the Zohar "that lying book" and used that prediction 
to impugn the entire Kabbalistic tradition. Since the Enlightenment was in some 
ways a result of the disappointment over the failure of the Messianic expectations 
in the second half of the 17th Century, his skepticism is understandable, as is his 
scorn for the Cabala, the mish-mash of what he considered Gnostic and Talmudic 
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mumbo-jumbo that had led to the rise and fall of Messianic hope. Graetz espoused 
a worldview that was the antithesis of the Messianic fever of the mid-17th Century. 
He was convinced in his opposition to the Cabala because he had the benefit of 
historical hindsight and could see where its vaporous illusions had led the Jewish 
people. Expectation of redemption fostered by widespread dissemination of caba
listic doctrine made the Jews, in Graetz's words, "more reckless and careless than 
was their custom at other times.''97 

Just what Graetz meant by reckless can be seen in his analysis of Polish Jewry, 
a hotbed of cabalistic thought. Beginning with the Statute of Kalisz in 1251, the 
Jews of Poland were granted rights unlike anywhere else in Europe. They were 
even granted their own autonomous legal system, the Kahal, which allowed them 
to adjudicate intra-Jewish disputes without recourse to the Polish Christian le
gal system. This autonomy necessitated intensive study of the Talmud, which, ac
cording Graetz, led to the peculiar corruption of Polish Jews. The reliance on the 
Talmud created a culture of "hair-splitting judgment" among rabbis, says Graetz, 
as well as "a love of twisting, distorting, ingenious quibbling, and a foregone an
tipathy to what did not lie within their field of vision," which trickled down to the 
behavior of the vulgar, who "found pleasure and a sort of triumphant delight in 
deception and cheating.''98 By the end of the 18th Century, the overwhelming ma
jority ofJews lived in Poland, so Jews earned the reputation of being "a nation of 
deceivers," in Immanuel Kant's formulation. "It does indeed seem strange," Kant, 
the quintessential Enlightenment philosopher, continued, "to conceive of a nation 
of deceivers, but it is also very strange to conceive of a nation of merchants, the 
majority of whom, bound by an ancient superstition accepted by the state they live 
in, do not seek any civil dignity, but prefer to make good this disadvantage with 
the benefits of trickery at the expense of the people who shelter them and at the 
expense of each other. In a nation of merchants, unproductive members of society 
... it cannot be otherwise."99 From his vantage point in Koenigsberg, the capital of 
East Prussia, a country that the Teutonic Knights wrested by force from the Slavic 
natives, all Jews were Polish Jews. 

Graetz, the Enlightenment Jew and apostle of German culture and Jewish 
assimilation to it, echoed Kant but confined his censure to the Jews of Poland, 
who, according to his judgment, "acquired the quibbling method of the schools 
and employed it to outwit the less cunning.'''oo Piety and knowledge of the hair
splitting distinctions of the Talmud became one and the same for the Polish Jew, 
a combination which, when added to the dogmatism of the rabbis, "undermined 
their moral sense" and made them prone to "sophistry and boastfulness.'"ol 

Largely as a result of the concessions of the Polish crown which began with 
the Statute of Kalisz, Poland became known throughout Europe as the "paradisus 
Judeorum," the paradise of the Jews. When persecutions would flare up in tradi
tionally Jewish sections of Europe like the German principalities, the Jews who 
wished to escape persecution inevitably headed east toward Poland, taking their 
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language, "juedische Deutsch," or Yiddish, with them. When Isaac Bashevis Singer 
won the Nobel Prize toward the end of the 20th Century, he was designated a Pole 
by the selection committee in spite of his candid admission that he understood 
Polish only with difficulty, even though he lived his entire youth in Poland. Jews 
did not assimilate in Poland; most did not learn the language of the Christian 
Poles, because, other than rudimentary commerce and illicit sexual activity, the 
Jews had no contact with them. The Jews established their own state within a state; 
they established their own legal system and courts, and, based on demographic 
evidence, the Polish paradise was the most successful modus vivendi Jews found 
in the West. 

Between 1340 and 1772, at which point Poland was partitioned for the first 
time, the Jewish population of Poland increased 75-fold while the Christian popu
lation quintupled. The disparity in population increase is explainable in simple 
terms. Persecution in the west from the nth to the 16th Century caused massive 
immigration. Jews moved to Polish territory during that period of time in unprec
edented numbers. By the time Poland was partitioned for the third time in 1795, 
80 percent of the world's Jews lived there. 

This phenomenal expansion of the Jewish population in Poland was matched 
by a correspondingly rapid increase in wealth that in turn corresponded to a dra
matic expansion of the territorial limits of Poland. The Golden Age of Polish Jews, 
according to Pogonowski, lasted from 1500 to 1648.'02 By 1634, Poland was the larg
est country in Europe. Its territory extended from the Baltic almost to the Black 
Sea and from Silesia in the west to the heart of the Ukraine. By the middle of the 
17th Century, as much as 60 percent of Poland's population was not ethnically 
Polish, a situation bound to cause friction, depending on how wisely the Polish 
rulers treated their ethnic subjects. 

What followed was a classical case of cultural drift in which imperial expan
sion covered over internal decay until the contradictions and injustices became 
so insupportable that the bubble burst, and an orgy of violence followed, drag
ging the Polish state to extinction. The story of Poland was the story of Imperial 
Rome writ small. Imperial expansion to the east into what is now the Ukraine, 
the Crimea, and Belorus resulted in creation of huge estates, some the size of Hol
land and Switzerland. The estates were called Latifundia, an ironic comment on 
the blindness of the Polish nobility, who failed to see the mischief the Latifundia 
system had wrought in ancient Rome. The Polish Nobles' republic was a classic 
oligarchy, as Plato defined the term in his Republic. As in ancient Greece, so in 
Poland: wealth concentrated in fewer and fewer hands led to rebellion among the 
lower classes. Wealth concentrated in fewer and fewer hands fueled imperialism 
in which the chief losers were the overwhelming majority of the Polish people. 
As in ancient Rome, the citizen soldiers were driven to the wall by the monopoly 
conditions the Latifundia fostered. When the rebellion came, all Poles would be 
held responsible for the excesses of the magnates who created the system that dis
possessed the average Polish citizen. 

429 



The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit 

The citizen soldiers who had been the backbone of the republic's legions be
came the disenfranchised rural proletariat once wealth was concentrated in the 
hands of the magnates. "The citizen-soldiers who owned small and medium es
tates," Pogonowski says, "suffered numerous bankruptcies and were becoming 
landless while still retaining their full civil rights and privileges." As a result, 
"many of them had to seek employment in the huge estates called Latifundia.'''o3 
This meant more and more political power migrated to the land magnates, who 
now employed the enfranchised. As a result, "the political machines of the own
ers of the Latifundia enabled them to attain an oligarchic control of the politics 
of Poland. Their control of the national parliament was based on their grip on the 
provinciallegislatures.'"o4 

In 1633, the Sejm passed a law forbidding Poland's nobility from selling liquor 
or engaging in commercial activities. The Polish nobility retained, as a result, po
litical control of the country, but lost economic control. Because the Polish mag
nates owned the land but were unable to engage in commerce, they handed over 
income extraction to the Jews, who paid a set fee for a lease to raise the money the 
nobles needed. The system of pre-paid, short-term leases was known as "arenda." 
The connection between arenda tax-farming and the Jews was so intimate that 
it eventually was expressed in the Polish language. In legal contracts in the 17th 
and 18th Century, the Polish word "arendarz," or tax-farmer, and "Jew" are syn
onymous. According to Pogonowski, "15 percent of urban and 80 percent of rural 
Jewish heads of households were occupied within the arenda system .... 05 

The Jewish legal system, or kahal, brokered these licenses to well-to-do Jews, 
who in turn often subleased them to less well-to-do relatives. In Polish private law, 
arenda was defined as "the leasing of immovable property or rights. The subject 
of the lease might be a whole territory, held either in ownership or in pledge [or] 
the subject might be a tavern, mill or the right to collect various payments such 
as a bridge toll or a payment connected with a jurisdiction .... o6 A Jew, for example, 
might take out a short-term lease on a church, in defiance of Church law. This 
meant he was in sole possession of the key to the church door, which could only be 
opened for weddings or baptisms after payment of a fee, a practice that led to re
sentment among Christians. Since the lease was short-term, the Jew would charge 
as much as he could to recoup his investment and some profit, since the lease 
might not be renewed. Or, if it were renewed, someone might outbid him. There 
was no financial incentive to create good will among the local population from 
which the arendator made his money. The Jewish tax-farmers had the support of 
the state-Pogonowski estimates 20 to 70 percent of the income of the large estates 
was generated by tax-farming leases held by Jews-but lacked the good will of the 
community. Since the Jew was not a part of that community, and had developed, 
as Graetz indicates, a whole culture treating the goyim with contempt, he could 
exploit the system well beyond what would have been tolerable had Catholic Poles 
run the system: 
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Arenda-type short-term leases resulted in intensive exploitation of the leased 
estates, as the lessees tended to overwork the land, peasants and equipment 
without worrying about long-term effects. The peasants experienced additional 
hardships when Jewish arrendators obtained the right to collect and even im
pose taxes and fees for church services. The peasants and Cossacks in Kresy [the 
newly colonized lands of the east] bitterly resented having to pay Jews for the use 
of Eastern Orthodox and Greek-catholic churches for funerals, baptism, wed
dings and other similar occasions. 107 

Because of the arenda system and the prohibition against nobles distilling 
spirits, the Jews assumed control of the liquor business. They could manipulate the 
price of grain by diverting it to more profitable use as distilled spirits. They also 
intensely promoted alcohol consumption to maximize profits during the short
term of the lease. This led to chronic drunkenness, decreased productivity, and 
increased resentment against Jews, who were perceived as constantly seeking to 
exploit the weaknesses of the majority to enhance their own wealth and power. 

Graetz talks about the Jew who was experienced in financial matters as a salu
tary counterbalance to the impetuous, headstrong, and ultimately child-like Pol
ish nobleman: 

The high nobility continued to be dependent on Jews, who in a measure coun
terbalanced the national defects. Polish flightiness, levity, unsteadiness, ex
travagance and recklessness were compensated for by Jewish prudence, sagacity, 
economy and cautiousness. The Jew was more than a financier to the Polish no
bleman; he was his help in embarrassment, his prudent adviser, his all in all. '08 

There are other ways of viewing the "unique utilitarian alliance ... between 
the huge landowners and the Jewish financial elite."109 Looked at one way, Jewish 
migration to Poland brought Jewish capital that was soon put at the disposal of 
the Polish crown and the landowning magnates, whose estates expanded dramati
cally. The Polish magnates then used the Jews and their money to expand the Pol
ish empire into the fertile steppes of the Ukraine, Belorus, and the northern shore 
of the Black Sea. Looked at another way, this alliance concentrated the wealth into 
fewer and fewer hands, especially during the Jewish colonization in the Ukraine 
in the 80 years between 1569 and 1648. Since the leases involved monopoly rights, 
the Jewish tax-farmers could increase the political power of their wealthy patrons, 
and their own wealth and influence as well, by driving the smaller independent 
landowners to the wall. The short term increase in power, though, increased the 
magnitude and violence of the reaction when it came. The success of the new sys
tem contained within in it the seeds of its destruction. 

The radical disjunction between political and economic power meant the en
franchised noble citizens gradually lost control of their culture. The easy-going 
Polish oligarchs, wedded to an economic system that seemed so successful in 
bringing new lands under the Polish crown, did not understand control over those 
territories was undermined from within by the very people that administered it. 
This happened gradually, of course, and it manifest itself first in religion. Flush 
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with the short-term wealth which the arenda system created and the territorial 
expansion which it enabled, the Polish kings ignored the biggest cultural crisis of 
their day, the Protestant revolt against Catholic hegemony over Europe. Because 
there was no Inquisition in Poland, Poland became a model for tolerance, paving 
the way for its own extinction. 

While the Duke of Parma was battling Calvinists and Jews in the Netherlands 
and setting up a barrier beyond which the Reformation would not pass, helping 
to save southern Europe from the rebellion which had devastated England and 
the North, Sigismund August II, ruler of Poland and Lithuania, surrounded him
self with Jews and the Protestant revolutionaries the Poles called Demi-Jews. The 
"Reformers" in Poland were largely Unitarian and Socinian followers of Michael 
Servetus, who, in Graetz's words, "undermined the foundations of Christianity," 
by "rejecting the veneration ofJesus as a divine person.""0 

Flush with the money they provided, King Sigismund indulged his disordered 
passions and handed the country over to Jewish and Demi-Jewish administrators 
to rule as they wished. Peasants groaned under the predations of the Jewish tax
farmers, who in turn lent money to the king at less usurious interest rates, keep
ing him under their power too. Rabbi Mendel Frank of Brest, says Walsh, "was 
so influential that he was called the King's Officer."111 As in England, the Polish 
nobles were torn between religious principle and economic interest. As in Eng
land, economic considerations won out and "the nobility in most cases held its 
protecting hand over the Jews to whom itwas tied by the community of economic 
interests.''''' The Polish oligarchs "were either in debt to the Jews, or employed 
them to squeeze taxes for them out of the peasants, naturally at a good profit 
for the tax-farmers, who took their toll from dairies, mills, distilleries, farms.'''13 
The Jews "were indispensable to the easy-going magnate, who was wont to let his 
estates take care of themselves and wile away his time at the capital, at the court, 
in merry amusements, or at the tumultuous sessions of the national and provin
cial assemblies, where politics was looked upon as a form of entertainment rather 
than as a serious pursuit. This Polish aristocracy put a check on the anti-Semitic 
endeavors of the clergy.'''14 The Jesuits warred with the Jews over the mind of the 
Polish oligarchs, but there was no Inquisition and no Counter-Reformation in 
Poland. As a result, Calvinism, Socinianism, and Unitarianism spread among the 
nobles unchecked by official Catholic resistance. So Poland became, in Graetz's 
words, "a second Babylon for the Jews.'''15 

By the death of Sigismund II in 1572, the Jews had attained enough power to 
name his successor in collaboration with the Porte in Constantinople, the Hu
guenots in France, and the English Protestants. Solomon ben Nathan Ashkenazi, 
although sponsor to the Duke of Ferrara was involved in negotiations regarding a 
later king. Solomon Ashkenazi was a German Jew who had migrated to the para
dise of the Jews, where he eventually became chief physician to King Sigismund. 
He eventually migrated to Constantinople, where he served the Sultan as faith-
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fully as he had served the Polish king. Solomon Ashkenazi succeeded Joseph Nasi, 
also an adviser to the sultan, as "a sort of unofficial leader of world Jewry.""6 Like 
Nasi, Ashkenazi orchestrated events from behind the scenes. "Christian cabinets," 
Graetz says, "did not suspect that the course of events which compelled them to 
side with one party or the other was set in motion by a Jewish hand. This was es
pecially so in the case of the election of the Polish king.""7 

Locked into such a profitable alliance with the Jews, the Polish magnates saw 
little reason to change a system from which they profited so effortlessly and enor
mously. As a result the exactions of the Jewish tax-farmers became onerous to 
the point of intolerable among the peasantry in general, but especially among the 
newly colonized Cossacks, who never felt themselves a part of the Polish nation 
or, as Orthodox, part of the Catholic culture of the west. The political crisis, which 
had been growing during the last 80 years of Polish imperial expansion, corre
sponded as well to the worst excesses of the arenda system. Reform of the system 
was urgently necessary, and a bill of reform eventually made its way to the Sejm. 

In 1647, as one precondition that prepared for a Polish crusade against the Ot
toman Empire, the Cossacks were promised full civil rights and enfranchisement 
over time as Polish citizens. That meant "the harsh exploitation by Jewish holders 
of short time leases was to be lessened by banning the collection of such payments 
as church fees for funerals, weddings, baptisms, etc."118 It also meant disobedience 
to the tax-farmers would no longer be a capital crime. And Jesuits would no longer 
be assigned to Cossack territory in the Southern Ukraine, so they would no lon
ger pressure Orthodox to submit to Rome's authority. Finally, the Jews were to be 
evicted from the southern Ukraine. 

When the bill came to a vote in 1648, the Sejm, dominated by the alliance of 
huge landowners and their Jewish administrators, defeated it, showing how the 
concentration of wealth and power into a few hands can enable a group to pursue 
its own interests in disregard of the common good, over the brink of that self
interest into national disaster. 

The situation in Poland was roughly analogous to that in Spain a Century and 
a half earlier. Spain was the only other country in Europe with a similarly influ
ential Jewish population. As in Poland, many Sephardic Jews caused resentment 
among the lower classes. During the famine in Cuenca in 1326 Jewish usurers 
charged farmers 40 percent interest on the money they needed to borrow to buy 
grain for sowing. Blasphemy was a Jewish custom in Spain. Moses, according to 
Walsh, "had condemned blasphemers to death. Yet it was a custom of many Jews 
to blaspheme the Prophet for whom Moses had warned them to prepare."119 The 
Jews in Spain "were disliked not for practicing the things that Moses taught, but 
for doing the things he had forbidden. They had profited hugely on the sale of fel
low-beings as slaves, and practiced usury as a matter of course, and flagrantly."1·o 
Blasphemy went hand in hand with Jewish proselytizing, often by compulsion. 
Jews would force Christian servants to get circumcised as a condition of employ-
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ment. They would encourage people to whom they had lent money to abjure Christ 
by promising to cancel their debts. 

For many Jews in Amsterdam, who were former victims of the Spanish In
quisition, 1648 might have been the dawn of redemption. Instead of salvation, the 
Jews got Bogdan Chmielnicki, who brought them liberation from the ghetto in 
a way they neither foresaw nor desired. The defeat in the Sejm turned the hope
ful expectation of the Cossacks into equally vehement outrage. That outrage was 
mobilized by a Cossack leader by the name of Bogdan Chmielnicki. Chmiel nicki, 
who was 53 years old when the Sejm voted against enfranchising the Cossacks, had 
a personal stake in the matter as well. A Jew by the name of Zachariah Sabilenki, 
according to Graetz, 

had played him a trick, by which he was robbed of his wife and property. An
other had betrayed him when he had come to an understanding with the Tartars. 
Besides injuries which his race had sustained from Jewish tax farmers in the 
Ukraine, he, therefore, had personal wrongs to avenge. III 

Chmielnicki's claim, "The Poles have delivered us as slaves to the cursed breed 
ofJews,"122 resonated among the Cossacks, bringing them into open revolt. When 
Chmielnicki and his Cossack and Tartar hordes defeated the Polish army in May 
1648, widespread looting, pillaging, and murder ensued; 100,000 Jews perished in 
the mayhem. Some pretended to be Christian to escape the wrath. Some accepted 
baptism as the price of saving their lives. Chmielnicki's pogroms became what the 
riots in Spain would have become without benefit of the Inquisition. Resentment 
had built up for too long for this blaze to burn itself out quickly. 

The Cossacks held the Poles responsible for the behavior of the Jews, even 
though the average Pole also suffered from the system of financial exploitation 
that enraged the Cossacks. Prince Vishnioviecki, whom Graetz calls "the only he
roic figure amongst the Poles at that time,"123 did what he could to protect the Jews, 
but that wasn't much given the magnitude of the forces that opposed him. In many 
towns, the Jews put aside their separatist instincts and allied themselves with lo
cal Catholics in mutual defense against the bloodthirsty Cossacks. Sometimes the 
pact succeeded; sometimes it didn't. When Chmielnicki's Cossack hordes arrived 
at the gates of Lwow, he demanded that all Jews within the city's walls be handed 
over to him as a condition of lifting the siege. The Poles refused, and many Jewish 
lives were saved. According to the Jewish historian Henryk Grynberg: "the Pol
ish armies, who were at war with [the Cossacks], were the sole defenders of the 
Jews."124 Chmielnicki's animus was directed equally against the Catholic Church 
and the Jews. When he was sober enough to dictate the conditions of peace af
ter an attack, he invariably demanded expulsion of both from areas the Cossacks 
controlled. 

Poland's neighbors exploited the situation, setting in motion events that 
would eventually lead to Poland's partition at the end of the 18th Century. Mus
covy, Prussia, Sweden, Brandenburg, and the Ottoman Empire all nibbled at terri-
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tory Poland was too weak to defend. Poland lost, as a result, 200,000 inhabitants, 
half of whom were Jews. The Uniates of the Ukraine were forcibly converted to 
Orthodoxy, diminishing the Catholic and Polish influence on the southern flank 
of Lithuania, which had converted to Catholicism largely through Polish influ
ence. 

The Chmielnicki pogroms, occurring in the purported Messianic year of re
demption, strengthened those Jews who felt that messianic deliverance, ushered 
in perhaps by catastrophe, was closer than ever. The idea that the Messiah would 
hear and answer the prayers of his people in time of need became transmuted into 
a belief that dire need was a sign that the Messiah's arrival was imminent. The 
alembic that enabled this religious alchemy was Cabala, which had instilled the 
messianic expectation in the first place. 

Gershom Scholem disagrees with those who see the Chmielnicki uprisings 
as the cause of the Messianic fever that swept European Jewry during the mid
dle of the 17th Century. "If the massacres of 1648 were in any sense its principal 
cause," Scholem argues, "why did the messiah not arise within Polish Jewry?"12S 

The source of messianic fervor, according to Scholem, was "none other than Lu
rianic kabbalism, that is that form of Kabbalah which had developed at Safed, in 
Galilee, during the sixteenth Century and which dominated Jewish religiosity in 
the seventeenth Century.'",6 According to the Cabala, catastrophe and utopianism 
go hand in hand. A catastrophe like the Chmielnicki massacres meant that re
demption was at hand. 

The most immediate consequence of the Chmielnicki uprising was a massive 
exodus from the Jewish paradise in the east. Penniless Jewish refugees streamed 
west. It was at this moment that the legend of the wandering Jew was born. A race 
whose scriptures begin with a description of paradise and whose formative mo
ment was escape from bondage in Egypt could not get the idea of escape into an
other paradise out of its head. So, having heard stories of the prospering displaced 
Sephardim, their impoverished Ashkenazic cousins streamed toward Hamburg 
and Amsterdam, the Dutch Jerusalem. Amsterdam thus became a staging area for 
the ongoing experimentation in revolution which is the modern world. With the 
two main branches of Judaism converging in a land recently ripped by force from 
the Spanish empire, a new modus vivendi was inevitable. It was the revolutionary 
idea, promoted by Jews, often not surprisingly full of outrage at the Inquisition 
and by German-speaking Catholics full of revulsion at the order the Church had 
imposed on Europe. 

IV 
On January 30, 1649, eight months after Chmielnicki had defeated the Polish 

army, while the slaughter of Jews was in full swing, the Puritan Demi-Jews ex
ecuted the English king. His death warrant was signed by 59 "saints"; Cromwell's 
name was third on the list. One commentator called the execution of the king "an 
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earth-shattering event."ll7 He would have done better to call the regicide world
shattering, because it shattered a number of worlds, all medieval. The Jew and 
the Demi-Jew presided at the birth of a new age, an age they saw as the dawn of 
redemption. That new age and the Jewish/Puritan alliance at its heart is still with 
us, driving American foreign policy, to give a recent example, to war with Iraq. 
Like the wars it spawned, that new age would be as bloody as the events which 
inaugurated it. 

The revolutionary link between Jews and Reformers was theoretical as well as 
practical. The "Reformers" could justify their criminal behavior only by cloaking 
it in the imagery of the Old Testament. Regicide was the most heinous of crimes 
and viewed with revulsion by all of Christian Europe, and yet Cromwell justified 
his role in the murder of Charles I by appealing to the story of Phineas. "Be not 
offended at the manner," Cromwell wrote to Lord Wharton in January 1650, 

perhaps no other way was left. What if God accepted the zeal, as He did that of 
Phineas, whose reason might have called for a jury? What if the Lord have wit
nessed this approbation and acceptance to this also, not only by signal outward 
acts, but to the heart also? What ifI fear my friend should withdraw his shoulder 
from the Lord's work .,. through scandals, though false, mistaken reasonings.'28 

The subjunctive mood of Cromwell's self-justification indicates that not even 
the models he dragooned from the Old Testament could erase the gUilt of regicide, 
but if they could not absolve him of his sin, they certainly acted as a palliative. 
Cromwell, according to one commentator, 

was making a startling reference to the biblical story of Phineas, who thrust a 
javelin through a sinfully copulating couple, thus saving the people of Israel 
from the wrath of God. In the end, only brutal summary justice against the King 
had served to complete God's work to save the nation from His wrath and to 
secure his continuing love.129 

By 1649, when Charles I went on trial, the tradition of Judaizing which had 
been extirpated from Spain had struck deep roots in England. Cromwell had be
come as versed in using Biblical figures as a rationalization for crimes as Walsing
ham had been in using Jewish spies from Spain and Portugal as agents in his war 
with the Catholic powers of Europe. The Puritans could implement the revolution 
precisely because they were Judaizers, because revolution was at its root a Jewish 
idea. Based on Moses' deliverance of Israel, the revolutionary saw a small group 
of chosen "saints" leading a fallen world to liberation from political oppression. 
Revolution was a secularization of ideas taken from the Bible, and as history pro
gressed the secularization of the concept progressed as well. But total secular
ization of the idea would have made the idea totally useless to the Puritan revo
lutionaries. Secularization in the 17th Century was synonymous with Judaizing. 
It meant effectively substituting the Old Testament for the New. The concept of 
revolution gained legitimacy precisely because of its Jewish roots. Graetz sees the 
attraction Jewish ideas held for English Puritans quite clearly. The Roundheads 
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were not inspired by the example of the suffering Christ, nor were they inspired by 
the medieval saints who imitated Him. They needed the example of the warriors 
of Israel to inspire them in their bellicose campaigns against the Irish and the 
Scots, who could be subjugated or exterminated because the Puritans saw them as 
latter day Canaanites. Similarly, if the King were an unworthy leader, he deserved 
to die at the hands of the righteous, who now acted, as the Puritans thought the 
Jews had, on direct orders from God. Judaizing solved the problem of moral and 
political legitimacy. It allowed the Judaizer a free hand to ransack the Old Testa
ment for models that would justify sexual appetite, as in the case of Milton and 
the Ranters, or regicide and libido dominandi in the case of Cromwell. Trying to 
fathom the attraction the Old Testament held for the Puritans, Graetz concludes 

The Christian Bible with its monkish figures, its exorcists, its praying brethren, 
and pietistic saints, supplied no models for warriors contending with a faithless 
king, a false aristocracy and unholy priests. Only the great heroes of the Old 
Testament, with fear of God in their hearts and the sword in their hands, at once 
religious and national champions, could serve as models for the Puritans: the 
Judges, freeing the oppressed people from the yoke of foreign domination; Saul, 
David, and Joab routing the foes of their country; and Jehu, making an end of an 
idolatrous and blasphemous house-these were favorite characters with Puritan 
warriors.130 

Graetz admits the Puritans were involved in rationalization and projection when 
he concludes that: 

In every verse of the books of Joshua, Judges, Samuel and Kings, they saw their 
own condition reflected; every psalm seemed composed for them, to teach them 
that, though surrounded on every side by ungodly foes, they need not fear while 
they trusted in God. Oliver Cromwell compared himself to the judge Gideon, 
who first obeyed the voice of God hesitatingly, but afterwards courageously scat
tered the attacking heathens; or to Judas Maccabaeus, who out of a handful of 
martyrs formed a host of victorious warriors.131 

Graetz put his finger on the heart of the issue when he identified Puritan 
role models as "at once religious and national champions." Judaizing, as Bernard 
of Clairvaux said, was a reversion by Christians grown weary of the freedom of 
the gospels and longing for the bondage of the law, not unlike the Israelites when 
they longed for the fleshpots of Egypt after Moses led them from bondage. Mes
sianic politics was one more way to return to, what was starkly called, the vomit 
of Judaism. Revolution as practiced by the Puritan Judaizers was a reversion to a 
more primitive, pre-Christian political model. There was no separation of the two 
swords of pope and emperor here-or, to use the terms of a later more secular era, 
no separation of Church and State. Instead, pope and emperor were fused into one 
charismatic revenant of King David. Israel had become ethnic again, except now 
the "real Jews" were Englishmen, the visible elect on earth, and England (or New 
England) was the New Jerusalem. 
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The Puritans wanted to become Jews for the same reason they wanted their 
visible elect on earth to replace the state Church, which they viewed as the Catho
lic Church with the king as pope. If they could absorb the Jews by converting them 
to their form of Judaizing Christianity, they would be Jews themselves, the new 
chosen people, and England would be the New Jerusalem. "A desire was excited in 
the hearts of the Puritans to see this living wonder, the Jewish people, with their 
own eyes, to bring Jews to England, and, by making them part of the theocratic 
community about to be established, stamp it with the seal of completion."'3' This 
was less a desire for conversion than an attempt at ethnic and spiritual cannibal
ism. "If we absorb the Jews," this reasoning went, "we will become Jews." 

If proof were needed of the maxim that history repeats itself, first as tragedy 
and then as farce, it could be taken from English history of the Puritan era. The 
tragedy of the regicide was followed by the farcical behavior of Judaizing sects 
like the Ranters and the Diggers. Following the regicide, everything and anything 
seemed possible, as long as it was connected with the Jews. Parliament began a 
debate which sputtered along over the next few years on the topic of whether the 
Sabbath should be celebrated on Saturday, whether Parliament should adopt He
brew as its official language, and whether the Torah should be the official law of 
the land. 

Menasseh ben Israel followed these debates with increasing excitement. When 
Nathaniel Holmes, a Puritan divine, announced he wished "to become the servant 
of Israel and serve him on bended knee,"133 what else could it mean but the time 
of the restoration of the Jews had come, and the coming of the Messiah and the 
redemption of Israel was not far behind. Like later collaboration between Zionists 
and televangelists, Jew and Puritan each tried to manage the mania that raged in 
England for his own advantage in the ensuing social chaos. 

The murder of the king led to the collapse of morals, especially in the realm of 
sexual behavior. Cohn says the "excitement" was "most intense during the period 
of political instability and uncertainty which followed the execution of the King 
and lasted until the establishment of the Protectorate."'34 As Plato had predicted 
in the Republic, anarchy led to tyranny. Large numbers of "saints" went mad as 
they gave free rein to their sexual passions, until Cromwell had to impose martial 
law on the ungovernable population. In the meantime, sexual liberation was the 
infallible sign that the revolution had arrived. The logic of revolution was clear 
enough, and it would assume the same trajectory it had in Bohemia and Muen
ster. If the "saints" could commit an act as impious as murdering the king, then 
promoting the communality of wives seemed like small potatoes in comparison. 
In 1649-50 Gerard Winstanley was moved by supernatural illuminations to found 
the celebrated community of "Diggers" near Cobham in Surrey. The Ranters and 
Diggers were to England what the Taborites and Adamites had been to Bohemia 
and the Anabaptists in Muenster. 
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In 1649 George Fox, founder of the Quakers, was thrown into prison in Cov
entry, where he learned how Judaizing religion served as a cover for political and 
sexual revolution. "They said they were God,'~35 Fox said, describing the prison
ers he met. After he reproved them "for their blasphemous expression," Fox real
ized that further preaching was a waste of breath, because "I perceived they were 
Ranters:~36 Other writers noticed the same sort of incorrigible behavior. Richard 
Baxter claimed that Ranters promoted 

a Cursed Doctrine of Libertinism, which brought them to all abominable filthi
ness of Life: They taught ... that to the Pure all things are Pure (even things for
bidden). And so, as allowed by God, they spoke most hideous words of Blas
phemy, and many of them committed Whoredoms commonly: Insomuch that 
a Matron of great Note for Godliness and Sobriety, being perverted by them, 
turned so shameless a Whore, that she was Carted in the streets of London .... 
They say that for one man to be tyed to one woman, or one woman to one man, 
is a fruit of the curse; but they say, we are freed from the curse; therefore it is our 
liberty to make use of whom we please ... this opinion they infer for these words 
of the Lord to Eve, Thy desire shall be to thy husband.'37 

The author of the pamphlet The Routing of the Ranters described a woman cor
rupted by their antinomian creed: "she tosseth of her glasses freely, and concludeth 
there is no heaven but the pleasures she enjoyeth on earth, she is very familiar at 
the first Sight, and danceth the Canaries at the sound of a hornpipe:~38 The Ranters 
sang blasphemous parodies of the Psalms and engaged in blasphemous parodies 
of the Eucharist, e.g., a man took a piece of beef in his hand and tore it apart while 
pronouncing the words, "This is the flesh of Christ. Take and eat." Emboldened 
by the apparent suspension of the moral order in the new apocalyptic age, a rope
maker from Andover, William Franklin, left his wife and had sex with a number 
of women. One, Mary Gadbury, was convinced the Lord had destroyed Franklin's 
former body, so sleeping with him did not constitute the sin of adultery. Franklin 
also persuaded Gadbury he was the promised Christ, and she, as a result of her 
intercourse with him, began to have visions. Like the Adamites in Bohemia, the 
Ranters were convinced they should throw off their clothes, because "Adam and 
Eve in innocency were naked, and were not ashamed."'39 Like the Anabaptists in 
Muenster, the Ranters held "our women are all in common."140 In their attempt to 
justify the claim that "to the pure all things are pure," the Ranters, like Cromwell 
and Milton, invariably appealed to examples from the Old Testament. Those who 
were foolish enough to disagree with them were "yet on the borders of Aegypt" 
and not "with Moses on Mount Hermon."'41 Abiezer Coppe, once a "poor scholar" 
at Oxford who used to "entertain a wanton Housewife in his chamber," converted 
to Ranterism following the regicide of 1649.142 Convinced that the best way to an
nihilate a troubled conscience was to sin boldly, Coppe preached "blasphemies 
and unheard-of villainies" while stark naked in broad daylight.'43 By night, he 
would "drink and lye with a Wench that had been also his hearer, stark naked:~44 

439 



The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit 

Coppe was arrested in January 1650 but released one year later after he recanted 
his errors. All of England would go through much the same process ten years later 
after Cromwell's death. 

Cromwell was convinced the anointing of the Lord was on him. Much of the 
modest deprecation in his accounts of what were undoubtedly brilliant military 
campaigns results from his Judaizing conscience. If God had placed victory in his 
hands, then he was not morally responsible for his actions, whether the murder of 
the king or the slaughter of the Irish. Cromwell was merely extrapolating to the 
political and military realm the principles of exculpation Luther had announced 
in De servo arbitrio. His mental instability, particularly in its manic phase, may 
also have enhanced his feeling of being overpowered by the divine will. 

On August 15, 1649, Cromwell landed with his army at Ringsend, near Dublin 
"for the propagating of the Gospel of Christ [and] the establishing of truth and 
peace."'45 Cromwell understood Catholic Ireland had posed a military threat to 
England ever since the defeat of the Spanish Armada. Had Philip II listened to 
Parma, he would have first crushed the rebellion in Holland and then used Ireland 
and Holland as twin bases of operation against England. Ireland had figured in 
the plans of Charles I, as Cromwell had learned after the Battle of Naseby in 1645. 

But he needed no special intelligence to fathom the intentions of the Irish. They 
had showed their hand in 1641, one year before the civil war in England, when they 
rose against their Protestant masters, confirming their view that the Irish were 
"vicious, bloody, and ruthless, and could not be trusted .... 46 Ireland would provide 
Cromwell's first test case. Popery could be extirpated and then civilized Protes
tants and Jewish tax-farmers could run the country according to godly principles. 
"The rising of 1641," says Litton, "provided an ideal opportunity for the English 
government to assert its authority in Ireland and plans were laid for large-scale 
confiscations ofland .... 47 

After announcing to his army of 12,000 men that their task was to bring "the 
Gospel of Christ" to the "barbarous and bloodthirsty Irish and the rest of their 
adherents and confederates,"'48 Cromwell marched to the walls of Drogheda on 
the River Boyne and demanded the immediate surrender of the garrison there. 
Ironically, the walls of Drogheda were manned largely by English soldiers who 
were Catholics (some defenders were English Protestants) who threw their lot in 
with the Irish, just as English Catholics of an earlier generation had thrown their 
lot in with the King of Spain in the Netherlands. After putting his siege guns in 
place on September 10, Cromwell demanded unconditional surrender. When the 
garrison refused, Cromwell fell into a manic rage. No quarter was given when 
the New Model Army breached the walls and swarmed into the town. "[T]he or
der to give no quarter, largely obeyed, came directly from Cromwell," who later 
wrote that "our men getting up to them, were ordered by me to put them all to the 
sword. And indeed, being in the heat of action, I forbad them to spare any that 
were in arms in the town, and I think, that night they put to the sword about 2,000 

men."149 The killing of defenseless civilians continued for days. Cromwell's men 
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seem to have been overwhelmed with their commander's passion, and pursued 
the defenders mostly English Royalist troops, through the narrow streets, killing 
all before them. Some attempt may have been made to avoid civilian deaths, but 
priests were another matter, and every priest seen was killed. In the church of 
St. Peter's to the north of Drogheda, dozens of people crowded into the steeple 
for shelter; a fire was set below them and they burned to death as if they were in 
a chimney.'5o 

While his mood swings may have influenced the initial decision, the decision 
to continue the slaughter seems calculated. Cromwell wanted to spare himself the 
bother of further sieges; he thought spreading terror was the best means to that 
end. "The Enemy," he wrote later, "were filled with much terror. And truly I believe 
this bitterness will save much effusion of blood, through the goodness of God. "t51 
Cromwell rationalized his decision by claiming "he was doing God's work and 
that credit for the victory belonged to the Lord," but he also implied the slaughter 
was a just punishment for the rebellion of 1641, although "Drogheda had never 
been a strong Confederate Catholic town and it is unlikely that many of the civil
ians had been involved in the atrocities of 1641."151 As in other battles, Cromwell 
ascribed the victory to God, who helped his army "hold forth and maintain ... 
the glory of English liberty in a nation where we have an undoubted right to it."153 

The Irish were cowed by the terror, or, as Andrew Marvell put it, "And now the 
Irish are ashamed/To see themselves in one year tamed."154 In May 1650, Cromwell 
sailed to England, where he was greeted like a conquering Caesar. After savor
ing the adulation, Cromwell left for Scotland, where he crushed the numerically 
superior Scottish forces with brilliant cavalry maneuvers at the Battle of Dunbar. 
As before, Cromwell wrote a letter to Parliament modestly ascribing the victory to 
God, and thereby absolving his conscience. "We that serve you," he wrote, "beg of 
you not to own us, but God alone; we pray you own His people more and more, for 
they are the chariots and horsemen ofIsrael. Disown yourselves, but own your au
thority, and improve it to curb the proud and the insolent, such as would disturb 
the tranquillity of England."l55 Cromwell was elated. To one colleague he seemed 
full of a "divine impulse" and "did laugh so exceSSively as if he had been drunk 
and his eyes sparkled with spirits," feeling that the Scots had been rejected by the 
Lord and "my weak faith had been upheld."156 Like the Muslims, Cromwell and the 
Puritans tended to take the fact as a sign of divine approval. Cromwell found this 
psychological weapon remarkably easy to wield against foes, all of whom, whether 
Scots, Irish, or Cavalier, were portrayed as godless. It would prove more difficult to 
wield the same theological and psychological weapons against the left-wing of his 
own party, as Cromwell discovered in dealings with Fifth Monarchy Men. 

v 
In 1625 a war broke out between Turkey and Venice over who was to control 

trade in the Levant. Unable to do business in Constantinople, English and Dutch 
merchants transferred their offices to Smyrna where they valued the honesty and 
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probity of a certain Mordecai Zevi. English and Dutch merchants routinely hired 
Jews as go-betweens in dealings with the Turks because they knew the local lan
guages and because of their influence with the Sublime Porte. Because Mordecai 
Zevi "executed his commissions with strict honesty," he "enjoyed the confidence 
of the principals and became a wealthy man."'57 One year after the outbreak of 
war, Mordecai's wife gave birth to a son on the 9th of Ab (August 1626), the date 
on which the Temple in Jerusalem had been destroyed. The Ninth of Ab must 
have fallen on Saturday that year, because Mordecai named his son Shabbetai. 
Shabbetai grew up the child of privilege. Like most Jews of his age, Shabbetai stud
ied the Talmud, but he excelled in other fields, notably music. As a young man, 
Shabbetai Zevi was exceptionally good looking with a full beard and permanently 
rosy cheeks. In addition, he had an exceptionally pleasing hypnotic voice. Like the 
young Asiatic god Dionysos of an earlier age-a god, it should be noted, who also 
came from Turkey-or like the Dionysian rock stars of a later age, Shabbetai Zevi 
could sway crowds with his singing, changing their mood as if by magic. 

In addition to musical talent, Shabbetai Zevi seems to have had a mystical 
bent, a trait probably magnified by his mental instability. Like Cromwell, Shabbetai 
Zevi was a manic-depressive. He differed from Cromwell only in the magnitude 
of his mood swings; where Cromwell felt he had been anointed by God, Shabbetai 
Zevi felt he was the Messiah. Shabbetai Zevi had heard the English merchants in 
his father's house describe the increasing political instability in England, leading 
to the Civil War, which broke out when Zevi was 16. Defeated by the Puritans, 
the English King was put on trial when Zevi was 21 and executed when he was 22. 

According to Graetz, Mordecai Zevi was not only familiar with the particulars of 
the millennial fervor which grew throughout the 1640S, he communicated his en
thusiastic belief in "the apocalypse of the Fifth Monarchy" to the members of his 
family, "none of whom listened more attentively than Sabbatai," who was "already 
entangled in the maze of the Luryan Cabala and inclined to mistake enthusiastic 
hopes for prosaic facts."'58 Before long it would become clear that the tales of apoc
alypse which Shabbetai Zevi had heard in his youth became powerful enough to 
convince him that he himself was the Messiah which everyone had been expect
ing. The revolution in England, followed by the murder of that country's Christian 
king, coupled with the massacres in Poland and the mass migration ofJews which 
it encouraged there had convinced many older and more sober Jews that the end 
of the world was at hand. Someone as mentally unstable as Shabbetai Zevi, on the 
other hand, seems to have become unhinged by the course of events. 

The Zohar didn't help matters any. A young man of privilege who was mysti
cally inclined and mentally unstable would quite naturally find corroboration in 
the mumbo-jumbo of the Cabala. The expulsion of the Jews from Spain coupled 
with the massacre of the Jews in Poland led the Jews inexorably to the Zohar for an 
explanation of their plight, and the Zohar, given new plausibility by the writing of 
the Spanish refugee Isaac Luria, reinforced the apocalyptic sense that had driven 
people to the Cabala for explanation. 
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Lurianic Caballah noto nly prepared the way for the Chmielnicki pogroms, 
it was also the result of the other great catastrophe of Jewish life aat that time, the 
expulsion of the Jews from Spain. Isaac Luria ben Solomon (1534-72) gathered a 
group of disciples bent on spreading his explanation ofJewish exile, of how recent 
catastrophes fit into the plan of divine redemption. To do this Luria had recourse 
to the Gnostic mythology circulating in the Mediterranean world since the first 
heresies of the Christian era. God had created bowls to contain the light of his 
understanding. The bowls proved incapable of containing that light and broke, 
scattering the light throughout creation, where it remained imprisoned in mat
ter. The realm of qelippah, where the sparks are held in bondage, is a distinctly 
political realm "represented on the terrestrial and historical plane by tyranny and 
oppression."'59 The purpose of man's existence on earth became tiqqun or healing, 
restoring the lights to their original place in the universe before the breaking of 
the vessels had released the forces of sin and evil. The Diaspora was now readily 
explainable. Jews were dispersed to be better able to discover the holy sparks, ex
tract them from the matter they were enmired in, and then return them to their 
rightful place in the universe. When this was accomplished, the Messiah would 
come, and redemption would be complete. Redemption, according to Lurianic 
doctrine, was bound up with man's efforts and the process of history, a combina
tion which was incorporated, via Hegel, into Karl Marx's revolutionary theory 
three hundred years later. The Jew's role is to bring about redemption, which does 
not descend suddenly, "in a moment, in the twinkling of an eye" from on high but 
rather 

appears as the logical and necessary fruition ofJewish history. Israel's labors of 
tiqqun are, by definition, of a messianic character. Final redemption is therefore 
no longer dissociated from the historical process that preceded it: "The redemp
tion of Israel takes place by degrees, one purifying after another, one refining 
after another." The messianic king, far from bringing about the tiqqun, is himself 
brought about by it: he appears after the tiqqun has been achieved. The cosmic 
redemption of the raising of the sparks merges with the national redemption of 
Israel, and the symbol of the "ingathering of the exiles" comprises both.'60 

The political implications of the Lurianic Kaballah seem clear enough. The 
Messiah must wait upon man's efforts. He can only come once the process of 
tiqqun or purification and healing has been accomplished by man, i.e., by the 
Jews on earth, who act as the vanguard of redemption much as the communist 
party later would function as the vanguard of the proletariat. Without tiqqun, "it 
is impossible that the messianic king come:"6, From here it is but a short leap to 
the conclusion that Israel had become its own Messiah, or as Scholem says, "By 
transferring to Israel, the historical nation, much of the redemptive task formerly 
considered as the messiah's, many of his distinctive personal traits, as drawn in 
apocalyptic literature, were now obliterated:"6. 

David Horowitz sees the same political meaning in the Lurianic revision of 
the meaning of exile. Once the meaning of exile had been transformed by its in-
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corporation into the Gnostic creed of Luria's Cabala, "redemption is no longer a 
divine release from the punishment of exile, but a humanly inspired transforma
tion of creation itself.'''63 What is true ofIsrael's exile is a fortiori true of mankind's 
exile in the qelippoth or husks of matter. Luria's essentially Gnostic thought proj
ects evil away from the heart of man into structures outside of himself, which 
is to say, political structures, which can be changed by human effort. Instead of 
evil emanating from the heart, evil emanates from evil things in an evil universe, 
which is begging to be changed by those who know its secrets, i.e., the cabalists. 
"Practical" Cabala, says Scholem, "is synonymous with magic.'''64 Some of Luria's 
followers felt they could "force the end" by an act of "practical Kabbalah," which is 
to say by "invoking holy names and Kabbalistic formulae.'''65 Since the sparks have 
been "tricked" into matter, it might be possible to trick them out again by the use 
of what Hayim Vital termed "holy fraud.'''66 

Like the concept of insincere conversion, the concept of "holy fraud" would 
find its most immediate embodiment in the Jewish Messiah Shabbetai Zevi, but 
it would perdure long after Zevi's demise. The cabalists will lead the world to re
demption through magic (or applied science and technology) and trickery, not 
by leading good lives while waiting patiently for the redeemer to come, because 
"in the Gnostic view, the evil that men do emanates not from their own flawed 
natures, but is the result of a flaw in the cosmos they inhabit, which they can 
repair.'''67 As a result of Luria's Gnostic transformation ofJewish thought, "Man" 
becomes "his own redeemer.",68 Exile was, according to Luria, 

no longer a punishment, but a mission; no longer a reflection of who we are, but 
a mark of our destiny to become agents of salvation. In this Gnostic vision, Israel 
is dispersed among the nations in order that the light of the whole world may 
be liberated. In the words of the cabalist Hayim Vital: "This is the secret why 
Israel is fated to be enslaved by all the Gentiles of the world: In order that it may 
uplift those sparks of the Divine Light which have also fallen among them .... 
And therefore it was necessary that Israel should be scattered to the four winds 
in order to lift everything up." The Israelites are the first revolutionary interna
tionalists.'69 

Lurianic Cabala was also a reaction to the Inquisition. By the time of the 
Chmielnicki massacres, it had spread to all parts of the Diaspora. "Wherever Lu
rianism came," Scholem writes, "it produced messianic tension.'''70 It produced 
expectation of redemption. But now, Scholem points out, "redemption meant a 
revolution in history.'''71 Since Lurianism created the Messianic fervor of the mid-
17th Century, it is not an exaggeration to say it created the revolutionary mindset 
that characterizes the modern world. The modern world emerged when medieval 
Judaism, having fostered northern Europe's rebellion against Rome, cracked open 
and fell apart when Lurianism found its fulfillment in Shabbetai Zevi, the false 
Messiah. Jewish Gnostic messianism, with the help of English puritan revolution
aries, was released from the ghetto into the nascent modern world that succeed-
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ed the medieval world and was its antithesis. The Messianic age of the mid-17th 
Century "was an age characterized by rebellion against the Catholic Church and 
the order which the Church had imposed on Europe since the fall of the Roman 
Empire. A millenium of Catholic culture was threatened by the resurgence of an 
old idea." 

The resurgent old idea was the notion that the millennium meant restoration 
of the "terrene Kingdome of the Jewes," an idea condemned, but not destroyed, 
by the Council of Ephesus in 431. The new name for that old idea was revolution. 
When the ghetto was cracked open, but not destroyed, by the Inquisition, the 
Chmielnicki pogroms, and the disillusionment which followed the False Messiah's 
conversion to Islam, the concept of revolution escaped through those cracks in the 
ghetto walls into European culture. As the Messianic fervor grew toward the mid-
17th Century, the Cabala, as interpreted by Isaac Luria, became the only instru
ment which could make sense of the increasingly apocalyptic chain of events. 

Inspired by reports from England and Poland, Shabbetai Zevi's behavior be
gan to reflect the bizarre and apocalyptic nature of his age. Zevi married in 1648 
but seems not to have consummated the marriage, something historians deduce 
from his wife's petition for a divorce, which Zevi did not contest, within the same 
year. There was a sexual component to his behavior as well. As a youth, Zevi "is 
said to have been tortured by nightmarish dreams, whose sexual character is be
yond doubt."171 During his waking hours, he was assailed by "the sons of whore
dom" who are "the scourges of the children of man."173 According to Scholem, "the 
latter is the Zohar's technical term for those demons born of masturbation."174 

By the age of 20, Zevi's voice and charismatic personality had gathered 
around him a small circle of followers in Smyrna. Zevi heard a voice inside him 
which said, "thou art the savior of Israel. ... 7s Lured further into what Graetz calls 
"the labyrinth of the Zohar'''76 as the only plausible explanation for the apocalyptic 
events of the age, Zevi uttered the Tetragrammaton in the presence of his follow
ers. Mentioning the name of God was strictly prohibited among devout Jews. The 
fact that Zevi uttered it meant the old age was at an end. Zevi-here the Christian 
influences are unmistakable-had come to abolish the law, and the surest way to 
show the Old Law was no longer in force was to engage in actions the Old Law for
bade. "It was only in Christianity," Scholem writes, "that the messiah had revealed 
new commandments-or so at least it seemed to Jews who heard Christian argu
ments about the Law of Moses being superseded since the advent of the messiah 
by the laws and customs of the church,'''77 

Soon Shabbetai Zevi began to preach the concept of "doing a good deed by 
sinning," an idea similar to the antinomianism the Ranters were preaching in 
England. In one of his frequent bouts of hair-splitting, Scholem attacks Graetz for 
claiming that Zevi got 1666 as the date of the apocalypse from the English revo
lutionaries, and in doing so loses sight of the forest for the trees. Radical thought 
moved back and forth between Jews and Judaizing revolutionaries. It is easier to 
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believe that Zevi was influenced by radical thought, regardless of which date he 
chose as the mystical year of redemption, than to believe that, living in a house 
frequented by English merchants, he was unaffected by reports of what was going 
on in England. After uttering the Tetragrammaton, Shabbetai Zevi ate pork and 
engaged in prohibited sexual activity; he encouraged his followers to do likewise. 
Scholem says "there is no proof that anybody took him seriously at the time,"'7s but 
the historical record contradicts Scholem. Zevi and his followers were expelled 
from Smyrna in 1651 because of the disruption they were causing. After traveling 
first to Salonika in Greece, then the largest Jewish community in the Ottoman 
Empire, Zevi and his followers wandered around the eastern Mediterranean, like 
an itinerant rock band hoping to bring about revolution by their songs. 

VI 
Menasseh ben Israel eventually wrote up Montezinos' story of the Jewish In

dians of Ecuador in Spes Israelis, which translated into English as The Hope of 
Israel. The Hope of Israel became an instant best-seller in England when published 
in 1650, and it fueled the Messianic fire raging in the camps of the Puritans and the 
Jews. The Jew and the Demi-Jew looked forward to the imminent coming of the 
Messiah, even if for the former it was the first coming and for the latter it was the 
second. Not deterred by details like this, both camps were swept up in the mania, 
and found themselves working for the goal of inaugurating the Apocalypse by 
allowing the Jews to return to England. Experts in Gematria added their fuel by 
developing calculations that confirmed the ravings of the Fifth Monarchy Men. 
The Zohar, true to the epithet Graetz attached to it, had predicted the arrival of 
the Messiah soon after the year 1300, but that date was adjusted by 17th Century 
cabalists to mean 1648. After 1648, the date was readjusted again. Some felt the 
prophecies would be fulfilled in 1655, but the overwhelming majority pinned their 
hopes on 1666. 

Menasseh's hopes about Jewish migration to England were encouraged by 
the introduction of the Cartwright Petition in Parliament on Christmas day 1648 
(Puritans did not celebrate Christ's birth as a holiday). The Cartwright petition 
recommended the toleration "of all Religions whatsoever, not excepting Turkes, 
nor Papists, nor Iewes."'79 This attempt at leveling elicited a storm of protest. Clem
ent Walker described it as "the last damnable design of Cromwell and Ireton" and 
a case of "Hebrew Jewes" working with the "uncircumcised Jewes of the Councell 
ofWarre.'''so This collaboration ofJews and Puritans was "no marvell," one Royal
ist writer opined. Why should it be surprising "that those which intend to crucifie 
their King, should shake hands with them that crucified their Saviour.'''s, 

It became increasingly difficult to distinguish the Jews from their judaizing 
admirers and vice versa. Several months after the Petition was introduced, Wil
liam Everard, a Digger, announced he was "of the race of the Jews.'''s, He was not 
alone in his enthusiasm. Thomas Tany, a London goldsmith, was so taken up by 

446 



Menasseh ben Israel 

the talk of liberty of conscience that he circumcised himself in preparation for the 
coming of the Messiah. Tany felt that since the Christians came from the Jews, it 
was only logical to return in the dawning apocalyptic age. Then he and his follow
ers, who had taken to living in tents in Lambeth and Greenwich, could proceed to 
Jerusalem, where they could join forces with the ten lost tribes, who were converg
ing on Jerusalem from their secret hiding places in Egypt and Persia, to inaugu
rate the Apocalypse. Tany claimed he was "a Jew of the tribe of Ruben, begotten by 
the gospel, which is Massah, El, Jah, or Jehovah, Jesus or Christ, all these are but 
names of that one merciful thing that is God."183 Although he circumcised himself, 
Tany remained a Christian who claimed to live according to the Mosaic covenant 
while still following Jesus Christ. Instead of using reason to resolve the contradic
tions in his theology, Tany resolved them by action. At around the same time that 
Menasseh set sail from Amsterdam to London, Thomas Tany set sail from London 
to the Holy Land in a "littel Bote"l84 he built. His carpentry was no better than 
his theology. While sailing to Amsterdam to rally the Jews to his cause, his "littel 
Bote" sank, and he drowned. 

Angered by the market share the Dutch had garnered in the Orient while 
the English were slaughtering each other during their civil war, the English sent 
a delegation to Holland to propose a union of the two countries. Spurned by the 
Dutch, the English passed the Navigation Acts in October 1650, and then declared 
war, exhibiting the feeling, as one commentator put it, if you can't join them, beat 
them. Before returning to England to report on their failed mission, the delega
tion, headed by the Republican Judge Oliver St. John, met with Menasseh ben 
Israel in Amsterdam to discuss the possibility of Jewish migration to England. It 
was a severe case of mutual admiration. Menasseh was impressed with the zeal of 
the Puritan revolutionaries, especially by their execution of the Christian king as 
the fullest expression of their zeal. The English delegation was impressed by Me
nasseh's scholarship, as expressed in his best-seller, Hope of Israel. 

Thomas Thorowgood had written lewes in America, or the Probability that 
the Indians are lews at about the same time Menasseh was writing Hope of Israel. 
When John Dury, "perhaps the most active millenarian theoretician in the Puritan 
revolution"l85 was asked to write a preface for Thorowgood's book, he remembered 
stories he had heard from Jews in Holland while acting as Cromwell's agent there. 
Writing to Menasseh, Dury requested a copy of the Montezinos report. When 
he made it public, millennial fever in England received a new jolt. If great minds 
like this had come independently to the same conclusion, could anyone seriously 
doubt the Indians in America were Jews from the ten lost tribes of Israel? And 
if that were the case, could anyone doubt the end times were at hand? Once the 
Montezinos document circulated among the divines in England, they came to the 
unanimous conclusion that the climax of world history was at hand. The Ten Lost 
Tribes had been found; the Jews had come to the "ends of the earth." When they 
were admitted to England, their conversion would follow almost automatically, 
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given the pure Gospel the Puritans preached and the holy lives they led. Once the 
Jews converted, Christ could return in his glory. Given events this momentous, it 
was clear, to Dury at least, that one of two things could happen. "It is the expecta
tion of some of the wisest Jews now living," Dury wrote, "that about the year 1650, 

either we Christians shall be Mosaick, or else that they themselves Jewes shall be 
Christians."ls6 An objective observer would most probably have come to the con
clusion the English were on their way to becoming Jews, but Puritans like Dury 
did not see it that way. "Those sometimes poor, now precious Indians," Dury con
tinued, "may be as the first fruits of the glorious harvest of Israel's redemption.''>.s7 
As further corroboration of his theory, Dury mentioned the reports of John Eliot, 
the "Apostle to the Indians" of Massachusetts. One could also add the testimony 
of William Penn, the Quaker, who "found it easy to discover signs of Judaism 
amongst the Indians .... ss After his first winter in Pennsylvania, Penn wrote liv
ing among the Indians was "like being in Duke Street in London, surrounded by 
Jews .... S9 

Once the Jewish Indian theory received the imprimatur of intellectual re
spectability from the Puritan divines, they wanted to draw out its implications by 
inviting the Jews to migrate to England. If the Jews could be brought to "the ends 
of the earth," otherwise known as "Kezeh ha-Arez," or "Angleterre" or England, 
then the Puritan divines could usher in the Millennium. That was why St. John's 
delegation showed up at Menasseh's synagogue in Amsterdam. 

Menasseh had his own reasons for pursuing the relationship with the Eng
lish. During 1650, Menasseh had conversations with a Portuguese Jesuit, Antonio 
de Viera, who had tried to use the Jewish Indian theory to support a Joachim of 
Fiore inspired world-wide brotherhood of Jews and Christians under the rule of 
the King of Portugal. Menasseh, according to Fisch, "responded warmly to Vi
era's version of history in which a restored people of Israel would have a central 
role .... 90 He also began wondering "how best these enthusiasms could be channeled 
into his own messianic agenda .... 91 Viera's reading of the end times got Menasseh 
thinking how he could use millennial expectation among the Puritans to Jew
ish advantage. So Menasseh encouraged these ideas among the English Puritans 
as a way of "furthering the ends of Jewish Polity.''>.9> "Menasseh's Politieia is the 
same as that of Maimonides. Its worldly nature and it existence in time stand out 
against the general Christian concept of the 'Kingdom of the Spirit.''''93 He was 
both Marxist revolutionary and Zionist rolled into one, which Fisch recognizes 
when he links Menasseh 

to the fathers of modern Zionism in the nineteenth Century. They exhibit the 
same messianic typology as Menasseh. Moses Hess (Rome and Jerusalem, 1862) 
situates himself, literally. at the gates of Rome. If Rome could gain her indepen
dence in these latter days, why not Israel he argues. The intuition was sound. Like 
Menasseh he responded to the revolutionary movements of his time. Marxist 
revolutionary theory was the 19th Century equivalent of Christian millenarian
ism in the 17th Century-Hess used it but with reservations. Herzllater read the 
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signs of his time-now was a time to speak ofJewish nationhood for the rights of 
small nations that were now a marketable commodity .... This is the dialogue with 
history which is the mark of normal Jewish messianism.'94 

After St. John and his delegation assured Menasseh that his petition would be 
warmly welcomed, they returned to England, and parliament took up the idea of 
readmitting the Jews by considering the letter Menasseh submitted in support of 
his cause. Menasseh quickly got to the heart of what united the Jews and the Puri
tan Judaizers: hatred of the Catholic Church. "Today," Menasseh wrote, "the Eng
lish nation is no longer our ancient enemy, but has changed the Papistical religion 
and become excellently affected to our nation."'95 This effusion was not reassuring 
to non-Judaizing Englishmen, especially the merchants in London, who feared 
the Jews as cut-throat competitors. Menasseh addressed these concerns too. If the 
Apocalypse took a while in arriving, other benefits would accrue to the English if 
they let the Jews into their country. Menasseh "knew that the prophecy of Daniel 
held a crucial place in English thought,"'96 but he also knew the financial ben
efits the Dutch were reaping by allowing Jewish commerce free rein there weighed 
heavily on the mind of the saints in England. Menasseh developed his argument 
in a pamphlet entitled "How Profitable the Nation of the Iews Are," using the ex
amples of Amsterdam and Hamburg, cities prospering because of the admission 
of the Jews, while Spain, which had expelled them, was in decline. Menasseh even 
addressed the delicate subject of commercial competition which might ensue if 
the Jews were admitted to England, pointing out that local craftsmen had nothing 
to fear because Jews did not work with their hands. 

Had the political situation remained stable, Menasseh probably would have 
traveled to England in 1652, but the war between Holland and England delayed his 
departure by three years, a period during which Cromwell's power was seriously 
eroded by the deteriorating economic situation in England and by the defection of 
the Fifth Monarchy Men. By the time Menasseh finally got to England, the Fifth 
Monarchy Men identified Cromwell, not King Charles, as the Little Horn that the 
Book of Daniel warned against as the precursor to the Antichrist. 

VII 
On July 4, 1653 Cromwell opened the Barebones Parliament, which marked 

the high-water mark of Judaizing in England. The Parliament derived its name 
from a London merchant of French extraction named Barbon. Full of enthusiasm 
for the new Puritan regime, Barbon changed his first name to Praise God, and his 
detractors changed his last name for him to the anglicized Barebones. Praise God 
Barebones wanted to change the law of the land to the Law of Moses. Cromwell 
was at the height of his power when he opened the Barebones Parliament. Named 
Lord Protector in April, and having an assembly of parliamentarians all of whom 
were saints, Cromwell felt he could deal with the issue of the admission of the 
Jews to England and all that would bring with it. "Indeed," he told the assembled 
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saints, "I do think something is at the door: we are at the threshold ... you are at 
the edge of the promises and prophecies." It was time for God to "bring His people 
again from the depths of the sea,'''97 a veiled reference to the Jews. Others were less 
theological. The French ambassador to Holland felt Cromwell wanted to admit 
the Jews into England "to draw the commerce thither." Jewish trade had other 
benefits. As in the time ofWalsingham, it was well known that Jewish commerce 
and espionage went hand in hand, and "Cromwell used Jewish spies in gathering 
intelligence even before the Whitehall conference and seems to have continued 
with this practice more openly afterwards.'''98 

Cromwell soon discovered that dealing with a Parliament of Saints was a 
mixed blessing. The Judaizing left wing's attempt to turn Parliament into the Eng
lish version of the Sanhedrin was just one of the headaches that the Barebones 
Parliament was to cause Cromwell. By January 1654, he had enough, and in an 
effort to silence enemies of the Protectorate, Cromwell issued an ordinance mak
ing it high treason to "to write, print teach or preach that the Protector's authority 
was tyrannical, usurped, or unlawful.'''99 This increased the outrage of the Fifth 
Monarchy Men. Hannah Trapnell, who had attacked Cromwell from the moment 
he became Protector, now identified him with the Little Horn of the Book of Dan
iel, and in June 1654, she was jailed at Bridewell for her impertinence. In Septem
ber 1654, Thomas Goodwin, another saint, attacked Cromwell in ''A Sermon on 
the Fifth Monarchy, Proving by Invincible Arguments that the Saints shall have 
Kingdom here on Earth, which is to come, after the Fourth Monarchy is destroy'd 
by the Sword of the Saints, the followers of the Lamb." He was of one mind with 
John Rogers, another Fifth Monarchy Man, who claimed, "Cromwell was the great 
dragon who sat in Whitehall, and must be pulled down.''loo 

Losing patience with the very saints he had called into being as a body, Crom
well dissolved the Barebones Parliament in January 1655. In March the Royalist 
Colonel John Penrudduck attempted an armed insurrection in Wiltshire; in re
sponse, Cromwell imposed martial law on England, dividing England and Wales 
into military districts each ruled by a major-general who reported directly and 
exclusively to Cromwell and the Council. Cromwell's dealings with the saints left 
him disillusioned, but one illusion he refused to relinquish was the return of the 
Jews to England. He still "waited for the day to see union and right understand
ing between the godly people," by which he meant "Scots, English, Jews, Gentiles, 
Presbyterians, Independents, Anabaptists and all.''lol 

Menasseh continued to nourish the same hope. In September 1654, he sent 
David Dormido to London to plead his case for the admission of the Jews. Dor
mido hoped to curry favor for the Jews by pandering to prejudices against Spain 
and the Inquisition. His appeal to Cromwell was full of rhetoric "calculated to 
make Protestant blood run cold''lo. or to evoke Protestant pity by recounting the 
sufferings of the Marranos at the hands of people who were England's enemies. 
A month before Dormido could hand in his proposal in writing, three admirals 
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of the English fleet drew up a petition urging Cromwell to admit the Jews to Eng
land. Since Cromwell had made peace with the Dutch in April 1654, the final im
pediment had been removed for Menasseh's great mission to the English. 

Menasseh set sail for London in September 1655, just as Thomas Tany set sail 
in the opposite direction on his ill-fated mission to gather the Jews of Amster
dam together and take them to Jerusalem. Tany's mission "perished in the sea,">03 
but Menasseh's seemed destined for success. Millennialist expectations among 
the saints had primed England to receive his bizarre message with a credulity he 
would have never found before or afterward. Menasseh was no blind fanatic: if 
his story about the Jewish Indians met skepticism, he was ready to talk about the 
economic benefits ofJewish migration instead. But millennial expectation was his 
strong suit because "70 percent of the prolific ministers who published their works 
between 1640 and 1653 can be identified as Millenarians''>04 and the combined ef
fect of these apocalyptic and millenarian speculations produced a sense of im
pending great events. Henry Wilkinson told the House of Commons in 1643 it was 
the "generall talk throughout the household among the domesticks ... that Christ 
their king is coming to take possession of his Throne, they doe not onely whisper 
this, and tell it in the ear, but they speak it publikly.',>o5 In his Declaration to the 
Commonwealth of England, Menasseh milked that sentiment, claiming an "all but 
total dispersion" of the Jews throughout the world "except only in this consider
able and mighty island.',>o6 Menasseh continued, "before the Messiah come and 
restore our Nation, that first we must have our seat here likewise.',>o7 Menasseh 
got theological support from Nathaniel Holmes, who wrote "we can expect no 
more then, in the said 1655 yeer but the call of the Jewes, who from that time shall 
strive with the Turke, and all enemies of the J ewes conversion five and forty yeers, 
Dan. 12 afore their settlement, before which Call I expect the fall of the Roman 
Antichrist.',>o8 Holmes felt the Jews would convert to Christianity once exposed to 
its pure form in England. Menasseh passed over that part of the English millen
nial mania in silence, just as he had passed in silence over the more objectionable 
passages of Paul Felgenhauer's "half-insane" treatise,''>09 Good News of the Messiah 
for Israel, which Felgenhauer, the Bohemian mystic, in a moment of ecumenical 
warmth, had dedicated to Menasseh. Details like just who the Messiah was could 
be worked out after the Jews had established themselves in their new country. 

In October 1655, Menasseh left his English lodgings in full rabbinic regalia 
with a number of pamphlets under his arm and marched to Whitehall, where the 
Council was in session. He was not allowed to address the Council, but he met 
with Cromwell, who seems to have fallen under his spell. For the next two months, 
Cromwell used all of the power at his disposal to get a hearing for the Jews and 
gain their admission to England. In November 1655 Cromwell produced a petition 
in favor of admitting the Jews to the Council. Cromwell had "resolved to force its 
acceptance with a minimum of delay,''>l0 but the Council passed no resolution. On 
December 4, the Council concluded "there was no law which forbade the Jews' 
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return to England,'''''' On December 12, Major General Whalley testified on behalf 
of the Jews, claiming "there are both politique and divine reasons: which strongly 
make for therye admission into a cohabitation with us. Doubtless to say no more, 
they will bring in much wealth into this Commonwealth; and where wee both 
pray for theyre conversion, and beleevie[ing] it shal be, I knowe not why we should 
denye the meanes,''''12 

Cromwell's zeal on behalf of the Jews got them wondering whether he might 
not be the Messiah himself. To find out, a delegation of Jews was dispatched to 
Cromwell's birthplace to examine the church records to see if there were genea
logical evidence indicating that he was of the House of David. Cromwell packed 
the Council with his supporters to get a favorable vote, but again the Council 
declined to act. Instead they came up with a number of conditions that gave the 
Jews second thoughts. Menasseh found himself in the middle between two sides 
that both seemed to be getting cold feet. The Marranos, who were leading fairly 
comfortable lives in London already, saw Menasseh's mission as jeopardizing 
what they already had by making the darker side ofJewish life emerge during the 
discussion. The English, for their part, were beginning to realize that the Jews of 
17th Century Europe were not identical to the Hebrews they had read about in the 
Old Testament. 

Cromwell pulled out all stops, but when the council met for the last time on 
December 18, 1655, the tide had turned. Everyone had been in a state of millen
nial expectation too long, and the psychological fatigue was creating a reaction. 
Beyond that, council members had read one of the most effective polemics in the 
history of English logomachy, a tract known as A Short Demurrer, written by Wil
liam Prynne, an opponent of the Jews. In his Demurrer, Prynne put together a 
"faithful compilation of the materials available in his day for a history of the Jews 
in England,'''''3 That history included the stories of the ritual murders of William 
of Norwich in 1144 and Little St. Hugh of Lincoln in 1255 in addition to a catalogue 
of many lesser evils. In his Demurrer, Prynne claimed the Jews had been expelled 
from England in 1290 for good reason. They "had been formerly greater clippers 
and Forgers of Money, and had crucified three or four children in England at 
least,'''''4 As a result of the Jews' behavior then and the parlous state of religious life 
in England in the wake of the revolution and regicide, Prynne concluded "now 
[was] a very ill time to bring in the Jews .... '5 Since the people of England "were 
so dangerously and generally bent to Apostasy and all sorts of Novelties and Er
rors in Religion," it was more likely they "would sooner turn Jews, that the Jews 
Christians .... ,6 

Prynne's Demurrer had an even greater effect on public opinion, which was 
weary of Puritan fanaticism and the civil discord it brought, than it did on the 
Council. Councilors on the way to their chamber met soldiers on the street who 
felt "We must now all turn Jews, and there will be nothing left for the poor,'''''7 Even 
philosemites like Josselin were having second thoughts. He prayed the Lord would 
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"hasten their [the Jews'] conversion" because he feared the opposite might happen 
"if the Jews gained admission to England." He was "heartily afraid" the admission 
of the Jews would cause Englishmen to turn "aside from Christ to Moses." One 
wag claimed "they," meaning the Jews, "are all turned Devils already, and now we 
must all turn Jews."l18 Another opponent claimed 

though perhaps there may not be now in England, any great numbers of pro
fessed lewes (some to my own knowledge there are, who have their own syna
gogues and there exercise ludaisme). Yet, they who live here, as often as they are 
bound to use their office of Prayer (which is twice a day) so often are they bound 
to blaspheme Christ, and to curse him and all true Christians which beleeve in 
him."9 

Cromwell did his best, but when the final meeting ended, hope for the Jews' 
readmission was gone. With unintended irony, Katz says "one of the oddest fea
tures of this debate was that the lack of Jews in England should have made pos
sible a positive view of them.""° The simple fact is that the tenor of debate changed 
when the Council abandoned its romantic notions of the Old Testament Hebrews 
and replaced that with the picture of actual Jews as they then lived in countries 
with large Jewish populations. Through Prynne's Demurrer, English common 
sense triumphed over Puritan ideology. While many Englishmen felt "the Jews 
might be tolerated if suitable precautions could be devised," an equally large seg
ment, if not a majority, felt "if the Jews were admitted they would seduce and 
cheat the English.''''' James Harrington thought a compromise might be reached 
by sending the Jews to Ireland, where they could grind the Irish as tax-farmers, as 
in Poland. Under no circumstances, however, should the Jews be admitted to Eng
land, because to "receive the Jewes after any other manner into a Commonwealth, 
were to maim it," because Jews "never assimilate, and instead become parasites on 
the state.' .... 

The most surprising conversion was that ofJohn Dury. Dury was on the con
tinent during the Whitehall conference, but he made his feelings known to the 
council by letter of January 8, 1656, in which he argued admission of the Jews was 
lawful and "expedient.''''3 Dury had contemplated admission of the Jews since the 
early 1640S. In fact, he had helped fuel the Jewish Indian mania by acting as a 
go-between between Thorowgood and Menasseh. Yet by January 22, even he was 
having second thoughts as a result of reading Menasseh's petition. Dury thought 
Menasseh's request excessive. He also felt England should "go warily and by de
grees" in granting Jews admission to England because Jews, Dury noted, "have 
ways beyond all other men to undermine a state and to insinuate into those that 
are in office and prejudicate the trade of others; and therefore, if they be not wisely 
restrained, they will in short time, be oppressive, if they be such as are here in 
Germany.""4 Dury was no anti-Semite. He was a philo-Semite who had promoted 
Jewish causes in the past and who would later raise money for Jews in Jerusalem 
who were reduced to poverty when the Swedish naval blockade of eastern Europe 
curtailed alms from reaching them. 

453 



The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit 

Convinced Jews could not be trusted to keep oaths and mindful of the inju
ries Jews had inflicted on Englishmen "in life, chastity, goods,. or good name""5 
before the expulsion of 1290, the Council listed seven restrictions as the condi
tion of their readmission. The purpose of the seven restrictions, which included 
prohibitions against" defaming Christianity, working on Sunday and employing 
Christian servants" was to "protect Englishmen against the economic and reli
gious rapacity of the Jews.",,6 

On January 25, three days after the arrival of the Dury letter, the Tuscan en
voy noticed the change in mood among council members and the public at large. 
"In the matter of the Jews," he wrote, "people do not speak as much as they used to 
do at the outset. Everyone now believes that the Lord Protector will not make any 
declaration in their favor, but will tacitly connive at the private conventicles which 
they hold at present in their houses as long as they give no open scandal."127 Sagre
do, the Venetian ambassador, felt that Jewish conniving still had a fair chance 
of success, because "the Jews having powers to spend a great deal of money, are 
getting a hold and it is believed that they will make no mistake in winning over 
the divines and the ministers, and that they will be able to break down every 
obstacle by the power of gold."228 A Royalist spy concurred. Even though "the gen
erality oppose[d]" the admission of the Jews, the Jews "will be admitted by way of 
connivancy.""9 

By February 15, the Tuscan envoy concluded the prospect of admitting the 
Jews was dead. "Cromwell," says Roth, "had decided that public opinion was too 
strong for him. It would be impossible to readmit the Jews to the country except
ing on humiliating conditions, so stringent as to be absolutely unacceptable to 
them and discouraging immigration rather than otherwise. Accordingly, he de
termined simply to maintain the state of affairs which he had found informally 
allowing the Jews established in London to continue the observance of their an
cestral rites without disturbance.''>30 The issue was over. The council refused to 
budge. The Jews found the restrictions demeaning, insulting, and unacceptable; 
they took out their anger on Menasseh ben Israel, who was passed over in 1656 

when the Jews of London chose Rabbi Moses Athias of Hamburg to lead their 
congregation. 

The right ofJews to live in England was eventually established indirectly when 
a Jew named Robles was recognized as a Jew and not as a Portuguese Catholic, the 
fiction under which he had been living in London, when he brought a successful 
property action against the Spanish government. The admission of the Jews, ac
cording to Tuchman, took place in typically English fashion in a decision which 
was "illogical but workable" and "fortunate for the Jews when Commonwealth 
gave way to Restoration." Because there was "no statute on the books for Charles 
II to cancel," the king "reasonably allowed things to go as they were.''>31 The Jews of 
the Restoration, thus, no longer had to engage in the charade of attending Mass at 
the chapel of the Spanish ambassador. 
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In 1656, the Quaker Messiah James Nayler was greeted as the king of Israel 
when he entered Bristol. The Messiah had finally arrived in England, or so the 
Quakers thought. Most Englishmen, however, greeted his arrival with derision. 
Millennial fatigue was setting in. By the end of 1656, the disillusionment was so 
palpable, poets expressed it in verse: 

Twere strange if this Prophetick 
year which brought 
Such Expectation, should have 
nothing wrought232 

By the end of 1656, another annus mirabilis had come and gone with the Mes
siah still a no show; Menasseh's great project had failed. Cromwell tried to assuage 
the pain by granting Menasseh a state pension of 100 pounds per annum, which he 
never paid. In September 1657, Menasseh wrote to Cromwell offering to "surrender 
my pension" if Cromwell will "supply me with 300 pounds">33 up front. He never 
got that either, although his widow kept trying long after his death. After wander
ing about London "in a vain attempt to use his influence to procure some sort 
of official statement from Cromwell's government,"234 Menasseh left England in 
poverty and disgrace to return to Amsterdam with no firm prospects. He needn't 
have worried about his worldly prospects. He died on the way home on November 
20. Cromwell died one year later at the age of 59. The Fifth Monarchy Men, who 
considered Cromwell the Antichrist, made plans to stage the Apocalypse on the 
their own now that the Little Horn was in his grave. In August, 1659, the regicide 
Thomas Harrison issued a tract, The Fifth Monarchy or Kingdom of Christ in Op
position to the Beasts, demanding again that the Law of Moses be made the law 
of England, replacing the "heathenish tyrannous and popish laws'''35 still on the 
books. Harrison's suggestion was greeted with the same enthusiasm that met the 
Quaker Messiah Nayler. England had had enough Apocalypse for a while. It was 
suffering from a bad case of Millennium fatigue. 

On May 29, 1660, crowds greeted Charles II's arrival in London in a mood of 
general rejoicing. The English, it seemed, longed for a legitimate ruler as the best 
protection against would-be messiahs. Harrison was arrested one month earlier. 
He was found guilty of regicide and hanged at Charing Cross on October 13, 1660, 

barely six months after the return of the King. As he was dragged to his execution, 
Harrison cried out several times, "I go to suffer upon the account of a most glori
ous cause that ever was in the world,'''36 evoking derision from the mob. 

Harrison's death did not quench the thirst for revenge against the Puritans. 
Three months after Harrison was hanged, the mob dug up Oliver Cromwell's body 
and dragged it through the streets of London to the gallows at Tyburn where it 
was hanged and desecrated. Sensing this wasn't enough, the mob cut the head 
off of Cromwell's corpse and stuck on a pike outside Westminster Hall, where it 
remained for the 23 years. Cromwell's head, we are told, now rests in Sidney Sussex 
College, Cambridge, but the exact place is secret. 
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By 1670, the Fifth Monarchy movement had disappeared completely. Millen
nial fever had burned itself out ten years earlier in England, but the drama wasn't 
over yet. In fact, events in England had set the stage for the climax of that drama 
in Turkey, where the Jewish Messiah was waiting in the wings. 

VIII 
During his stay among the Jews in the Morea, Zevi attracted a number of 

followers, largely because of his good looks and singing voice. His cheeks, we are 
told, "were red all the time."237 He was tall and stout to the point of corpulence. 
Music filled him with enthusiasm, and he conveyed that enthusiasm to others. 
Because of contacts made on a previous trip to Cairo, Zevi was chosen to lead a 
delegation to Cairo in 1663 to raise money to ransom captive Jews. He remained 
there for two years. While there he renewed contact with Raphael Joseph Chelibi, 
a wealthy Jew who became his financial backer. 

He also found a third wife. In March 1664, Zevi married a refugee from the 
Chmielnicki pogroms by the name of Sarah. Rabbi Jacob Sasportas, then head of 
the Jewish congregation in London, knew Sarah as a girl, when she arrived in Am
sterdam in 1655, at the climax of Menasseh's mission to England. He remembered 
her as "a girl devoid of intelligence," who claimed "she would marry the messi
anic king,''''38 Rejected by the Jews in Amsterdam, Sarah moved to Leghorn, where 
she established a reputation as a beauty of legendary promiscuity. In Cairo, Zevi 
learned of her reputation and because of it he called her thither to become, in his 
phrase, "the wife of whoredoms,''''39 All known sources document the licentious 
life Sarah had lived in Leghorn before the call to go to Cairo. Sasportas claims "he 
sent for her and married her" because of those rumors. Scholem likewise claims 
Zevi knew that his wife-to-be was a whore, and that he "married her precisely for 
that reason so as to imitate or fulfill the words of the prophet Hosea (1:2) 'take 
upon them a wife of whoredoms,'''''4o 

Unsurprisingly, her promiscuity did not stop after the marriage. Indeed, Zevi 
seems to have put her to work using her sexual charms to seduce potential recruits 
and disarm potential opponents. Zevi once persuaded a doctor's son to enter his 
wife's room, hoping she would seduce him into becoming his follower. Like Joseph 
when approached by Potiphar's wife, the doctor's son fled, leading Zevi to com
plain "ifhe had done her will, he would have performed a great tiqqun.""41 

Sarah inaugurated the regime of sexual license that characterized Zevi's fol
lowers. In approving her "acts of tiqqun," Zevi was referring to the Cabalist no
tion of "tiqqun olam," or healing the world, which he hoped to bring about by a 
systematic violation of the Law. Unlike Christ who came to fulfill the law, not to 
abolish it, Zevi, the 17th Century Messiah of the Jews, came to abolish the law 
by urging the systematic violation of all its precepts. Zevi had already uttered 
the Tetragrammaton. Now he urged his followers to engage in anything the law 
considered "treyf," from eating pork to orgiastic sexuality. Zevi was far ahead of 
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latter day sexual revolutionaries like Sigmund Freud and his disciple Wilhelm 
Reich. Freud, according to Bakan in Sigmund Freud and the Jewish Mystical Tra
dition, considered himself an avatar of Zevi. Like Zevi, he dangled the prospect 
of release from all sexual prohibition and guilt in front of wealthy Americans as 
a way of bringing them and (most importantly) their money under his control. 
Carl Gustav Jung, Freud's goyische heir apparent, practiced the same tiqqun on 
wealthy Americans like Edith Rockefeller McCormick and her wealthy brother
in-law Medill. Wilhelm Reich, however, took the lessons learned from the masters 
and forged it into the science of sexual liberation as political control (cf. my Libido 
Dominandi: Sexual Liberation and Political Control). 

In playing the pimp to his beautiful wife Sarah, Zevi engaged in a rudimen
tary form of the sexual liberation perfected by Jews like Wilhelm Reich in the 
20th Century. "Sarah's beauty and free manner of life," Graetz tells us, "attracted 
youths and men who had no sympathy with the mystical movement ..... 4• Writing a 
generation before Reich was born, Graetz had no way to articulate the full flower
ing of sexual liberation as a form of control that would take place during the the 
20th Century. But he had an inkling of how it worked, noting that Sarah's "loose 
conduct worked on the passions of the male population ..... 43 Because the Jews of 
Poland had lived sexually repressed lives, the energy released when "the bonds 
of chastity ... were broken .... 44 in Poland was much more explosive. Unchained li
bido made a significant contribution to the messianic fever sweeping from shtetl 
to synagogue across northern Europe. 

With a retinue now increased by Sarah's seductive conquests and Chelibi's 
money, Zevi began to wend his way back to Smyrna. The steady regimen of wine, 
women, and song had intensified Zevi's bipolar mood. When he was up, Zevi 
soared in an exaltation that assured him that nothing less than the fulfillment of 
a divine mission could be the source of his emotion, but when he was down, he 
had nothing but doubts about himself. Zevi had one of those ecstatic experiences 
around the end of February or the beginning of March 1665. To resolve the doubts 
about his mission and visions, Zevi met with Nathan of Gaza, the noted Cabalist, 
in May 1665. Nathan was Significantly younger than Zevi, but he had dedicated 
his life to study in the school of Lurianic Cabala that sprung up in Gaza after 
the master's death. Seeking tiqqun for his soul, Zevi approached Nathan with the 
trepidation of a man steeling himself to hear that he has been diagnosed with an 
incurable illness. To Zevi's surprise, Nathan prostrated himself before him and 
asked forgiveness for not recognizing him as the Messiah when he passed through 
Gaza on his way to Egypt. As in so many instances since then, the rise of the 
charismatic visionary or, in this case, the Messiah could only take place when 
he had been endorsed by another source of authority and guidance. For this rea
son, Scholem dates the beginning of the Sabbatian movement as May 31, 1665. The 
movement would not have existed without Nathan's endorsement. Once he certi
fied Zevi as the Messiah, the other rabbis fell in line. Before long, it was dangerous 
to oppose Zevi. 
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When Zevi finally arrived in Smyrna in autumn 1665, his reputation, height
ened by Nathan's endorsement, threw the Jews there into paroxysms of joy. "The 
madness of the Jews in Smyrna," we are told, "knew no bounds .... The delirium 
seized great and small. Women, girls and children fell into raptures and pro
claimed Sabbatai Zevi in the language of the Zohar as the true redeemer."'45 Sens
ing the end of the world was at hand, Zevi's followers unroofed their houses and 
married off children of 12 and even 10 years of age, "so they might cause the souls 
not yet born to enter into life and thereby remove the last obstacle to the com
mencement of the time of grace."'46 The "confusion in men's brains" led them to 
incredible penances while at the same time "they abandoned themselves to the 
most extravagant delight."'47 Men and women danced with each other like ma
niacs in the streets, and as the mania spread, sexual excess proliferated, and the 
voice of reason was swept away in the tide of passion. Initially, the misgivings of 
skeptics were drowned out in the carnival of enthusiasm. When Rabbi Aaron de 
la Papa denounced the messianic mania, he was expelled from the synagogue and 
eventually driven out of Smyrna. When Chayim Penya, a wealthy Jew who had 
enjoyed the respect of his co-religionists, objected, he was physically assaulted in 
the synagogue and was "nearly torn to pieces by the raging multitude."'48 

Gradually, the messianic fervor spread beyond Smyrna, indeed, far beyond 
the boundaries of the Ottoman Empire to the Jewish Diaspora in Europe. In 
November, news of the tumult surrounding Zevi arrived at the Talmud Torah 
congregation in Amsterdam and "the great majority ... were seized by messianic 
enthusiasm" there tOO.249 Sabbatian elements were introduced into the synagogue 
service of the congregation that had sent Menasseh ben Israel off to England ten 
years earlier. That congregation wrote to Zevi, announcing he was the Messiah 
promised by God. May God, they wrote, "bless, preserve, guard, help, assist, pros
per, magnify, raise and highly exalt Our Lord the Great King, Sabbatai Sevi, the 
Anointed of the Lord, the Messiah son of David, the Messiah King, the Messiah 
Redeemer, the Messiah Saviour, our Messiah ofRighteousness.''z5o 

In December 1665, Henry Oldenburg, John Dury's son-in-law, wrote to the 
young Dutch lens grinder Baruch Spinoza for his opinion on Zevi. Spinoza had 
been excommunicated from Menasseh's synagogue in 1656, while Menasseh was 
on his mission to England. Spinoza would become posthumously famous as the 
man who applied Descartes to faith and morals and came up with what is argu
ably the first book of the Enlightenment. "All the world here," Oldenburg wrote 
to Spinoza from London, "is talking of a rumor of the return of the Israelites, 
dispersed for more than two thousand years to their own country. Few believe it, 
but many wish it .... Should the news be confirmed, it may bring about a revolu
tion in all things.''z51 Spinoza' response, if there was one, has been lost. Since his 
excommunication, Spinoza had broken all contact with the Jews, so it is unlikely 
he could add anything to what Oldenburg already knew. 
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The Christians who burned to hear this news had pretty much disappeared 
from the stage of history when the news arrived. Major Harrison had been hanged 
five years before, and the Fifth Monarchy Men had dispersed. The Quakers had 
seen Nayler, their Messiah, arrive in Bristol nine years earlier, and there is no indi
cation they were interested in a repeat of that performance. With Shabbetai Zevi, 
it seems the spirit of apocalyptic mania had been exorcised from the Judaizing 
Christians only to take up residence in more virulent form among the Jews them
selves. The Jews perhaps felt the goyim had been deluded in thinking, not that the 
Messiah would come, but that he would come from their own ranks. The Messiah 
had to be a Jew, and when Cromwell proved unqualified, it was only a matter of 
time before a candidate would arise from the ranks of the Jews. The Jews of Ham
burg flaunted their beliefs, claiming Christians would regret past persecution of 
the Jews under the new dispensation. Had the bemused Christians been able to 
enter the synagogues, they would have seen otherwise "serious respectable men 
... of Spanish stateliness" hopping, jumping, and dancing around like madmen 
with the Torah rolls in their arms. The Jews of Germany turned insolent, warning 
Christian neighbors that the tables would soon be turned and Christians would be 
persecuted when Zevi restored the Kingdom of Israel. In Heidelberg, a Lutheran 
minister reported "The Jews are brimful of the hope of the messiah, running from 
one village to another and rushing in the streets from one house to another, in or
der to hear, with their ears pricked up, further news of the messiah.">5' To ridicule 
the folly of the Jews, German youths would blow trumpets in the middle of the 
night near the houses of the Jews so they could watch them come running out in 
their night clothes in expectation of the Messiah. During the carnival in Prague 
in 1666, a play was performed ridiculing the expectations of the Jews, who had 
shut themselves up in their ghetto waiting to show who would have the last laugh. 
Jews in Hungary, many of whom were refugees from the Chmielnicki pogroms, 
sold their houses and made plans to travel to Jerusalem, to be present when Zevi 
ascended his throne. Reports even reached America, where the reaction against 
Puritanism had been delayed. Still favorably disposed to the reports of Thorow
good and Menasseh, Increase Mather preached that the saints of Boston "lived in 
a time when constant reports from sundry places and lands gave out to the world, 
that the Israelites were upon their journey towards Jerusalem [and] that they had 
written to others in their Nation, in Europe and America to encourage and invite 
them to hasten to them, this seemed to many godly and judiciOUS [people] to be 
a beginning of that Prophesie [Ezekiel 37:7]."'53 Samuel Pepys, reporting on the 
mood in London, said Jewish bookies were offering 10 to 1 odds in favor of anyone 
who wanted to put money on whether Zevi was the messiah or not. Pepys' com
ment indicates the Jews of London were no exception to the rule. The community 
there had elected Jacob Sasportas as their rabbi, and the otherwise level-headed 
Sasportas, despite what he said in post-dated documents, did nothing to oppose 
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the notion the Messiah had come to restore the Kingdom of Israel. The rabbis of 
Jerusalem who could have pulled the plug on the movement remained silent when 
the rabbis of Constantinople wrote to ask them to certify Zevi's bona fides as the 
Messiah. Unable to contradict the mob, the rabbis of Constantinople joined the 
messianic madness. 

Graetz claims Zevi mania derived additional encouragement from Christian 
enthusiasts who hoped to bring about the millennium, but that Millennialism had 
burned itself out among all but a few diehard religious fanatics when news of Zevi 
reached London. Zevi's cause was fostered less by sympathy among the Judaizers, 
most of whom had retired from the scene in disgrace, than by shrewd publicity. 
One hundred and fifty years after the Jews had made Reuchlin's pamphlet a best
seller and almost 300 years before Eddy Bernays, Sigmund Freud's nephew, would 
invent the science of public relations, the Jews had become masters in intelligence 
and the dissemination of information. By collaborating with the Protestants to 
produce Luther's and Calvin's bibles, they had mastered the technology of print
ing; they were now using that technology to announce the long-awaited Messiah 
had come to redeem the Jews. 

Samuel Primo, Zevi's private secretary, "took care that reports of the fame and 
doings of the Messiah should reach Jews abroad,"'s4 by feeding information into 
the intelligence network of Jewish spies, English and Dutch mercantile houses, 
and evangelical ministers that had evolved from Walsingham and Cromwell's spy 
agencies. Circulars announcing the events in Smyrna flooded London, Hamburg, 
Amsterdam and all other centers ofJewish influence in Europe. Most of what the 
Jews were reading came from the pen of Nathan of Gaza, whose letters provided 
the details of the coming messianic era to begin in 1666. During that year, Na
than wrote, Zevi "will take dominion from the Turkish king without war."'ss By 
the power of the hymns and praises he will sing, Zevi was going to establish the 
dominion of Israel over all the nations of the earth. "All nations shall submit to 
his rule .... S6 The Jews of Hamburg who had been listening to impudent German 
youth blowing trumpets in the night must have felt especially vindicated when 
they read "there will be no slaughter among the uncircumcised ... except in Ger
man lands,"'s7 by which Nathan probably meant Poland, or the land where the 
Ashkenazim, or German speaking Jews, had suffered recently. 

After disarming the sultan with his songs, Zevi would proceed to Jerusalem, 
where he would "discover the exact site of the altar as well as the ashes of the 
red heifer" and "perform sacrifices" although he would not rebuild the temple.·s8 

Then he would travel east to the banks of the river Sambatyon, which can only be 
crossed on the Sabbath, when it ceases to flow. After locating the ten lost tribes on 
its far bank, Zevi "will return from the river Sambatyon, mounted on a celestial 
lion .... At this sight all the nations and all the kings shall bow before him to the 
ground. On that day the ingathering of the dispersed shall take place, and he shall 
behold the sanctuary already built descending from above .... s9 He will perform the 
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final act of tiqqun by "restoring the divine sparks and essences to their rightful 
place." That, of course, meant "the dissolution of the kingdom of oppression and 
the end of the external, visible exile" would take place before "one year and some 
months" had passed .• 60 

In a letter written at the end of 1665, Nathan announced that Zevi was the re
incarnation of Simon bar Kokhba. Zevi, though, was unable to make up his mind 
whether he was bar Kokhba or Christ. More than one commentator has noticed 
the Christian elements that crept into Nathan of Gaza's theology. Jews were asked, 
for example, to have faith, rather than just to fulfill the law. At a certain point, 
Nathan announced Zevi was going to redeem Jesus Christ from the pot of boiling 
excrement to which the Talmud had consigned him for all eternity. It was prob
ably then that Rabbi Sasportas began to doubt Zevi's credentials. "The notion of 
the salvation ofJesus," Scholem tells us, "whose soul, according to Talmudic tradi
tion, was forever condemned, was particularly offensive to R. Jacob Sasportas."·6. 

During Hanukkah, Zevi slipped into manic exaltation and, buoyed by the 
frenzy his own publicity machine had created, announced on December 14, 1665, 
that he was the long-expected Messiah. The sequence of events bore an uncanny 
resemblance to the account in Luke 4:16ff, in which Jesus read from Isaiah, "rolled 
up the scroll" and announced "this text is being fulfilled even as you listen." Jesus, 
we are told, "was very much in Zevi's mind,"·6. causing him to imitate some of 
his actions. Instead of just announcing that the Messiah had arrived, as Jesus had 
done, Zevi tried to outdo Christ by taking the Torah scroll in his arms and sing
ing his favorite song, a Castilian love song popular among Ladino exiles in Turkey 
known as "Meliselda," about the lover who lay with the King's daughter after she 
got out of her bath tub. The man who lay with the "shining lass! As she came up 
from the bath" was none other than Zevi, and his passionate singing infused in 
his listeners the mystical allegory with such power that "many unlettered men and 
women experienced all manner of convulsion" and proclaimed "Shabbetai Zevi is 
the King ofIsrael. ... 63 At the end of his performance, Zevi announced he was the 
Anointed One of God and that the Redemption of Israel would take place on the 
15th of Sivan 5426, which is to say, in the following year. Zevi then dispatched one 
of his assistants to Constantinople to make preparations for his arrival there. 

As if to show the new dispensation had abolished the old law, Zevi pro
nounced the Ineffable Name, ate forbidden foods, encouraged other Jews to do 
likewise, and did "other things,''264 most probably involving sexual orgies, things 
not described in polite company in those days. The coming of the Messiah was 
less the result of a "carefully hatched plot" and more the result of "the eruption 
of irrational forces."·65 Those eruptions soon took place among his followers too 
because they were empowered to act on their forbidden desires by accepting Zevi 
as their Messiah. He had told them "Blessed is He Who hath permitted things 
forbidden." Of course, the prospect of unlimited sexual gratification also acted 
as a powerful stimulant to join the movement. Emmanuel Frances captured the 
mania in a poem: 

461 



The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit 

Is he the Lord's anointed or a traitor, 
A wicked sinner and a fornicator? 
Forbidden women he embraces; 
As first the one, and then the other he caresses. 
The foolish people, gaping as spellbound, 
Affirm: this is a mystery profound.'66 

The mobilization of sexual passion Zevi achieved through his marriage to the 
wife of whoredoms and the publicity it generated had its roots in the Zohar, which 
claimed the Messiah would repair the effects of Adam's sin and restore woman 
to her original freedom. Now that so many agreed that Zevi was the Messiah, he 
found himself riding a tiger of his own creation, a revolutionary movement un
folding under the watchful eyes of the Turkish authorities, who because they were 
either especially prudent or dumbfounded, allowed the events to unroll unhin
dered. Or so it seemed until a Jewish delegation dispatched from Constantinople 
arrived in Smyrna with orders from the Sultan to arrest Zevi. Fortunately for the 
Messiah, by the time they arrived Zevi was gone. On the first day of 1666, Shab
betai Zevi set sail for Constantinople. The voyage, which normally lasted 10 to 14 

days, took over a month because of the contrary winds that blew down the Darda
nelles. It was these winds which occasioned the founding of Troy. In this instance, 
they symbolized the revolutionary passions Zevi aroused but could not control. 

Battered by the winds that had enriched Troy, Zevi's ship finally made land on 
the Dardanelles short of his destination. He was promptly arrested and dragged 
ashore in chains on February 8, 1666. The Jews who had come to greet him as the 
Messiah fled in panic. Those who didn't flee were beaten by the Turkish guards 
who waded into the crowd to create a path for their prisoner. Suddenly all the 
stories about how even the sea had obeyed Zevi on his voyage didn't seem so plau
sible. Of course, Zevi could have taken another page from the same book that 
contained the story about the obedient waves and claimed the Messiah had come 
to suffer and die, but there is no indication the Jews would have gone for that story 
since they had rejected it the first ,time around. Mehemed IV's vizier, the shrewd 
Ahmed Korprulu, had taken charge of this case and would handle it brilliantly. 

When Zevi appeared before the Divan, three days after his arrest, he claimed 
he was nothing more than a humble Jewish Chacham who came to Constantino
ple to collect alms and could not be held responsible for the imprlldent zeal of his 
followers. Persuaded by his testimony, the deputy vizier Mustapha Pasha, who had 
welcomed the Messiah to Constantinople with a blow to the ear, sentenced Zevi 
to an indeterminate term in the local prison for Jewish debtors. While in prison, 
Zevi wrote an open letter to his fellow Jewish prisoners urging them not to default 
on their debts to English merchants, even if the world was about to end. Default
ers, Zevi wrote, perhaps remembering the English merchants who had frequented 
his father's house, would have no share in his joy and glory when he ascended his 
throne in Jerusalem. 
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A little over two weeks after Zevi had been thrown in prison, the synagogue 
in Hamburg resolved to send a delegation to Constantinople "to prostrate our
selves, as is fitting, before our king, Shabbetai Sevi."267 Their response was typical 
of the synagogues in Europe. The vast majority were swept away in the messianic 
hysteria, including the one led by Rabbi Jacob Sasportas. "If," Scholem reasoned, 
"a shrewd, sober and arrogant observer like Sasportas could be carried away ... 
then it is not surprising that the Jewish masses saw no reason to doubt the good 
news ... salvation was at hand.">68 Thousands ofJews converged on Constantinople 
to offer homage to their messiah, so many that food prices began to climb as de
mand outstripped supply. Hundreds of women assembled in Constantinople to 
prophesy and became so possessed by the spirit that the Turkish authorities had to 
beat them with whips and clubs to drive them away. The vizier Ahmed Korprulu 
was a shrewd observer of human nature and religion-inspired follies. With a fol
lowing as fanatical as this, Shabbetai Zevi was dangerous even in prison. Since the 
Porte was planning a war with Crete, it had no desire for a simultaneous uprising 
among the Jews, something that most certainly would have occurred if Korprulu 
had ordered Zevi's immediate execution. No, the Porte would treat the suffering 
Messiah leniently, and his followers would be lulled into passivity until the coup 
de grace fell. 

As a result, Korprulu had Zevi transferred to the fortress of Abydos, a mini
mum security prison for political prisoners near Gallipoli on the other side of the 
Dardanelles. Zevi arrived at his new home, which his followers called the Tower of 
Strength (or Migdal Oz), on the day of preparation for Passover. Zevi was allowed 
to slaughter and cook a Paschal lamb in his quarters. Then, as if to show once 
again that he was above the law of Moses, Zevi and his followers ate the lamb with 
its fat, which the Talmud forbids. 

After Passover, Zevi and his followers settled into a way of life so bizarre and 
so disconnected from reality that one must have recourse to works of fantasy like 
Edgar Allan Poe's Masque of the Red Death to find something analogous. Jews 
from all over Europe continued to arrive in Constantinople to pay homage to the 
King of the Jews, so many that Zevi's jailer, the governor of the castle of Abydos, 
was able to double the admission charge without diminishing the stream of visi
tors. Zevi would receive his visitors sitting on a throne holding a Torah scroll that, 
like Zevi, was clad in red. The walls of his chamber were covered with carpets 
of gold. The floor of his cell was covered with rugs of silver and gold. Zevi sat at 
a table made of silver and covered with gold. He wrote his letters by dipping his 
pen into an inkstand of gold encrusted with jewels. Whatever he ate or drank was 
served on vessels of silver and gold, which, like his inkstand, were encrusted with 
jewels. When he wasn't singing or feasting, Zevi engaged in sexual orgies. The 
Jews hailed Zevi as their Messiah even in prison, because in that prison Zevi had 
accomplished what the Jews had always wanted their Messiah to accomplish. He 
had created heaven on earth. 
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Zevi would urge his visitors to eat at the times prescribed for fasting. Accord
ing to one account, Zevi had a bowl of fruit brought to his visitors, who objected, 
"How can we eat?" Zevi calmed their scruples by telling them that breaking the 
law and the fast would "fulfill Scripture.">69 Zevi would then take a gold scarf and 
wrap it around the neck of the spellbound visiting rabbi and proclaim, "I make 
you kings in this world. You shall be kings and princes before me." The rabbis re
sponded by proclaiming that they had died and gone to heaven, "for now it seems 
to us that we are in the celestial paradise .... 70 

In August, Zevi celebrated his birthday on the ninth of Ab by abolishing the 
fast the law had imposed on Jews to commemorate the destruction of the temple. 
Since the Shekinah was now manifest, Jews no longer needed to fast on the 17th of 
Tammuz or the 9th of Ab. With his skill at singing and skillful staging, interweav
ing the erotic and the religious, Zevi had no problem convincing his followers he 
had created heaven on earth in his prison cell. The tales of those who had visited 
his fantastic quarters in prison increased his fame and the expectations of his 
followers. The tension surrounding the anticipated inauguration of his reign had 
become intolerable in Constantinople. Several dervishes had prophesied the fall of 
the Turkish Empire and its replacement by the kingdom of the Jews. 

Zevi and his followers eagerly awaited the arrival of Nathan of Gaza so that 
together they could inaugurate the millennium. For thee months, from April to 
July, Zevi had been leading the life of a prince in his prison cell on the Darda
nelles, intent only upon his own apotheosis, which would take place when Nathan 
of Gaza arrived. But another prophet arrived from another land, and he inaugu
rated Zevi's downfall rather than his apotheosis. 

On September 3, 1666, Rabbi Nehemiah ha-Cohen arrived at Abydos after 
traveling from Poland. Since many rabbis had arrived in Abydos while Zevi had 
been imprisoned, nothing seemed amiss when the two closeted themselves in "se
cret converse.">71 During that conversation, Rabbi Nehemiah announced his own 
anointing and, failing to convince Zevi to share the messianic honors with him, 
left Abydos in a rage and went straight to the Pasha in Adrianople, where Rabbi 
Nehemiah announced Zevi was plotting insurrection. Rabbi Nehemiah was so 
outraged by his rebuke that he announced to the pasha Mustapha that he wanted 
to become a Muslim on the spot, leading some to believe he was a Turkish plant. 
On September 5, he converted to Islam. Shortly afterwards he returned to Poland, 
put offhis turban and "greatly repented,"'7' but by then it was too late to save Zevi 
from his fate. 

On September 15, four messengers from the sultan's court arrived to take Zevi 
prisoner. The Jewish heaven on earth suddenly burst like a fragile soap bubble. The 
governor of the prison was abruptly deprived of his lucrative income. The Jews 
who had thronged to greet their messiah were driven away with blows by the Sul
tan's soldiers, and Zevi, without even "an hour's space to take solemn farewell of 
his Followers and Adorers,"'73 was thrown unceremoniously into a closed carriage 
and driven to the Sultan's court in Adrianople, 150 miles to the northeast. 
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The idea that Zevi was the Messiah had taken such firm root in the mind of 
his Jewish followers that now they were convinced the moment of his triumph had 
arrived. The time had come when Zevi was to take the crown from the head of 
the sultan. After charming him into submission with song, Zevi would place that 
crown on his own head and inaugurate the kingdom of heaven on earth. Robert 
de Dreux, a chaplain at the French embassy, recounted later that crowds of Jews 
ran about spreading carpets over the streets of Adrianople in anticipation of his 
arrival. When de Dreux gave voice to his skepticism, he was told by an innkeeper's 
son "there is nothing to scoff at, for before long you will be our slaves by the power 
of the messiah."274 

The Turks had lost none of their shrewdness during the months of Zevi's cap
tivity. They knew that Zevi's death would almost certainly mean a rebellion by the 
Jews, who were already primed for the arrival of Armageddon. After consulting 
with the sultan's physician, the apostate Jew Mustapha Fawzi Hayati Zade, the 
Turks came up with a better strategy. Dragged before the divan, Zevi was given an 
opportunity to prove he was indeed the messiah. Zevi was to be stripped naked 
and tied to a post outside the gate of the seraglio, where the sultan's archers would 
shoot arrows at him. If he were indeed the Messiah, the arrows would not harm 
him. If he were unsure of whether he were the Messiah and, therefore, unwilling 
to undergo the test, there was a simpler alternative. Zevi could become a Muslim. 
It didn't take Zevi long to decide. Faced with either death or apostasy, Zevi chose 
apostasy. The Jewish Messiah fell to his knees and begged the sultan to accept him 
as a convert. For emphasis, Zevi "threw his [Jewish] hat down and spat on it and 
reviled the Jewish religion publicly desecrated the name of Heaven .... 75 He then 
"slandered and denounced his faithful believers.".176 Impressed with Zevi's zeal for 
his new religion, the sultan changed Zevi's name to his own, calling him Mehmed 
Effendi and granted him a pension of 150 piatres per day as kapici bahsi or keeper 
of the palace gates. To prove his sincerity in adopting his new faith, Zevi agreed to 
take one of the queen's slave girls as an additional wife. Sarah didn't seem upset by 
this arrangement. She was, according to Scholem, "already familiar with the expe
rience of outwardly professing another religion":'77 because of her days in Poland. 
Under the tutelage of the sultan's mother, Zevi's wife apostatized too, taking the 
name Fatima Cadin. 

According to the Jewish Encyclopedia, the apostasy of the man the over
whelming number of synagogues in Europe had acknowledged as the Messiah 
was the greatest catastrophe to strike the Jewish people since the destruction of 
the Temple. Because of the time lag inherent in communication then, letters were 
still arriving from Europe offering homage to the failed Jewish messiah a month 
after his apostasy. On October 9, 1666, the day of Atonement, the Jews of Hamburg 
pronounced a five-fold blessing over his name. The rabbis of Amsterdam, afflicted 
by the same time lag, sent a letter of homage that arrived at the time of his apos
tasy. Like Cromwell, Zevi tried to shift the blame for his apostasy onto God. A few 
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days after his conversion, Zevi explained in a letter to one of his brothers, "God 
has made me an Ishmaelite.">78 

Gradually, word of Zevi's apostasy trickled back to Europe during the fall of 
1666. On November 10, 1666 Henry Oldenburg wrote he had just received news 
from Amsterdam that "the King ofthe Jews was turned Turk.">79 He noted that 
"our Jews">80 didn't believe the news, but by December, news of the apostasy was 
accepted as undeniably true. Jews who not long before had warned Christians 
that the tables would soon be turned when Zevi ascended his throne, now had to 
endure the scorn of Muslims and Christians who ridiculed them mercilessly as 
blind and credulous fools. Now that Zevi had been marginalized, the sultan could 
move against the Jews of Turkey with impunity, which he did by having 50 rabbis 
executed: 

Repression was the most common Jewish response to Zevi's apostasy. The rab
bis of Constantinople threatened to expel from the synagogue anyone who even 
pronounced Zevi's name, and, as if that weren't enough, threatened to hand vio
lators of the ban over to Turkish authorities once they had been expelled. Con
version to Christianity was another response. Jakob Melammed, who taught at a 
school run by Ashkenazi community in Hamburg, converted with his family in 
1676 when he realized "the noise which the Jews had made about their Shabbetai 
Zevi, for which we had waited for a whole year with fasts and mortifications was 
all lies." Zevi's apostasy "had aroused in him the first doubts about the Jewish 
religion."'8. 

Docetism was another common response, especially among followers of the 
cabala. Zevi, according to this explanation, hadn't really converted to Islam. A 
phantom that resembled Zevi had converted, but the real Zevi had repaired to the 
vicinity of the Ten Lost Tribes and was even then preparing to lead them back to 
Jerusalem. Nathan of Gaza claimed Zevi's conversion presented a deep mystery 
whose meaning Nathan would reveal shortly. Samuel Primo, Zevi's spin doctor, 
claimed Zevi had undergone a "mock conversion," and that Zevi's duplicity proved 
he was the real Messiah, because like Moses at Pharaoh's court he was "outwardly 
sinful" but "inwardly pure.">8. 

There was, of course, historical precedent for Zevi's actions. Zevi was a Sep
hardic Jew living in Turkey speaking a Spanish dialect precisely because so many 
of his ancestors had gone through the motions of converting to another religion, 
while all the while holding onto Judaism in secret, so why shouldn't he do the 
same? There was, however, no Biblical or theological justification for this behav
ior. No matter what excuses the rabbis of the post-Christian era concocted, the 
biblical paradigm for Jewish behavior remained the aged Eliezar in the book of 
Maccabbees, who chose death rather than violate the Law of Moses by eating 
pork. Shabbetai Zevi because of his apostasy became the paradigm of a new Jew, 
the subversive Jew, willing to lie to save his life and then subvert his new faith in 
the name of the one he ostensibly had renounced while claiming he was really 
subverting his old faith in the name of the new. 
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After his apostasy, Zevi became a double agent who was so skillful that no 
one could tell where his real allegiance, if he had any, lay. Many Jews, we are told, 
"flocked in, some from as far as from Babylon, Jerusalem and other remote places 
and casting their caps on the ground, in presence of the Grand Signior, volun
tarily professed themselves Mahometans ..... 83 De la Croix reports he saw Zevi in 
the company of apostate Jews, "who followed him to the synagogues where he 
preached conversion to Islam with such success that during the five years or so 
that the mission of the zealot for the religion of Mahomet lasted, the number of 
Turks [that is, Jewish apostates to Islam] increased every day.",84 Leyb ben Ozer 
claims Zevi "caused more than three hundred Jews to apostatize in the course of 
two or three months."185 

On the other hand, there were also stories of Zevi sitting with the Koran in 
one hand and the Torah scroll in the other. Tobias Rofe claims that in addition to 
doing "queer things," sometimes Zevi "prayed and behaved like a Jew and some
times like a Muslim."'86It was impossible to tell whether he was a Muslim subvert
ing Jews or a Jew subverting Muslims; Zevi stood for subversion more than for 
any religious creed. Everything about him bespoke, in Rycaut's words, "disguise 
and dissimulation."'87 Zevi had become the quintessential subversive Jew and a 
paradigm for other subversive Jews for centuries to come. In Zevi the converso 
tradition found its apotheosis. Zevi, according to Rycaut, "passed his days in the 
Turkish Court as some time Moses did in that of the Egyptians.",88 According to 
Graetz, "he played the part of the Jew at one time, of Mussulman at another ..... 89 If 
Zevi became aware Turkish spies were listening to him preach, he would throw off 
his Jewish headdress and put on the turban. When speaking to Jews, Zevi would 
claim "he only persisted in Mahometanism in order to bring thousands and tens 
of thousands of non-Jews over to Israel. To the sultan and the mufti, on the other 
hand, he said his approximation to the Jews was intended to bring them over to 
Islam ..... 90 So in an atmosphere in which it became impossible to tell what he really 
believed, Zevi came to represent universal subversion. Before long his followers, 
schooled in duplicity, rationalized what Scholem calls their "double-faced exis
tence ..... 91 Those rabbis still sympathetic to Zevi's claims allowed the Sabbatians to 
dissemble and "thereby to risk unnecessary persecution." While denouncing "ac
tive dissimulation and deceit," the same rabbis condoned the "'holy deceit' prac
ticed by Shabbetai Zevi and those who apostatized at his behest. This act of deceit 
was part of the tactics of warfare against the demonic powers of the qellippah, and 
hence of a different order altogether."'9' 

Just as the North African rabbis condoned insincere conversion, Zevi's fol
lowers condoned deceit, as long as it was holy. These rationalizations took root 
in the Jewish character and produced what Kant termed "a nation of deceivers." 
Graetz attributes that unfortunate characteristic to the influence that Talmudic 
studies exerted over Polish Jews. The story of Shabbetai Zevi, especially when seen 
as the culmination of the converso drama in Spain, indicates that the tradition 
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goes back much farther. It was fostered by the Sabbatians who "were second to 
none in the art of interpreting, hairsplitting, and twisting texts, for which the Jews 
forever have had such an uncontested reputation."'93 

Zevi's apostasy and his subsequent career as a double agent contributed sig
nificantly to the rise of the Jew as a subversive because, as Scholem puts it, Zevi's 
apostasy, "unlike the passion and death of Jesus" was "essentially destructive of all 
values.">94 Zevi's apologists could find justification for their deceit in the Cabala, 
which talks about "the dialectical liquidation of evil" which "appears to strengthen 
the power of evil before its final defeat" and "requires not only the disguise of good 
in the form of evil but total identification with it.">95 Scholem says "it was along 
such lines that the subsequent theology of the Sabbatian radicals developed,"'96 

without mentioning Marxism, but the connections are obvious. Sabbatian prac
tice remained consistent with the theology of the Lurianic Cabala, which was "not 
content with the defeat and submission of gentiles but exulted in the idea of their 
ultimate annihilation.">97 The apostasy of Shabbetai Zevi did not change that goal, 
but it did give moral respectability to deceit as a way to achieve that goal. The Jews 
were subversives because their Messiah had become a subversive, as the following 
parable made clear: 

the king (that is, God) ... sends his trusted servant (that is, the messiah) as a 
spy into the enemy country to inquire about the captives. The servant has to act 
with great cunning "and to adopt the dress of the people through whose land 
he passes, and to behave as they do, lest they notice that he is a spy .... Keep this 
parable in your heart, for it is a foundation to satisfy you regarding severe doubts 
in the matter .... 98 

No matter how hard the Sabbatians tried to justify their messiah's apostasy, 
Rabbinic Judaism could not survive a cataclysm of this magnitude unscathed. The 
shock was so great that Rabbinic Judaism split down the middle. Having failed to 
achieve in Maimonides the synthesis of faith and reason that Aquinas forged for 
Catholicism, Rabbinic Judaism tended to split along the fault lines of faith and 
reason because it was unable to withstand the shock of Zevi's apostasy and remain 
whole. From this moment forward, Jews would choose either faith or reason with
out being able to reconcile either to the other. The mantle of reason fell to Spinoza, 
who collaborated with the rejecters of religion to bring forth the Enlightenment. 
The mantle of faith fell to the Hasidim, who established their isolated pietistic 
communities in the shtetls of Poland and later the Pale of the Settlement in Rus
sia. 

The cataclysm that followed Zevi's apostasy also led to what Meyer Abrams 
calls "natural supernaturalism." Gershom Scholem provides a good example when 
he writes Zevi's apostasy "contained the seeds of a new Jewish consciousness."'99 
The heart of this new consciousness lay in the recognition that "It was not he 
[Zevi] who made the messianic movement, but the faith of the masses which, in 
an explosive discharge of messianic energies accumulated during many genera-
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tions, swept him to the heights of messiahship.''3Oo Since the Jewish people were 
the ultimate source of this energy, they, not the Messiah, held the ultimate power. 
Out of the wreckage of Zevi's apostasy, the Jews slowly came to understand that 
"the Jewish people must become its own Messiah.''301 Toward the end of the 19th 
Century Jews chose to worship themselves as their own Messiah under the form 
of Zionism or Marxism. According to Scholem's reading of the Zevi tragedy, the 
important thing was not Zevi and his failed promises, but that "for the first time 
since the destruction of the Temple," a "national revival" had "aroused the en
tire Jewish people.''302 Although this revival had been based on either a lie or a 
delusion, Scholem claims the important thing was the revival itself. ''A unique 
chance of a mighty renewal seemed to present itself, and the well-nigh unanimous 
response indicated that the seed had not been sown in vain.,,:!o3 As long as the 
Jews "rediscovered pride and new self-consciousness," it didn't matter that the 
movement was based on an illusion or that "their behavior does not live up to our 
ideas of revolutionary leadership.''304 In other words, if everyone believes in the 
illusion, it stops being an illusion. This sounds like a good explanation of stock 
market bubbles but not religious movements. In both kinds of bubble, experience 
becomes more important than reality. "Who cares if Zevi was a coward, a fraud, 
and a subversive?," Scholem seems to say. As long as he united the Jewish people, 
his lies were as real as anything else, because the ultimate reality is "inward vi
sion": 

Their faith in the messiah was nourished not on outward events but on the in
ward vision of their souls. Why then should the verdict of outward events undo 
the affirmation of their messianic experience? The signs of redemption had been 
clearly visible to all who had eyes to see. Should they now be written off as a 
nightmarish illusion?305 

Once again, Jews were confronted with a choice because "the naive and sim
ple oneness of the original messianic faith,,:!o6 had been destroyed. The Jew could 
now choose "nightmarish illusion" or "disenchanting outer reality" because "The 
two notions which had hitherto been held to be aspects of one and the same reality 
now fell apart as each began to lead its own, independent life.''307 According to Sc
holem, "a considerable part of Jewry did, in fact, prefer the reality of their heart's 
vision above that of the disenchanting outer reality." For them, "historical reality 
became mere illusion, and only the incontestable inner reality was truly real.''308 

For the followers of Karl Marx, the opposite was true. Spiritual reality became an 
illusion and the only reality was history and economic forces. No matter where 
he looked in the aftermath of the Zevi catastrophe, the Jew was confronted with 
dualism, forced to choose one of two repugnant alternatives. 

Undeterred by Zevi's apostasy, Nathan of Gaza continued to follow Zevi's 
commands. Like many true believers, Nathan felt Zevi was still the Messiah even 
if "he had to disguise himself for a while for the better success at the execution of 
his great design.":!o9 And so on the explicit instructions of the Apostate Messiah, 
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Nathan of Gaza set out on a secret cabalistic mission to Rome, where he was to 
"perform a mystico-magical rite and to bring about the destruction of the city."310 

In March 1668, Nathan landed in Venice, where he told the Jews he was on a "di
vine errand" to Rome "on behalf of the whole congregation of Israel.".!l1 Wary of 
Nathan in the wake of the Zevi debacle, the Jews had Nathan deported before he 
caused more problems. 

When Nathan arrived in Rome, he shaved his beard and put on a disguise. 
Then he and his companion Samuel Condor made their way before dawn to the 
Castel Sant'Angelo, where he chanted curses and then threw into the Tiber a scroll 
inscribed in the language of the Chaldeans which predicted the fall of Rome, i.e., 
the Catholic Church, within the coming year. Satisfied his mission had been ac
complished, Nathan and Condor then repaired to Leghorn, where he told the Jews 
what he had done. While in Leghorn, Nathan kept a low profile, confining his 
preaching to the private homes of believers because "Sabbatian preaching was go
ing underground.".!" 

Scholem says Nathan's secret mission to Rome was a symbolic imitation of 
Zevi's apostasy. Just as Zevi "had entered the Sultan's palace and the realm of 
Ishmael,''313 so Nathan performed a magical rite around the Pope's palace to bring 
about its destruction. The messiah and the prophet, despite appearances to the 
uninitiated, were laboring at the heart of the qelippah to bring about the final 
tiqqun. Bakan says Sigmund Freud was influenced by Zevi's example, that Freud 
modeled his career of subversion on that of the apostate messiah. Both Zevi and 
Freud shared a fixation on Rome, which confirms Rome's role in establishing the 
continuity of the Jewish revolutionary project. 

Rome was no stranger to catastrophe, but nothing catastrophic occurred in 
1669 as the result of Nathan of Gaza's Chaldean curses. Zevi continued his subver
sive ways undeterred by the failure of the curse to cause the fall of Rome. In Sep
tember 1672, Zevi was arrested in a synagogue for converting Muslims to Judaism. 
Zevi and his followers were again dragged in chains before the vizier Korprulu. 
And once again Zevi dissembled because there was as much evidence he was lead
ing Jews to Islam as there was that he was leading Muslims to Judaism. Two years 
later, Moses Harari arrived in Leghorn. Harari had apostatized from Judaism to 
Islam under Zevi's tutelage. Now living in a non-Muslim country, he had returned 
to Judaism with a distinctly "double-faced" Sabbatian cast. "To the unbelievers he 
said that the Sabbatian faith was all lies and falsehoods, 'but in secret he went to 
the believers, exhorting them to persevere in their faith and [assuring them] that 
all he said to the unbelievers was untrue ... and was merely said for the sake of 
security."'314 So what was one to believe? The Sabbatians were like the man from 
Crete who said all Cretans were liars. 

By 1674, Zevi had exhausted the patience of the Sultan, who imprisoned him 
in the fortress of Dulcigno on the Adriatic coast in Montenegro near the Alba
nian border. Sarah, whom Zevi had divorced in 1671, was allowed to rejOin her 
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husband, and together they tried to resurrect the fool's paradise they had created 
in Abydos eight years earlier. There were no Jews in Dulcigno, so Zevi rode out 
the cycles of his manias and depressions without an audience. Zevi died there in 
September 1676, at age 50, one day short of the tenth anniversary of his apostasy. 
Baruch Spinoza died less than six months later, his death most probably hastened 
by glass dust he inhaled during his years as a lens grinder. Scholem said the Zevi 
apostasy burst the walls of the ghetto. The opposite, though, is the case. Judaism 
retreated once again, as in the wake of Julian's disastrous attempt to rebuild the 
temple, behind the shtetl walls into an ethnocentric reverie. Doubt, however, "re
garding the accepted wisdom of rabbinic leadership crept into the edges of Jewish 
thought.".!15 It would not take a millennium for revolutionary fervor to break out 
anew. The Jews would be swept into revolutionary fervor once again a little over a 
Century after Zevi's death. 
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The Rise of Freemasonry 

Chapter Twelve 

The Rise of Freemasonry 

In 1605 Francis Bacon published The Advancement of Learning. To write on the 
new science without mentioning John Dee, who was still alive, was either a 
calculated insult or an attempt to stay out of trouble. There is no evidence of 

personal animus in Bacon's dealings with Dee, so avoiding trouble must have been 
Bacon's goal. Bacon must have been aware Dee had petitioned for support from 
the new Scottish king, and had been coldly rebuffed. King James I thought that 
Dee was a sorcerer and had made his feelings toward sorcerers and witches clear in 
Demonology, published in 1597. Given the vehemence of the king's feelings about 
those who trafficked in spirits, Dee was lucky that he wasn't burned at the stake. 
Instead Dee was condemned to internal banishment from the court whose inter
ests he had served so faithfully as a magus and spy. If Shakespeare had written a 
play about Dee's life, it would have been a tragedy. Some feel Shakespeare wrote 
not one play about Dee, but two. Dee was most certainly Prospero in his mastery 
of potent spells and arcane gnosis gathered from ancient books, but he was also 
Lear raging poor and almost mad at the end of his life against a country that 
treated him so ungratefully. Bacon, attempting a project dangerously similar to 
what Dee proposed, was careful to ensure the same thing didn't happen to him. 

Dee's main service to queen and country was his mission to Prague, which 
began in 1583. Walsingham sent Dee to Prague to exploit Emperor Rudolph Irs 
craving for occult knowledge to bring him under the control of Cecil and Eliza
beth in their cabal against Philip II, and to thwart the Jesuits and the Habsburgs, 
who were turning Prague into a bulwark of the Counter-Reformation and a center 
for English Catholic exiles who wanted to restore Philip II to the throne. After 
waiting impatiently for three years for results from Dee's mission, Elizabeth had 
herself declared head of the Protestant conspiracy at a meeting in Luneburg in 
July 1586. Elizabeth then sent emissaries to a secret Protestant conventical where 
she proposed a military league that would include her and the kings of Denmark 
and Navarre. Queen Elizabeth assumed primacy because of her resources. The 
meeting is mentioned in Simon Studion's Naometria, one of the standard Rosicru
cian texts of the early 17th Century, mentioned by Andreae and others. 

Emboldened by the meeting, Elizabeth sided with the hard-liners who want
ed to take the war to the Catholics in the Netherlands, which was perceived as 
the weakest link in the Habsburg chain. Six months after her meeting, Leicester 
launched his intervention in the Netherlands, coming to the aid of the Dutch Cal
vinists, with the help of his young cousin, the paragon of Elizabethan Protestant 
chivalry, Sir Philip Sidney. The military campaign of 1586 was a disaster. Sidney 
died in battle, and English hopes of a Protestant military victory on the continent 
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died with him. The English could dominate the seas, as the defeat of the Spanish 
Armada would show, but her armies were no match for the Duke of Parma, who 
would soon re-take Antwerp. As Christopher Dawson noted, if Philip had waited 
for Parma to take Holland before launching the Armada, European history would 
be very different. 

By 1589, Dee knew his mission to the continent was a failure. However, he 
decided to take the long way home and conducted what seemed a triumphal prog
ress through the Germanies, spreading his views among devotees of the Cabala. 
Dee's fame in Germany was considerable. His Monas Hieroglyphica had taken 
occult Hermetic Cabalism to a new level, and many followers of Reuchlin and 
Agrippa wanted to meet Dee. In June 1589, Dee was in Bremen ready to return to 
England when he received a visit from "that famous Hermetique Philosopher Dr. 
Henricus Khunrath of Hamburgh.'" Khunrath was author of the Amphitheatre of 
Eternal Wisdom, which provides a crucial link between Dee and the Rosicrucian 
movement. So crucial was the link that Yates says Dee "sowed the seeds for the 
subsequent Rosicrucian movement on his journey back to England in 1689 .... 

Paradoxically, Dee's failure was more successful than ifhe had converted Ru
dolph: the movement outlasted Rudolph's reign and continued as a secret society 
when the Counter Reformation most certainly would have crushed any public 
organization. According to Yates, Freemasonry was one stream that flowed from 
Rosicrucianism, and the Royal Society another. Once again, the revolutionary 
movement found refuge in England, where it weathered the storm that all but de
stroyed it on the continent. Dee would never see the fruits of his labors. Nor would 
posterity recognize him for his achievement. Indeed, the Restoration that gave 
England the Masonic Lodge and the Royal Society buried Dee under a mountain 
of opprobrium in 1659 when Meric Casaubon published Dee's diaries along with a 
"damning preface ... accusing Dee of diabolical magic.''3 Casaubon was following 
in the footsteps of Francis Bacon. Both men needed to distance themselves from 
the source of their ideas. 

If a great scientist must possess public relations acumen to be known to pos
terity, then Bacon was clearly a greater scientist than Dee. Bacon cleverly expressed 
his involvement in the Hermetic/Cabalist tradition only in allegorical writings 
published after his death in 1626. Among the papers he withheld from publica
tion was an allegorical travel narrative, The New Atlantis, in which English sailors 
contact an advanced civilization on Bensalem, an island off the coast of Peru. The 
inhabitants of the island are Christians of a peculiar sort. The officials who greet 
English travelers wear white turbans "with a small red cross on the top,'!! indicat
ing the land of the Rosicrucian brotherhood. Like the brothers of the Rosy Cross, 
the inhabitants of Bensalem "wear no special habit or distinguishing mark but 
to conform in dress and appearance with the inhabitants of whatever country 
they were visiting."5 Yates concludes it is "abundantly clear" Bacon "knew the Rose 
Cross fiction and was adapting it to his own parable.''6 As further proof of Bacon's 
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link with the Rosicrucians, she cites John Heydon's Holy Guide, a 1662 adaptation 
of The New Atlantis, in which a man wearing the white turban announces: "I am 
by Office Governour·of this House of Strangers and by vocation I am a Christian 
priest and of the Order of the Rosie Cross.''? 

Internal evidence suggests Bacon wrote The New Atlantis in the aftermath of 
Dee's failed mission to Prague. Unlike the Faerie Queene, which celebrates Eliza
beth as the Protestant savior in the flush of first hope, The New Atlantis is veiled 
and cautious, more suited to an age when the Counter Reformation was triumph
ing across the continent. Bacon knew which side was winning and had no desire 
to immolate himself on the altar of a lost cause. Dee's Cabalistic British imperial
ism no longer found favor at the court, and so those who wanted to carry on the 
Protestant conspiracy in the absence of royal approval had to go underground to 
do so, through the formation of a secret sOciety, which at this point came to be 
known as the Brothers of the Rosy Cross or the Rosicrucians, but which would
later be known as Freemasonry. 

Dodd claims Bacon founded the Lodge in England in 1579. This would make 
Bacon the founder of Freemasonry in England because "there was no Lodge of 
Freemasons in England prior to 1579."8 Dodd says 

The Ritual is couched in Elizabethan English. The making of our modern tongue 
began with Spenser, one of Francis Bacon's Masks. And in the Spenser works 
are at last two allusions to the Square and the Compasses which appear to have 
a Masonic significance. This suspicion grows into a certainty when we examine 
some letters that were write in 1579 and published in 1580 between Professor Ga
briel Harvey and his friend Francis Bacon who signed himself "lmmerito."9 

In a book Bacon published seven years later, the Two Pillars of Masonry are 
portrayed and between them the motto "Plus Ultra," or "More Beyond," for the 
first time in English literature!O Dodd also claims Bacon founded the Rosicru
cians on the Continent as 

a reorganization of the old Kings Templar Order and took over primarily their 
Nine Degree Ceremonial which was associated with the new "Rosicrucian Col
lege." These Colleges were to be established later and attached as an inner Rite 
to the projected Masonic Brotherhood when established. That is exactly their 
procedure today. No one can become a member of a Rosicrucian College unless 
he is a Master mason." 

A certain segment of Europe was avid to hear what Bacon had to say because 
Europe had already been wracked by a century of religious strife. By 1605 it was 
heading into another century of even worse strife, soon to commence with the 
outbreak of the Thirty Years War. Freemasonry provided an alternative to sectar
ian strife; some felt it provided an antidote too. The Lodge proposed "ethics in 
place of creeds, acts of simple goodness in place of credulous belief, square con
duct instead of hypocrisy and chicanery, love and brotherhood instead of the ha
tred that was sundering the church of Christ."" Dodd claims Bacon was the author 

475 



The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit 

of the Rosicrucian manifestoes that appeared on the continent. He also claims the 
real title of The New Atlantis was The Land of the Rosicrucians. He also claims the 
House of Salomon was the forerunner of the Invisible College, Gresham College, 
the Academie, and ultimately the Royal SOciety. All of those behind the found
ing of the Royal Society-Fludd, Boyle, Wren, Ashmole, Locke, and Sir Thomas 
Moray-were Freemasons and Rosicrucians. The New Atlantis is thus "the key to 
the modern rituals of Freemasonry."I3 

The connections all point to Jewish science, or Cabala, as the one thing these 
institutions had in common with the inhabitants of the New Atlantis. The inhab
itants of Bensalem hold the Jews in high regard because they are the source of 
scientific knowledge. They call their college Salomon's house "and seek for God in 
nature'''4 by using the Cabala as the key that reveals the secrets of nature. Despite 
Bacon's reputation as the founder of empirical science, Yates sees The New At
lantis as "profoundly influenced by Hebraic-Christian mysticism, as in Christian 
Cabala. The inhabitants of New Atlantis respect the Jews; they call their college 
after Solomon and seek for God in nature. The Hermetic-Cabalist tradition has 
borne fruit in their great college devoted to scientific enquiry .... The inhabitants 
of New Atlantis would appear to have achieved the great instauration of learning 
and have therefore returned to the state of Adam in Paradise before the Fall-the 
objective of advancement for both Bacon and for the authors of the Rosicrucian 
manifestos.'''s 

After quarantine in the House of Strangers, the English explorers are in
troduced to Salomon's House, which is a combination of the modern university 
and an early version of the CIA. Bensalem is "a land of magicians,,,,6 which, like 
England when Dee and Walsingham spied on Catholics on the continent, "sent 
forth spirits of the air into all parts, to bring them news and intelligence of other 
countries."'7 The English travelers "were apt enough to think there was somewhat 
supernatural in this island; but yet rather as angelical than magical."'s Again, the 
reference is to England, the island nation whose magus John Dee reputedly could 
summon angels to do his bidding. 

Salomon's House, named after "the King of the Hebrews,"'9 proposes a sci
ence that is not empirical but rather distinctly Jewish or cabalistic. The residents 
of Bensalem "esteem [Salomon] as the lawgiver of our nation." To recognize the 
preeminence of this "King of the Hebrews" over Christ, Bensalem has erected Sa
lomon's House as "the noblest foundation ... that was ever upon the earth" as well 
as "the lanthorn of this Kingdom." Salomon's House "is dedicated to the study of 
the Works and Creatures of God" as written down by Salomon. That includes: 

some parts of his works which with you are lost; namely, that Natural History 
which he wrote, of all plants, from the cedar of Libanus to the moss that groweth 
out of the wall and of all things that have life and motion. This maketh me think 
that our king, finding himself to symbolize in many things with that king of the 
Hebrews (which lived many years before him).20 
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Salomon's house is sometimes called "the College of the Six Days' Works," 
indicating the object of its study is creation or nature "whereby I am satisfied that 
our excellent kind hath learned from the Hebrews that God had created the world 
and all that therein is within six days; and therefore he instituted that House for 
the finding out of the true nature of all things.">' 

Salomon's House is also an intelligence operation. The rulers of New Atlantis, 
like Walsingham with his Jewish spy network on the Continent, would, every 12 
years, send 

forth out of this kingdom two ships, appointed to several voyages that in either 
of these ships there should be a mission of three of the Fellows or Brethren of 
Salomon's House, whose errand was only to give us knowledge of the affairs and 
state of those countries to which they were deSigned, and especially of the sci
ence, arts, manufactures and inventions of all the world.22 

Like England, Bensalem's people are "happy" not only because they study 
Jewish science but also because they give refuge to the Jews and have incorporated 
their "secret Cabala">! into their constitution. The Jews are so happy they no longer 
"hate the name of Christ,">4 as in Catholic Spain. The Jews are so grateful at the 
tolerant treatment they have received in Bensalem that they have even given up 
the "secret inbred rancour" they usually feel "against the people amongst whom 
they live.">s The Jews of Bensalem "love the nation of Bensalem extremely." They 
even believe the inhabitants of Bensalem "were of the generations of Abraham 
by another son, whom they call Nachoran; and that Moses by a secret Cabala 
ordained the laws of Bensalem which they now use; and that when the messiah 
should come and sit in his throne at Hierusalem the king of Bensalem should sit 
at his feet, whereas other kings should keep a great distance. But yet setting aside 
these Jewish dreams, the man was a wise man, and learned and of great POlicy.",6 

Bacon thus launches the myth of the British Israelites and adverts to the idea 
that SOciety should be based on the Noachide Law, i.e., Jewish law applied to righ
teous non-Jews, an idea popular among 18th Century Masonic lodges. Bacon also 
felt re-admission of the Jews would be beneficial for England. A major benefit 
would be widespread promotion of Cabala, revealing the mysteries of nature to 
the Gentiles. The main benefit, however, was Jewish science's "wonderful" tech
nology, which the inhabitants of Bensalem used to create heaven on earth. That 
technology is revealed when "one of the Fathers of Salomon's house" gives the 
travelers a tour of "large and deep caves of several depths," used for "all coagula
tions, indurations, refrigerations and conservations of bodies." The caves are also 
used "for prolongation oflife.">7 

The residents of Bensalem also have "means to make diverse plants rise by 
mixtures of earths without seeds,">8 as well as "harmonies which you have not, 
of quarter sounds, and lesser slides of sounds," and "ships and boats for going 
under water and brooking of seas; also swimming girdles and supporters." They 
have "diverse curious clocks and other like motions of return and some per-
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petual motions.""9 In their intelligence operation, they have "houses of deceits of 
the senses,".!o probably an early version of television, which is deceptive in many 
senses of the word. 

In addition to "Mystery Men," who "collect the experiments of all mechanical 
arts," the rulers of Bensalem have appointed 12 "Merchants of Light," who, forti
fied by knowledge of Cabala, "sail into foreign countries" and spread Enlighten
ment.31 These Merchants of Light gained significance in the 18th Century when the 
Whigs took Baconian science and combined it with the mathematical cosmology 
of Newton and then promoted this mixture as the Enlightenment. Promoters of 
the Whig Enlightenment would travel to the continent, especially Holland, where 
they linked up with Huguenot exiles in an attempt to topple the Bourbon dynasty 
in France. The Whigs used Freemasonry and the Newtonian science of the Royal 
Society against the Bourbons in the same way Walsingham and Elizabeth had 
used Dee's angelic technology against the Habsburgs. Bacon's New Atlantis links 
both campaigns. Bacon's allegory explicates the Masonic core at the heart of Brit
ish foreign policy from the accession of Queen Elizabeth to the French Revolution, 
when the Enlightenment spun out of control. 

Walsh sees in The New Atlantis "an allegory of Masonry, for the benefit of a 
few of the elect.".!' To the unsuspecting, "with no information about secret soci
eties," Bacon's allegory "would seem a harmless tale to pass away the time." But 
to those who were or aspired to be adepts, Bacon provides a wealth of informa
tion about the "possible Jewish origin of the Craft, its direction by certain of the 
Sephardic Jews posing as Catholics in Spain, the hierarchical organization, with 
wheels within wheels, inner circles almost completely unknown directing the ac
tivities of the innocent novices, the elaborate spy system, the use of great wealth 
to gain power under cover of philanthropic and scientific purposes, the oath of 
secrecy concealing matters which it would not be healthy to reveal to the general 
public.''.!.! Bacon also explains to the initiate "the far-flung system of intrigue and 
espionage''.!4 Walsingham started and Walpole used to inject subversive ideas into 
France during the first half of the 18th Century. Walsh uses Bacon's allegory to 
link the Whig Freemasonry of the Walpole era with the anti-Catholic conspiracy 
confected by Elizabeth, Walsingham, and Cecil, claiming Freemasonry is "one 
of the instruments used by the rulers of England to undermine the powers of 
France."35 The work that began with Dee's occult assault on Spain culminated two 
centuries later when the Whig-inspired Masonic lodges brought down the Bour
bon dynasty and ushered in the French Revolution. "There is much evidence," he 
continues, "that something like this secret society, or at least its parent organiza
tion existed in the 16th Century, and had a great deal to do with coordinating the 
international conspiracy against the Catholic Church."36 According to Bacon's al
legory, America is the old Atlantis, a continent lost to the civilized nations when 
its inhabitants lost contact with the Judaizers from Bensalem. Bacon implies the 
loss is temporary. Once Cabala under the guise of Freemasonry returns to Amer
ica, the old Atlantis will again thrive. 
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The standard history of Freemasonry as beginning with the formation of the 
Grand Lodge in 1717 is Whig history in every sense of the term. For political rea
sons, Anderson's Constitutions deliberately obscured the real history of the Craft, 
causing consternation among scholars who could not make sense of historical 
documents that proved the lodge existed at least a century before. One document 
showed that the first American lodge was created in Newport, Rhode Island, in 
1658, when 15 Jewish families migrated from Holland. That and the colonization 
of the Massachusetts Bay Colony by English Judaizers would ensure America be
came the "new Jewish wonder world''.!7 in the 20th Century. Protestant revolu
tion in England would be fulfilled in socialist revolution in Russia four centuries 
later. That revolution found supporters in America, most of whom were Jews. And 
the children of disaffected Trotskeyites would forge yet another vehicle for Revo
lution by appropriating America as the messianic anti-Communist nation. But 
the trajectory set in motion by Judaizing Protestants would find its fulfillment in 
Cabalistic Freemasonry before it would find it in Jewish Socialism, described by 
an American Jew as "the most glorious page in the story of the Jewish people since 
the destruction of the Second Temple at the hands of Titus.''.!8 The Jewish social
ists of the early 20th Century saw World War I as one more apocalyptic "day of 
deliverance" which 

finally heaves in sight, and amidst the anguish and suffering of a great world 
war, the harrowing effect of which no part of the globe is permitted to escape, 
mankind experiences a new birth, and the Jew, too, at last is about to come into 
his own ... A new day is at hand when the weak and the oppressed of the earth 
will find themselves permanently delivered .... The beginning of this complete 
emancipation has already been made in the wonderful change in the status of six 
million Jews wrought over night, as it were, by the Russian Revolution.39 

The crucial link between Protestant and Communist revolutionary eras was 
Freemasonry. 

In 1613, Elizabeth, daughter ofJames Stuart, King of England, married Freder
ick V, Elector of the Palatinate. The wedding had a fairy-tale quality. Shakespeare 
staged a performance of The Tempest on their betrothal night pf December 27, 1612. 
The choice of plays was exquiSitely appropriate, for many saw in the young island 
princess the rebirth of the magical cabalistic crusade of her namesake against the 
Catholic powers of the continent. Wnen the couple sailed from Margate for the 
Hague, Protestant hopes sailed with them. 

After a month in Holland, the young couple set out by boat to Heidelberg, 
in the now Protestant Palatinate, their new home. When they sailed for Holland 
many hoped the Counter Reformation, which was massing its forces to extinguish 
the last smoldering embers of the Protestant conflagration, might not have the 
last word after all. A couple this attractive and well-connected might well take up 
Elizabeth's banner, no matter how unwilling the current occupant of the English 
throne seemed. James, however, had no intention of being drawn into a suicidal 
attack on Habsburg hegemony in central Europe or of resurrecting a black opera-
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tion created by the people who had murdered his mother. James wanted an Eng
land at peace. So after marrying Elizabeth to a Protestant prince, he arranged to 
have one of his sons marry a Spanish Catholic princess. Elizabeth and Frederick's 
belief that James would continue the quixotic foreign policy of the same group of 
people who murdered his mother was a miscalculation of enormous proportions 
that would have disastrous consequences for the Protestant cause. 

In June 1613, the young couple arrived at Heidelberg, which continued the 
festivities begun six months earlier in London. Huge festival arches were erected. 
English players, who travelled frequently back and forth between Protestant capi
tals on the Thames and the Rhein, performed plays and masques. For the next 
six years, Heidelberg was the capital of the reborn Anti-Catholic Conspiracy and 
a haven for the Cabalism Dee had spread throughout Germany in 1589. It also 
became a center for cabalistic technology. The Vitruvian architect and engineer 
Salomon de Caus turned the royal gardens at Heidelberg into a cross between 
Prospero's magical island and the New Atlantis. The gardens at Heidelberg castle 
became famous for fountains that played music and for a statue of Memnon, de
rived from the pneumatics of Hero of Alexander, which seemed to speak or sing 
when the sun shone on it. It was a striking application of the cabalistic technology 
Bacon praised in The New Atlantis. In Heidelberg the promise of heaven on earth 
through cabalistic technology seemed on its way to fulfillment not in allegory but 
in fact. 

During those six years, Johan Valentin Andreae published an important Ros
icrucian text, The Chemical Wedding of Christian Rosencreutz, which may have 
been based on Elizabeth and Frederick's life at Heidelberg. The Chemical Wedding 
describes a young married couple living in a marvelous castle of magical wonders. 
The lion, Frederick's heraldic sign as king of the Palatinate, was a main symbol of 
the book. Christian Rosencreutz finds that, after entering the castle and partici
pating in ceremonies and initiations, his soul rises to mystical marriage with his 
creator in ways vaguely reminiscent of the promises held out by initiation into the 
higher degrees of Freemasonry. Andreae's Chemical Wedding represented Dee's 
Monas on its title page, which leads Yates to conclude "the Rosicrucian movement 
in Germany was the delayed result of Dee's mission in Bohemia over 20 years 
earlier.'ljo The Rosicrucians, Yates continues, were going to "bring about the return 
to the golden age of Adam and Saturn through the ceremonies and initiations de
scribed in Andreae's Chemical Wedding of Christian Rosencreutz.''4' The term Ros
icrucian was itself a German appropriation of the symbol of the Knight of the Red 
Cross from Spenser's Elizabethan epic, The Faerie Queen. Spenser got the symbol 
from the House of Tudor, whose symbol was the red rose. Rosicrucianism was the 
name Christian Cabala took during the second decade of the 17th Century. 

If the young couple were looking to fight for the Protestant cause, events soon 
granted their wish. In 1617, the year in which Robert Fludd's Rosicrucian magnum 
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opus, Utriusque cosmi historia, was published, Rudolph II died and was succeeded 
as king of Bohemia by Ferdinand of Sty ria. Under Rudolph, Prague had become a 
haven for Jewish and Christian cabalists as well as a center for the Counter Refor
mation. Rudolph had conferred in person with Rabbi Loew, creator of the Golem, 
and had actually asked him for spiritual advice. Loew was the vehicle in Prague 
for a more virulent form of Cabalism confected by Isaac Luria. At the same time, 
the Catholic Church had placed the writings of Reuchlin on the index. Since con
tradictory forces were allowed to grow unhindered while Rudolph closeted him
self in occult studies, conflict was inevitable. Moreover, the political landscape 
still harbored a large Hussite contingent sympathetic with neither the Jews nor 
the Catholics. 

The situation came to a head when Ferdinand became king. Ferdinand was a 
staunch Jesuit-educated Bavarian Catholic. His attempts to implement the Coun
ter Reformation led to a Hussite revolt. During one stormy meeting with his Hus
site subjects, two Catholic leaders were thrown out a window of the castle, an 
event known as the second defenestration of Prague. This defenestration eventu
ally led to the Thirty Years War. Its immediate effect, however, was to drive Fer
dinand from Bohemia and put that kingdom in open rebellion against the Hab
sburgs. During the rebellion, the Hussites approached Frederick and asked him 
to become their Protestant king. Frederick took a month to decide. On September 
28, 1619, knowing it was a declaration of war against the Habsburgs, Frederick 
accepted and set off for Prague to mount the Bohemian throne. The English Prot
estants were convinced their hopes for a revived anti-Catholic crusade were about 
to be fulfilled. "It seemed," Yates says, "as though the 'only Phoenix ofthe world: 
the old Queen Elizabeth, was returning and that some great new dispensation was 
at hand.'lI· That was one delusion Frederick's rash move inspired. Another was that 
James would come to his son-in-Iaw's aid when the Habsburgs marched on Prague 
to demand their kingdom back, a belief shared by the English and the Hussites. 
The widespread sentiment found expression in verse: "Jacobus, her lord and father 
dear/Through her has become/ Our mightiest patron and support;/ He will not 
deter us/ Otherwise we would suffer great disasters.'lI3 The notion was widespread 
but wrong. 

The folly of thinking James would risk his throne by engaging in a land war 
in Prague, hundreds of miles from any coast and deep in enemy territory, became 
apparent when the Duke of Bavaria crushed Frederick's forces at the Battle of 
White Mountain outside Prague on November 8, 1620. The defeat was so crush
ing and so sudden that Elizabeth and Frederick had to flee with little more than 
the clothes on their backs. Before Elizabeth and Frederick could make it home, 
troops loyal to the Spanish Habsburgs invaded Heidelberg, destroyed their castle 
and gardens, and deposed Frederick. The Protestant Cabalist Crusade in the age 
of Christian Rosencreutz was a soap bubble caught between Habsburg steel and 
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Stuart indifference. Eventually the young couple ended up in Holland, Europe's 
safe house for Protestant revolutionaries, where they spent their lives in exile and 
crushing penury. 

One of the soldiers at the battle of White Mountain was a young Frenchman 
by the name of Rene Descartes. Almost one year to the day before the battle which 
drove occultism underground in Europe, Descartes was quartered on the Danube 
in a house which had a German Kachelofen. This invention allowed the young 
philosopher to stay warm beyond the hustle and bustle of the kitchen hearth dur
ing the winter months. So, by himself in a comfortably heated room, Descartes 
dozed off and had one of the most famous dreams in the history of philosophy. 
When he awoke on November 11, 1619, he was convinced mathematics was the key 
to understanding nature. All that remained was for him to draw the philosophical 
conclusions. 

Descartes kept hearing about a brotherhood of the Rose Cross that possessed 
wisdom hitherto unavailable to the scholastics, whose teachings he had imbibed 
from the Jesuits. In 1621 Descartes traveled through Moravia, Silesia, Northern 
Germany, and the Catholic Netherlands, searching in vain for the secret brother
hood that was now a faint echo of the failed Protestant regime at Heidelberg. In 
1623 Descartes returned to Paris only to learn his search had made him an object 
of suspicion. The Rosicrucian movement had incurred the ire of forces promoting 
the Counter Reformation in France. In 1623, an anonymous pamphlet entitled 
"Horrible Pacts Made Between the Devil and the Pretended Invisible Ones" ap
peared in Paris. Since Descartes was rumored to have joined "the Invisibles" in 
Germany, he was suspected of the sort of abominations described in the pam
phlet: 

The adepts prostrated themselves before [the Devil] and swore to abjure Christi
anity and all the rites and sacraments of the Church. In return they were prom
ised the power to transport themselves wherever they wished, to have purses 
always full of money, to dwell in any country, attired in the dress of that country 
so that they were taken for native inhabitants, to have the gift of eloquence so 
that they could draw all men to them, to be admired by the learned and sought 
out by the curious and recognized as wiser than the ancient prophets.44 

The "Horrible Pacts" pamphlet was a garbled account of the cabalistic tech
nology Bacon described in The New Atlantis. It was the first of many garbled Eng
lish texts that would cause consternation in France. Eventually, the texts were de
liberately garbled, as the Whigs used Huguenot refugees to foment revolution, but 
in this instance, the garbling was probably unintentional. The pamphlet's fears 
bespoke a French Catholic reading of the intentions behind the Jewish Cabalistic 
fantasies inspiring the Rosicrucians and their English admirers. 

Descartes was rescued by his friend and former classmate at the Jesuit col
lege of La Fleche, Fr. Martin Mersenne, who assured Church and State authorities 
Descartes was most certainly not and most probably never had been "invisible." 
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Mersenne would become one of Descartes' greatest promoters on the continent; 
he launched that effort in Quaestiones in Genesim, a key work marking the transi
tion from the Renaissance modes of magical thinking into those of the scientific 
era. Mersenne's Quaestiones was a direct attack on the tradition of occultism as 
practiced by Ficino, Pico, and Reuchlin-all of whom were accused of promoting 
Jewish magic. He later expanded his attack on Cabala by attacking Fludd, with 
whom he exchanged a famous series of letters. 

By the time the dust settled, Jewish occult science was history on the conti
nent. Numerology and Gematria were replaced by mathematics, and Descartes 
was enthroned as the philosopher who would determine the course of history on 
the continent for the next three centuries. The Aristotelian quidnuncs had been 
routed by Reuchlin and the Reformation, which acted as a vehicle for Jewish Cab
alism. When Mersenne destroyed that tradition, he paved the way for the triumph 
of Descartes, whose philosophy would sketch out all possible philosophical op
tions. Descartes' radical disjunction of the world into res extensa and res cogitans 
led to both materialism and idealism. Descartes explication of the res extensa led 
inexorably to the materialism of Spinoza, and the revolutionary ideology of his 
followers, Toland and Collins, which led to the Enlightenment, the French Revo
lution, and Karl Marx. But his explication of the res cogitans led just as inexorably 
to the idealism of Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel and other apostles of the reaction to 
Revolution that became Romanticism in Germany. 

In the aftermath of Mersenne's demolition of Fludd, Descartes' philosophy 
reigned supreme on the continent, but he soon had a challenger in England. Bacon 
would save the Protestant cause from an intellectual rout analogous to the mili
tary rout on the continent until Newton's Principia arrived in 1687, but Bacon's 
science could never get beyond its Jewish roots, and so England couldn't either. 
Protestants were judaizers, so to remain faithful to the Protestant cause England 
had to espouse judaizing in one of either two forms during the 17th Century: Puri
tanism or Freemasonry. England's colonies in America when faced with the same 
choice would resolve the dilemma differently. 

Baconian science never stopped being Jewish science, no matter how much 
Whig historians later tried to sanitize it. As Yates pointed out, "the old view of 
Bacon as a modern scientific observer and experimentalist emerging out of a su
perstitious past is no longer valid.'''5 Bacon's science grew out of Magia and Cabala 
and the desire to restore the prisca theologia, which was bound up with the He
brew language, as Reuchlin had pointed out 100 years earlier. Similarly, Bacon's 
"'great instauration' of science" as proposed in Novum Organum "was directed 
towards a return to Adam's state before the Fall, a state of pure and sinless contact 
with nature and knowledge of her powers. This was the view of scientific progress 
backwards towards Adam, held by Cornelius Agrippa, the author of the influential 
Renaissance textbook on occult philosophy. And Bacon's science is still, in part, 
occult science.'''6 No matter how embarrassing Bacon's Jewish science became for 
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the Newtonians, they shared the same goal: defeat of the Catholic powers on the 
continent. English science was always intimately connected with English foreign 
policy. 

II 
In April 1650, about the time Menasseh ben Israel dedicated The Hope of Israel 

to the English Parliament in the hope that they would readmit the Jews to Eng
land, Charles II, Cromwell's rival and the son of the man he murdered, met with a 
group of influential Jews in Holland and tried to borrow 50,000 pounds to finance 
an invasion of England. During the 1650s, the Royalist supporters of Charles II 
were conspiring with the Jews at the same time that Menasseh was negotiating 
with Cromwell. Menasseh, the credulous rabbi from Amsterdam who thought 
American Indians were the ten lost tribes of Israel, was an agent, but he was also 
a pawn in a larger game. The Jews were avid to be associated with the world's pre
mier maritime power when colonies were starting to pay lucrative returns, so avid 
that they hedged their bets, backing both Cromwell and Charles II. 

Although the Puritans were judaizers, some observers felt the Jews had a clos
er affinity to the Scots. In The Wonderfull and Most Deplorable History of the Lat
ter Times of the Jews, James Howell claimed Jews and Scots shared the same DNA. 
Edward I, the first Christian prince to expel the Jews from his territories, also dis
liked the Scots. Many of the Jews expelled from England went to Scotland, "where 
they have propagated since in great number.'l!7 As further proof of the blood ties 
between the Scots and the Jews, Howell noted "the aversion" the Scottish nation 
"hath above all others to hogs-flesh:!t8 The Scots also "much glory in their [Le., the 
Jews'] mysterious Cabal, wherein they make the reality of things to depend upon 
letters and words; but they hold that the Hebrew hath sole privilege of this. This 
Cabal ... is, as they say, a reparation in some measure for the loss of our knowledge 
of Adam, and they say it was revealed four times.'l!9 

Howell is referring to Freemasonry, which was then strong in Scotland. The 
Lodge, Stephenson says, was introduced into England when the court of James I 
arrived in London. The origins of the lodge are surrounded in mystery. Masons on 
the continent invariably traced their history back to the destruction of the Knights 
Templar in 1326. Whether the Templars fled to Scotland, as Howell claims the Jews 
did, is speculation based on documentation lost in the mists of time. What is fairly 
certain, however, is that the lodges in Scotland were operative before they were 
"speculative," Le., they were originally organizations of masons, architects, and 
engineers who actually built buildings and military fortifications and used math
ematical traditions handed down by those familiar with their practical applica
tion. Gradually, their penchant for construction took a mystical or metaphysical 
bent, and Freemasonry became involved in an attempt to recover something great 
which had been lost. Freemasonry would achieve this through the recovery of the 
name ofJehovah and the reconstruction of Solomon's Temple. 
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Sir Robert Moray, Charles II's agent, was an important link between Jews and 
Freemasons. Moray was also a founding member of the Royal Society. He was 
also a crucial link in the evolution of Freemasonry from an operative Scottish 
operation into a speculative Whig operation. Moray was active among the Scot
tish exiles eager to see the Stuart line restored to the English throne. His letters 
to them indicate Freemasonry was the means whereby they were going to achieve 
their end both practically and theoretically. These two facets of Freemasonry 
were intimately linked for Moray. When Alexander Bruce fled from Scotland to 
Swedish-controlled Bremen in 1657, Moray encouraged him to immerse himself 
in studies of Jewish lore, Hermetic chemistry, Paracelsan medicine, Egyptian hi
eroglyphics, and Masonic symbolism as a consolation for what he had lost and the 
first step in regaining it. The Cabala provided Moray with "the very Alphabets of 
things I knew," and he was conversant in Jewish lore even if he could not yet "be 
saluted as Rabbi."50 Moray profited from reading Reuchlin's De Verbo Mirifico as 
well as the writings of Drusius, from which he learned about building Solomon's 
Temple. From Drusius's discussion of the Temple, Moray learned "in which sense 
Salomon and Hiram were brothers."s' Moray was adamant, however, in insisting 
on the operative nature of the lodge, telling Bruce "Before you come in cheek by 
jowl with me at building Castles in the air, you must first be prentice as I was, then 
Mr. Mason as I am, and produce a masterpiece as I did."s· Moray felt the lodge was 
mystical because it was first "practical," i.e., based on what masons had learned by 
building actual buildings. The mystical side of the craft was based on numerologi
cal theories derived from the "Zohar, Pico, Reuchlin and Montano on the magical 
Tetragrammaton, the androgynous Adam Kadmon, the male and female dynam
ics of the Hebrew letters and numbers, and the cosmic significance of the Temple 
architecture."53 Unlike the "invisible" Rosicrucian brotherhood, which Descartes 
sought but never found, this essentially Jewish mystical building fraternity was an 
actual organization.54 

Like the Jews, the Scots were in exile. The solution, taken from the Zohar, 
was to rebuild the Temple. Moray felt the pious man should pray "for the reunion 
of the scattered," for "the reappearance of justice and restoration of the former 
condition," and for "the return to Jerusalem, which again is to form the seat of the 
Divine Influence."s5 The Zohar gave explicit instructions on how post-exilic Jews, 
deprived of a proper place of worship when the Temple had been destroyed, could 
fulfill their "obligation to build a sanctuary below on the pattern of the Temple 
above ... and to pray within it every day in order to serve the Holy One." For, the 
Zohar continues, 

the synagogue below matches the synagogue above .... The Temple that King Sol
omon built was a house of repose on the celestial pattern, with all its adornments 
so that there might be in the restored world above a house of repose and rest. ... A 
house is essential ... to enable the upper abode to descend to the lower abode, and 
[in the open air) there is none. Moreover, both prayer and spirit have to ascend 
directly to Jerusalem from a narrow confined place.56 
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Scots like Moray took the instructions from the Zohar they had received via 
Christian writers like Reuchlin and incorporated them into the myths and rituals 
of Freemasonry, where they were seen as an alternative to and antidote against 
sectarian strife. The lodge was more than just a society for studying Cabala and 
numerology; it was a secret political organization with a specific political purpose, 
namely, restoration of the Stuarts to the throne of England. As such, they incurred 
the suspicions of the Puritans. Cromwell's spies reported on William Davidson 
in 1654. Davidson was an Episcopalian merchant with many Jewish partners in 
trading ventures on the West Indian Island of Barbados. Barbados remained stub
bornly royalist throughout the Interregnum, so Cromwell attempted to punish 
them economically and militarily. When Parliament passed the Navigation Acts 
to punish the Dutch for poaching on English territories, Davidson and his Jewish 
backers suffered financially from the loss of trade. Provoked by their continued re
sistance (a resistance Cromwell unwittingly fostered by banishing many Scots and 
Irish loyalists to the Island), Cromwell sent the Navy to Barbados and impressed 
over 4000 men into the ships of the Republic. During this mission, the English 
navy seized several Dutch ships, including the Mary of London "owned by Sir 
William Davidson and taken at Barbados with five other Dutch ships."57 

Davidson had other reasons to be upset. The English Puritans were threat
ening to expand their economic embargo of Holland into a full-fledged military 
campaign. To fulfill his role as the English Gideon, Cromwell would eventually 
have to meet the Catholic Amalekites in battle, and he could only do that on the 
Continent, since they had already been extirpated from England. In 1657 George 
Fox, the leader of the Quakers, rebuked Cromwell for not attacking Rome, which 
probably means that by 1657 the planned invasion had been called off. But it also 
suggests William Davidson and his network of Jewish merchants and intelligenc
ers were rightly concerned during late 1654 and early 1655 that an invasion of Hol
land was afoot. 

The founding of the Masonic Lodge in Newport, Rhode Island, in 1658 was a 
sign of this concern and evidence of growing disenchantment with Puritan and 
Quaker attempts to convert the Jews. The Jews had relocated to Rhode Island be
cause of its reputation for religious tolerance at a time when Cromwell was mak
ing their lives economically difficult in Barbados, religiously difficult in England 
by proposing conversion instead of tolerance, and physically difficult in Holland 
by considering a military invasion of their only safe outpost. The first Jews in 
America were also Masons. The evidence for Jewish-Masonic contact in Holland 
in the 1650S thus provides a credible historical context for an otherwise puzzling 
document that recorded a meeting of Masons in Newport in 1658: "wee mett at y 
House of Mordecai Campunall and affter Synagog Wee gave Abm Moses the de
grees of Maconrie."58 According to Katz, "Masonic historians have instead chosen 
to ignore the possibility, no doubt reluctant to claim Jews as the first known Ma
sons in America. Such early connections between Jews and Masons would hardly 
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be surprising, given the strong cabalistic, magical, and Hermetical associations of 
the movement in the 17th Century, and the many later Jews who became Freema
sons. "59 Jewish historians share this reluctance; they "shy away from accepting this 
Masonic document, no doubt because of an unwillingness to confirm that the first 
Jews in English America were Freemasons."6o Katz believes the Jewish Freemasons 
of Newport probably came from Barbados, where they had been tolerated along 
with the Quakers. However, the Scottish connection of certain Jews in Barbados, 
as well as Amsterdam, suggests another explanation for the Masonic ceremony 
in 1658. 

The time was ripe for Jewish-Royalist collaboration, and Charles II exploited 
the opportunity. In 1652 Charles ordered John Middleton, his lieutenant-general 
in Scotland, to travel to the Hague to obtain supplies for a Scottish rebellion. In 
the Hague, Middleton contacted Davidson and his network of Jewish agents and 
intelligencers, whose economic interests had been adversely affected by Crom
well's Navigation Acts. As a result of the contact, the Jews expressed a willing
ness to contribute financially to Middleton and Davidson's plan for an uprising 
in Scotland. 

In 1654 Menasseh ben Israel had been languishing in Holland since publica
tion of 'The Hope of Israel. The war between England and Holland prevented him 
from traveling to England when messianic fervor was burning red-hot. When he 
arrived, the ardor had cooled as the Puritans reflected more soberly upon the fact 
that the Ashkenazim might have different habits than the people the Puritans 
read about in the Old Testament. At the still point which indicates the turning 
of the tide, Menasseh had become interested in Queen Christina of Sweden, a 
philo-Semitic bibliophile who had purchased a number of Hebrew books from 
him. Menasseh hoped to parley his role as the agent purchasing books for her li
brary into becoming her mentor so he could persuade her to let the Jews emigrate 
to Sweden. 

His plans were dashed when she abdicated in June of 1654. Disillusioned with 
sectarian fragmentation besetting the Protestant cause, Christina went off to 
search for a "higher" version of Christianity that would eschew religious strife and 
incorporate the prisca theologia Reuchlin had descried in the Hebrew scriptures. 
Christina, who eventually founded a secret Academy for esoteric studies, was 
drawn to a "higher" Christianity strikingly similar to Freemasonry. Christina's 
public conversion to Catholicism understandably provoked a barrage of criticism. 
When asked if she were Lutheran or Catholic, she replied, "I myself believed in 
a third religion, which, having found the truth, has cast aside the beliefs of these 
established churches, because it has rejected these beliefs as untrue.''''' 

The Jews were only too happy to oblige her in her quest. In July Christina 
arrived in Hamburg with her entourage, including a number of well-connected 
Jews, among them her physician Dr. Benedict De Castro and Abraham Texeira, 
the wealthy banker, at whose house she stayed. The Puritans were scandalized. 
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The feelings were mutual. Angered that Carl X, her successor, had allied him
self with Cromwell after her abdication, thereby associating her with a regicide, 
Christina denounced the Protector publicly. The Puritans responded in kind. One 
propagandist (known only by the initials I.H.) published A Relation in the Life of 
Christina, accusing her not only of taking up residence in Hamburg with a Jew, 
"a man, who is by profession, a sworn enemy ofJesus Christ,''111 but also of having 
sexual relations with him and of being waited on by demons which she and the 
Jew conjured. 

Christina moved to Antwerp in August, where she lodged with another 
wealthy Jew, a friend ofTexiera. Hoping to get reimbursed for his services as book 
dealer, Menasseh traveled to Antwerp to meet with Christina. When the meeting 
came to nothing, Menasseh turned back to England. Aware Menasseh was again 
working for Cromwell, Christina arranged a meeting with Charles Stuart in Oc
tober and assured him of her support. More importantly, she assured him of the 
support of the network of Jewish bankers and merchants she had assembled since 
her abdication. Delighted by the prospect of significant financial support, Charles 
knighted William Davidson, his contact with the Jews, for his role in bringing all 
of this together. 

Charles also enlisted the support of Sir Marmaduke Langdale, another Cath
olic convert with mystical inclinations who had converted after seeing a vision in 
a magician's glass in Italy. Langdale was "very sorry" the Jews agreed with Crom
well and did his best to convince them to change sides. "The Jews," Langdale in
formed Charles, 

are considerable all the world over, and be great masters of money. If his Ma'ty 
could have them or divert them from Cromwell, it were a very good service. I 
heard of this three yeares agone, but hoped the Jewes, that understand the inter
est of all the princes in the world, had bene too wise to adventure themselves and 
estates under Cromwell, where they may by his death or the other alteracion in 
that kingdome runn the hazared of an absolute ruine but they hate monarchy 
and are angry for the patent that was granted by King James to my Lord of Suf
folke for the discovery of them, which made most of the ablest of them to fly out 
of England.63 

Charles sent Langdale to Brussels to meet with the Jews. These meetings prob
ably deepened Puritan suspicion of the Jews. Before long the Puritans were con
vinced a Catholic-Jewish conspiracy was afoot. They were, of course, correct. In 
September 1655, the Duke of Ormonde visited "the Jewes sinagogue" in Frankfurt, 
to get more financial support for Charles' planned invasion ofEngland.64 

One month later, in October 1655, Menasseh finally arrived in London. It was 
an inauspicious moment for a number of reasons. Messianic fervor had cooled con
siderably since 1650. Moreover, because of Christina's public attack on Cromwell 
and her public association with Jews, including Menasseh, the Puritans viewed 
Jews with increased suspicion. The Puritans who had been so effusive in emula
tion of Jewish mores as garnered from their reading of the Old Testament now felt 
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the Jews could not be trusted. Even John Dury, who had been instrumental in in
teresting Menasseh in coming to England, was having second thoughts. Dury felt 
England should "go warily and by degrees," because the Jews "have ways beyond 
all other men, to undermine a state, and to insinuate into those that are in of
fices, and prejudiciate the trade of others."65 The Puritans must have known Jewish 
money supported the Glencairn rising, which General Monk had just put down in 
Scotland, since Davidson and Moray were involved and they were Charles' con
tacts with the Jews. The Puritan suspicion of the Jews came out in the open when 
Prynne, who had justified the regicide, published his Short Demurrer to the Jews 
shortly after Menasseh's arrival in England. 

This change in public opinion had its effect on Cromwell. The readmission 
of the Jews had become politically impossible. In response to the public outcry, 
Cromwell put conditions on re-entry that the Jews found unacceptable. A re
port circulated that "Cromwell says it is an ungodly thing to admit the Jews.''66 
Cromwell also wanted more money from the Jews than they were willing to pay. 
The Jews wanted assurances from Parliament, "for their being there with safety," 
which Parliament was no longer willing to give.67 

As a result, by February the deal had fallen through. As soon as the Jews 
learned ofMenasseh's failure to reach an agreement with Cromwell, they arranged 
a meeting with the exiled Charles II in Bruges, where they assured him they had 
never approved of Menasseh's mission to Cromwell. Menasseh was the sacrificial 
lamb that sealed the covenant between the Jews and the Stuarts. As a quid pro 
quo, the Jews would abandon their support of Menasseh and the now discredited 
Puritans. The Masonic conspiracy, as their part of the deal, distanced themselves 
from the policies of the Enthusiasts, in particular their desire to convert the Jews. 
The assurances were most certainly oral, but they appeared in print too. In his 
Themis Aurea. the Laws of the Fraternity of the Rosie Cross, Michael Maier stated 
unequivocally "That the Brethren of the Rosy Cross does neither dream of, hope 
for, or endeavour any Reformation in the world by Religion, the conversion of the 
Jews, or the policies of Enthusiasts .... They who bend their thoughts to change 
Commonwealths, to alter Religion, to innovate the Arts, make use very often of 
most despicable instruments to do their business."68 

So, during the summer 1656, "some principal persons of the Hebrew nation 
residing in Amsterdam"69 abandoned Menasseh and approached John Middle
ton indicating they were ready to put their financial resources at the disposal of 
Charles Stuart to restore him to the throne of England. Charles was delighted. 
On September 24, 1556, while still in Brugge, Charles II told Middleton to ''Assure 
the Jews of our gratious disposition." When he met with the Jews in Amsterdam, 
Middleton was also to 

behave yourse1fin this commission wee have given you to the Jewes in such man
ner as upon their behavior to you shall judge fiu, and if you find the same good 
disposition in them towards our service which they expressed to you heretofore, 
by assuring them of our gratious disposition and how willing we shall be (when 
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God shall restore us) to extend our protection to them, and to abate the rigour of 
the Lawes against them in our several dominions, and ... they shall lay a signal 
obligacion upon us, it will not only dispose us to be gratious to them, and to be 
willinge to protecte them, but be a morall assurance to them that wee shall be 
able to do whatsoever wee shall be willinge when we can justly publishe and de
clare to all men how much we have bene beholdinge to them and how farr they 
have contributed to our restorationlO 

In a second letter the same day, Charles continued: 

whereas you have represented to us the good affection which some principal per
son of the Hebrew Nacion residing in Amsterdam have expressd towards our 
service, and that they have assured you that the application which has been lately 
made to Crumwell on their behalfe by some members of that nacion hath been 
without ther consent, and is utterly disavowed by them, and they are desirous of 
all offices to express their good will to us and desyre our reestablishemenU' 

Charles then moved to the brass tacks of the deal. In exchange for "contri
butions of mony, Armes or Ammuncion,"7> Charles would readmit the Jews to 
England, and thereafter he would exert no pressure on them to convert. This was 
especially attractive to the Jews because Quaker proselytizing in Amsterdam was 
causing increasing resentment in the synagogue. 

Freemasonry made this new alliance possible. It proposed a new modus vi
vendi that avoided the pitfalls associated with the discredited enthusiasm of the 
Puritans and Quakers. As part of the royalist Masonic cabal in the Netherlands, 
Constantijn Huygens had contacts with Moray and Davidson as well as Jews like 
Rabbi Jacob Jehuda Leon, who took his model of the Temple to London in 1675. 

Rabbi Leon also designed a coat of arms for the English Grand Lodge that is "en
tirely full ofJewish symbols."73 The motto for the lodge is "Holiness to the Lord," 
but upon closer inspection the motto is trodden upon by figures with the hooves 
and haunches of goats. Rabbi Leon was consulted on various architectural proj
ects, and his model of the Temple figured in the design of the new Amsterdam 
synagogue. Shuchard thinks Leon may have been a mason because "when a Jew 
was particularly proficient in his profession," the Amsterdam guilds "were forced 
to admit him."74 Davidson became friends with another Rabbi, Jacob Abendana, 
at around the same time. Freemasonry provided a forum for the exchange of ideas 
of intense interest to the Christians. It also provided protection for the Jews. Both 
were bound by vows of secrecy and loyalty; both were united by a desire to learn 
the secret knowledge of Cabala and by a desire to find practical application for 
that knowledge, be it in buildings or governments. 

They soon had their chance. Cromwell died in September 1658. When the 
incompetence of Cromwell's son Richard soon became apparent, the royalists 
increased their activity in Scotland, where a resistance movement had been ac
tive since January 1654. One of Cromwell's lieutenants, General Monk, had been 
appointed military governor of Scotland. Unlike Cromwell, Monk not only did 
not dislike the Scots under his rule, he fraternized with them in a way that the 
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Protector would have found unseemly. That fraternizing led to its logical conclu
sion when Monk, perhaps initiated by Tessin the Swedish architect in charge of 
his fortifications at Leith, became a freemason. Because Monk had an intelligence 
network informing him of the mood of the locals, he must have been aware of the 
massive shift in sentiment after Cromwell's death. Scottish preachers referred to 
the Scots as Israelites who would been soon be led from bondage to Pharaoh out 
of Egypt, and before long Monk found himself wondering if he was the Moses 
that was supposed to lead them. When Monk jOined the lodge, he gained access 
to their intelligence network as well, and what he learned convinced him that the 
time was ripe to switch sides. 

In November 1659, the Army of Scotland, with Monk at its head, marched 
south to free England from "the Tyranny and Usurpation of the Army."75 In Janu
ary 1660 Monk joined forces with Sir Thomas Fairfax and the Duke of Bucking
ham, "an old Mason,"76 at York, where they pledged the support of the northern 
counties. On May 1, Charles issued the Declaration of Breda, which made univer
salist Freemasonry the basis for religious toleration in England under the restored 
monarchy. When Charles landed at Dover later that month, Monk was there to 
greet him. To show that there were no hard feelings over the role which Monk had 
played in the murder of Charles' father, the restored Stuart king took the reins of 
governance from Monk's hands and made him Duke of Albermarle for his trou
bles. He also made Monk one of his closest advisors. 

During one of his first consultations with the new king, Monk in collabora
tion with Augustin Coronel, a Portuguese Jew who had settled in England in the 
early 1650S "as a merchant and royalist agent ... receiving and distributing funds for 
the exiled King,"77 proposed that Charles II should marry the Portuguese Infanta, 
Catherine of Braganza. It was Coronel who came up with the idea in April, one 
month before Charles returned to England. Coronel had also played a major role 
in bringing the Jews around to abandoning Menasseh and Cromwell and support
ing Charles instead. He was in close contact with David da Costa and Bento de la 
Coste, and may have known Solomon Franco, who would become Ashmole's He
brew teacher, linking him to the Royal Society as well. Eventually Coronel would 
become a Christian after being knighted by the king, but all of the crucial services 
he performed leading to the restoration had been performed as a Jew in collabora
tion with other Jews. 

The eclipse of Puritanism caused the Puritan bard John Milton to fear he 
would be tried for treason and regicide before finishing his masterpiece Paradise 

Lost, but it did not diminish the use of Hebrew imagery in English poetry. Cowley 
used it in his "Ode upon His Majesties Restoration and Return," in which he "por
trayed the King, his brother James and Monk as Jewish heroes": 

Me-thought I saw the three Judaen Youths 
(Three unhurt Martryes for the Noblest Truths) 
In the Chaldaen Furnace walk 
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Tis the good General [Monk], the man of Praise 
Whom God at last in gracious pitty 
did to the' enthrall'ed nation raise 
Their great Zarubbabel to be, 
To loose the Bonds oflong Captivity, 
And to rebuild their Temple and their city/8 

Charles was true to his word. When London merchants asked Charles to ex
pel the Jews who had settled in London sub rosa during the Protectorate, Charles 
instead favored the Jewish merchants. Resentment of the Jews was not going away, 
no matter how much the king favored the people whose money had brought him 
to the throne. On December 16, the goldsmith Thomas Violet issued a Petition 
against the Jews taking issue with the religion "Mr. Moses, their High Priest and 
other Jewes" practiced openly in London "to the great dishounour of Christianity 
and public scandal of the true Protestant religion."79 

In a nation burnt out from the excesses of Enthusiasm, this public zeal for 
Christianity fell on deaf ears. Sensing this, the Jews pressed for "endenization" and 
found widespread acceptance among the tolerant Masons running Charles' coun
cil. Many of his advisors needed no encouragement. Davidson pressed the king for 
the rapid endenization of his business partners as a reward for their support of the 
Restoration. The king obliged, hoping wealth from their gold-mining and trading 
ventures would pour into the royal coffers. In his history of the Jews in England, 
Cecil Roth says Jewish influence increased under Charles, who was "liberal in 
issuing patents of endenization" and who raised "the little Jue" Coronel to knight
hood in gratitude for his marriage, which brought him the colony of Tangier and 
a significant increase in wealth.80 The Jewish agent La Costa brought the dowry 
to England, and in gratitude Charles bestowed upon La Costa's associate Isaac 
Israel de Piso, a gold chain as a "Mark of our Royall Favour."81 Collaboration this 
intimate could not have occurred under Catholic or even Protestant auspices, as 
Cromwell's failure to admit the Jews made clear. Freemasonry made it possible be
cause Jews and Freemasons shared a common goal; they both wanted to restore a 
great thing which had been lost. "Like Davidson, Moray, and the Scottish Masons 
who returned from exile, Rabbi [Jacob] Abandana and the Jewish royalists would 
seek a revival of the ancient sciences of Solomon, by which 'the holy Temple' could 
be rebuilt within the adept and restored to its place in the center of the cosmos." 
Jew and Christian could unite in the worship of the same god, "the Grand Archi
tect of the Universe," whose anointed king was now on the throne. 

III 
Yates says, "It is obvious that the Puritan worship ofJehova would be condu

cive to Cabalistic studies,"8' but the Interregnum Years were not good for Freema
sonry. Once the news of the Puritan revolution spread to the continent, the Prot-
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estant remnant of the Rosicrucian era pricked up its ears and thought of migrating 
to England. In 1640 Samuel Hartlib published his version of The New Atlantis, 
a utopia entitled A Description of the Famous Kingdom of Macaria. Comenius 
heard the call and migrated to England, where he felt it was now possible to build 
the New Atlantis the Rosicrucians had longed for since the Counter Reformation 
dashed their hopes on the Continent. John Dury published a similarly optimistic 
work. And John Milton published his work on universal reform in education in 
1641. 

The sense a new era was about to dawn soon died amid the realities of civil 
war. The Invisible College proposed in The New Atlantis and other Rosicrucian 
writings did not become a real college during the Interregnum. If anything, it be
came even more invisible so as to stay out of trouble. Christopher Wren, who was 
to become England's greatest architect at the time of the Restoration, told Evelyn 
"there were no masons in London when he was a young man."83 

Once the Puritans were driven from power, the king, brought back by a con
spiracy of Jews and Freemasons, would be favorably disposed to the other ver
sion of Cabala, known as "science." The reason is simple. Both movements derived 
from John Dee's Christian Cabalism. The exoteric part of that movement became 
the Royal Society; the esoteric part became Freemasonry, which popularized the 
cabalistic elements of Dee's thought when Newton mathematicized science. The 
large overlap between the early members of the Royal Society and the Lodge in
dicate the compatibility, if not the identity, of the two groups. Elias Ashmole, the 
promoter of John Dee, was admitted to the Lodge in 1646; Robert Moray, Charles 
II's agent with the Jews, became a member in 1641; both would later become mem
bers of the Royal Society. Gradually, the Rosicrucians who gathered around Robert 
Boyle, Robert Hoke, John Wilkins, and Christopher Wren formed the "Invisible 
College" at Oxford that would be the predecessor to the Royal Society. In 1658 John 
Heydon published A New Method of Rosie-Crucian Physick, in which he stressed 
the Jewish origins of Rosicrucianism. Two years later, just after Charles's restora
tion, Heydon had dinner with the king and the Duke of Buckingham to explain 
how Moses was "father and founder" of the fraternity of the Rosey Cross "of the 
order of Elias or Ezekiel." Rosicrucians were initiated "into the Mosaicall Theory," 
then graduated to the "Natural Magic ofSolomon."84 To bring this ancient science 
to perfection as proposed by Bacon in The New Atlantis, Moray, Bruce, Evelyn, 
Ashmole and other Masons founded the Royal SOciety. 

Forty years after Mersenne demolished Fludd, Dee's tradition was still go
ing strong in England, even though, after the publication of Meric Casaubon's 
attack on Dee, it was no longer politically astute to mention his name. Even after 
the founding of the Royal SOciety, English science was still Jewish science; it was 
still cabalistic, symbolical, and numerological. It had not changed since Reuchlin. 
Rev. John Wilkins, his disciple, wrote that "important scientific and technologi-
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cal information was encoded in the Jewish scriptures."BS Science was still bound 
up with the prisca theologia; it involved recovering the lost wisdom of Adam and 
using that knowledge to reconstruct the Temple of Solomon. "If you believe the 
Jews," Wilkins wrote, "the Holy Spirit hath purposely involved in the Words of 
Scripture, every Secret that belongs to any Art or Science, under such Cabalisms 
as these. And if a Man were expert in unfolding of them, it were easie for him 
to get as much Knowledge as Adam had in his Innocency, or Human Nature is 
capable of."B6 

Rosicrucian "science" existed on three levels for members of the Royal Society, 
just as it had for John Dee: mathematics and mechanics for the lower world, celes
tial mechanics for the higher world, and angelic conjuration for the realm above 
the celestial spheres. Technological innovations were linked to the construction of 
Solomon's Temple, and drew on sources as diverse as Vitruvian architecture, Dee's 
reading of Euclid, Fludd's mechanical tracts, and Kircher's works on magnetism. 

At the time of its founding in 1662, the Royal Society was a continuation of 
Dee's anti-Catholic crusade on behalf of Elizabethan British Imperialism. "Sci
ence" never lost sight of its political beginnings, but it had to consider what had 
happened in England in the intervening years. The science that Robert Boyle and 
his colleagues articulated in the Royal Society was intended as an antidote to the 
religious enthusiasm of the 1740S and '50S. The Jehovah that ordered Cromwell into 
battle was replaced by a Deity whose main characteristics could be seen in the or
der and harmony of the universe he had created, and then left to run according to 
its own rules. Human society should imitate the order in nature if men wanted to 
live orderly and harmonious lives. Men who felt they could ignore nature and dis
cern the mind of God directly through private revelations threatened this order. 
These men-the Puritans, Quakers, Ranters, Diggers, and Fifth Monarchy Men
had implemented the Protestant vision-a conflation of Muentzer and Luther that 
was a combination of sola scriptura and mystical visions-and had failed. England 
was tired of prophets with visions. But it also feared atheism. Boyle's antidote to 
those visions was threatened from the other direction by writers like Hobbes, who 
wrote Leviathan in 1651 out of his experience of chaos in the English civil war. 
Hobbes and his followers felt that motion was inherent in matter, and because of 
that fact there was no need of divine providence in a universe which ran all on its 
own accord. This vision of the universe would find its fulfillment in Marx, but it 
had devotees before the end of the 17th Century, as we shall see. 

The Royal Society was drawn toward a universe that was orderly and harmo
nious without fussy overseers, either in the spiritual or political realms. The stars 
that, according to Aristotle, moved through the heavens because angels pushed 
them, were replaced by bodies that continued in motion until acted on by some
thing that would slow them down. Newton called that force gravity, which meant 
seriousness, a characteristic he thought inherent to God but not intrinsic to mat
ter. It was a perfect description of the new capitalist society and its latitudinarian 
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Episcopal underpinnings that those tired of enthusiasm and yet fearful of materi
alism hoped to create with Charles on the throne. 

The change in English intellectual life was profound and as vehement as the 
rejection of enthusiasm that took place, as Christopher Dawson put it, when "men 
like Nicholas Barbon, the son of Praise god Barebones," and other "children of the 
saints" became "promoters and financiers." God, "who would personally whisper 
in the ear of Praisegod Barebones, had become the architect of the universe for 
his son."87 

Boyle's philosophy allowed economic activity without a meddling sovereign 
or atheistic chaos of the sort Hobbes feared. Bishop Edward Stillingfleet, whose 
worldview was the antithesis of Milton's, felt attracted to the new world. In con
trast to Puritan zealots who felt God would not bless England as long as some 
papist was still celebrating popish rites somewhere, Stillingfleet instilled a tone of 
mockery into religious discourse from which the English character would never 
recover. Men of property who could look after their own affairs without appealing 
to an absolute sovereign replaced zealots like Milton. God became a constitutional 
monarch in England years before the king did. 

If the Royal Society under Boyle was drawn to that vision was drawn to that 
vision when it was founded in 1662, the vision of Solomon's Temple sat inacces
sible across a great chasm that could not be crossed according to the methods the 
society had inherited from Dee. Indeed, for its first 20 years, it looked as if this 
child would perish in is cradle, the victim of rude attacks from those who felt that 
its Jewish science was incompatible with a Christian society. 

In December 1662 Samuel Butler denounced the Royal Society as practitio
ners of Jewish Science. Butler was a royalist who, taking up the accusation James 
Howell had leveled earlier, claimed judaizing had taken root in Scotland. 

For Hebrew roots, although they're found 
To flourish most in barren ground 
He had such plenty as sufficed 
To make some think him circumcised. 

Sir Hudibras, the hero of the poem, combines the worst aspects of Judaic cul-
ture in Butler's eyes. He is guilty of Puritan enthusiasm. 

Such as build their faith upon 
The holy text of pike and gun 
Decide all controversies by 
Infallible artillery 
And prove their doctrine orthodox 
By apostolic blows and knocks;88 

In referring to "Infallible artillery," Butler probably meant Cromwell, but in 
his dislike for things Jewish, Butler conflates two forms of Judaizing that were at 
odds with each other-Puritan enthusiasm and Masonic Cabala. The revolution
ary movement in England had split in two, and those two factions waged war on 
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each other. Just as Ziska would turn on the Taborites, just as Muentzer would turn 
on Luther, just as Robespierre would turn on Danton and Philippe Egalite, and just 
as Stalin would turn on Trotsky, so the Cabalists turned on the Enthusiasists, even 
though they were part of the same movement. But Butler correctly saw the Jewish 
subtext shared by Puritans and Masons in the Royal Society. The revolutionary 
spirit had jumped from one Judaizing movement to another, but the commitment 
to revolution as a prelude to heaven on earth remained constant. The end was the 
same, even if the means changed. In part II of Hudibras, which appeared in 1663, 

Butler has Hudibras justify the oath-breaking and sedition of the Presbyterians, 
whom he refers to as a "synod of rabbins," by appealing to "Jewish precedent": 

The rabbins write, when any Jew 
Did make to God or man a vow 
Which afterward he found untoward 
And stubborn to be kept, or too hard, 
And three other Jews 0' th' nation 
Might free him from the obligation: 

And have not two saints power to use 
A greater privilege than the Jews?89 

Like Butler, Samuel Parker conflated Puritans with Masons. "There is," he 
wrote, "so much affinity between Rosi-Crucianism and Enthusiasme, that who
soever entertains the one, he may upon the same Reason embrace the other."9o 

What these two opposing groups had in common was their connection to the Jews 
and the revolutionary spirit. Parker linked Rosicrucians and Jews as brothers in 
sedition. He also attacked the Cabalistic tradition, whether practiced by Jews like 
Isaac Luria or Christians like John Dee or, in this case, Kircher: 

I know of nothing more precarious and destitute of tolerable pretenses then 
these Cabalistical Traditions, being only a late and silly invention of the Jewish 
Rabbins ... and yet Kircher ... would have everyone that does not believe in the 
Divine Origin of the Cabala to be convicted of Heresie as an Enemy to Divine 
Providence. But, for my part, I cannot understand how any Rational man can be 
at all concerned for so vain and frivolous an Invention of the Modern (i.e., Tri
fling) Rabbins. But he that could find all the Learning of the world in an Egyp
tian hieroglyphik may find all the Articles of his faith in a Rabbinical Fable.91 

From the orthodox Christian perspective Jews were odious because of their 
"obstinate adherence to the Mosaick Law."9· The Jews were also notorious for dis
torting scripture. "They who are acquainted with the Customes and Tenets of the 
Modern Jewes, know what petty analogies they retch from Scripture, to abet their 
fond and ridiculous usages, indeed their pettinesse is so odde and surprising, that 
were it in any other matter, they would be as delightful as impertinent."93 Chris
tians who took them seriously were even worse, because in incorporating perverse 
Jewish misreadings into their books-he mentions Reuchlin's De Arte Cabalisti-
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ca-they not only corrupt Christian dogma, they also open the door to sedition 
and revolution by promoting the imitation ofJewish revolutionary thought. 

The attacks did not deter the devotees of Rosicrucianism and Freemasonry 
from their continuing appropriation of Jewish material. Heydon, who had the 
king's ear when he dined with him, "stressed the Jewish origins of Rosicrucian sci
ence, utilized Hebrew letters and cited the writings ofJosephus on geomancy, Ibn 
Ezra on sun dials and spheres, and Abraham the Jew on Alchemy."94 Freemasonry 
focused Cabala on a practical project, the reconstruction of the Temple. Heydon 
was convinced that the Holy of Holies of the new Temple could be erected "by a 
process of Cabalistic meditation upon the names and attributes of God."95 Kenelm 
Digby agreed, "confident if men's Minds were but truly fixt upon this Temple, they 
wound not prove such weather Cocks, to be turned about with the Wind of every 
false Doctrine, of some Atheistical Astrological vaine opinions: we should then 
be free from those disorders which threaten destruction to the Soul and disaster 
to the Common-wealth."96 Heydon invoked Reuchlin, Pico, Agrippa, Valerianus, 
Khunrath, and Fludd in support of his belief that "The learned Hebrews say .. . 
certain Divine poweres, or as it wer members of God, which by then Sepheroths .. . 
have an influence on all things created."97 

By 1675, the Royal SOciety was in crisis because it still had not disentangled it
self from the legacy of Jewish science. Living in Holland, which was intellectually 
and geographically half-way between England and France, Constantijn Huygens 
was worried that his fellow Masons at the Royal Society were being overtaken by 
the French. Alarmed by the desuetude into which "Solomon's House" had fallen 
in England, Huygens felt the Royal Society could be revitalized by a visit from the 
famous Dutch Rabbi Jehudah leon. leon had created a model of the Temple of 
Solomon that had served as the model for the Jewish synagogue in Amsterdam. 
Huygens felt it might also be a model for English buildings, especially since fellow 
Mason Christopher Wren was then reconstructing St. Paul's Cathedral. Wren sent 
the master mason Abraham Story to Amsterdam to study leon's design. Rabbi 
leon's secret mission to rebuild the Temple was also related to the decline ofJew
ish science. In a letter, Huygens explained the "Solomonic purpose" of leon's mis
sion to Wren. "This maketh me grant him the addresses he desireth of me, his 
intention being to shew in England a curious model of the Temple of Solomon.''98 

The purpose was to turn the new Cathedral into a Temple of Solomon, which 
occurred when the building was sealed off and consecrated in a secret Masonic 
ceremony. Huygens wrote letters of introduction for leon, hoping to introduce 
him to the Masonic elite in England. It also involved introduction to the "Ca
bal," what Schuchard terms, "the unofficial conclave" of high level Masons "which 
Charles II used as a secret instrument of government." Arlington, along with lau
derdale, Buckingham, Clifford and Ashley Cooper, "maintained friendships with 
various london Jews, who entertained their wives and daughters at sumptuous 
dinners."99 
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Since the "secret circle" were involved in "mystic rites" at Ham House, Lau
derdale's London residence, Leon probably partook in their rites there and at the 
consecration of st. Paul's. Leon also came up with the deeply ambiguous logo of 
the Grand Lodge in London. Since speculative masonry was based on operative 
masonry, Huygens and the other promoters of Leon's trip to England probably 
hoped a spiritual breakthrough would follow construction of Solomon's Temple 
according to Rabbi Leon's design and the rituals that flowed from it. But no mat
ter how helpful the trip was in terms of Freemasonry, it did little to jolt the Royal 
Society out of its cabalistic lethargy. Indeed, because of the intimate connection 
between Cabala and the Architecture of the Temple, Leon's trip probably harmed 
the Royal Society by lending renewed credence to Jewish science. 

Ultimately, it was the publication of Philosophia naturalis principia math
ematica by Isaac Newton in 1687 which diverted the Royal Society from its slow 
decline into oblivion by putting physical science on a firm mathematical basis 
and thereby ending the Dee tradition of Cabala and numerology. The new math
ematical philosophy of nature banished spirits from the universe; it also created a 
"world natural" as a model for the operation of the "world politick" in a similarly 
revolutionary fashion. Armed with the philosophical underpinning of Newtonian 
science, the newly ascendant Whigs and Masons could spread revolutionary poli
tics through the absolutist Catholic states, undermining the need for traditional 
rulers and enabling a society based on "laissez faire" in politics and economics. 
Gottfried Wilhelm von Leibniz was one of the first to claim Newton had smuggled 
occult properties into his system to justify creation of an "English" universe, ac
cording to which God acted like a constitutional monarch. Magic was still in the 
system, but now it was called "gravity." The explicitly occult imagery associated 
with Cabala and Cabalistic science was banished to Freemasonry, which became 
the main vehicle for disseminating subversive English ideas in Catholic countries. 
Revolution was the natural consequence of these Jewish-British ideas. Revolution 
came to England one year after the publication of Principia Mathematica, but the 
Glorious Revolution was different from the Puritan Revolution of almost a half a 
Century before. The Glorious Revolution was relatively bloodless; that experience 
coupled with the exposition of the mathematical laws of nature, led the Whigs, 
now the party of Revolution in England, to believe revolutionary forces could be 
harnessed for political ends. 

IV 
On June 10, 1688, panic spread among English Protestants when Mary, Queen 

of England, gave birth to a male heir to the throne. The young Prince of Wales was 
named James, after his father, James II, of the Stuart line, now king of England. 
James had ascended to the English throne in 1685, after his brother, Charles II, had 
died. Charles had converted to Catholicism on his deathbed. James, his brother, 
was a Catholic when he ascended the throne, and now it looked as ifJames would 
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perpetuate the hold of the Catholic Stuart dynasty on the throne by siring an 
heir. 

The Protestants reacted by unleashing a barrage of scurrilous propaganda 
against the royal couple. They could do this because a momentous change had 
taken place in English Protestantism during the course of Charles II's reign. The 
Roundheads and the Cavaliers, adversaries during the civil war of the 1640S had 
resolved their differences and coalesced into one pan-Protestant party. If any re
sidual animosities remained, they were swept away by the prospect of England's 
return to the Catholic fold. And so the Whig propaganda machine, one of the 
most effective in the entire history of psychological warfare, went into high gear. 
Bishop Gilbert Burnet, who supported the Whig cause of Pan-Protestant unity, 
claimed that the infant Prince of Wales was, in reality, the bastard offspring of 
Edward Petre, James' Jesuit spiritual advisor, and a nun. Bishop Burnet then sailed 
for the Hague and told the same story to James' daughters, one of whom, Mary, 
was married to the Dutch Protestant prince William of Orange. 

Anti-popish plots were rife in England during Charles' declining years. They 
were even the stuff of popular drama. John Dryden, fearing England would slide 
into anarchy when Charles died, published "Absalom and Achitophel" in 1681 as 
his defense of hereditary monarchy. A year later, Charles's brother and succes
sor James attended Thomas Otway's play Venice Preserv'd or a Plot Discover'd, in 
which a Judaized Covenanter named Spinoza plots to restore the English Juda
izers to the throne. Otway, according to Schuchard, "presented a nation on the 
verge of disaster.'''oo 

After poisoning the minds of James' daughters about the newborn Prince of 
Wales, Burnet and other Anglican bishops and their Whig supporters approached 
William of Orange and urged him to come to London and take over the govern
ment. William needed little persuading. He was already embroiled in a cold war 
with Louis XIV of France and needed allies. Since France under the Bourbons had 
succeeded Spain as the premier Catholic power on the continent, William's logical 
allies were Europe's besieged Protestant minorities. 

Louis XIV helped unify the Protestant forces when he revoked the Edict of 
Nantes in 1685. His action sent thousands of French exiles into Holland, much 
as thousands of Jews went there after expulsion of the Jews from Spain. Once in 
Holland, the Huguenots thirsted for revenge, and it was only a matter of time 
before they joined with the English. Louis XIV may have crushed Protestantism 
in France, but in doing so, he only assured a more virulent form of Protestant
ism would spring up in Holland when it made contact with the English Whigs. 
"Huguenot exiles ... formed centres of militant anti-Catholic opinion and carried 
on an organized campaign of public propaganda and secret agitation against the 
government of Louis XIV and the Catholic Church." The Huguenot Diaspora, ac
cording to Dawson, "instilled a common purpose into the scattered forces of Prot
estantism. Nowhere was this agitation stronger than in the Netherlands, where 
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... they entered into relations with the exiled leaders of the English opposition 
who had taken refuge in Holland from the victory of the monarchical reaction in 
England.",ol 

William responded to the Whig overtures by publicly denouncing his father
in-law's misdeeds, calling into question the legitimacy of the Prince of Wales. In 
November 1688 William landed at the head of an army provisioned by Jewish sup
porters, amid widespread anti-Catholic rioting and acts of iconoclasm, fomented 
by anti-Catholic Whig propaganda. James's supporters came to London to offer 
armed resistance to the Dutch usurper, but, perhaps because of the stress, James 
burst a blood vessel in his brain, which led to a stroke, which slurred his speech 
and impaired his judgment as he faced the battles of the next few crucial months. 

Eventually, the king was captured by Dutch soldiers and brought to London 
under armed guard. In December 1688 James escaped and rallied the Jacobite 
troops in Ireland, where, at the Battle of the Boyne in July 1690, his troops were 
defeated by William of Orange. James then fled to France, where his supporters, 
familiar with the secret network that had restored Charles to the throne in 1660, 

established the Ecossais Masonic lodges in anticipation of another return of the 
Stuarts to the throne of England. The grandchildren of the men who sailed into 
exile in France with James in 1690 returned to Scotland with James' grandson, 
"Bonnie Prince Charlie," for the unsuccessful Jacobite Rising of 1745. The social 
cohesion of the Catholic Scots in exile was due in no small measure to the Ecossais 
Masonic lodges. Those lodges would attract thousands of Irish refugees, known 
as "Wild Geese," who would preserve the "Celtic" Masonic tradition while serv
ing in the armies of sympathetic Catholic Kings. The Ecossais lodges would also 
spread to America, where they played a role in the American Revolution. On the 
continent, they would seek to preserve their identity in the face of a much subtler 
enemy, the Whig subversion and takeover of the lodges in England. 

After William of Orange returned victorious from the Battle of the Boyne, he 
was determined to take revolution to Catholic France and to make the Jews pay 
for it. As one of his first public acts, he revoked the patents of endenization Charles 
had granted to the Jews. It was an act of singular ingratitude, but if William could 
treat his father-in-law so poorly, why should he treat the Jews any better, even if 
it was their money and materiel that put him on the throne? According to Ce
cil Roth's history of the Jews in England, the Glorious Revolution was "inspired 
by Englishmen ... executed by Dutchmen" and "financed by Jews."'O. William's 
biggest financial backer was Francisco Lopez Suasso, a Sephardic Jew from The 
Hague, who was elevated to the nobility as the Baron d'Avernas Ie Gras, after he 
"advanced the prince the enormous sum of two million crowns, free of interest for 
his adventure."lo3 Francisco de Cordova, acting for Isaac Pereira, "provided bread 
and forage for the troops,"'04 and Dutch synagogues prayed for the success of the 
English cause. Similarly, the Jewish firm of Marchado and Periera financed Wil-
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liam's campaign in Ireland, where a number ofJews settled after William's victory. 
As the Protestants subdued Catholic Ireland, the Jews offered prayers of retribu
tion in their synagogues for "our brethren, who are imprisoned in the dungeons 
of the Inquisition .... o5 According to Roth, the English continued to use Portuguese 
Sephardic Jews in their campaign against Rome and the Holy Office. 

It is tempting to say the Jews deserved Williams's ingratitude because they 
had turned on the house of the man who had so generously allowed them into 
England without undue financial burden, but we are talking about two different 
groups of Jews. The Dutch Jews, who had supplied the military materiel for Wil
liam's invasion of England, followed him to Ireland, where they hoped to prosper 
as tax farmers. They profited from William's conquest, but the London Jews were 
forced to pay for his victory. The London Jews were shocked by William's lack of 
gratitude, causing Norman Roth to exclaim, "this is the first case of clear discrimi
nation against the Jews simply for being Jews in a situation that applied without 
distinction to all subjects of the realm .... William ... was in many ways a medieval 
tyrant of a ruler .... o6 

In 1689 a Jacobite warned that William planned to "overthrow liberty of con
science in England." As a result, "all conscientious Dissenters will, with the Jews, 
be again forced to take their retreat," across the English Channel to Holland.'o7 
The Jews waited nervously to see what the new king had in mind. The English Jews 
were bitterly disappointed. They were conspicuously left out of the Toleration Act 
of 1689, which specifically excluded from its benefits "any person that shall deny 
in his preaching or writing the doctrine of the blessed Trinity .... o8 To remain in 
England and do business there, the Jews once again had to pay large indemnities. 
William had deliberately excluded the Jews from the royal protection of liberty 
of conscience they had enjoyed under the Catholic James II, probably because he 
wanted to use them as a source of funds for further wars. The Jews were outraged 
and threatened to "remove their effects into Holland" rather than pay "the im
position which Parliament has designed to lay upon them." Sixty years later the 
anger of the Jews at William's war tax was still fresh in the minds of Englishmen 
and cited by Henry Fielding, novelist and Whig propagandist, who felt Scots were 
natural philo-Semites and English Jews "Jacobite Rabbins."lo9 

Christopher Dawson referred to the Glorious Revolution as "the greatest 
victory that Protestantism had won since the independence of the Netherlands 
themselves .... ·o The Glorious Revolution gave a new life to a Protestant Revolution, 
which otherwise tended toward peaceful coexistence, like the modus vivendi the 
Lutherans worked out with the Catholics in Germany. The Glorious Revolution 
not only "united Puritans and Episcopalians in defense of their common Protes
tantism," by choosing William of Orange, "the foremost representative of conti
nental Protestantism," as its leader, "it inaugurated the long struggle against Louis 
XIV which broke the strength of the French monarch" and eventually brought 
down the House of Bourbon in France.111 
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The vehicle for the Whig assault on Catholic France was Freemasonry, after 
it had been purged of its Scottish and Jacobite associations. The Lodge became 
the vehicle for Newtonian ideas too, proposing as an alternative to the Catholic 
Christ of the Counter Reformation, the Grand Architect of the Universe, "who 
had constructed the cosmic machine and left it to follow its own laws''tl> in the 
same way the new constitutional monarch had handed over the English economy 
to Whig merchants and landlords. Newton provided the metaphysical foundation 
for Whig foreign policy: 

In the aftermath of the Revolution of 1688-9, liberal Christianity wedded to the 
new science was offered to an English and eventually to a European audience 
as a binding social philosophy capable of reconciling diverse Protestants and of 
sanctioning a stable social and constitutional order, born in revolution but intent 
upon repudiating revolution as an instrument of change. Newton's mechanical 
universe ... became the natural model for the triumph of the Whig constitu
tion."3 

The Glorious Revolution "gave Protestant bourgeois culture a classical form 
which was completely lacking in the undiluted Puritan tradition, as we see it 
in New England at this period," but its effect would be even greater in Catholic 
France: 

it was in France rather than in England that the revolutionary consequences of 
the new ideas were most fully realized and the attack on the traditional Chris
tian order was pressed farthest, though the French enlightenment owed much 
of its success to the achievements of the English revolution and to the influence 
of English ideas. But in France there was no room for a Whig compromise. The 
majestic unity of French absolutism and Catholicism stood like a fortress which 
must be destroyed before the city could be taken by the forces of liberalism and 
revolution."4 

One of the first to understand that a new era had dawned when William of 
Orange became king of England was John Locke, whose Essay Concerning Hu
man Understanding appeared in 1690. During the the crucial decade of the 1680s, 
Locke resided in Rotterdam at the home of Benjamin Furly, a Quaker expatriate 
whose father had supported the Commonwealth under Cromwell. Furly pere et fils 
had become personae non gratae during the Restoration and had repaired to the 
Low Countries, which had been a safe house for revolutionaries ever since Philip 
II allowed the Jews to migrate to Antwerp in the mid-16th Century. Furly, like 
Nicholas Barbon, had undergone a subtle evolution in thought in the last half of 
the 16th Century, moving from Enthusiasm to freethinking. He acquired a library 
of heretical books and attracted a salon willing to discuss the ideas therein. John 
Locke was one of those freethinkers; at Furly's salon in Rotterdam he met even 
more radical thinkers in what Jacob described as the Dutch "entrepot between 
English republicans, Dutch Dissenters, and French refugees""5 expelled when 
Louis XIV revoked the Edict of Nantes. These groups shared a common hatred 
of French Catholic Absolutism. They differed on how to deal with the common 
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enemy. For a moderate like Locke, the answer was constitutionalism. Men of good 
will and property should unite in free association and establish rules to live as free 
and equal citizens. The Masonic Lodge hovered in the background of this discus
sion as the model for the new Protestant polity. 

At Furly's salon, Locke met Anthony Collins and John Toland, radical Whigs 
whose views on religion he found appalling. John Toland had been sent to Rot
terdam to study for the Presbyterian ministry. While there as a seminarian in 
the 1690S, he became acquainted with Furly and the freethinkers in his circle. 
Toland would abandon Presbyterianism to become a Spinozist and a translator of 
Giordano Bruno, who concluded God and nature were one and the same. Toland 
emerged in the 1690S as the most radical of the Whigs, "a Protestant for political 
reasons, but ... not a Christian."116 A Protestant for political reasons is another 
name for revolutionary. Toland would show his devotion to revolution in his writ
ings and by founding one of the first Whig Masonic lodges on the continent, the 
Knights of Jubilation. Toland was the fulfillment of the dreams of Dee and Bruno 
and the early Rosicrucian brotherhood. His goal wasn't "to abolish the materiality 
of the world but rather to abolish the immateriality of God.""7 Toland spiritualized 
matter by making it God. In the process he dethroned God as the creator of mat
ter. This transformation would have serious political consequences. 

During the 1680s, before the Whigs came to power after the Glorious Revolu
tion, they expressed their libertine and anticlerical views at places like the Calves' 
Head Club or the Kit-Cat Club, where they would don priest's robes and engage in 
blasphemous rituals, including one in which the pope was burned in effigy. Post
revolutionary London became a magnet for this sort of person until the Whigs, 
fearing they might be hoist on their own revolutionary petard, deported radical 
foreigners to Holland. Radicals like Toland and Collins went to Holland under 
different auspices: they were sent as agents of the Whig government, to spread 
ideas which were so subversive that the government would never allow their dis
semination in England. Matthew Tindal was a member of the same radical group 
that sought to reduce Christianity to a purely natural religion. Because of the dou
ble standard at the heart of Whig cultural revolutionary politics, Tindal's works 
were published in Dutch but not in English. 

To rebut the views of Toland and Collins, Locke would eventually write a 
book about the reasonableness of Christianity. But there is no indication that it 
influenced their thinking, which tended toward atheism and materialism. Like 
Furly, Collins and Toland had roots that stretched back to the English revolu
tionary movement of the 1640S, and like Furly they had moved from enthusiasm 
to freethinking. Out of these discussions was born the black operation known 
as the Enlightenment. The Whigs in England were intoxicated by the political 
implications of Newton's laws of motion. As Freemasons they knew the physical 
world was the basis of the political world. That meant that some application of 
Newtonian physics would allow them to predict and control political motion. That 
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meant the forces that had led to revolutions in the past could now be harnessed 
so that they would not get out of control. The relatively painless trajectory of the 
Glorious Revolution seemed the proof of that proposition. Man could now un
leash the forces of nature without letting them get out of control. Some variant of 
Newtonian science, it was hoped, would come up with the formula which would 
control human passion, just as Ben Franklin would could control lightning and 
render it not only harmless but useful by storing it in Leyden jars for later use. 

This illusion would survive among the Whigs until the French Revolution, 
after which Mary Godwin Shelley, daughter of two Whig radicals, would offer a 
more pessimistic view of man's ability to tame the forces of nature in Frankenstein. 
During the 1690S, the Whigs, fresh from securing a new social order through sci
entifically controlled revolution, thought they could use the same forces of nature 
to bring down the Catholic monarchies of Europe. During the 1690S, "the driving 
force behind this political and religious radicalism came from England, from a 
political structure and constitutional order established by revolution.""8 Newton 
claimed his system needed a God, the Architect of the Universe, to hold it together 
because motion was not intrinsic to matter. But, like Luther, Newton launched 
ideas that would sail beyond his intentions. The Newtonian system expelled an
gels from the universe, and some claimed it expelled God too: 

The mechanical philosophy made it possible to conceive of the universe as matter 
in motion without the need to postulate a separate and eternal Creator. Repub
licans converted the result in philosophic pantheism into civic religion, and the 
dynamics of that credo gave coherence to the Radical Enlightenment throughout 
the 18th Century."9 

On those terms, the Newtonian system became the vehicle for revolutionary 
thought on the continent, even though it was used to justify harmony and social 
order in Whig England. 

v 
In 1704, three years after the outbreak of the War of Spanish Succession, an 18-

year-old Huguenot refugee, Jean Rousset de Missy, arrived in the Hague to start a 
new life free from the religious oppression of Louis XIV. Rousset de Missy carried 
with him, like a household god packed hastily for the flight, an abiding hatred for 
the Bourbon monarchy and the Catholic Church, whose identities Louis XIV had 
fused, at least in Protestant eyes, when he expelled the Huguenots. In 1705 John 
Toland coined the term "pantheism" to promote Spinoza's subversive ideas. The 
term quickly caught on in Holland among the Huguenot exiles, who were aban
doning their Calvinism, or secularizing its key concepts, as the children of those 
who supported Cromwell's Commonwealth were doing in England. 

Given his political views, it was only natural that Rousset de Missy would run 
into John Toland or Anthony Collins at Furly's salon in Rotterdam, but by 1705 To
land had an organization of his own that was much more than just a place to dis-
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cuss radical ideas. At around the same time that Toland invented the word "pan
theism," he and Anthony Collins founded a secret society known as the Knights of 
Jubilation in the Hague. We know about it from a paper in Toland's manuscripts 
entitled, "The Hague, 1710," which described the order and its ceremonies. Toland 
knew Sir Robert Clayton, and most probably from him he learned about Masonic 
practices and terminology, or he could have learned about secret societies from 
radical Whig libertines at the Kit-Cat Club, which called its members "Knights" 
and which staged a procession through London in 1711 culminating in the sym
bolic immolation of the pope. 

By 1710 Toland and Collins had recruited many French Huguenot exiles into 
the Knights of Jubilation. One was Prosper Marchand, who in 1720 became editor 
of Bayle's Dictionnaire. Rousset de Missy became a member, and he, like March
and and Levier, would achieve modest fame as a writer, translator, publicist, and 
propagandist. "Everyone of these refugees," Jacob notes, "possessed an affiliation 
with the book trade, and this gave them access to the nerve centre of the European 
Enlightenment. Through their publishing firms and journals they disseminated 
heterodoxy, the new science, and republicanism to French readers within the re
public ofletters."12o Eventually, publishers in the Knights of Jubilation "made con
tact with a new generation of publishers ... like Marc Michel Reya ... [who] became 
the leading publisher of the High Enlightenment, who gave to the world works by 
Rousseau, Diderot and d'Holbach, as well as a vast body of materialist and anti
Christian literature .... •• 

What has come to be known as the Enlightenment began as the Knights ofJu
bilation. After attaching themselves to the court of Eugene of Savoy in the Hague, 
Rousset de Missy and other Huguenot exiles served as agents for the English Whig 
government during the War of Spanish Succession!" As British agents, Rousset 
de Missy and other Knights ofJubilation infiltrated the Belgian postal system. Be
ginning in 1706, Francois Jaupian, the postmaster in Brussels and director of the 
Belgian postal system, received payments from the British government that lasted 
well into the Walpole administration. Handsomely rewarded, Jaupian easily re
cruited other Belgian postal officials as British agents. Two, Douxfils and Felbier, 
were also connected with Eugene of Savoy's court, which administered Belgium 
for the Austrian Habsburgs, traditional allies of the English in Holland to limit 
the power of the Bourbons, then the most powerful house in Europe. Douxfils' 
brother-in-law 

eventually married a woman who was to become Voltaire's mistress. Indeed, 
when Voltaire went to the Netherlands in 1722, via a stop over in Brussels, it was 
probably Douxfils, a friend of the poet, Jean-Baptists Rousseau, who put Voltaire 
in touch with Levier and Picart in the Hague [who] ... tried unsuccessfully, to 
publish Voltaire's epic poem La Hendriade. 123 

Douxfils was a Spinozist, i.e., a materialist and a revolutionary subversive, 
who used the postal system to circulate forbidden materials. For years he received 
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packets from Marchand, Rousset, and other Knights and then passed them to 
his agents in France who used them in psychological warfare to undermine the 
Bourbon monarchy. 

After 12 years of conflict, the English had grown tired of a semingly never
ending war in the Netherlands, and the Tories rode that discontent to power in 
Parliament. As one of their first acts, they concluded the Treaty of Utrecht ending 
the War of Spanish Succession in 1713. Toland and his cabal of Huguenot publish
ers were suddenly agents without portfolio, but since the black operation was also 
a publishing venture, they did not need direct financial support to survive. What 
began as a spy network became a black operation whose purpose was the subver
sion of the Bourbon monarchy in France. During his career as publicist in Holland 
Rousset de Missy became an enforcer for Whig politics on the continent, whose 
"overriding goal, from the 1690S until well into the 1750S" was "the subversion of 
French absolutism.'''·4 "One goal," we are told, "inspired the advocates of this al
liance: the defeat of France, and after the Treaty of Utrecht (1713) when military 
defeat was not longer possible, the gradual subversion of French absolutism."u5 

After that treaty, the shooting war against France became a propaganda war. 
Huguenot exiles translated the subversive ideas of radical Whigs like Toland and 
Collins into French, and those ideas then circulated through the French-speaking 
world with the cooperation of the Belgian postal officials. Rousset de Missy ap
propriated Toland's term "pantheism" and soon became its apostle to the French. 
As a result, "the literature of the Enlightenment, much of it produced in the Neth
erlands, served to undermine the ancien regime in France." In 1714 Toland trans
lated Giordano Bruno's Spaccia into English, and Rousset shortly thereafter trans
lated into French the book that proposed that God was infinite matter. 

The books the Knights published best show the subversive nature of this en
terprise. Works like Voltaire's Urania, Toland's Masonic liturgy Pantheisticon, 
Diderot's pornographic Les Bijoux discret, as well as his Dictionary, and, most 
importantly, Le Traite de Trois Imposteurs, had one common denominator: sub
version, either of the faith or the morals of the French. Rousset's colleague Levier 
also sold pornographic works like Les Amours pastorales de Daphnis and Chloe 
from his shop in the Hague. The book turned up in Baron Hohendorfs library; he 
probably bought it from Levier. 

Pornography would increase in importance through the 18th Century. 
Eventually, pornographers at the Palais Royale under the protection of the Duc 
d'Orleans would defame Marie Antoinette and destabilize the Bourbon dynas
ty. Marchand's library, which was probably a catalogue of the subversive books 
the Knights were channeling into France, was also a catalogue of the intellec
tual decay of Protestantism. The "intellectual odyssey" that began with Calvin 
soon made way for "libertine literature, the new science, Toland, Collins, Tindal, 
works on the Hermetic tradition, hieroglyphs and Freemasonry (not to forget a 
few mildly pornographic, yet philosophical pieces like Diderot's Les Bijoux in-
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discrets).",·6 This use of pornography for political subversion would culminate in 
the works of the Marquis de Sade, who learned his trade while incarcerated in the 
Bastille reading works Marchand and his fellow Knights had been disseminating 
for decades. Rousset de Missy promoted Diderot as the "second La Mettrie," but it 
was the first La Mettrie, in particular his L'homme Machine, which de Sade read 
avidly in prison, and which inspired de Sade to say "woman is a machine for vo
luptuousness" in Justine. 1' 7 

Enlightenment publishers pursued their literary projects in Holland because 
"Dutch law enforcement against forbidden books was from city to city almost 
non-existent, and book dealers who could move their wares about from place to 
place were particularly immune and therefore particularly free to enter the trade 
in forbidden books." .. 8 So people like Marchand could create "literary projects" 
that were "often infused with subversive and polemical overtones.'''·9 The subver
sives were also shrewd businessmen, allowing their black operation to continue 
for decades despite the vagaries of English politics. The combination of Dutch 
tolerance and English laissez faire economics left "Enlightenment publishers like 
Marchand, relatively free to pursue their profession and intellectual interests in 
the Netherlands. The link between publishing and the spread of the Enlighten
ment seemed self-evident and probably a source of enormous personal pride.'''30 

In 1711 Rousset de Missy passed a manuscript to Levier that would have an 
enormous political impact on the ancien regime. The Traite de Trois Imposteurs 
purported to show that Moses, Jesus, and Mohammed were frauds, not even well
versed in the magic they practiced to befuddle the credulous mob. Given the simi
larities between the Traite and Bruno's Spaccio, and the fact that Toland would 
translate the Spaccio into English and Rousset would translate it into French, it is 
likely that Rousset got the ms from Toland. The ideas of the Traite certainly fit in 
with Toland's ideas. The Traite claimed the miracles attributed to Moses and Jesus 
were accomplished by magic. (Toland had written a manuscript found among his 
private papers claiming Jesus was a magician.) Like Jesus, Moses was the son of 
a magician; Moses became an Egyptian priest, becoming thereby privy to their 
"pretended magic" to mobilize and deceive the "credulous" Hebrews. Freud made 
similar claims against Moses, claiming he wasn't really a Jew in Moses and Mono
theism two centuries later. 

With the world's major religious figures discredited, the author of the Traite 
then proposed the new religion of nature as the substitute for the failed religions 
of Judaism, Christianity, and Islam. That new religion was based on a much more 
radically materialistic science than the Newtonian physics the Whigs were pro
moting for general consumption in England. According to the science of nature 
proposed in the Traite, God does not impart motion to matter. Motion is intrinsic 
to matter, obviating the need for God, because "it is certain that there is in the 
Universe a very subtle fluid or very thin matter, always in motion, whose source 
is the sun.'''31 By the end of the century this "fluid or very thin matter" was known 
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as electricity. After Galvani's experiments with frogs' legs-electric shocks would 
make leg muscles twitch even though the legs were severed from the frog-elec
tricity had become the materialist substitute for the soul, the idea Mary Shelley 
explored, along with its revolutionary implications, in Frankenstein. In electricity, 
science discovered the source oflife and movement, making God unnecessary. 

The political implications of the Traite were clear. If the universe did not need 
God to govern it, then France did not need a king. This view differed from the 
Newtonian view, even if the Newtonians shared many of the same assumptions 
about the universe. This idea would have been equally subversive in England, but 
the Whigs kept it out of England. Toland's books and their Huguenot transla
tions were meant strictly for foreign consumption. Marchand tacitly recognized 
the revolutionary nature of the Traite by cataloguing it with the Vindiciae contra 
Tyrannos, a Huguenot ms. published in 1579 in the wake of the St. Bartholomew's 
Day Massacre two years before, which "openly advocated rebellion against ty
rannical authority."t32 The massacre convinced the author of the Vindiciae that 
political compromise with the French king was impossible. The only solution to 
Bourbon Catholic tyranny was revolution. Not surpriSingly, the Vindiciae was 
translated into English in 1648, one year before the Puritan regicides murdered 
Charles I. Revolution used Freemasonry as its vehicle in France in the 18th Cen
tury, but the roots of that revolutionary movement went back to the Protestantism 
of the 16th Century, when 

Huguenot revolutionaries belonged to an internationally linked Protestant net
work that practiced secrecy for survival and that waged bitter war against the 
Spanish Crown in the Netherlands, and after the Massacre of St Bartholomew's 
Day, against the French church and its king. The Freemasonry to which Rousset 
and his friends were drawn fulfilled many of the same social needs as did the 
Calvinist churches, and like those churches in their time of persecution, but for 
very different reasons, it too was secret and international in scope.'33 

Freemasonry was secularized Calvinism. The Elect became Lodge brothers 
through the alembic of time. Despite changes in names, the revolutionary distil
late was the same in its essence, hatred for the Catholic social order of Europe, 
once embodied in the Habsburgs of Spain but now embodied in the Bourbons of 
France. Like the Traite, its secularized version, "the Vindiciae offered a power
ful critique of absolutism and one that was compatible with the beliefs held by 
Whig radicals.">34 The Knights of Jubilation and their publishing arm continued 
the work publishers like Plantin had started at the time of the Iconoclast rebellion. 
Christopher Plantin 

built one of the finest and largest publishing businesses of the later 16th Century. 
In Antwerp, he had the lucrative right to publish Bibles for the Spanish king; 
in secret he belonged to a radical sect, the Family of Love, and surreptitiously 
published works by its leaders. The liberal beliefs and secret practices of this sect 
have often been seen as foreshadowing those of Freemasonry.'35 
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Plantin's works ended up in the library of Baron Hohendorf, advisor to Eu
gene of Savoy, as part of "over a Century of semi-clandestine Protestant opposi
tion, first to Spanish and then to French absolutism."'36 

The alliance of the Knights with the radical fringe of the Whig Party was 
intended to serve British interests in Northern Europe. Whig policy demanded 
creation of an Anglophile party in the Netherlands, and in their political activities 
the Knights and their Dutch associates contributed to that effort. "It is hard to be
lieve that these French refugees were unfamiliar with its doctrines or hostile to its 
advocacy of rebellion before their arrival in the Hague."137 Rousset carried this hos
tility with him when he left France to join "the Holland Whig party" in the Hague, 
where he was an enforcer of the Whig party line. He did this mostly through the 
"enormous volume of political propaganda, most of it in support of Whig foreign 
policy and the northern alliance of the Maritime Powers and Austria."138 

Rousset de Missy founded a journal in Holland that he modeled on The Spec
tator. But in acting as a conduit for Whig ideas, he often failed to recognize that 
ideas acceptable on the continent, where they could subvert the French monar
chy, were not acceptable in England, where the Whigs did not want the monar
chy subverted. Rousset must have experienced considerable embarrassment when 
The Spectator attacked his mentors Toland and Collins as dangerous subversives. 
Since Whig foreign policy was Masonic, it is not surprising that it could have exo
teric truths as the basis of its domestic policy and more radical esoteric truths as 
the source of its foreign policy. The party line in England was different from that 
in Holland, as Rousset was to discover. 

The exoteric/esoteric distinction throws light on one of the hoariest debates 
in Freemasonry: whether the Continental lodges were more subversive than the 
English lodges. Abbe Barruel defended this thesis in Memoirs pour servir un His
toire de /acobinisme at the end of the 18th Century. The Masonic constitution 
of 1723 specifically excluded "an irreligious libertine or a stupid atheist'''39 from 
membership. The formulation is radically and probably deliberately ambiguous. 
Would the Lodge welcome religious libertines and intelligent atheists? Probably. 
Similarly, the Continental/English dichotomy can be resolved easily enough. 
Masonry could have advocated the same ideas in England and France, but those 
ideas, which would have been radically subversive in France, would have been a 
description of the status quo in England after the Glorious Revolution. Steele's 
denunciation of the Radical Whigs, i.e., the ideas of Toland and Collins, in The 
Spectator, indicates that what was considered toxic by the Whigs at home was also 
considered good for export to France. 

Toland used the Masons as his vehicle to spread subversive ideas on the con
tinent. Between 1710 and 1726, when Voltaire arrived in England, Toland's ideas 
were circulating through France and condemned in England. Since the ideas were 
condemned in Whig journals in England and since Toland had close contact with 
Whig ministers in government in England and "Dutch Whigs" like William and 
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Charles Bentinck, it is safe to assume that Whigs like Walpole used the radicals 
as pawns to spread revolution on the continent. The Tories always claimed the 
Whig party was "infested with irreligion, with libertines, atheists and deists and 
the charge was not without merit."140 The Whigs, however, were playing a double 
game, and agents like Toland and Collins, and Huguenot allies like Rousset de 
Missy, could learn their trade by attaching· "themselves to political patrons in 
England and courts on the continent not as philosophers but as polemicists, spies 
and official historians."'41 Rousset became a revolutionary himself in 1747 after a 
career of propagating revolutionary ideas. 

There is an alternative reading to the claim that Whigs used the radicals as 
pawns to spread revolution on the continent. Perhaps the radicals used the Whigs 
to spread radical ideas the Whig would have found appalling. Jacob claims that, 
in carrying out the northern alliance against France, the radicals operating as "of
ficial pamphleteers, spies, agents and messengers" were "in fact advancing their 
own views as well as forging vital links in the publishing enterprise that lay at the 
heart of the Enlightenment and that sought to undermine both Church and State 
in France."'42 

One way to resolve these conflicting explanations is to see the Enlightenment 
as a Whig sponsored black operation that got out of control, as black operations 
tend to do. By 1747 when he became a leader in the Dutch Revolution, Rousset de 
Missy was most probably intoxicated by his own rhetoric. It is unlikely he was 
operating on direct orders from Whitehall. The same could be said a fortiori of the 
French Revolution, which English Whigs hoped would unfold like a Gallic version 
of the Glorious Revolution, but which took on its own trajectory, and certainly, by 
the time of Napoleon, not one that made Whigs happy. 

Although he was officially persona non grata in England, Toland's ideas con
tinued to circulate on the continent. He, more than anyone, was responsible for 
the spread of Spinoza's ideas, which were viewed with increasing alarm, especially 
among Germans, whose familiarity with the Jews led them to view Spinoza with 
suspicion. As early as 1699, Johann Georg Wachter attacked Spinoza in Spinozisme 
dans Ie Judaisme, ou Ie monde deifie par Ie Judaisme d'aujourd'hui et sa cabale 
secrete. Kant felt Spinoza was a dangerous Jewish revolutionary, a Cabalist who 
got his ideas from Giordano Bruno. Spinoza was familiar with Bruno's writings 
and had written a dialogue in his manner as a young man. Bruno taught that 
"Natura est Deus in rebus etc in De immenso, spaccio, et summa terminorum," and 
so unsurprisingly this idea found its way into the writings of John Toland, who 
promoted Bruno and Spinoza. Voltaire cited Toland in 1734 and linked him to 
Spinoza. 

If pressed on the issue of religion, Toland probably would have taken the posi
tion of the Traite de Trois Imposteurs that all religions were fraudulent. In practice; 
he came down harder on Christianity, claiming (ifhe were the author of the Traite) 
that Jesus was ignorant of even the Egyptian magic Moses knew. By 1714, Toland 
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was praising the Jews, claiming they "honor one supreme being or First Cause 
and obey the law of Nature .... 43 Toland was also the first 18th Century thinker to 
espouse "the cause of religious toleration for the Jews .... 44 This newfound sympathy 
may have a Masonic connection. Freemasonry aspired to be a religion that could 
be acceptable to all. The English lodges, at least, were admitting more and more 
Jews. This was another instance of ideas that were considered tame in England but 
subversive elsewhere. The German lodges had conflicts with the Grand Lodge in 
London over the admission of Jews. Germans did not want Jews in their lodges, 
but they were forced to accept them by the English. The Amsterdam lodge, "where 
a pantheist and hence a follower of John Toland served for many years as Master 
of its lodge," followed the English lead in admitting Jews!45 

Gottfried Wilhelm von Leibniz was a moderate Protestant who hoped to 
bring about reconciliation with Catholicism. Leibniz, who is credited along with 
Newton with the invention of calculus, was familiar with the Newtonian system 
but skeptical about its claims. Leibniz felt Newton's use of gravity was occult or 
magical. He was convinced Newton's inability to explain how gravity was the will 
of God operating in the universe according to mechanical principles played into 
the hands of materialists and atheists. Newtonian physics was, despite Newton's 
attempts to make it compatible with Whig conceptions of social order, deeply 
subversive in Leibnitz's view. He probably felt this way because he had met John 
Toland in 1702 when Toland arrived in the Hague as part of an English delegation 
to work out the Act of Succession with the Hanoverian line. Toland was attached 
to the republican Whig section of the delegation, but Leibniz thought he was a spy 
and a materialist who had adopted the atomic principle of Lucretius. 

Leibniz kept the memory of the encounter alive for over a decade ,before writ
ing Monadology in 1714 to counter the politically subversive materialism at the 
heart of the English ideol()gy spreading through Europe. "Leibniz knew perfectly 
well that Eugene's circle at The Hague had been a center for libertines, freethink
ers and radicals who saw in him their hope to defeat militarily the French search 
for European hegemony."'46 The Monadology was Leibniz's warning about Newton 
and his followers. For his pains, he was left behind in Hanover to write a history 
when George became king of England in 1717. The mood in England was changing 
as disillusionment with the Glorious Revolution was stifled under the spread of a 
new worldview that was an amalgam of Newtonian science and Masonic politics 
in the service of Whig ideology. 

VI 
In 1717, two Protestant clergymen, Dr. John Theosophilis Desaguliers and Dr. 

James Anderson, met at the Apple Tree Tavern in London and created a govern
ing authority for the lodges in England known as the Grand Lodge. During the 
16 years between the death of James II in 1701 and the founding of the Grand 
Lodge, Stuart Freemasonry was driven into exile in France with the Jacobites who 

511 



The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit 

fled there in 1690, and it went underground in England and Scotland, making its 
history almost impossible to trace. In reorganizing the lodges under one central 
authority, Desaguliers and Anderson redefined their identity, making them an 
adjunct of the Whig party. 

James Anderson was a Scots Presbyterian minister who supported the Glori
ous Revolution that drove fellow Scot James II from the throne and handed it to 
the Dutch usurper. Given his political sympathies, it is not surprising that Ander
son left Aberdeen in 1710 and moved to London, where he took over a congrega
tion in Swallow Street. There he espoused Erastian views, attacking Freethinkers, 
Unitarians, Jacobites-the same people, with the exception of the Jacobites, the 
Whigs were promoting on the continent. Anderson wrote Whig propaganda for 
members of the Lodge and was recognized as the Author of the new Masonic 
Constitution in 1723. Jacob calls Anderson's Constitution "an extraordinary ex
ample of political propaganda."'47 

Many were upset when the new Constitutions, viewing them not as a codi
fication of what Masons believed but as a distortion of those beliefs for political 
purposes. Given Anderson's role as a Whig propagandist, this is not surprising. 
Professor John Robison, whose Proofs of a Conspiracy introduced Barruel's writ
ings on the French Revolution to Americans, accused Anderson of falsifying Ma
sonic history for political purposes. He deplored Anderson's book as "the heap 
of rubbish with which Anderson disgraced his Constitutions of Free Masonry"'48 

because it excluded the Scottish traditions Walpole thought fatally associated with 
the Jacobites. Robison says the Jacobites 

took Free Masonry with them to the continent, where it was immediately re
ceived by the French and was cultivated with great zeal in a manner suited to the 
taste and habits of that highly cultivated people. The Lodges in France naturally 
became the rendezvous of the adherents of their banished King, and the means 
of carrying on a correspondence with their friends in England.'49 

Walpole probably encouraged Anderson and Desaguliers to take over the 
English lodges because he understood the role the Ecossais Lodges had played in 
the restoration of Charles II to the throne. If those lodges "scattered across Eu
rope" in "establi~hed clandestine Masonic networks," Were left unhindered, it was 
only a matter of time before history repeated itself and the lodges put an offspring 
ofJames II on the throne.'5o 

Walpole's best allies were Huguenot exiles. Desaguliers was a Huguenot refu
gee initiated into the Lodge in 1713 and inducted as a member of the Royal Society 
one year later. He studied under John Keill at Oxford and was considered profi
cient enough in Newtonian science to take over his mentor's lectures on Newton 
when Keill was away. After graduation, Desaguliers became a lecturer in Newto
nian science. Newton was the godfather of one ofDesagulier's children, so we can 
assume the Master approved of what he had to say. 

After 1717 Desaguliers turned the lodges into vehicles for the new science and 
Whig politics, even putting into verse the political implications of the Newtonian 
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system in "The Newtonian System of the World: The Best Model of Government." 
Masonic promotion of Newton provided an alternative to the Cartesianism tri
umphant on the continent. It also provided the theoretical foundation for limited 
monarchy as an alternative to the absolutism promoted by Bourbons on the conti
nent. Jacob finds it un surprising that "Whig oligarchs and their placemen flocked 
to Masonic lodges whose spokesmen offered so much confirmation to their self 
esteem and insured the cosmic significance of their activities."l;l 

The 1717 re-organization of the Lodge was really a redefinition as well. Newto
nians and Whig agents presided over the expulsion of the Jacobites and redefined 
the lodges into something which was less Christian and more attractive to revolu
tionary subversives and Jews. This was especially true on the continent. Anderson 
and Desaguliers redefined the faith of the lodge, turning it away from its Jacobite 
philo-Catholic Masonic base into "the Religion in which all men can agree." The 
Whigs and Newtonians who refined the craft put it on a trajectory toward secu
larism and subversion. According to its adherents, Freemasonry was not only the 
prisca theologia Reuchlin had sought in vain, it was the true religion because it 
was based on the foundation of all religion. "Masonry," according to Albert Pike, 
its most influential American spokesman, "teaches, and has preserved in their 
purity, the cardinal tenets of the old primitive faith, which underlie and are the 
foundation of all religion .... Masonry is the universal morality which is suitable to 
the inhabitants of every clime to the man of every creed.''!;' According to Sir John 
Cockburn: "Creeds arise, have their day and pass, but Masonry remains. It is built 
on the rock of truth, not on the shifting sands of superstition."l;3 

This redefinition meant Masonry would attract a different sort of person than 
the Ecossais Jacobite lodges of the 17th Century had attracted. The changes in 
philosophy and criteria of admission made it more attractive to Jews, who began 
joining in greater numbers. "Jews," according to Whalen, "might well feel at home 
in the lodge since the Hiram Abifflegend was built on the Old rather than the New 
Testament and the Craft borrowed most of its terminology from the Hebrew. The 
core of Masonry, that mankind has suffered a great loss which eventually will be 
recovered, could easily be understood to mean the loss of the Temple and ofJewish 
Nationhood.''!54 

The Catholic Church abetted the change when Pope Clement VI condemned 
Freemasonry in 1738. The exclusions of Catholics combined with the preponder
ance ofJews and Freethinkers turned the lodges into agencies of subversion, espe
cially in Catholic countries, where "only religious rebels and Jews sought admis
sion to the lodges. This concentration of atheists, agnostics, freethinkers, Jews, 
and anti-clericals turned Latin Masonry into a subversive and hostile critic of 
Christianity and all religions."';; This trend toward secularism also created tension 
with the Mother Lodge in London, where tradition and precedent were honored 
over the rationalism reigning on the continent. The continental lodges took the 
secular principles they imbibed from England to their logical conclusion. "When 
the Grand Orient of France in 1877 rejected the landmark of belief in God and 
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removed the Bible from the lodges, the Anglo-Saxons severed fraternal relations 
which have never been resumed."·s6 

Membership in the post-1717 lodges was attractive to Jews and Freethinkers 
for a number of reasons. In addition to being a practical vehicle for Jewish sci
ence or Cabala, the lodge also espoused the goal of Jewish revolutionaries since 
Simon bar Kokhba: heaven on earth. "Masonic literature ... offered the lodge as the 
foundation for earthly happiness. It provided an ethical system that emphasized 
fraternity and equality as well as the value of liberty.",s7 It was also deliberately 
ambiguous about revolution as the means to attain heaven on earth. The Constitu
tions of 1723 specifically forbade expulsion as punishment for fomenting revolu
tion. The reason for this ambiguity is not hard to discern. Masons were supposed 
to be loyal to the Whig Glorious Revolution, i.e., the status quo in England, and 
they were also to promote the same Whig philosophy in Catholic countries on the 
continent, where it was seditious and revolutionary. 

The man chiefly responsible for this dual policy was Sir Robert Walpole, Whig 
statesman and prime minister during the first two decades of the 18th Century. 
When the Elector of Hanover arrived in England to ascend to the throne in 1714, 
he was greeted almost immediately by the legacy of the usurpers who invited him. 
The Jacobite rising of 1715 happened within a year of his coronation. Having failed 
to start a rebellion among the Scots, the Jacobites tried to interest the Swedes in the 
Jacobite-Swedish plot of 1716. After the foundation of the Grand Lodge, Walpole 
was determined to use it to purge active Jacobite elements from other lodges. That 
battle between the "antients" and "modern" freemasons continued for a Century. 
The Whigs won the battle in England, but lost it elsewhere, notably in America, 
where "ancient" anti-Whig Freemasonry played a significant role in the American 
Revolution. 

Walpole used Masons with Whig sympathies to spy on their Jacobite broth
ers. Huguenot refugees proved themselves "especially loyal to the movement," and 
"they often also made devoted servants of the government.'''S8 Jacob claims David 
Papillon was "a member of the Royal Society's inner circle," who "acted as a per
sonal agent for Walpole, and probably as a spy," because "his name turns up in 
the correspondents' list of the Grand Lodge of the Netherlands in The Hague. He 
also felt close enough to Walpole to recommend candidates for offices.'''S9 M. La 
Roche, a French Huguenot lodge member at Prince Eugen's Head coffee house on 
St. Alban's street, spied on the Jacobites in Paris. Walpole sent Martin Bladen, a 
Mason, on a mission to Paris in 1719. Like Bladen and La Roche, Ralph de Courte
ville, "loyally served Walpole as a spy on the Jacobites and as a writer of Whig 
propaganda for the London Journal."·60 All Whig agents on the continent eventu
ally made contact with the Knights ofJubilation. In 1721, after receiving an assign
ment from Walpole, Philip von Stosch, Walpole's spy and art dealer, deposited his 
papers with Levier before leaving on his mission. After Levier's death, another 
Walpole agent, Peter August Samson, "wrote to his widow, also a publisher, to 
send greetings and regards for the 'maison d'Walpole."'l6. 
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Walpole was, of course, a Mason himself, and he used Houghton Hall, his 
home, for the initiation of Francis, Duke of Lorraine, into the Lodge in 1731. As a 
member of the Lodge, Walpole was aware of shifting currents of internal politics 
in the Lodge. He was also aware that most lodges in France were founded by Ja
cobites and had Jacobite sympathies. After the abortive Jacobite rebellion of 1715, 
Walpole added offices to the king's payroll to extend Whig control over the Scots, 
including a royal liaison, "the king's mason," to the rebellious Scottish Masons. 

During the first three decades of the 18th Century, the Scottish operative 
lodges were consolidated and reformed as speculative lodges in a move paralleling 
Whig ascendancy in parliament and administration. Before long, phrases from 
Anderson's Constitutions showed up in meetings of the operative lodges in Scot
land. The first reference to the "secret mysteries of Masonry" occurred as power 
shifted to "gentleman freemasons" to the detriment of their "operative" brothers. 
The protective nature of the lodges as vocational guilds was abandoned in favor of 
free trade policies that weakened the lodges' economic standing but increased the 
power of the Whigs in London. The economic power of the guilds to regulate trade 
was destroyed and replaced by appeals to "freedom" and prosperity that would 
accrue from the new economic system. "By the 1720S the power of the craft guilds 
had been almost entirely broken by free-market economic pressures in England 
and Scotland.'''62 

When the Jacobite Duke of Wharton tried to take control of the lodges in 
the 1720S, Walpole made sure that the effort was thwarted. "He should take care" 
Walpole warned Wharton; his "concern ... conveyed through his elaborate system 
of spies and agents is that an English aristocratic order, now rendered loyal to 
the Hanoverians, should not be sullied by Wharton's Jacobite activities.'''63 French 
Masonic lodges were Jacobite and anti-Newtonian, as exemplified by the Cheva
lier Andrew Michael Ramsay. Eventually Ramsay was admitted to the Horn Lodge 
of London, not because he converted to Whig Newtonian views, but because he 
was amenable to working with the opposing group of Masons. Throughout the 
1720S, Walpole continued to purge the lodge of Jacobite sympathizers and turned 
it into "a uniquely Hanoverian social institution, an embodiment of the Newto
nian Enlightenment and officially dedicated to the ideology of court Whiggery.'''64 

Radical Whigs like Toland and Collins, disillusioned with the direction Whiggery 
took after the Glorious Revolution, were not expelled; they were simply invited to 
spread their revolutionary ideas on the continent where they would do the most 
good, most notably in the Dutch Republic. Gradually, the Masonic lodges founded 
in the aftermath of James II's exile in France after 1690 were eclipsed by those 
founded under Whig auspices during the first three decades of the 18th Century. 
"The freemasonry that we find throughout Europe in the period beginning in the 
1730S appears to owe more to England that it does to Scotland.'''6s 

Under the increasing cultural influence of the Whig inspired lodges of the 
1720S, radical ideas flowed from Holland south into France. The subversion leech-
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ing from Holland became a major bone of contention between the French and 
the Dutch. Louis XIV's agents kept close watch, even if they were unable to stop 
it. During the 1720S, Parisian cafes, like the Cafe de Procope, were centers of sub
versive Whig ideas, which Huguenot operatives had translated into French for 
consumption in France. The legend of Cromwell as a Freemason started then, an 
erroneous idea that circulated through France and created sympathy for regicide. 
By the 1720S, radicalism, directly related to subversive literature emanating from 
Holland, had established several intellectual beachheads in France. When the 
French police raided the shop of the Rouen journalist Bonnet, they found cop
ies of L'Esprit de Spinoza, and an edition of Le Traite de Trois Imposteurs, which 
included a life of Spinoza. By 1721, there was an unofficial lodge in Rotterdam, 
where initiates could talk about the religion of Nature and other dangerous ideas 
emanating from England. 

The French police, who had to contend with the dissemination of these tracts 
considered Freemasonry a subversive import from England from the beginning. 
Cardinal Fleury, Louis's prime minister, banned the importation of subversive 
and Masonic material, but to little effect. The Fren,:=h government could do little 
to stop the clandestine lodge meetings, and it could do even less to stop the clan
destine spread of subversive material that provided the main topic of discussion 
at Lodge meetings. As early as the 1720S, police had attempted to break up lodge 
meetings because in them, "enemies of order seek to weaken in people's spirits the 
principles of religion and of subordination to the Powers, established by God."'66 

VII 
In 1722 Fran~ois Marie Arouet was an unknown but ambitious French writer 

who had written a long poem glorifying the French king he thought most resem
bled the constitutional monarchs who were the crowing achievement of English 
culture in the wake of the Glorious Revolution. The English king was a German, 
and the poem, known as La Hendriade, which sang the praises of the tolerant 
and enlightened King Henry IV, king of France from 1598 to 1610, was written in 
French, but none of this mattered to the young Arouet, who would later become 
famous under the name of Voltaire. 

The first stop on Voltaire's road to fame was Brussels where he first heard of 
radical republican publishers in the Hague who might be interested in an epic 
poem written in French that glorified things English. La Ligue, as the poem was 
known then, glorified religious toleration. It was not a radical tract like Traite 
de Trois Imposteurs, but the publishers of the Traite were interested nonetheless. 
Lured by the prospect of a lucrative book deal, Voltaire made his way to the Hague, 
where he made contact with the literary circle of Marchand, Levier, and Rousset 
de Missy that was secretly known as the Knights of Jubilation. Voltaire also met 
the illustrator Bernard Picart. Together the knights expressed interest in bringing 
out Voltaire's poem. But the deal fell through, and Voltaire returned to Paris with 
his epic poem unpublished. 
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After his return, an anonymous poem describing Voltaire's trip to Holland 
circulated in Paris. In it, Voltaire was accused of attending a "pantomime indis
cret" at an Amsterdam synagogue, part of a "culte secret" run by Dutch Rabbis.'67 
Voltaire would never be described as a philo-Semite, so it seems unlikely he would 
have attended synagogue services, even though it was theoretically possible. The 
poem probably articulated the same inchoate suspicions that surrounded Des
cartes when he returned from Germany in search of the "Invisibles." Jacob specu
lates what the popular mind perceived as a ''pantomime indiscret" conducted by 
the Dutch Rabbis was a Masonic ritual conducted by the Knights of Jubilation, 
the secret society the radical Whigs Toland and Collins founded to recruit angry 
Huguenot refugees. Jacob concludes "Almost certainly, Voltaire got his first taste 
of republicanism, both theoretic and practical from this early trip to the Nether
lands," but if he met the Knights of Jubilation, he got more than just a "first taste 
of republicanism.'''68 He also made contact with the continental Whig network 
of Masonic agents promoting subversive ideas among the French. An ambitious 
young Frenchman like Voltaire could be even more useful to Walpole than Hu
guenot exiles because Voltaire lived in Paris, the center of the empire the Whigs 
wanted to subvert. 

In 1725, Voltaire met the Whig spy Bacon Morris. The "Honorable Governor 
Bacon Morris" would eventually become one of the subscribers who made pub
lication of the English edition of Voltaire's Hendriade possible in 1728. In 1724 
Morris was in Rome, collaborating with Walpole's spy and "art dealer" von Stosch 
on a mission which involved Walpole's brother Horatio, the British Ambassador 
to Paris. The Jacobites in Rome suspected Morris was sent by Walpole to spy on 
them. Morris carried a gun in Rome and he once approached the Pretender to the 
English throne on a street, presumably with the gun on his person. Shortly there
after, an attempt was made on Morris's life, and the Pretender became so alarmed 
that he went directly to the pope, who ordered his secret service, which had Mor
ris under surveillance, to deport him to France. 

Bacon Morris returned to France desperately ill, but during 1725, he recov
ered his health, and he and Voltaire became acquainted and frequented the same 
circles. Viscount Percival would later refer to Morris as "an infamous man and a 
spy,'''69 in what seems the common assessment of his character among the English 
nobility. Even though Voltaire knew Morris was a secret agent of the British, he 
cultivated him as a contact, probably because Voltaire understood the deep gram
mar of English espionage, and how contact with the Whig network could foster 
his career. Foulet claims Voltaire's "curiosite naturelle" made him unable to resist 
the temptation to gather and share secrets with the English prime minister. If so, 
Morris was the crucial contact with power in England. 

In 1726, Voltaire sailed for England carrying letters of recommendation from 
the British ambassador to Paris, Horatio Walpole. Voltaire almost certainly got 
those letters at the behest of Bacon Morris, who acted as Walpole's spy and agent 
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in Rome. Because he arrived under these auspices, Voltaire was treated with sus
picion and distrust by a certain segment of the English aristocracy. Crowley says 
Voltaire was "treated with distrust and reserve in England'''70 because the aristoc
racy knew of his connections with Morris. He also claims this is the reason behind 
the puzzling fact that Voltaire, "the apostle of English ideas,'''71 never returned to 
England even after achieving fame as a promoter of everything English. 

In England, the Whigs certainly did not treat Voltaire with suspicious re
serve. They received him graciously and introduced him to the leading lights 
of the Whig regime in government and science. They also arranged publication 
of his poem La Hendriade, enlisting even the support of George I, because "His 
epic ... fitted precisely with the reigning political ideology of court and ministe
rial government, and with the king's new political strategy of trying to render 
Anglo-French relations cordial and make the French pro-Hanoverian and anti
Jacobite.'''7' The ease with which Voltaire found support from the Whig govern
ment led many to conclude he was on their payroll as their spy. 

The poet Alexander Pope was one of those who accused Voltaire of being a 
Whig spy. The charge was leveled in public when Owen Ruffhead's Life of Alexan
der Pope was published. In a conversation with Warburton, Pope claimed Voltaire 
met with him at Twickenham, Pope's country estate. During the visit, Voltaire 
pumped Pope, a Catholic, for information that made its way to Walpole, causing 
Pope to wonder whether Voltaire was Walpole's spy. The charge was never refuted. 
Voltaire's meteoric rise to fame was too puzzling to explain by appealing merely 
to his literary merit. He had gone in a few short years from being a prisoner in the 
Bastille to having an audience with the King of England and being entertained 
by the Walpoles and the most powerful Whig magnates in the land traditionally 
seen as France's ancestral enemy. This was too implausible if literary merit were 
the explanation. The facts "throw suspicion on Voltaire.'''73 He was the undoubted 
beneficiary of Whig patronage. "Ifhe was not paid for his services, he should have 
been.'''74 Jacob said that of Rousset de Missy, but it was equally applicable to Vol
taire. 

The Whigs certainly got their money's worth when Voltaire became their pub
licity agent. During his three years in England, Voltaire met with Samuel Clarke 
and other prominent Newtonians, and after digesting Newton's system, launched 
a violent attack on Descartes, the fons et origo of continental philosophy. He at
tacked everyone the Whigs thought worthy of attacking, including the radicals of 
the English revolution ("ces peoples de Sectaires, Trembleurs, Indpendants, Puri
tans, Unitaires"). Years later in 1768, when the salon of Baron d'Holbach brought 
out the old Knights of Jubiliation favorite La Traite de trois imposteurs," Voltaire 
attacked his former Dutch promoters as dangerous atheists. D'Holbach's republi
cation of the Traite evoked Voltaire's famous mot, "if God did not exist he would 
have to be invented." 
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In 1729 Voltaire returned to France, where he became the "apostle of Eng
lish ideas," promoting constitutional government, laissez faire economics, intel
lectual "freedom," Freemasonry, and Newtonian Physics. Voltaire, as the dispute 
with Baron d'Holbach indicated, was no radical, and for that reason he was more 
dangerous to the ancien regime than more extreme visionaries. Voltaire insisted 
on the existence of God, who, through Newtonian physics, became the constitu
tional monarch of the universe, a Deity who did not interfere. The exoteric god 
of the Christians was also helpful in keeping shopkeepers and chambermaids in 
line. These ideas were commonplace in England, but they were revolutionary in 
France. 

In 1733 Voltaire published Lettres philosophiques, a piece of Whig propaganda 
that had an immense influence in France. In it, Voltaire promoted English gov
ernment and, more importantly for France, English science, as the sure founda
tion of a better form of government in France, free of intellectual and economic 
restrictions. Voltaire became the moderate foundation upon which radicals like 
Diderot and de la Mettrie could erect the edifice of revolution. Four years after his 
return to France, he praised England as heaven on earth, singling out Newton and 
Locke as "the greatest minds of the human race." Voltaire was one of the earliest 
and most famous of a long line of Whig propagandists and agents of influence 
that stretches from the 18th Century to the present day, including Henry Fielding, 
Edmund Burke, Russell Kirk, and William F. Buckley. Voltaire's ideas "became 
the creed of an organized party, which gained adherents wherever the influence of 
French culture was dominant, from Berlin to Naples."'75 

That propaganda would have a devastating effect on the monolith of Church 
and State that the Baroque Bourbon monarchy had become after the Counter Ref
ormation. French absolutism was an all or nothing proposition, and when its foun
dation was undermined that whole world collapsed like a house of cards. Freema
sonry was the crucial link between Calvin and Voltaire. Freemasonry enabled the 
secularization of Calvinist concepts like predestination and the rule of the Elect. 
And the secularization of those concepts gave them a new lease on life. Voltaire 
waited until the end of his life before he became a mason. When he was initiated 
into the Lodge of the Nine Sisters, Benjamin Franklin was there to welcome him. 
By then it was a work of supererogation; Voltaire had done his revolutionary work 
for the lodge outside of the lodge, and he was superseded by the lodge as well, just 
as soon the lodge would be superseded like a single candle when the revolutionary 
sun rose over France a few years later. 

Joining the lodge had unintended consequences for Voltaire, who was in the 
habit of calling upon the priests of the wretch whenever he was near death. "Dur
ing Voltaire's residence in Saxony," Barruel writes, 

where Mr. Dieze served him as a secretary, he fell dangerously ill. As soon as he 
was apprised of his situation he sent for a priest, confessed to him, and begged 
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to receive the sacrament, which he actually did receive, showing all the exterior 
signs of repentance, which lasted as long as his danger; but as soon as that was 
over, he affected to laugh at what he called his littleness, and turning to Mr. 
Dieze, "My friend (said he) you have seen the weakness of the man."'76 

Voltaire made a habit of signing his letters "Ecrasez l'infame~" or "Crush the 
Wretch," in reference to the Catholic Church. After joining the lodge, Voltaire had 
the unwelcome support of brothers who made sure he didn't fall into the wretch's 
hands before he died. Sensing the end was near, Voltaire summoned a priest in 
writing on February 26, 1778, but the Masons made sure the priest wasn't available 
in May, when death was at the door and Voltaire, "in spite of all the Sophisters 
flocking around him," was crying out, "Oh, Christ! Oh, Jesus Christ!" calling for 
aid from the wretch he had sworn to crush. Voltaire died on May 30, 1778, "worn 
out by his own fury ... the most unrelenting Conspirator against Christianity that 
had been seen since the time of the Apostles. His persecution, longer and more 
perfidious that those of Nero or Dioclesian, had yet only produced apostates; but 
they were more numerous than the martyrs made in the former persecutions."177 
Twenty-five years before he died, Voltaire predicted the French Revolution in a 
letter: "Every thing is preparing the way to a great revolution, which will most 
undoubtedly take place; and I shall not be fortunate enough to see it. The French 
arrive at every thing slowly, but still they do arrive. Light has so gradually diffused 
itself, that on the first opportunity the nation will break out, and the uproar will 
be glorious. Happy those who are now young, for they will behold most extraor
dinary things."'7s 

VIII 
As a result of Voltaire's work, the Masonic god found many worshippers in 

the Francophone world during the mid-18th Century. By the 1730S lodges were 
established in large cities of northern and western Europe as outposts of English 
culture, promoting ideas that were subversive in Catholic countries. By the mid-
18th Century freemasonry had spread across Europe, but the lodges were concen
trated mostly in northern and western Europe, especially in the densely populated 
corridor between Amsterdam and Paris. By 1750 some 50,000 men belonged to 
lodges in every major European city. By the end of the 1780s, there were approxi
mately 35,000 Freemasons in France alone and 10,000 in Paris. 

During the first few decades of the 18th Century, the French lodges tended 
to be Jacobite, and the Dutch lodges tended to be Whig, "often sponsored by of
ficial Representatives of the British government."'79 All lodges, whether Jacobite 
or Whig, "carried with them British political culture and mores.'''so Wherever 
freemasonry was established, the lodge was an outpost of British influence. The 
Knights of Jubilation became a model: 

the lodges on the Continent ... embodied British cultural values associated with 
the potentially subversive: religious toleration, relaxed fraternizing among men 
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of mixed, and widely disparate, social backgrounds, an ideology of work and 
merit, and, not least, government by constitutions and elections. By the 1730S all 
these values were the prized ideals of a cultural movement that-laid claim to the 
secular and the modern, that came to be called the Enlightenment.'s, 

When the first official Whig lodge on the continent was established in the 
Hague in 1731, the British ambassador was a charter member. Another was Jean 
Desaguliers, the Newtonian acolyte. His presence was a sure indication of the po
litical direction that lodge was going to take-as was the presence ofJean Rousset 
de Missy, one of its chief organizers. If there were any doubts, they disappeared 
when that lodge named Vincent La Capelle, a member of the London Lodge and 
the chef de cuisine to William IV, as its head. 

The presence of Rousset insured the lodge would be pro-Orangist and anti
French, which insured it would be viewed with suspicion by the 200 or so Calvin
ist families who ruled Holland and felt that peace with France best served their 
economic interests. The Hague lodge was seen from its inception as a subversive 
organization, created to promote British interests in the cold war against France. 
And so it probably was no surprise Holland closed the lodge as "an improper gath
ering ... an unseemly conventicle."'82 

Dutch freemasonry was illegal after 1735, but it nevertheless continued its 
rapid expansion. Those lodges remained stubbornly Orangist; they regained their 
legal status when they restored the Stadholder William IV during the Dutch revo
lution of 1747. These lodges remained true to their British roots, and their ideas, 
"transmitted clandestinely by the radicals and later officially by Whig politicians, 
provided the social milieu of the Radical Enlightenment on the Continent."ls3 In 
analyzing the radical ideas disseminated by Dutch lodges but not the Master lodge 
in London, Jacob claims to see 

no small irony in the perception that these European radicals, who supported 
English interests on the Continent ... unwittingly helped to promote the interest 
of an aristocratic and commercial oligarchy in Britain that had long ceased to 
practice the republican creed. Yet there is also irony in the fact that while Wal
pole's government persecuted radicals at home, it had little choice but to rely on 
them abroad.,s4 

Jacob sees irony where none exists. There is no irony, although there may be 
hypocrisy. The Whigs promoted subversives on the continent whom they would 
have thrown in jail in England. Subversion became a deliberate foreign policy 
when the Whigs sent the radicals abroad to undermine the Bourbon monarchy, 
a fact which Jacob recognizes elsewhere, when she describes Rousset de Missy's 
career as promoter of Toland's pantheism and publisher (and probably author) of 
the Traite de trois imposteurs. Even in his sixties in exile, Rousset could still write 
effusively about Pantheism to his friend Marchand. 

By the 1730S Rousset de Missy's role in promoting subversion was clearer. In 
October 1737, Gaspard Fritsch, one of Rousset de Missy's former comrades, close 
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to death and having second thoughts about leaving this life in the cold and uncon
soling arms of the god of pantheism, revealed that Levier got the Traite des trois 
imposteurs from Rousset de Missy, and that he later combined it with La Vie de 
Spinoza, another subversive text Levier copied from the library of Benjamin Furly. 
In a letter full of remorse to Marchand, Fritsch named Rousset as the author of the 
infamous Traite. 

The Whigs were subversive in other ways as well. When the authorized lodge 
was set up in England in 1735, the English forced the Dutch to accept Jews in the 
authorized lodge in Holland. Prayers at open lodge meetings were vetted for any 
Christian elements Jews might find offensive. Most Jews admitted to the lodge in 
England and Holland were Sephardim who had taken refuge in England and Hol
land after expulsion from Spain. New member had names like Mendez, De Medin, 
De Costa, and Avares. But Ashkenazic names also began appearing on the roles 
of petitioners. By 1759 half of the petitioners were Jewish with Ashkenazic names 
like Jacub Moses, Lazars Levy, and Jacub Arons. Sometimes the Jews changed 
their names, making the number of Jewish initiates difficult to discern. When 
Menachem Mendl Herz Wolff. was admitted to the Grand Lodge in London, he 
had changed his name to Emmanuel Harris. 

Freemasonry accelerated the acceptance of Jews in England. Soon the lodge 
ceremonies, always based on Cabala, took a more explicitly Jewish character. 
Moses was referred to as "Master of the Lodge." Christianity, hopelessly divided 
among continually proliferating sects, was seen as best preserved in its pristine 
form in Judaism. 

More importantly, membership in the Lodge was defined by acceptance of 
the "universal morality" embodied in the Noachide Law. In the 20 years follow
ing the founding of the Grand Lodge in 1717, the lodge had become more Jewish 
as philo-Catholic Jacobites were expelled or driven into "irregular" lodges on the 
Continent. This judaizing showed up in the 1738 revision of Anderson's Consti
tutions. According to the 1738 edition of the Constitutions, it is necessary that 
"all agree in the three great Articles of Noah, enough to preserve the Cement of 
the Lodge.'''85 The fact that many lodge brothers in Holland were also merchants 
fostered development of what could be termed Jewish cosmopolitanism. This at
titude would also fit in with Whig goals because it eliminated Scots loyal to the 
Pretender and his restoration to the throne. Masons felt that they belonged to a 
"universal" organization that transcended the narrow limits of creed and country. 
The fraternal bonding of the lodge undermined other ties, and in the place ofloy
alty to realities like blood and soil substituted the abstractions of the revolution
liberty, fraternity and equality, universal values applicable to any place or time. 
"Are we not members of the same family," the Masons asked. "Is the universe not 
the country to the Masonic [brotherhood].'"s6 

Katz claims a new Jew emerged in the 1730S, one eager to join the lodge and 
willing to sacrifice adherence to the law and religious ritual to be admitted. The 
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Jews were often offered pork during initiation dinners as a sign they adhered to 
the new "universal" religion. The Lodge thus fostered subversion of religious be
liefs. Or, more likely, fostered subversion indirectly by promoting membership of 
people who were willing to lie to get ahead. The precedent had been established at 
Javne and reaffirmed during the converso crisis in Spain. If it was permissible to 
lie and accept baptism under duress to avoid angry mobs in Spain, then it was per
missible to lie by eating pork to gain access to the lodge. Between 1730 and 1750, "a 
new type ofJew was emerging, one who had acquired some Western education and 
had adjusted his behavior to conform to the standards accepted among gentiles, to 
the extent that he now could aspire to full membership in their society. This new 
Jew first made his appearance among the Sephardim of England, Holland, and 
France, and afterward among the Ashkenazim of all Western countries."187 

Membership in the lodge involved displacing traditional loyalties. The lodge 
thus contributed to the rise of modern ideology, where a confected creed like 
Marxism or Neoconservatism would replace traditional allegiances that united 
Christians and Jews to traditional religious faiths and their communities. The 
Masonic lodges solved the problem of religiOUS war by adopting the Jewish idea 
of the Noachide Law as the basis for the Lodge and civil society. When the Prot
estants rejected the Catholic faith, they rejected universal religion. The lodge be
came, as a result, an example of the return of the repressed. Instead of believing 
in the one, holy, catholic, and apostolic church, the lodge member was initiated 
into "the religion in which all Men agree." After over two hundred years of sectar
ian strife, the Lodge picked up where the now abandoned Catholic Church left 
off, as "the Means of conciliating true friendship among Persons that must have 
remain'd at a perpetual Distance."'88 The means whereby the Englishman could 
transcend sectarian difference and the strife that went with it was the Noachide 
Law. As Anderson put it in his 1738 revision of the Constitutions: 

A Mason is obliged by his Tenure to observe the Moral Law as a true Noachide. 
In ancient times the Christian Masons were charged to comply with the Chris
tian Usages of each Country where they travell'd or work'd ... they are not only 
charged to adhere to that Religion in which all men agree ... (leaving each Broth
er to his own particular Opinions) ... For they all agree in the 3 great Articles of 
Noah, enough to preserve the Cement ofthe Lodge.'89 

The solution to religious division was moralism. The lodge member could 
hold whatever religiOUS views he liked, but the law of Noah, which antedated 
Christianity and the law of Moses, was universal and binding on all. Katz claims 
the Masons derived the idea from John Selden's De jure natural et gentium juxta 
disciplinam Ebraeorum, "which had described the seven Noachide Laws as part of 
the ancient Jewish legal heritage."190 Selden, in turn, had derived them not from 
Christian tradition, which "had never known of any such concept as Noachide 
commandments,"'91 but from the Talmud. Masonry adopted the Talmudic idea 
of tolerance that the Jews were supposed to show toward goyim "considered de-
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serving of respect."'9' This entailed selective vision because the Talmud was also 
full of suggestions on how the Jews were to treat goyim not deserving of respect, 
and these revelations had fueled Christian outrage during the Middle Ages. By 
the high noon of Masonic influence in the mid-18th Century, Christians were not 
seen as having a revelation superior to and superseding the revelation of the Jews. 
If anything Freemasonry proved the opposite. The Jews had a superior revela
tion because it was prior to the Christian revelation and therefore pristine and 
uncorrupted. This logic finds clear expression in Freemasonry's espousal of the 
Noachide principles: 

If Ii prior revelation had occurred in the time of Noah and this revelation was 
vouchsafed to all mankind, then all who acknowledged and obeyed the com
mandments given at the time would attain salvation. Christianity lacked a prin
ciple of this nature and so found difficulty in according any positive religious 
status to those beyond its pale. The introduction of this concept, culled from an-

, cient Jewish jurisprudence, into European thought by identifying it with the law 
of nature provided non-Jewish thinkers with an intellectual instrument which 
allowed them to justify toleration without abandoning their belief in divine rev
elation.'93 

An attack this radical on Christian principles could not go unnoticed, even 
if the members swore not to reveal the lodge's secrets. A mob attacked the meet
ing of the lodge in the Hague in 1735, the year the Dutch authorities shut it down, 
indicating a reaction was setting in. Not long after a lodge was formed in Rome, 
word of its existence, its popularity, and its subversive judaizing principles soon 
reached Pope Clement XII, who issued a bull condemning it in 1738. The Catholic 
condemnation of Freemasonry would remain constant and consistent for the next 
two and half centuries. Benedict XIV reiterated Clement's condemnation, as did 
Pope Leo XIII in the encyclical Humanum Genus on April 20, 1884. One hundred 
years later, Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger, who would become Pope Benedict XVI, 
reminded Catholics the caveats the popes had ascribed to Freemasonry were still 
in force. 

The popes saw the Masonic lodges as hotbeds of republicanism and revolu
tion. They proposed a coherent critique of Masonic notions of freedom based on 
a theory of the passion applicable to individual souls and sovereign states. Aware 
of how revolutionaries appropriated the Masonic concept of liberty and used it to 
justify the crimes of the French Revolution, Leo XII said "by liberty ... we mean 
[being] free from slavery to Satan or to our passions, both of them most wicked 
masters." Freedom, as defined by the masons, was indistinguishable from license; 
it allowed human lusts and passions to spin out of control, which led inevitably to 
civil strife and revolution: 

For, the fear of God and reverence for divine laws being taken away, the author
ity of rulers despised. sedition permitted and approved and the popular passions 
urged onto.lawlessness. with no restraint save that of punishment. a change and 
overthrow of all things will necessarily flow. Yea. this change and overthrow 
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is deliberately planned and put forward by many associations of Communists 
and socialists, and to their undertakings the sect of Freemasons is not hostile, 
but generally favors their designs and holds in common with them their chief 
opinions.'94 

Once the revolutionaries overturned the Catholic social order, they used the 
freedom that was indistinguishable from license to maintain their power: 

For since generally no one is accustomed to obey crafty and clever men so sub
missively as those whose soul is weakened and broken down by the domination 
of the passions, there have been in the sect of the Freemasons some who have 
plainly determined and proposed that, artfully and of set purpose, the multitude 
should be satiated with a boundless license of vice, as, when this had been done, 
it would easily come under their power and authority for any acts of daring.'95 

ConSidering that it was written in 1884, Humanum Genus was a remarkably 
prescient prediction of how sexual liberation would be used as a form of political 
control in Masonic countries like the United States during the 20th Century. The 
popes traced Freemasonry to "the ingenuity of the English nation,"'96 born out 
of revolutionary experiences of the 1640S and 1688. Jacob concedes the accusa
tion "did contain a simple truth,"'97 namely that Freemasonry was a British inven
tion, but calls the idea that Freemasonry was linked to the English revolutions of 
the 17th Century a "myth."'98 There were certainly some myths associated with 
that tradition: in France Cromwell was consistently referred to as a Freemason 
throughout the 18th Century. But during the 1730S, popes were not the only ones 
who saw Whig freemasonry as subversive and revolutionary. 

In 1737, a year before the pope condemned masons, the Tories attacked them 
as sodomites and subversives, claiming, "no government ought to suffer such dark 
and clandestine Assemblies" because they may plot against the state and because 
they admit "Turks, Jews, Infidels, Papists, and Nonjurers." Other accounts elabo
rated on the charges, adding drunkenness and sodomy to the most frequently 
repeated charges. In addition, the lodges were seen as places where government 
positions might be secured. Given the large number of court Whigs in the lodges 
of the 1730S, the insight held substance.'99 

In the wake of the papal condemnation of 1738, police in Paris conducted 
raids on the lodges there. During the 1740s, Masons were under attack as English 
agents who wanted to subvert both state and church. The author of pamphlet Les 
Francs-Macons ecrases (1747) claimed Freemasonry was an English and republican 
conspiracy based on the subversive principles of liberty and equality. The charges 
troubled Rousset de Missy, who may have been involved in the Masonic rebuttal, 
which claimed the lodge was beneficial to society and authorized by nature itself. 
In the lodge, "everything changes, all things in the universe are renewed and re
formed, order is established, the rule and measure of things is understood, duty is 
followed, reason listened to, wisdom comprehended and mortals, without chang
ing their essence, appear as new men."·OO 
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As part of their 'counterattack in response to the papal condemnation, the 
publishing circle around Marchand, Levier, and Rousset brought out an atheistic 
tract by Anthony Collins, Le Philosophe. Collins' tract broke new ground, claim
ing "the existence of God [is] the most widespread and deeply engrained of all the 
prejudices."201 In its place the enlightened man, the philosophe, puts civil society, 
"[as] the only divinity that he will recognize on earth."202 Soon the word "philoso
phe" was circulating in France. The philosophe espoused English ideas, and as a 
result of the translation when those ideas crossed the English channel, Newtonian 
physics and Freemasonry were conflated with the revolutionary enthusiasm of 
1640 which was their antithesis. The link between Cromwell and Freemasonry was 
probably forged by Radical Whigs like Toland and Collins, who had roots back to 
the commonwealth period. By not denying these connections, Toland and Collins 
and their Huguenot promoters handed a public relations victory to their oppo
nents, who portrayed Freemasons as dangerous communists and revolutionaries, 
based on the increasingly radical writings of Whig agents like Collins. In Brussels 
an anonymous pamphlet appeared in French accusing the masons of wanting to 
create "a universal and democratic republic, which would also hold in common 
all of the earth's wealth."203 Anti-Masonic pamphlets in Amsterdam linked the 
Masons with Oliver Cromwell, and Dutch Masons were accused of promoting 
English revolutionary and republican ideas. Freemasons were "the Cromwellist 
Society," preparing to bring English revolution to Dutch soil. 

When Dutch troops were unable to prevent a small scale French invasion in 
April 1747, rioting broke out in Dutch cities to protest the ruling oligarchy's im
potence and to demand Stadholder William IV be brought back to power. In the 
Hague, buildings were festooned with orange banners. Mobs of rioting sailors got 
their ships to fire cannon in support. The spark which set off the Dutch Revolu
tion of 1747 was the invasion of the French, but the tinder ignited by that spark 
had been prepared by people like Rousset de Missy through establishment of pro
Orangist Masonic lodges which were instruments of Whig foreign policy. English 
agents in Holland exploited the unrest caused by the French invasion to deplore 
the impotence of the oligarchs and to urge a restoration of the House of Orange. 
Foremost among those English agents were William and Charles Bentinck, sons 
of the advisor to William III and, as a result of being raised in England, Dutch
men who considered themselves Whigs. Together with Rousset, the Bentincks 
worked for the restoration of William IV as Stadholder, and the reinstitution of 
Whig Orangism as the best alternative to the "corrupt and self-serving rule of 
oligarchy .... o4 Bentinck and Rousset de Missy found in Locke a justification for 
representative government and revolution. Two centuries later the United States 
government was promoting the same thing in the Ukraine, even using the color 
Orange to symbolize its Lockean revolution. 

The Dutch Revolution succeeded initially beyond the wildest dreams of its 
proponents. When the rioting in the Hague in April spread to Amsterdam in May, 
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the States proclaimed William IV Stadholder, and he appointed Rousset de Missy 
as his historian. Rousset then promoted the position of the radical Doelistenbe
weging, which went well beyond what Whigs were advocating in England, pro
moting a revolutionary democratic regime. It is difficult to tell if Rousset was an 
Orangist agent out of control or if the goal of Whig foreign policy was radically 
different from what they were willing to allow for domestic consumption. The 
Whigs had tried to spread the Glorious Revolution to foreign soil, but the minute 
it got transplanted, it threatened, like an invasive species introduced into an envi
ronment with no natural predators, to spin out of control into a genuinely demo
cratic if not communist revolution, like the one that had taken place in Muenster 
and would take place in France and Russia. When England refused to send troops 
to support its Whig agents, the revolution sputtered out and died. In June 1749 

Rousset was arrested, fined 1000 guilders, and banished from the Hague, a city 
which he would look upon for the rest of his life as "paradise lost." 

If the Whigs, who let their Dutch allies twist in the wind, had been paying 
close attention to the trajectory of the Dutch Revolution, they would have realized 
that black operations invariably spiral out of control. This was not only true of the 
"irregular warfare" popularized by T. E. Lawrence after World War I, it was true 
of psychological warfare as well. In both, "the heaviest handicap of all, and the 
most lasting one, was of a moral kind.'':zo5 The Black Operation known as the En
lightenment taught the younger generation "to defy authority and break the rules 
of civic morality.'':zo6 Rousset de Missy's use of Locke as a revolutionary battering 
ram made "a virtue of defying authority and violating rules." When the English 
promoted guerrilla warfare in Spain in response to Napoleon's invasion, they cre
ated an "epidemic of armed revolutions'':zo7 culminating in the Spanish Civil War 
of the 1937. 

The Dutch Revolution of 1747 was a dress rehearsal for the French Revolution 
of 1789. Both began with unplanned incidents that might have remained insignifi
cant, but for the fact that the Masonic lodges were in position to exploit them. In 
both instances, the unintended consequences of Whig Masonic political machi
nations far outweighed the expected benefits. The net result of English meddling 
in Dutch politics was the Diplomatic Revolution of 1756, when Austria pulled out 
of the nor.thern alliance and signed a treaty with France. 

IX 
In 1754 the war between England and France over control of North America 

was not going well for France. Many feared the French would invade Holland, 
and, in the Duke of Newcastle's words to William Bentinck, "take possession of 
the Low Countries, as a sort of deposit, till we had done them justice in North 
America.'':zo8 Since Rousset de Missy was in regular correspondence with Bentinck, 
the Duke of Newcastle's words probably caused his concern. To help the English 
cause, Rousset brought out a French edition of Locke's Two Treatises of Civil Gov-
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ernment (written in 1690 in the wake of the Glorious Revolution), hoping it would 
spread revolution in France as in Holland seven years earlier. 

Rousset disguised his identity as Locke's publisher by using the cryptic ini
tials, L.C.R.D.M.A.D.P, which only the initiated understood to mean "Le Cheva
lier Rousset de Missy, Academie du Plessis." The French translation radicalized 
Locke's words. Where Locke used "commonwealth" and "community," in French 
they became "republique." The idea of a republic would have been anathema to 
Whigs in England, if Rousset were talking about England. He was referring to 
France, however, which meant the intent behind the translation was more de
structive than instructive. 

Rousset de Missy's translation of Locke was the most widely reprinted edi
tion of Locke in Europe until the French Revolution. One French intellectual who 
read itwas Jean-Jacques Rousseau. Rousseau was in the circle that met at Charles 
Bentinck's estate at Nyenhuis, a center for philosophic discussion as well as sci
entific experimentation. Hume and Diderot dined at Nyenhuis, and Rousseau 
became godfather to one of William Bentinck's grandchildren. Rousset would 
have most certainly been part of this salon and could have met Rousseau there 
if he hadn't been condemned to exile. Bentinck introduced worthy writers to a 
new generation of publishers and made sure their books were discussed in Hol
land's lodges, where they learned Freemasonry restored man to the natural state 
praised by Rousseau. Prominent among the new generation of radical publishers 
was Marc-Michel Rey, who became Rousseau's publisher in the 1660s. He also 
published the works of the Baron d'Holbach and Diderot's Encyclopedie. By the 
late 1760s, Rey had published all the major philosophes. His symbolic link to the 
radical publishers of the previous generation associated with the Knights of Jubi
lation became clear when he published Rousset de Missy's Traite de trois impos
teurs after d'Holbach brought that classic of the subversive genre to his attention. 
Rey's role as a crucial link between English radicalism and the Enlightenment in 
France became even clearer when he published d'Holbach's Systeme de la Nature 
in 1770. D'Holbach got the idea for that book after translating Toland's Letters to 
Serena into French; whole sections of those translations of radical English ideas 
found their way into his book. 

Rousseau differed dramatically from Voltaire, especially from his economic 
views. But both men were useful to the Whigs, whose agents in Holland made sure 
their ideas reached a wide audience in the French speaking world. Rousseau was 
useful because he posited a "natural" alternative to "artificial civilization," soon to 
become synonymous with the court at Versailles. Unlike the pope when he talked 
about the relationship between passion and revolution in his condemnation of 
Freemasonry, Rousseau attributed all human evil to social injustice perpetrated 
by an ossified artificial ruling class that lobbied for nothing but its own privileges. 
"Man is born free, and yet we see him everywhere in chains." Rousseau's Social 
Contract was the French radicalization of Locke's treatise on government. The 
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inspired prophet from Geneva, even if he had converted to Catholicism from the 
Calvinism of his youth, fulminated against a corrupt priesthood that had no basis 
in "nature." 

Abbe Augustin Barruel, author of one of the first histories of the French Rev
olution, would continue the classical moral critique of Freemasonry and the revo
lution it engendered that Clement XII had begun in 1738. The "philosophic" medi
tation on "liberty" and "equality" which began with Montesquieu's Spirit of Laws 
was taken to a new level when Rousseau wrote the Social Contract and construed 
"liberty" and "equality" as "supreme happiness." "If we examine," Barruel writes 
synthesizing Rousseau's ideas, "in what the supreme happiness of All consists, 
which ought to be the grand object of every legislature, it will appear to center in 
these two points Liberty and Equality. In Liberty, because all private dependence 
is so much strength subtracted from the body of the state, in Equality, because 
Liberty cannot subsist without it.''>09 Rousseau was only "seeking to realize Mon
tesquieu's principle; to give to each man who feels himself a free agent the means 
of being his own governor, and of living under no other laws that those which he 
had himself made.''>lo 

Rousseau and Montesquieu's ideas received their first application in America. 
By 1760, the Whigs had lost control of Masonic Lodges in America. The American 
lodges were Scottish and "antient," and many of the Masons there had contempt 
for the revisionist history that suffused Anderson's Constitutions. The split in the 
lodges facilitated a split between England, whose foreign policy was in the hands 
of Whig ideologues, and the American colonies, which deeply resented the eco
nomic exploitation those policies entailed. The conflict with America was exacer
bated by the double game at the heart of Whig freemasonry. Jacob again notices 
it, but can't articulate the strategy fully, when she claims "on the continent" Whig 
Freemasonry promoted "a series of revolutions in which Masonic rhetoric and 
idealism, with its British and utopian associations, may have at moments made 
seem more plausible. In the country of their origin, however, most Masonic ora
tors encouraged order and stability .... Indeed the loqges were an important vehicle 
for inculcating loyalism to king and government.''>ll 

There is no dichotomy. The radical version of Whig Freemasonry was not 
intended for domestic consumption. This simple fact also explains one of the big 
issues in Masonic studies, namely, the myth of the two lodges, a myth fostered 
by Barruel in his history of the French Revolution-a book written under Whig 
auspices in England. 

The lodges in America were anomalous. They were not English, in the sense 
of being in England, but they weren't foreign either. The lodges in America were 
founded long before the founding of the Grand Lodge in London in 1717. Their re
sidualloyalty to a more "antient" tradition fostered resentment against the Whig 
parvenus. That loyalty combined with resentment against exploitative Whig eco
nomic policies to ensure the lodge in America would favor revolution unaccept-
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able to Whig oligarchs in England. One source claims the lodge in Boston sus
pended its regular meeting so members could take part in the Boston Tea Party. If 
Freemasonry suffered "a cultural transformation when it crossed the channel,">" 
it suffered another when it crossed the ocean. 

There were other factors at work in the American Revolution. Puritanism did 
not die a sudden violent death in America, as in England in 1660, when English 
mobs, full of hatred for the failed Commonwealth, dug up Cromwell's corpse and 
hanged it. Puritanism was left to expire of its own self-contradictions in America 
during the course of the 18th Century. As a result the Enlightenment grew up 
there side by side with American Puritanism. Benjamin Franklin was 22 years old 
when Cotton Mather died. Both walked the streets of Boston in the 1720S when, 
in England, the rout of Enthusiasm and its replacement by Freemasonry was all 
but complete. American intellectual life was always a peculiar combination of re
ligious enthusiasm and messianic politics; Newtonian Freemasonry was the an
tithesis of Enthusiasm in England and, a fortiori, on the continent, but Thomas 
Paine combined these two contradictory ideas, and his pamphlet Common Sense 
became one of the seminal documents of the American republic. 

The American mind thus was formed by the confluence of contradictory 
forms of judaizing, i.e., Puritanism and Freemasonry. American political thought 
would oscillate between these two poles for the next two centuries. The revolu
tionary creed hatched in America found immediate acceptance in France, largely 
because of Benjamin Franklin, "the representative figure who embodied the new 
democratic ideal of a humanity, liberated from the restraints of privilege and tra
dition and recognizing no laws but those of nature and reason,''''3 but Franklin 
was not operating in a vacuum. Rousseau, whose books on the social contract and 
the noble savage seemed to have America in mind, prepared his way. Franklin was 
also a Mason, representing the Scottish tradition regnant in America, and his way 
had been prepared there too by the Ecossais lodges founded by the Jacobite exiles 
in the wake of their defeat by William of Orange in 1690. 

In America, it looked as if Bacon's dream of a New Atlantis had finally come 
true. A government had come into existence that was totally congruent with the 
laws of nature as formed by the Great Architect of the Universe, or as Paine put 
it, "The revolution of America presented in politics what was only theory in me
chanics. But such is the irresistible nature of Truth that all it asks and all it wants 
is the liberty of appearing. The sun needs no inscription to distinguish him from 
darkness, and no sooner did the American governments display themselves to the 
world than despotism felt a shock and man began to contemplate redress:"'4 

In 1787, nine years after the American Declaration ofIndependence, the shock 
was felt in the Austrian Netherlands the Protestant revolution had failed to wrest 
from the Habsburgs in the 16th Century. This should have been precisely what the 
English wanted except the revolution spread to Holland too, where .the English 
ally the Stadholder William V was on the throne. According to Whig political 
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theory, not unlike the Breshnev Doctrine articulated by the Soviets two centuries 
later, there were good revolutions and bad revolutions, and, according to this cal
culus, the Dutch Revolution of 1787 was a bad revolution. Prussia, England's ally, 
invaded Holland and crushed it. William V continued in power, prompting one 
cynical Dutch patriot to claim "The English endeavor to enslave everyone and 
keep themselves free.":u5 

Since the Dutch revolution happened two years before the French, some his
torians have imagined the former as a "rehearsal" for the latter. The major differ
ence was the absence of the Prussian army in France in 1791. This absence in 1791, 
like the presence in 1787, is consistent with the objectives of English foreign policy, 
which promoted revolution in Catholic countries but suppressed it at home and in 
countries ruled by Protestant allies. 

Jacob ridicules the idea that freemasonry or its child, the Enlightenment, 
caused the French Revolution. Yet a close reading of her book provides evidence 
that supports just that conclusion. There were most certainly Frenchmen who 
connected the lodge with the revolution. Some were Masons. "A provincial lodge," 
she writes, "writing to the Paris Grand Lodge almost offhandedly remarked that 
'in the civil order the deputies of a province represent the general assemblies of 
the nation; it is the same in the lodges."'"6 Jacob sees "a remarkable parallelism"" 7 

between the National Assembly and the republican and democratic principles 
Frenchmen learned in the Lodge, but she stops short of endorsing a connection 
because she associates the link with Barruel, whom she terms "the most famous
and paranoid-historian of 18th Century freemasonry.'",8 Barruel named freema
sonry as "one of the great causes of the French Revolution.''''9 He was not para
noid. Indeed, he could have made a much more effective case if he hadn't become 
caught up in the tangled web of Whig politics. 

x 
Christopher Dawson does not share Jacob's reticence in linking Freemasonry 

to the Revolution. If Revolution became "a real religion,''''o as he claims, it was 
most certainly not a religion without a Church. The Religion of Revolution pos
sessed "a definite though simple body of dogmas which aspired to take the place 
of Christianity as the creed of the new age," and it also "possessed its ecclesiasti
cal hierarchy and organization in the Order of Freemasons, which attained the 
climax of its development in the two decades that preceded the Revolution.''''' In
spired by Benjamin Franklin and Lodge of Nine Sisters, Freemasonry was instru
mental in founding numerous societies or clubs, which provided the practical and 
theoretical basis for the revolution. In those clubs, as in the lodge, social standing 
counted for little next to the overriding principles of fraternity and equality. Once 
the ancien regime showed itself incapable of commanding its armies and running 
its government, club members quickly stepped forward and applied the principles 
they learned in the lodge to the governance of the state. If Freemasonry was the 
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link in the revolutionary chain that connected Protestantism to Socialism, the 
French clubs were the link between the lodge and the revolutionary government 
after the fall of the ancien regime. It was "in the clubs and the popular societies 
that the Revolution found its real organs."'" The clubs were "the churches of the 
new religion .... •3 The clubs abolished the lodges and simultaneously raised them to 
a higher level, just as the revolution was to do on a much wider and larger scale. 

Philippe, the Duke of Orleans, later known as Philippe Egalite, played a cru
cial role in the move from Lodge to Revolution. Dawson claims Philip, the leading 
figure of French Freemasonry, "was the center of a web of subterranean agita
tion and intrigue which has never been unraveled.""4 The historian could start 
by examining the nexus of revolutionary clubs, cafes, brothels, and publishing 
ventures known as the Palais Royale. Philip Egalite created the matrix from which 
the French Revolution sprang when he built the Palais Royale. The Palais, where 
"reform moved through revolt to revolution," began as the Duke of Orleans' at
tempt to create "a sort of Hyde Park in the French Capital," where French Whigs 
could debate the "mild Whiggish reformism of the London coffee houses that the 
House of Orleans had originally sought to imitate."115 

Furet claims the original vision of the French radicals involved creating "an 
English style political class" in France in which the "liberal nobility could col
laborate with the Enlightened bourgeoisie."1.16 When the ancien regime collapsed 
precipitously, the French radicals had the task of becoming English overnight, a 
project doomed to failure. Failed or not, the French got the idea of the "circle" as 
the small revolutionary cell was called, from the English. Billington quotes Merci
er, who explained that even before the Revolution, "the taste for circles, unknown 
to our fathers and copied from the English, has become naturalized.""7 

The Palais Royale was supposed to imitate the English coffee house where 
Whigs discussed politics. The French radicals, lacking the moral restraint that 
characterized the bourgeoisie in England and America, turned the Palais Roy
ale into a center of low pleasure instead, specializing in political pornography, 
and bringing out classics like The National Bordello under the sponsorship of the 
Queen. The Duke of Orleans hired as his personal secretary, Choderlos de Laclos, 
author of Les Liaisons Dangereuses and a pioneer, along with his friend the Mar
quis de Sade, of "the liberated pornography that flourished during the revolution
aryera.',>·8 

The Palais Royale became notorious for its prostitutes, the most notorious 
being Madame de Genlis (later Citoyenne Brulart), the Duc d'Orleans' mistress. 
The prostitutes who gathered in the gardens of Palais Royale by noon, made sure 
"every form of sexual gratification" described in the pornography produced there 
was "available in the cafes and apartments of the Palais complex," including the 
possibility of sex with a seven-foot-two-inch Prussian prostitute, Mlle. Lapierre."9 

Providing "the intoxicating ambiance of an earthly utopia,''>30 the cafes also incited 
those who frequented them to act on the "politics of desire," and bring down the 
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government that inhibited their pleasures and political fantasies. If" distinctions 
of rank were obliterated" in these cafes, and "men were free to exercise sexual as 
well as political freedom," then "The Temple of Voluptuousness" was destined to 
become the birthplace of revolution. '3' 

This is what the classical tradition from Plato to Barruel said would happen 
when passion got out of control, but it came as a shock and bitter disappointment 
to the Newtonian Whigs who had promoted it. They thought they could control 
revolutionary passion in the same way that Ben Franklin had learned to harness 
lightning in Leyden jars. At the Palais Royale, the French radicals, clouded by 
sexual passion and the pleasures of drugs and alcohol, mistook fantasy for reality, 
and soon "the ideal of total secular happiness" began to "seem credible as well as 
desirable."·31 

The French Revolution began at the Palais Royale at around 3:30 PM on July 
12, 1789 when Camille Desmoulins, outraged at the dismissal of finance minister 
Necker, jumped on a table and shouted, '~ux Armes!" The Palais Royale-or to 
be more precise, the Cafe Foy-became the "portico of the Revolution,"'33 the gate 
from which it issued forth. By 4:00 the mob was coursing through the streets of 
Paris carrying busts of Necker and the patron of their vices, the Duc d'Orleans. 
At 8:00 PM royal troops opened fire on the mob, killing a number of them. The 
mob had little to go on by way of historical precedent. The Protestant revolutions 
of Huss and Muentzer were so far in the distant past that they could provide little 
guidance. The socialist revolutions of 1830, 1848, 1870, and 1917 were hidden un
born in the womb of the future. So the French revolutionaries "echoed the An
glophlia of the Duke of Orleans in hailing the events in France as 'cette glorieuse 
Revolution."'·34 Their intentions may have been clear, but in carrying them out in 
a different culture and time, Anglophile intentions gave way to a Revolution with 
a terrible logic of its own. 

On July 14, the mob broke into the Hotel des Invalides, where they liber
ated 32,000 muskets in the name of the French people. The mob then headed for 
the Bastille, where the Marquis de Sade had been haranguing them from his cell 
through a funnel that served as his urinal. The mob was looking for arms so they 
could return fire the next time they were attacked. Faced with the cannon the mob 
had looted from the Hotel des Invalides, the guards at the Bastille surrendered in 
mid-afternoon, whereupon they were savagely murdered, and their heads, stuck 
on the end of pikes, were paraded through the city. By the end of the day, Louis 
XVI was no longer king, or was king in name only. Three days later, he went to 
Paris and acknowledged Bailly and La Fayette as the nation's new revolutionary 
rulers. It turned out Louis XIV was right when he said, "L'etat c'est moi." Once his 
grandson abdicated, the state collapsed around him, and the rioting spread, filling 
the vacuum his abdication created. Having rehearsed the revolution during the 
food riots of the winter of 1788-9, the peasants armed themselves and attacked the 
local chateaux and abbeys and burned the administration's deeds and records, as 
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if, in so doing, they could obliterate the hold the past had on them. 
The uprising which began on July 12 was spontaneous in the same sense in 

which combustion is sometimes called spontaneous: the fire broke out at the Pal
ais Royale because Philippe Egalite had assembled so much combustible material 
in one place that it had become an inevitability. Billington gives three reasons why 
the Revolution broke out there: 

It offered, first of all, a privileged sanctuary for intellectuals where they could 
turn from speculation to organization. Second, its owner and patron, the Duke 
of Orleans, represented the point through which new ideas broke into the power 
elite of the old regime .... finally the Palais provided a living link with the under
world of Paris and with the new social forces that had to be mobilized for any 
revolutionary victory.'35 

Nesta Webster, in a book that is controversial, offers another reason, "the Gold 
of Pitt,"'36 as part of a narrative in which she struggles with English responsibil
ity for the revolution in France. The facts are dear: Montmorin told Gouverneur 
Morris that he "had indisputable evidence of the intrigues of Britain and Prussia 
that they gave money to the Prince de Conde and the Duc d'Orleans."137 Marie 
Antoinette told Madame Campan not to go to Paris, because "the English have 
been distributing money there!"'38 Webster also cites Benzenval, who in "describ
ing the riots of July 1789, speaks of the brigands employed by the Duc d'Orleans 
and by England."'39 

English guineas were found on the rioters, and Englishmen were seen min
gling with the mobs during the first days of the revolution. Seditious pamphlets 
were printed in London, and there had been a heavy traffic in money, messages, 
and letters between England and the revolutionary leaders in France. Many of 
those same leaders "were constantly in England both before and during the Revo
lution; Marat lived for years in Soho, whilst Danton, Brissot, Petion, St. Hururge, 
Theroigne de Mericourt and the ruffian Rotondo were all habitues of London. 
These facts admit of no denial. ... 40 

England, according to Webster, needed to be worried, because Louis XVI was 
"an enthusiast for the navy,"'41 and by opening the port of Cherbourg, threatened 
England's domination of the seas. English diplomats heaved an almost audible 
sigh of relief when the revolution broke out in Paris. In September 1789, Lord Dor
set wrote from Paris that the chaos from the revolution meant it would be a long 
time "before France returns to any state of existence which can make her a subject 
of uneasiness to other nations,''>4' Sorel felt England was in position "to substitute 
herself for France" and profit from France's misfortunes "in every market" as well 
as "in every chancellery" where the two nations did business.'43 Pitt, according to 
Sorel, "would have been careful not to obstruct the development of a revolution 
so advantageous to his designs. He also held that a king of France deprived of his 
prestige, with his rights limited and his power contested, would marvelously an
swer the convenience of England. But he was not one of those greedy politicians 
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blinded by jealousy, whose covetousness leads them to take a brutal advantage of 
fortune .... 44 

After stating her case, Webster changes horses and declares that it is "illogical 
and absurd" to assume the English Government "took advantage of the disturbed 
state of the country to wreak her vengeance on the French government by encour
aging and actually financing sedition .... 45 George II opposed the revolution at ev
ery turn, and Pitt, his minister, "could have had no conceivable object in further
ing a movement that shook all the thrones of Europe."'46 Pitt and the J acobins were 
like oil and water; they were incapable of collaborating on anything. The Jacobins 
were "the natural enemies of England,"'47 and they were just as indignant at the 
thought of Pitt supporting the revolution as Webster herself. Why, she wonders, 
"should Tor de Pitt' be mentioned by Jacobin writers with the same indignation as 
by Royalists?"'48 The answer is simple. The Jacobins knew the English were using 
that money to subvert French power. 

But what about the Duc d'Orleans' anglophilia and his frequent trips to Eng
land? "This apparent love of the Duc d'Orleans for the English was in the end the 
cause of all the calumnies against England with which the leaders of the different 
factions influenced public credulity, so as to throw on the policy of that nation the 
excesses of which they alone were guilty." The guineas found on the English and 
French revolutionaries came from the Duc d'Orleans; "with diabolical cunning he 
drew out in English coin, and had sent over to France in order to throw suspicion 
on the English."'49 

In the final analysis, Webster can only exonerate Pitt by implicating the Whig 
radicals associated with Dr. Price and the Prince of Wales in the conspiracy she 
dismissed as absurd and far-fetched: 

In this case English gold did playa part in the revolutionary movement, but it 
was provided not by the Government, but by its opponents. The Opposition par
ty in London formed an exact counterpart to the duke's party in Paris; headed by 
the Prince of Wales, the roues of Carlton House formed a Fronde against George 
III, such as the roues of the Palais Royale formed against Louis XVI. '50 

Webster claims further: 

it was the 'democratic' party, the revolutionaries of France and Whigs of Eng
land, who supported the follies and extravagances of these two dissolute princes, 
whilst in both countries the cause of order and morality was represented by the 
sovereign whom the democrats wished to dethrone. '5' 

Louis XVI knew of his cousin Philippe's connection with the Whig radicals; 
this is why he exiled him to Vilier-Coterets, not to a foreign country, and most 
certainly not to England. In London, Philippe consorted with radical Whig ma
sons and Jewish lodge members like Samuel de Falk, as well as Whig radicals like 
Lord Stanhope, Price, Priestly and the" drunkard" Thomas Paine. The Whigs were 
"the natural allies of their country's bitterest enemies, the Jacobins of France," and 
they not only abetted the revolution abroad, but were "seeking to create a kindred 
movement at home."'5' 
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The mystery surrounding Pitt's Gold resolves itself once we remove the prime 
minister's name. Call it Walpole's gold instead, and the Whig involvement in sub
version in France is too obvious to deny. Although many Englishmen, including 
Whigs like Edmund Burke, opposed the French Revolution, that revolution got 
started as a· Whig black operation, and, like all black operations, the attack on 
France got out of control. Just one year into the revolution, one of steam engine 
inventor James Watt's Dutch friends wrote to him about the progress of the revo
lution. "The French," he wrote, "have now outrun their instructors the English."253 
The Dutch republicans thus saw the French revolution as the application of "Eng
lish principles''>54 by students who went beyond their teachers' intent. 

The revolution would destroy the very thing that prepared its way, namely, the 
Masonic lodges, when it declared all private institutions and associations illegal. 
French allegiance to the revolution would become widespread when Church prop
erty was looted and distributed though the assignats to a much wider group than 
the looting of England's churches had enriched in the 16th Century. The revolu
tion then took on a life of its own, and many came to believe the Masonic lodges 
were no longer necessary. The Masonic lodge was only necessary "in a despotic 
society.''>55 No one epitomized this transition better than the Duc d'Orleans, who 
had been the leading figure in French Freemasonry and in constant contact with 
the Lodge in London before 1789. He even journeyed to London in 1789, a trip that 
caused him problems later. 

On September 15, 1792, France became a republic, and to celebrate the change 
(or to ingratiate himself with the winners) Philippe presented himselfto the new 
government and asked to change his name to "Egalite." He also asked that the Pal
ais-Royale, his revolutionary pleasure dome, be renamed the "garden of equality." 
Philippe was elected to the National Convention, but many in that body, including 
Jean Paul Marat, questioned his loyalty and sincerity, alleging he "speculated on 
the revolution as on his jockies''>56 and simply acted in a way "most convenient to 
his interests.''>57 The crux of the issue was Philippe's connection to the Masons and 
England. The Jacobins suspected him of being a British agent working to establish 
a Whig-inspired constitutional monarchy in France. 

The Palais was still politically significant in 1792. The Girondists, headquar
tered at the Cafe du Caveau at the Palais, organized the demonstrations of August 
10, 1792 that overthrew the monarchy and led to the creation of the First Republic. 
Conflict soon arose with the Jacobins, who considered the Girondins as Royalists 
because of their association with the Palais and the renamed Duc d'Orleans. "The 
J acobins feared not only the royalists [like Philippe D'Orleans] who controlled the 
cafes within the Palais, but also the foreign friends of the Revolution who enjoyed 
the hospitality of the Palais-Royal. .... 58 

The legend that Cromwell was a freemason came to fruition on January 21, 
1793 when the National Assembly executed Louis XVI. It is doubtful the conven
tion could have taken this step without the model of the English Regicide before 
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their eyes. If the civilized English could murder their king, could not the French 
do likewise? Importing the lodge had already induced them to follow English 
models in other areas-from Newtonian physics to coffee houses. The example of 
Charles I haunted the trial of Louis XVI. Charles had run legal circles around his 
accusers, and the convention didn't want a repetition of that embarrassment at the 
French king's trial. 

One day before the execution of the king, on January 20, 1793 a revolutionary 
leader was assassinated at the Palais Royale, and Philippe was considered a suspect. 
Jacobin mobs periodically launched assaults on the Palais as a suspected hotbed 
of royalism in the months following the murder. When Philippe's son defected 
to the counter-revolution in the spring, Philippe was arrested. Over the summer, 
the Jacobins slowly shut down the Palais' operations, and Philippe Egalite pre
pared his legal defense, knowing his life hung in the balance. The crucial issue 
was Philippe's involvement in Freemasonry because Freemasonry was considered 
an instrument of English culture, if not foreign policy, and England and France 
were now at war. The Revolution had taken on a life of its own, far beyond what 
the English Whigs intended. 

Facing the guillotine for treason, Philippe Egalite wrote a short manuscript, 
"Voici mon histoire maconnique," to explain his involvement with Freemasonry. 
"At a time when no one could have foreseen our revolution, I attached myself to 
freemasonry, which offered a kind of image of equality, just as I attached myself to 
the parliaments, which offered a kind of image of liberty. I have since given up the 
phantom for the reality .... s9 At least one historian finds it astounding that Philippe 
"had been attacked not by antirevolutionaries but by the Revolution's supporters 
for having been a freemason,"'6o but the attack is unsurprising because Freema
sonry was associated in the popular as well as the revolutionary mind with Eng
land. Philippe was a suspect because he was a Freemason; the revolutionary orga
nization that created the conditions for the revolution was an object of suspicion 
to the leaders of the Revolution, largely because of its association with England, 
which declared war on France in 1793. By 1793 Freemasonry was suspect to the 
French left and the French right, because every Frenchman, most especially the 
French masons, knew "they were participating in a system of governance inher
ited from another revolution, dimly remembered,"'61 namely, the Glorious Revo
lution. The French knew "the version of civil polity they created in their private 
sociability [Le., the lodge] had first taken shape in revolutionary England. In that 
belief, as we can now understand it, they were more right then even they could 
have imagined."'6' 

The Jacobins thought Philippe was conspiring with the English because of 
his trip to London in 1789. Philippe was seen as part of the royalists' ''Anglophile 
maneuvering" to move France closer to a constitutional monarchy like that in 
England after the Glorious Revolution. The replacement of the House of Bourbon 
with a philo-Protestant constitutional monarch had been the goal of Whig for-
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eign policy for almost a century. On the verge of achieving their goal, the English 
watched victory slip from their grasp as the revolution spun out of control. The 
terror lasted until March 1794, when Robespierre succumbed to his own killing 
machine. Philippe Egalite was guillotined on November 6, 1793 along with Marie
Antoinette and 200 other enemies of the revolution. 

Once the revolution occurred in France, Freemasonry was in a bind of its 
own making, caught between Jewish cosmopolitanism, which the Grand Lodge 
insisted on promoting on the continent, and the rising tide of nationalism, which 
revolution engendered in France. Amsterdam was caught in the middle both geo
graphically and ideologically. The Amsterdam Lodge had always admitted Jews. 
After the revolution in France emancipated the Jews there, the number ofJewish 
applicants to La Bien Aimee increased dramatically. The Dutch had mixed feel
ings about Jewish emancipation and membership in the lodge. La Bien Aimee 
agreed to admit "nine gentlemen of the Jewish Nation and Religion ... [under the] 
stipulation that none of these Gentlemen of the Jewish nation and Religion ... now 
or consequently will ever be able or permitted to be nominated, elected and even 
less appointed to any administration of the lodge.">63 Like Cromwell earlier and 
Napoleon later, the Dutch freemasons feared that the Jews, once admitted, would 
take over the lodge. German lodges expressed the same misgivings, but they were 
consistently opposed by the Grand Lodge in London. 

La Bien Aimee became revolutionized and French in January 1795 when the 
French Army invaded Holland and routed the Prussians, who had been defend
ing the Stadholder and Whig placeman William V. The forces Rousset de Missy 
had mobilized in 1747 finally turned on their English masters and proclaimed a 
new Batavian republic along French, not English, lines. Like Philippe Egalite, the 
Dutch Masons gave up the appearance in favor of reality. Once the sun of revolu
tion rose over Holland, the candle of Freemasonry, which had lit the way during 
the dark years of the ancien regime, was no longer necessary. 

In January 1795, La Bien Aimee opened a lodge meeting by adopting the revo
lutionary principles of liberty, fraternity, and equality. "Before opening the lodge 
our beloved chairman congratulated the assembled fraternity on the long-hoped
for revolution in our dear country, because of which liberty, fraternity and equal
ity had now become the motto of our days, and furthermore announced to the 
brothers that from now on all honorary titles were held to be abolished among 
US.">64 When the brothers sang their Masonic songs, "La Marseillaise" was first on 
the list. The lodge, however, had become unnecessary because it had become the 
model of a new world, the modern world, which had adopted and would go on to 
implement its principles in its struggle against what was left of the Catholic order 
in Europe. That Masonic crusade would continue as the nationalist Freemasonry 
of the risorgimento conquered the papal states in Italy, and when the Masonic 
powers of America and England would dismember Austria, the last bastion of the 
Habsburg's Catholic empire, following World War I. Both Wilson and Mazarek, 
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the first president of Czechoslovakia, the country Wilson carved out of the heart 
of the Austro-Hungarian empire, were Masons. In each case, "what began on the 
Continent as constitutionally governed societies for gentlemen" became "a micro
cosm of a new secular and civic, yet quasi-religious, political order we have now 
come to know simply as the modern world."265 

XI 
On August 10, 1792, fearing the increasing violence of the French mob against 

the clergy, abbe Augustin Barruel closed the Journal ecclesiastique, from whose 
pages he had attacked the philosophes and then the revolutionaries. Sensing 
greater violence was in the offing, Abbe Barruel then disappeared. After going 
into hiding, he made his way to Normandy, and from there he escaped to asylum 
in England. 

Barruel, whose family emigrated in the 13th Century to France from Scot
land, where they were known as Barwell, entered the Jesuits at 15, eight years be
fore Louis XV banished them from France and 17 years before Pope Clement XIV 
suppressed the order in the bull Dominus ac Redemptor. 

A priest without an order, Barruel set off for Poland after hearing the Jesu
it confessor to Queen Marie Lecsinska WaS offering positions to expelled Jesu
its from the west. When Barruel arrived in Prague, the provincial of the Jesuits 
in Bohemia, "charmed by his virtue and talents,''>66 persuaded him to stay. He 
then became tutor to a noble family in France, which allowed him to return to 
his native land and take up the battle against the philosophes and Catholic ac
comodationists, which he pursued for years as editor of the Catholic and royalist 
Journal ecclasiastique. Barruel wrote a book on the Revolution, Discours sur les 
vraies causes de la revolution, which appeared in 1789. One year later he opposed 
the Jacobins on the issue of divorce, publishing Lettres sur Ie divorce: les vraies 
principes sur Ie mariage. 

Barruel felt that the French Revolution was divine punishment meted out to 
France for "having acted as the breeding place of an ideology destructive of Chris
tian society.''>67 The revolution had also been caused by a conspiracy, which he 
hoped to document when he got to England and had the freedom to write again. 
The two explanations were complementary. The anti-Christian ideology that 
found such disfavor with God had been put into force by people who conceived 
of the revolution as an attack on the Catholic Church. "If you want a revolution," 
Mirabeau had said two months before the mob stormed the Bastille, "you need to 
decatholicize France.">68 

Three years after the beginning of the revolution, Mirabeau's followers de
Catholicized France in a horribly literal way. On September 2, 1792, the attack on 
the Catholic Church escalated into an attack on the Catholic clergy. In four days, 
300 priests were massacred and the Abby of Saint Firmin was turned into a prison 
where priests were subjected to the anticlerical rage of the mob. Even a supporter 
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of the revolution like Mme Roland admitted the cruelty of the mob: "Women were 
brutally violated before being torn to pieces by those tigers; intestines cut out and 
worn as turbans; bleeding human flesh devoured ..... 69 Some were incarcerated in 
ships that were then sunk in the Seine. By the time this rage burned itself out, 
20,000 French clergy were living in exile. 

On September 26, 1792, Barruel, "with a certain number of French priests 
who had found refuge in a hospitable country, .... 70 arrived in London, where he 
took up residence "with an old Jesuit like himself, .... 71 the Rev. William Strickland. 
Barruel was one of 8,000 to 10,000 members of the Catholic clergy who sought 
refuge in Protestant England. Between September 1792 and August 1, 1793, Ed
mund Burke raised 32,000 pounds sterling for relief of the French clergy. King 
George III turned the royal castle at Winchester into a residence for 600 priests. 
The Archbishop of Canterbury opened his residence to French bishops who es
caped the terror. Barruel was deeply grateful to "the Anglican clergy, the aristoc
racy, the businessmen, the citizens of every class, who had already sent assistance 
necessary to receive, lodge, nourish and clothe this colony of unfortunate men ..... 7• 

The pope was also grateful for the unexpected help from one of the church's most 
long-standing and tenacious enemies. In a letter written on September 7, 1792, 

Pope Pius VI thanked King George III for its generous hospitality. William Pitt, 
the King's Prime Minister, remembered those exiles: "Few will ever forget the pi
ety, the irreproachable conduct, the long and dolorous patience of those men, cast 
suddenly into the midst of foreign people different in its religion, its language, 
its manners and its customs. They won the respect and goodwill of all by a life of 
unvarying godliness and decency ..... 73 

Burke was a dedicated foe of the Revolution, and his Reflections helped turn 
the tide of popular opinion against it. This was no easy task in a country where 
Freemasonry was firmly rooted among the ruling classes, many of whom felt the 
events in France were the long awaited transposition of the Glorious Revolution 
to French soil. English radicals like Dr. Price said this explicitly. Mary Wollstone
craft launched her career as the first feminist by attacking Burke. However, her 
affair with William Godwin, his scandalous memoir of their relationship, and the 
lifestyle of the Godwin family, coupled with Burke's Reflections, soon turned pub, 
lic opinion against them, and England became the Revolution's most determined 
foe. Burke supported Barruel's work, but he did not see its completion. Burke died 
two months after the first volume appeared. 

On May 1, 1797, Burke wrote to Barruel congratulating him on publication of 
the first volume of Memoirs pour servir une histoire du jacobinisme: 

I cannot easily express to you how much I am instructed and delighted by the 
first Volume of your History of Jacobinism. The whole of the wonderful narra
tive is supported by documents and proofs with most juridical regularity and 
exactness. I have known myself personally five of your principal conspirators, 
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and I can undertake to say from my own certain knowledge, that so far back as 
the year 1773, they were busy in the plot you have so well described, and in the 
manner, and on the principle you have so truly represented. To this I can speak 
as a witness.'74 

Volume I of Barruel's History of Jacobinism dealt with the Philosophes; Vol
ume II dealt with Freemasonry. In Volume II, Barruel concluded the hard core of 
the French Revolutionaries, the Jacobin cult, was Freemasonic. The Freemasons 
had founded the Jacobin clubs, but the Jacobins turned on the Masons when they 
got control of the revolutionary government. Burke endorsed Barruel's indictment 
of the philosophes, but did not read the volumes on Freemasonry or the Illuminati 
that appeared after his death. 

By the time he finished his book, however, Barruel had backed away from, or 
at least blunted the force of, his initial assertion. In volumes three and four, Bar
ruel deals with the Illuminati, and in dealing with them Barruel introduced an 
element of incoherence into his book from which it never recovered. In October 
1786, the Bavarian police published their dossier on the Illuminati, the conspiracy 
to overthrow throne and altar. Adam Weishaupt, a professor at the University 
of Ingolstadt, led the cabal. Barruel received a copy of the Illuminati dossier; by 
incorporating it into his Memoir he "weakened his main contention,"'75 according 
to Stanley Jaki. 

Joseph de Maistre, the father of continental Counter Revolution, felt the same 
way about Barruel's History of Jacobinism. It was brilliant in parts but defective 
as a whole. Barruel often confused "the thing with the corruption of the thing'''76 

in discussing Masonic practices. Both de Maistre and Barruel were Masons, so 
they knew Illuminism came from Germany. In making Illuminism central to the 
story of the French Revolution, Barruel put the cart before the horse. Illuminism, 
according de Maistre, was "an effect and not a cause.'''77 

By making German Illuminism the "smoking gun," Barruellet Freemasonry 
off the hook. He also diverted attention from England, which everyone then saw 
as the historical and geographical source of the Lodge. Even if we eliminate the 
shadowy Rosicrucian brotherhood of the 16208, Scottish Freemasonry had agents 
on the continent by the 1650S. Whig-controlled lodges were founded during the 
first three decades of the 18th Century, and their numbers increased dramatically 
in France up to the outbreak of the French Revolution. It is perverse to discount 
that activity by shifting responsibility to an organization that came into existence 
in 1776 and that for the first few years of its existence-until the initiation of the 
Prussian Baron von Knigge-was little more than a college fraternity. Barruel 
argues the Illuminati took over existing lodges, but this explanation is not per
suasive, given the number of lodges that needed to be subverted, and the time 
that would take. If German Illuminism is responsible for the French Revolution, 
Weishaupt and von Knigge had to complete the takeover in the six years following 
the 1781 Masonic convention in Wilhelmsbaden. 
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Barruel goes out of his way to absolve English lodges of any responsibility 
for the French Revolution. He has nothing but good to say about English Freema
sonry: "England in particular is full of those upright men, who, excellent Citizens, 
and of all stations, are proud of being Masons, and who may be distinguished 
from the others by ties which appear only to unite them more closely in the bonds 
of charity and fraternal affection.''z78 The reader gets the impression that Barruel 
doth protest too much when he adds: "It is not the fear of offending a nation in 
which I have found an asylum that has suggested this exception.''z79 His defense of 
English Freemasonry is important enough to quote in extenso: 

England in particular is full of those upright men, who, excellent Citizens, and 
of all stations, are proud of being Masons, and who may be distinguished from 
the others by ties which appear only to unite them more closely in the bonds of 
charity and fraternal affection. It is not the fear of offending a nation in which I 
have found an asylum that has suggested this exception. Gratitude on the con
trary would silence every vain terror, and I should be seen exclaiming in the 
very streets of London that England was lost, that it could not escape the French 
Revolution, if its Freemason Lodges were similar to those of which I am about to 
treat. I would say more, that Christianity· and all government would have long 

. been at an end in England, if it could be ever supposed that her Masons were 
initiated into the last mysteries of the Sect. Long since have their Lodges been 
sufficiently numerous to execute such a design, had the English Masons adopted 
either the means or the plans and plots of the: Occult Lodges. 

This argument alone might suffice to exempt the English Masons in general 
from what I have to say of the Sect. But there exist many passages in the history 
of Masonry which necessitate this exception. The following appears convincing. 
At the time when the Illuminees of Germany, the most detestable of the Jacobin 
crew, were seeking to strengthen their party by that of Masonry, they affected a 
sovereign contempt for the English Lodges. In the letters of Philo to Spartacus, 
we see the English adepts arriving in Germany from London dawbed all over the 
with ribbands and emblems of their degrees, but void of those plans and projects 
against the altar and the crown which tend directly to the POiht. When I shall 
have given the history of these Illuminees, the reader will easily judge what im
mense weight such a testimony carries with it in favor of the English lodges .• 80 

Katz's analysis of German lodges tells a different story. The German Freema
sons wanted to exclude Jews, but they were consistently thwarted by their high 
regard for the authority of the Grand Lodge in London. There may well have been 
upright Masons ready to "secede from Masonry as soon as they perceived it to 
be infected by those revolutionary principles which the llluminees had infused 
among the brethren," but they did not occupy the higher degrees, which, accord
ing to Barruel's own testimony, were suffused with a hatred of Christ and his 
Church as virulent as the hatred in the Jacobin clubs. 

According to Barruel, the English lodges were innocent of" complot revolution
aire." An element of incoherence enters the narrative when he gets to the Bavarian 
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Illuminati: in volume I, Barruel had already blamed the lodges under Philip d' 
Orleans for the French Revolution: "This conspiracy only existed among the nu
merous lodges of the Grand Orient in Paris, directed by Phillippe d'Orleans; they 
were one of the major causes of the French Revolution."·s, Was Barruel distracted 
by the Illuminati story? The Bavarian dossier is powerfully factual in the story it 
lays out. Or did he use that dossier to avert his eyes from the real villains because 
of his involvement with them? Even granting that Freemasonry is a hierarchical 
esoteric organization that deliberately conceals the secrets of higher ~egrees from 
masons in lower degrees, the perceptive reader senses Barruel pulled punches and 
deliberately portrayed English Freemasonry in a falsely positive light because he 
was beholden to the English, in particular Whigs like Burke, who granted him 
asylum and supported him financially while he wrote his book. 

When Barruel introduces Bavarian Illuminism to explain the corruption of 
the lodges, he does so as part of a deliberate attempt to exculpate the English: "It 
is certain that the system of Weishaupt is not a product of the original Freema
sonry which was organized in London in 1723 [because] the constitution written 
by Anderson expressly states that a Mason may not be 'either a stupid atheist or a 
libertine without religion:">s, Even leaving aside the ambiguity of Anderson's for
mulation, Barruel himself provides examples of subversion at the highest degrees 
of Masonry. Even the usually sympathetic Riquet seems unpersuaded by Barruel: 
"But it is no less certain that Weishaupt infused the libertine and anticlerical spirit 
of Jacobinism which Barruel denounces, into Freemasonry:'>s3 

In trying to straighten things out, Riquet confuses the issue further by con
flating Jacobite and Whig lodges and accepting Anderson's propaganda as the true 
history of the lodge. Jacob, unable to see Barruel as anything but paranoid, fails to 
understand the real issue. By concentrating on Barruel's "subsequent embrace of 
the conspiracy theory as applied to the Freemasons,",s4 she ignores his attribution 
of the French Revolutionto the wrong conspiracy. Constantly associating Barruel 
with "paranoia," she obviates any need to understand why he would do that. 

At one point, Jacob rejects Barruel's dichotomy, claiming, "I know of no record 
suggesting that French freemasonry was perceived to be markedly different in its 
fundamental practices and ideals from Dutch, or British or Belgian, or American 
masonry .... When the young Jean Paul Marat visited the Amsterdam lodge in 1774 
he would have discovered discourses and ceremonies comparably familiar:"s5 This 
implicates England and the lodge as responsible for the revolution, which then lets 
the ancien regime and its "repression and excesses" off the hook, which then aligns 
her with the "paranoid" conspiracy school of Barruel. Jacob does not want to be 
associated with "the themes [Barruel] first proclaimed-among them the persecu
tion of the innocent by the forces of revolution rather than by monarchy, army or 
police-recur to this day in the historiography of the French Revolution:"s6 

Ultimately Jacob accepts Barruel's dichotomy between English and Conti
nental Freemasonry, but only to turn it against him. Jacob claims, "18th Century 
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England provides little evidence that Freemasonry was ever perceived as a threat 
to established institutions of either church or state." She continues, "In some plac
es on the Continent, Masonry was perceived as subversive of monarchy, social 
hierarchy, the Catholic church and indeed all forms of organized religion,'>:'s7 thus 
admitting the ideas which supported the status quo in England were subversive 
in France. ' 

Freemasonry was not subversive in England because the subversion had al
ready taken place there. In France, however, the philosophes engaged in the sub
version of morals. Helvetius taught passion was good and that to moderate the 
passions was to "ruin the state." Women were taught "Modesty is only an inven
tion of refined voluptuousness:-that Morality has nothing to apprehend from 
love, for it is the passion that creates genius, and renders man virtuous .... ss He 
would inform children "the commandment of loving their father and mother is 
more that work of education than of nature,'>:'S9 He would tell the married couple 
"the law which condemns them to live together becomes barbarous and cruel on 
the day they cease to love each other,'>:'90 This subversion of morals extended to 
King Louis XV, who "without morals was soon surrounded by ministers desti
tute of faith, who could have seldom deceived him, had his love for religion been 
stimulated by practice,'>:'91 Barruel says the subversion of morals was caused by an 
"inundation of bad books .... 92 But he doesn't say from where they came, probably 
because he was unaware of the role Rousset de Missy and the Dutch Huguenots 
played in bringing subversive English ideas into France. Barruel mentions the 
Whig radicals, but fails to link them with Whig policy in England when he links 
the conspiracy to the moment "Collins, Bolingbroke, Bayle, and other masters 
of Voltaire, together with that Sophister himself, had propagated their impious 
doctrines against the God of Christianity,'>:'93 Barruel says Voltaire got his ideas in 
England, but that they weren't subversive there. "This is not the place to observe 
what a multitude of errors these assertions contain: the chief is that of having 
converted into a principle what he had observed in England, without considering 
that often what has conducted one nation to Liberty, may lead another into all the 
horrors of Anarchy, and thence to Despotism,'>:'94 A simpler explanation is that the 
Whigs were using the lodges to promote revolution in France not at home. The 
English had already killed their king and deposed his heir. They probably wanted 
to put a pro-Whig, pro-English, pro-Protestant monarch on the French throne, 
just as they had put William of Orange on the English throne. The subversion of 
morality led naturally to the hegemony of passion, and when passion got out of 
control, revolution occurred: 

The French revolution is in its nature similar to our passions and vices: it is gen
erally known, that misfortunes are the natural consequences of indulging them; 
and one would willingly avoid such consequences: but a faint-hearted resistance 
is made; .our passions and our vices soon, triumph, and man is hurried away by 
them.295 
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Taken on its own terms, Barruel's conspiracy theory shows the Illuminati 
were peripheral, not the main cause of the revolution, as he would claim in the last 
volume of the History oflacobinism: 

In order to prove a real Conspiracy against Christianity, we must not only point 
out the wish to destroy, but also the secret union and correspondence in the 
means employed to attack, debase, or annihilate it. When, therefore, I name Vol
taire and Frederic, Diderot and D'Alembert, as the chiefs of this Antichristian 
Conspiracy, I not only mean to shew that each individual had impiously writ
ten against Christianity, but that they had formed the wish, and had secretly 
concurred in that wish, to destroy the religion of Christ; that they had acted in 
concert, sparing no political nor impious art to effectuate that destruction; that 
they were the instigators and conductors of those secondary agents whom they 
had misled; and followed up their plans and projects with all that ardor and con
stancy which denotes the most accomplished Conspirators.7.96 

After staking out contradictory positions to explicate Barruel's contradictory 
positions, Jacob can't make up her mind. British Freemasonry "was antithetical 
to monarchical absolutism, to the hegemony of the universities and their official 
teachings, and to the old clerical and aristocratic estates with their social and le
gal privileges.":I97 After claiming Barruel was responsible for "a vast and already 
paranoid literature that attempted to lay blame for the revolution on the Masonic 
lodges," Jacob concedes "Unquestionably, the Masonic lodges and prominent 
Freemasons did play a political role in the revolution, but it would be naive to 
imagine that they conspired to bring it about. History simply does not work that 
way. Yet ... it would be naive to imagine that Masonic lodges ... possess no discern
ible political ideology and interest."198 

To clarify the issue, the revolution was part conspiracy and part nature, and 
the systematic subversion of morals the philosophes carried out in the name of 
Enlightenment explains how one part leads to the other. The subversion of mor
als led the French to the point where passions would careen out of control into 
revolution. Ideas considered subversive in England were reserved by the Whigs 
for foreign consumption. 

In Barruel's Memoirs, the whole is less than the sum of its parts. Barruel 
brought together hitherto unknown sources that exposed the intentions of the 
philosophes and their link with the Masons. He also exposed the rhetoric of Free
masonry by analyzing their rituals in detail, exposing them for the first time pub
licly. Barruel's analysis of Illuminism had an impact on posterity too, but prob
ably not what he intended. It became an inspiration for cultural revolutionaries 
from Shelley to Freud, who used its lessons on how to control people without their 
knowledge as the basis of psychoanalysis, and, through Freud's nephew, Eddy 
Bernays, as the basis of public relations and advertising. The volumes on Illumi
nism, while undeniably true, nevertheless derailed the book that set out to explain 
the causes of the French Revolution. Other writers noticed this. Barruel may have 
noticed it too; his peculiar title "Memoirs pour servir ... " instead of simply "The 
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History of Jacobinism" may have been a tacit admission he could not write that 
history himself. All he intended to do was gather the sources so someone else 
could analyze the material in a way he could not. 

Barruel begins his book in France not in Germany. He claims Voltaire got 
the idea for his conspiracy in England. The book in its original inception points 
the finger at England not Germany. Voltaire was inspired by his visit to London 
to "extol the English truths. That is, the impieties of Hume; and when he thought 
himself authorized to write, that in London Christ was spurned.""99 The conspira
cy to annihilate Christianity began in 1728 when Voltaire returned from London 
to France and announced "Let the real Philosophers unite in a brotherhood like 
the Freemasons; let them assemble and support each other, and let them be faith
ful to the association."30o Barruel says Voltaire:s "most faithful disciples inform 
us that he had his determination" to consecrate his life "to the annihilation of 
Christianity," "when in Engla!1d" even if he spent many years "ruminating alone 
his hatred against Christ."301 

The theological foundation of the French Revolution becomes clear in Bar
ruel's exposition of Masonic ritual. The philosophes began their assault on the 
ancien regime by subverting morals, but the goal was always theological. Free
masonry's attack on Christ was inspired by the Talmudic literature in the Ca
bala. Barruel's book powerfully brought together previously unknown material in 
three important areas-the writings of the philosophes, the Freemasons, and the 
Illuminati. Its lack of a coherent explanation of how: those parts fit together should 
not blind us to its genius: no one had published anywhere near this volume of ma
terial before Barruel. No one had gotten to the theological roots of the revolution 
in Talmudic Judaism either, because no one had studied the Masonic texts in such 
detail. Barruel witnessed the attack on Christ that began in the Lodge first hand, 
where it was portrayed as a necessary preliminary to the Masonic recovery of the 
name ofJehovah: 

In his first degree he receives the Masonic science only as descending from Solo
mon and Hiram, and revived by the Knights Templar.-But in the second degree 
he learns that it is to be traced to Adam himself, and has been handed down by 
Noah, Nimrod, Solomon, Hugo de Paganis, the founder of the Knights Tem
plars, and Jacques de Molay, their last Grand Master, who each in their turns 
had been the favourites of Jehovah, and are styled the Masonic Sages. At length 
in the third degree it is revealed to him, that the celebrated word lost by the 
death of Hiram was the name of Jehovah. It was found, he is told, by the Knights 
Templars at the time when the Christians were building a Church at Jerusalem. 
In digging the foundations in that part on which the stones, which had formerly 
been parts of the foundation. The form and junction of these three stones drew 
the attention of the Templars; and their astonishment was extreme, when they 
beheld the name ofJehovah engraved on the last. . 

Freemasons are "High Priests of Jehovah." Freemasonry is ultimately Juda-
izing. Its purpose is "recovery of the Lost Name of Jehovah''3O• It proposes a return 
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to the vomit of Judaism to create heaven on earth, the goal of all revolutionar
ies. As the adept proceeds up the Masonic ladder, to higher and higher degrees, 
he learns first who is responsible for the assassination of Adoniram and what he 
is expected to do about it. Christ is the "real assassin of Adoniram."303 Barruel 
continues, "Christ himself in their eyes is the destroyer of the unity of God, he is 
the great enemy of Jehovah and to infuse that hatred of the Sect into the mind of 
the new adepts, constitutes the grand mystery of the new degree which they have 
called Rosicrucian."304 The great thing that has been lost is the word Jehovah. 

The Master asks the Senior Warden what o'clock it is. "It is the first hour of 
the day, the time when the veil of the temple was rent asunder, when darkness and 
consternation was spread over the earth, when the light was darkened when the 
implements of Masonry were broken, when the flaming star disappeared, when 
the cubic stone was broken, when the word was lost.... He thereby learns that the 
day on which the word Jehovah was lost is precisely that on which the Son of God 
dying on a cross for the salvation of mankind is consummated the grand mys
tery of our Religion, destroying the sign of every other, whether Judaic, natural 
or sophistical. The more a Mason is attached to the word, that is, to his pretended 
natural Religion, the more inveterate will his hatred be against the.author ofRe
vealed Religion.305 

The deeper the adept penetrates, the more Talmudic are the mysteries re
vealed to him. The Rosicrucian, for example, is taught the inscription INRI which 
was nailed to the Cross means not Iesus Nazarensis Rex Iudeorum, but rather the 
"lew of Nazareth Led into Iudea,"306 a reading which deprives Christ of his divin
ityand reasserts the Talmudic calumny that Christ was a common criminal who 
deserved to be executed: "As soon as the candidate has proved that he understands 
the Masonic meaning of this inscription INRI, the Master exclaims, My dear 
Brethren, the word is found again, and all present applaud this luminous discov
ery, that-He whose death was the consummation and the grand mystery of the 
Christian Religion was no more than a common Jew.crucified for his crimes."307 

To be initiated into the higher degrees of Freemasonry, the adept must agree 
to become an assassin of the assassin of Adoniram. He must be willing to assas
sinate Christ and his representatives on earth. The revolutionary intent of Free
masonry becomes clear when the adept is informed that he must be willing to kill 
the king. Mystical Masonry is synonymous with Revolution. Freemasons "looked 
upon the Revolution as that sacred fire which was to purify the earth and these 
credulous adepts were seen to second the Revolution with the enthusiastic zeal of a 
holy cause."308 When the adept is introduced to the degree of Knights Kadosh, "all 
ambiguity ceases.''309 The Freemason is the assassin of the assassin of Adoniram, 
which means it is his duty to kill the king, one of Christ's representatives on earth, 
the other being the pope. 

The English lodges had already carried out their Masonic duty by killing the 
king and deposing his heir, but the French had not. The adept learns he must as-
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sassinate the King of France because he is the successor of Philippe Ie Bel, who 
deposed Jacques de Molay. During the initiation of the Knights Kadosh, "the can
didate" is 

transformed into an assassin. Here it is no longer the founder of Masonry, Hi
ram, who is to be avenged, but it is Molay the Grand Master of the knights Tem
plars and the person who is to fall by the assassin's hand is Philippe Ie Bel, King 
of France, under whose reign the order of the Templars was destroyed .... When 
the adept sallies forth from the cavern with the reeking head, he cries Nekom (I 
have killed him) .... At length the veil is rent asunder. The adept is informed that 
till now he has only been partially admitted to the truth; that Equality and Lib
erty, which had constituted the first secret on his admission into Masonry, con
sisted in recognizing no superior on earth, and in viewing Kings and Pontiffs in 
another light than as men on a level with their fellow men, having no rights to sit 
on the throne, or to serve at the altar, but what the people had granted them.310 

The purpose of Freemasonry is "to rid the earth of this double pest, by destroy
ing every altar which credulity and superstition had erected and every throne on 
which were only to be seen despots tyrannizing over slaves.,,:!l1 But, again, this ad
monition is more applicable in France than in England. After admission to the last 
mysteries, "the brethren are declared free: the word so long sought for is, Deism; 
it is the worship ofJehovah, such as was known to the Philosophers of nature. The 
true Mason becomes the Pontiff of Jehovah'; and as such is the grand mystery by 
which he is extricated from that darkness in which the prophane are involved.":!12 

The entire thrust of Masonic activity is motivated by Jewish resentment. 
When admitted to the degree ofRosae Crucis, the adept learns Christ "destroyed 
the worship ofJehovah,":!'3 and that on Christ and his representatives and on the 
Gospel "the adept is to avenge the brethren" who are "the Pontiffs ofJehovah." In 
his reception into the Knights Kadosch, the adept learns 

the assassin of Adoniram is the King, who is to be killed to avenge the Grand 
Master Molay, and the order of the Masons, successors of the knights Templars. 
The religion which is to be destroyed to recover the word, or the true doctrine, 
is the religion of Christ, founded on revelation. This word in its full extent is 
Equality and Liberty, to be established by the total overthrow of the Altar and 
the Throne.314 

The adept is led from secret to secret into the judaized religion of Freema
sonry, and from there he is led from secret to secret into "the whole Jacobinical 
code of Revolution."3l s Freemasonry is the crucial link between the ancestral Jew
ish hatred of Christ and Revolution. Freemasonry is cabalistic. Like Dee, Freema
sonry derives its magic from Cabala. Like Julian the Apostate and John Dee, the 
Freemason 

looks upon the communication with, and apparitions of the Devils, whom he 
invokes under the appellation of Genii, as a special favour, and on them he re
lies for the whole success of his enchantments .... The Cabalistic Mason will be 
favoured by these good and evil Genii, in proportion to the confidence he has 
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in the power, they will appear to him and they will explain more to him in the 
magic table, than the human understanding can conceive. 316 

"Nor is the adept to fear the company ofthe evil Genii" as Julian the Apos
tate did when initiated into the Eleusinian mysteries because it is only from these 
"Genii or Devils," that the adept can learn the occult sciences that will infuse into 
him the spirit of prophecy. He will be informed, that Moses, the Prophets, and the 
three kings, had no other teachers, no other art, but that of Cabalistic Masonry, 
like him and Nostradamus.".!17 

Ultimately, that magic is Jewish. After admission to the higher mysteries, the 
Masonic adept is told: "You have then the same sentiments toward the Christian 
which the Jews have. Like them, you insist on Jehovah, but to curse Christ and his 
mysteries.".118 

Taking his lead from Barruel, Poncins proposes two theories explaining the 
connection between Jews and Freemasonry. According to the first, 

Jews have entirely created masonry to corrupt the nations of Christian civiliza
tion and to propagate behind this veil the general revolution which is to bring 
about the domination ofIsrael. It is simply a tool and a means in the hands of the 
Jews. In support of this we can quote the article of Dr. Isaac M. Wise published in 
the Israelite of America, 3 August 1866: "Masonry is a Jewish institution, whose 
history, degrees, .charges, passwords and explanations are Jewish from begin
ning to end."319 

The other theory suggests the lodge, good at its inception, was corrupted 
when the Jews joined it. According to this theory, the Jews joined the lodge during 
the years preceding the French Revolution 

and founded secret societies themselves. There were Jews with Weishaupt and 
Martinez de Pasqualis, a Jew of Portuguese origin, organized numerous groups 
of illuminati in France and recruited many adepts whom he initiated into the 
dogma of reinstatement. The martinist lodges were mystic, while the other Ma
sonic orders were rather rationalist; a fact which permits us to say that the se
cret societies represent the two sides of Jewish mentality: practical rationalism 
and pantheism, that pantheism which although it is a metaphysical reflection 
of belief in an only God, yet sometimes leads to kabbalistic theurgy. One could 
easily show the agreements of these two tendencies, the alliance of Cazotte, of 
Cagliostro, of Martinez, of Saint Martin, of the Comte de st. Germain, of Eck
arthausen, with the Enclyclopedists and the Jacobins and the manner in which in 
spite of their opposition, they arrive at the same result, the weakening of Chris
tianity. That will once again serve to prove that the Jews could be good agents of 
the secret societies, because the doctrines of these societies were in agreement 

. with their own doctrines, but not that they were the originators ofthem.3' o 

These explanations ignore the fact that every mason became an agent ofJew
ish revenge when and ifhe was initiated into the higher mysteries, when he adopt
ed the Talmudic explanation of Christ's death on the Cross and the role he played 
in suppressing the name of Jehovah. This is perhaps what Disraeli had in mind 
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when he said the Revolution: "which is at this moment preparing in Germany and 
which will be, in fact a second and greater Reformation, and of which so little is 
yet known in England is developing entirely under the auspices of the Jews."321 

XII 
Napoleon was a Mason. We know this because he was excommunicated from 

the lodge in 1809. Like Philippe Egalite, Napoleon saw himself as the revolution
ary Sun that made the candle of Freemasonry unnecessary. Napoleon earned his 
reputation as a military leader by defeating the half-armed Catholic peasants of 
the Vendee when they tried to march on Paris to end the revolution. Napoleon 
proved Plato was right in the Republic when he said democracy invariably ends in 
tyranny. Napoleon learned what to do when men with a "rosary and a scapular in 
their hands"312 and "armed with nothing but sticks"323 charged his artillery. Napo
leon then turned his cannot). on the revolutionaries themselves and in one of the 
bloodiest days of the revolution wiped out the mob with grapeshot and became 
the Zeitgeist on horseback. Napoleon took the revolution under control by firing 
artillery into the mob.· From then, he could have said, "La Revolution, c'est moi.» 
Napoleon was Liberty, and Equality, and Fraternity. 

If Freemasonry prepared Napoleon for his role as assassin and revolutionary, 
it also gave him the lens through which saw the Jews. In 1796 Na:poleon marched 
on Italy. As was his custom, a propaganda campaign preceded the artillery bar
rage. "Peoples of Italy," he wrote in April 1796, "the French army comes to break 
your chains. "We make war as generous enemies, and we have no quarrel save 
with tyrants who enslave yoU.".l24 Significantly, his subversive proclamations tar
geted the Jews: 

Deprived of the rights of citizens, humiliated in many places by the obligation 
of wearing the medieval yellow badge, confined to the secluded ghettos, the Jews 
of Italy offered Bonaparte the stirring sight of that persecuted minority. In ev
ery Italian city which the French army entered, the ghetto gates were removed, 
hacked to pieces and burned, the shameful badges thrown away, and the symbols 
of freedom-Trees of Liberty-planted by the delivered Jews. Their enthusiasm 
at the great transformation was boundless. For the first time in the history of 
Italian Jewry the commander of a victorious 'army appeared not as an oppressor 
but as a liberator of the Jewish people . .l25 

Napoleon's proclamation had its effect on the Jews of Ancona, who plotted 
with the French to deliver the city. In danger of being slaughtered as traitors, the 
Jews were saved when the French, led by Napoleon, entered the city. The French 
soldiers then marched to the Ghetto to tear down its walls, tearing off yellow 
badges from the clothes of the Jews who greeted them as liberators and replacing 
those badges with the tricolor of the revolution. In like manner Jews acros,s Europe 
were recruited into the revolutionary cause in the wake of Napoleon's conquest. 
Hebrew chroniclers described the liberation of the Italian ghettos as a miracle 
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akin to Moses parting the Red Sea, and from then on, Napoleon was known in 
Jewish circles as heLek tov, the good portion, a direct rendering of his last name 
into Hebrew. It was at this point that Napoleon began to take on the aura of the 
Messiah for the Jews, something he would attempt to manipulate to his advantage 
over the coming years. 

Napoleon cut short his military conquest of Europe and, on May 25, 1798 set 
sail for Egypt in an armada of 55 warships and 250 supply ships carrying 43,000 

soldiers that covered four square miles of the sea. His first conquest was Malta, 
which quickly incorporated the revolutionary gospel into its constitution. Slav
ery was abolished, and the Jews were allowed their own synagogue. Napoleon ex
plicitly mentioned the Jews and their good fortune at the hands of the liberating 
French army in his proclamation on Malta. 

Napoleon then sailed for Egypt, arriving on July 1. One day later French troops 
took Alexandria, and a few days after that Napoleon entered Cairo in triumph, 
taking up residence at the Ezbekyeh palace. Then the unexpected happened. Eng
land, at war with France for five years, caught up with Napoleon when Lord Nel
son after searching the Mediterranean for months finally found the French fleet at 
anchor off the mouth of the Nile. Throwing traditional tactics to the wind, Nelson 
caught the French off guard by sailing between the fleet and the coast, attacking 
from the rear and annihilating the largest Armada to sail the Mediterranean since 
Lepanto. 

When the Battle of the Nile ended on August 2, Napoleon found himself in 
charge of an army that had no way to get back to France. In addition to destroy
ing the French fleet, Nelson imposed a tight blockade on Egypt. Necessity as the 
Mother of Invention caused Napoleon to revise his plans. Since Turkey had de
clared war on France, Napoleon would march to the north, defeat the Turkish 
army and liberate Jerusalem. Napoleon's natural penchant toward megalomania 
at this point seems to have taken a mystical turn. Aware the Jews considered him 
the heLek tov and Messiah, Napoleon began to think of himself as a combination of 
Messiah and Antichrist who would fulfill the aspirations of the Masonic lodges by 
restoring the name ofJehovah, emancipating the Jews, and rebuilding the Temple. 
Napoleon was the new Moses, come out of Egypt to lead the Jews to the Promised 
Land, which their forbears lost when Christ suppressed the name ofJehovah. Na
poleon was the conqueror of Alexandria and the successor to Alexander, who had 
also granted the Jews significant privileges. He was Herod; he was Cyrus. Were he 
to rebuild the Temple, he would succeed where Julian the Apostate failed. Were he 
to restore the Temple he would be Messiah and Antichrist, synonymous terms to 
the Jews, and the revolution most certainly would have succeeded in crushing the 
wretch, the project Voltaire had assigned to it and its Masonic acolytes. 

On September 7, Napoleon appointed Sabbato Adda and Tibi di Figurea, two 
"grand pretres de La nation juive" as his advisors. The title "high priest" that Napo
leon gave these Jewish advisors indicated a restoration of the old dispensation was 
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imminent. "A company of Jews," we are told, "spoke of the [French] Commander
in-Chief as the second Messiah.":l26 Or was Napoleon the second Gideon? Was Na
poleon going to succeed where all other Gideons-Zizka, Muentzer, Cromwell, et 
aI-had failed? With the exception ofJulian the Apostate, who did not see himself 
as Gideon, none of those messianic revolutionaries got as close as Napoleon to the 
mystical center of judaizing-revolutionary fervor. 

As the French army advanced along the east coast of the Mediterranean, 
events seemed to confirm Napoleon's vision of himself as Antichrist/Messiah. 
In Jaffa, the French massacred 4,000 Ottoman soldiers and a large number of 
citizens. Then the army advanced to the Plain of Esdraelon, at the foot of Mount 
Tabor, where Napoleon routed the Syrian army of 30,000 men. Napoleon then as
cended Mount Tabor, where he seems to have undergone a Transfiguration of his 
own. Here Gideon had defeated the Amalekites, and here Christ revealed himself 
as the son of God to a small group of his followers in the company of Elijah and 
Moses, as the fulfillment of the Law and the Prophets. It would not be surprising if 
Napoleon, swept up in the drama, saw himself as the avatar of a new dispensation 
described in Masonic rituals as the man appointed to restore what had been lost. 

Flush with the victory and the vision, Napoleon conceived a Proclamation 
to the Jews. "I will announce to the people the abolition of servitude and of the 
tyrannical government of the Pashas. I shall arrive at Constantinople with large 
masses of soldiery. I shall overturn the Turkish empire."327 Soon the Jews of Syria, 
their oppressors crushed by the helek tov, voiced the hope Napoleon would restore 
Solomon's Temple after he took Acre. 

Napoleon issued his proclamation on April 20, 1799, announcing he would 
restore the Jews to their ancestral home. "Arise then, with gladness, ye exiled!" 
Napoleon exclaimed. He had come to avenge the Jews for "the almost 2000 year 
old ignominy put upon you": 

"Hasten! Now is the moment which may not return for thousands of years, to 
claim the restoration of your rights among the population of the universe which 
had been shamefully withheld from you for thousands of years, your political 
existence as a nation among the nations, and the unlimited natural right to wor
ship Jehovah in accordance with your faith, publicly and in likelihood for ever 
(Joel 4:20).328 

Napoleon was going to fulfill simultaneously the hopes of the Jews and the 
Freemasons. Napoleon was going to restore what had been lost-the name of Je
hovah, the state of Israel, and the Temple, where the Jews could again offer their 
sacrifices. Napoleon intended "to rebuild the walls of the orphaned city and tem
ple to the Lord in which His Glory shall dwell from now for evermore.":l29 To help 
accomplish this, Napoleon, draping the mantle of Gideon over his own shoulders, 
summoned the Jews ofthe world to Jerusalem: "Let all men ofIsrael, capable of 
bearing arms gather and come up to us, let even the weak say: I am strong ... and 
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let the whole people cry as of Gideon, son ofJoash, Judges 7: 'Here the Sword of the 
Lord and of Bonaparte!'" Napoleon invented Zionism a century before the Jews 
did, referring to them as "the Rightful Heirs ofPalestine."330 

The Jews were ecstatic; their deliverance was at hand! In response to Napo
leon's proclamation, a mysterious figure who called himself Aaron, son of Levi, 
Rabbi ofJerusalem, exclaimed to his fellow Jews: 

Brethren! The so glorious prophecies contained therein have been, as to their 
larger part, already fulfilled by the victorious army of the great nation, and now 
it depends only on us, to behave not as the children of harlots and adulteresses, 
but as true descendants ofIsrael and to desire the inheritance of the people of the 
Lord and the beautiful services of the Lord, Psalm of David 27:4."331 

Later Jewish scholars saw Napoleon's statement as an attempt to manipulate 
the Jews, but this cynicism was missing from statements of the Jews at the time, 
who were caught up once again in an episode of messianic fervor. Barbara Tuch
man called Napoleon's proclamation "a meaningless gesture, as artificial as any 
heroic strutting on the stage."331 Simon Dubnow called it a "trick."333 Salo Baron 
referred to Napoleon's "shrewd recognition of the intense interest of the Jews, 
whom he attempted to enlist in his expeditionary army,''334 but Baron admits "the 
support the Jewish hope he had received from French and English writers" indi
cated how much "the European atmosphere was charged with these messianic 
expectations."m 

Both views were probably accurate. The Jews of his day viewed Napoleon with 
"messianic expectations," and in issuing his proclamation, Napoleon sought to 
exploit those expectations for his own benefit. Napoleon "was aware of the promi
nent position which some sectors of Western and Oriental Jewry held in finance 
and commerce." Napoleon knew that the Jews had "immense riches," and he 
probably hoped to tap those riches by enlisting the Jews in restoring the Temple, 
just as Julian the Apostate had done.336 In a project as grandiose as restoring the 
Temple, the mystical, financial, and political benefits would converge in the Ma
sonic mind. They would not work against each other. 

A Report on Napoleon's Proclamation to the Jews appeared in Le Moniteur 
Unviersel, the official government newspaper, on May 22, 1799. "Bonaparte," it 
said, "caused to publish a proclamation, in which he invites all the Jews of Asia 
and Africa to come and range themselves under his banners in order to reestablish 
ancient Jerusalem."337 The report hoped Jews "will perhaps see in him [Bonaparte] 
the Messiah, and soon 20 prophecies will have predicted the event, the epoch, and 
even the circumstances of his coming. It is at least very probable that the Jewish 
people is about to transform itself again into a national body, that the Temple of 
Solomon will be rebuilt."338 

Napoleon concluded his proclamation by announcing "the undefiled army 
which Providence has sent me hither, led by justice and accompanied by victory, 
has made Jerusalem my headquarters."339 
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Napoleon, however, never made it to Jerusalem. On April 24, Napoleon or
dered an assault on Acre, but the French troops were beaten back by a combina
tion of tenacious soldiers behind impregnable walls and English artillery from 
ships offshore. Napoleon tried again on April 25, May 1, 7, 8, and 10, and he failed 
each time. Finally, on May 20, under the cover of an artillery barrage, Napoleon 
abandoned the siege of Acre and began his withdrawal from Syria. Like Julian the 
Apostate before him, Napoleon was a Messiah who failed. He gave up the project 
of restoring the Temple. 

Le Moniteur tried to put a positive spin on the defeat, claiming, "it is not only 
to give Jerusalem back to the Jews that Bonaparte has conquered Syria."340 Once 
again their messiah disappointed the Jews. As in Germany and the Pale of the 
Settlement after Napoleon's defeat in Russia, the Jews were singled out as traitors. 
To exculpate themselves, the Jews sought to suppress Napoleon's proclamation to 
the Jews, as well as any evidence they had supported him. 

In Napoleon's absence, French armies had suffered defeats in both Germany 
and Italy, and so, having failed to restore the Temple, Napoleon left Egypt on Au
gust 23. One year later, in an address to the State Council, Napoleon made veiled 
reference to his religious beliefs as well as his failed attempt to restore the temple: 
"It was by becoming a Catholic that I ended the Vendee war. It was by becoming 
a Musulman that I established myself in Egypt.... If I governed a nation of Jews I 
should reestablish the Temple of Solomon."341 

His use of the subjunctive case is instructive. News of his failed attempt to 
restore the Jews to their homeland and to rebuild the temple spread despite his 
attempts to repress it. England still harbored those who carried on the tradition of 
Menasseh ben Israel and the Fifth Monarchy Men, who felt it was England's role to 
restore the Jews. In 1799 Henry Kett, in History, the Interpreter ojProphecy, felt that 
Napoleon, as the embodiment of Revolutionary Republicanism, was manipulat
ing the Jews "to render them subservient to their designs of universal conquest.''342 

The English wanted to usher in the Apocalypse on their terms, not Napoleon's. 
The revolutionary fervor of the 1640S was complicated by the fact that France, not 
England, was the bearer of the revolutionary banner. As a result, English Jews 
were suspected of harboring revolutionary sympathies. There were anti-Jewish ri
ots in Ipswich, and the Alien Act of 1793 threatened Jews with deportation. 

As a result the Jews in England did not respond to Napoleon's call. But Jews 
elsewhere did. News of the French Messiah reached Prague in 1798. By the sum
mer of 1799 messianic expectation was running high there probably because cop
ies of Napoleon's proclamation were circulating there. The Jews felt Napoleon was 
the Messiah because he had conquered Rome, imprisoned the pope, and "crushed 
the power of Edom." Not surprisingly, one Jewish group that responded most ea
gerly to the idea Helek Tov was the Messiah were the followers of Shabbetai Zevi 
known as Frankists. As one contemporary chronicler put it: 

The overturn of the papal throne has already sufficiently nourished their fan
cies. Publicly they declared that this is a sign of the approaching Messiah, for 
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this constitutes their main belief: Sabath Zebe was the Messiah and remains the 
Messiah, but always in another form. The conquests of the General Bonaparte 
gave nourishment to their superstitious doctrine. His conquests in the Orient, 
particularly the conquest of Palestine, of Jerusalem, his proclamation to the Is
raelites is oil on their flame, and it is believed that this is the very root of the 
connection between them and the society of Frank. However, how? and What 
for? Who can know this?343 

Frankists derived their name from Jacob Frank, an eastern European Jew, 
born Judah ben Judah Leibowicz, a few years after but not far from where Baal 
Shem Tov, the founder of Hasidic Judaism was born. If the Hasid were the Jewish 
version of the Quietist sects that had sprung up in reaction to the Enlightenment, 
the Frankists were a remnant of the revolutionary and messianic sects who trou
bled England in the mid-17th Century. By 1666, the messianic flame had sputtered 
out in England, but it had become a raging blaze in the Ottoman Empire. Jacob 
Frank ended up in Turkey after the orthodox rabbis expelled his family from Po
land. While in Turkey, he converted to the Sabbatean Doenmeh (the Turkish word 
for converso) sect and became its leader. When he returned to Podolia, he was rec
ognized by the Sabbateans as the reincarnation of Sabbetai Zevi. Frank eventually 
was baptized as a Christian and received the favor of the empress of Austria-the 
King of Poland was his godfather-but his career was clouded by accusations of 
"voluntary Marranism," so no one could determine whether he and his followers 
were sincere Christian converts or instead implementing the principle "We must 
all descend into the realm of evil in order to vanquish it from within." Frank ended 
up living in a palatial residence surrounded by beautiful attendants and rumors of 
the same orgiastic sexual practices that had made Sabbetai Zevi notorious. 

The Prague Frankists did not convert to Christianity but continued to prac
tice a Judaism heavily influenced by Cabala. Jonas Beer Wehle, their leader, was 
a devotee not only of Isaac Luria and Sabbetai Zevi but also Moses Mendelssohn 
and Immanuel Kant, which made Prague Frankists strikingly similar in their in
tellectual beliefs to Freemasons. They were especially receptive to Napoleon's por
trayal of himself as the Revolutionary Messiah. Once the Jews in Prague had heard 
that Napoleon had crushed Rome, they saw Napoleon as fulfilling the Sabbatean 
mission Nathan of Gaza had carried out at Zevi's request. "[T]he cabbalist circle 
around Jonah Beer Wehle could not help interpreting the event as foreboding of 
the coming ofSabbetai Zevi's second and last successor."344 

Napoleon found dealing with the Jews more difficult than he had imagined 
when he conceived his proclamation at the summit of Mount Tabor. In 1806, af
ter the battle of Austerliz, while making a triumphal return to Paris, Napoleon 
stopped in Strasbourg. Here, in a city with one of the largest Jewish populations 
in western Europe, the Alsatians were skeptical, because oflong experience, about 
Jews becoming citizens, even though the revolution had granted them that privi
lege 15 years before. The Jews had exploited the situation through usury. In the 
turmoil following the revolution, they had lent money to aspiring bourgeois who 
wanted to buy property the revolutionary government had stolen from the Church. 
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When the value of the assignat collapsed, the borrowers were unable to repay their 
loans. So Napoleon was assailed in Strasbourg with complaints about the Jews. 

Disturbed by what he learned in Strasbourg, Napoleon decided to convoke 
an assembly of Jews when he got back to Paris. He called that assembly the San
hedrin, indicating he still hadn't abandoned his messianic fantasy. 'The ostensible 
purpose was to see whether Jews considered themselves loyal citizens of France. 
Some suspected Napoleon of ulterior motives. Prince Klemens von Metternich, 
the Austrian stateseman who was the architect of post-Napoleonic Europe, felt 
Jews looked upon Napoleon as their Messiah, an idea which he encouraged so 
he could mobilize the vast Jewish population of Poland in his campaign against 
Russia. Jews, according to Metternich, were natural revolutionaries who already 
felt estranged from the rulers of the countries where they resided. It wouldn't take 
much to turn that resentment into support for Napoleonic France as the vehicle 
of world revolution. 

Napoleon issued a decree on May 30, 1806 summoning a General Synagogue 
of the Jews in Paris on June 15. Napoleon scheduled the first meeting on a Satur
day, causing an immediate split between orthodox and reform Jews. When they 
finally assembled on February 4, 1807, Napoleon put the Jews on the defensive by 
questioning their loyalty as Frenchmen. "'The question at issue," according to one 
of the Jews in attendance, 

was to ascertain from the Jews themselves, if their religion was really permitted 
them to take up citizenship in such countries as were ready to grant it to them; 
whether that religion did not embody prescriptions which rendered impossible, 
or at least very difficult, an entire submission for the laws. Lastly, whether there 
were any means by which it were possible to turn to the advantage of society 
as a whole the talents ofa population which so far had shown itself its avowed 
enemy.345 

'The fourth question was "do the Jews regard Frenchmen as their brethren 
or as aliens?"346 Napoleon thus maneuvered the Jews into a trap. When asked if 
they were loyal to France, the Jews did not waste time writing down their answer 
but replied in one voice "/usqu'a la mort!" If the Jews were serious about accept
ing Napoleon as their Messiah, he was going to make sure they accepted him on 
his terms, not theirs. Secretly embarrassed by his proclamation promising them 
a homeland in Palestine, Napoleon had learned his lesson. Taking a cue from the 
Catholic Church, Napoleon made France the equivalent of the New Israel. Now 
there was neither Jew nor Greek in France. Jews would find the fulfillment of their 
natural inclination to revolution in Napoleon, the embodiment of the revolution
ary spirit. Napoleon promised to recognize Jews as French citizens as long as they 
recognized France as the Revolutionary Israel and Napoleon as the Revolutionary 
Messiah. He had convoked the Sanhedrin to show the Jews how to find Jerusalem 
in France. 'The position of the Jews was analogous to the position of the Freema
sons. Once the revolutionary sun rose in the sky, the candle of Jewish revolution-
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ary agitation was no longer necessary. In proclaiming their loyalty as Frenchmen, 
the Jews of the Sanhedrin were also to proclaim France the new Israel, which 
would replace the Old Israel as the object of their loyalty. Napoleon wanted the 
Sanhedrin to declare "Jews are obliged to defend France as they defended Jerusa
lem, because they are treated in France as if they were in the Holy Land. The com
missars were instructed to impress upon the members of the Assembly the feeling 
... to make them find Jerusalem in France."347 

Napoleon thought that after the convocation of the Sanhedrin the Jews would 
recognize the French as fellow Jews and stop collecting interest on their loans. 
"Paris ... will inaugurate for the dispersed remnants of Abraham's posterity a 
period of salvation and happiness."348 Since Napoleon embodied revolution, the 
revolutionary Jews were to accept him as their king. Napoleon said as much to his 
Irish physician and biographer, Dr. O'Meara, who felt his reasons for "for having 
encouraged the Jews so much" still needed clarification. The reason was simple: 
"as I had restored them to all their privileges, and made them equal to my other 
subjects, they must consider me like Solomon or Herod to be the head of their 
nation, and my subjects as brethren of a tribe similar to theirs.":l49 That meant 
the Jews could not then collect interest from other Frenchmen, or conversely that 
all Frenchmen now had the privileges of the Jews when it came to finance. After 
Napoleon convoked the Sanhedrin, the Jews "were not permitted to deal usuri
ously with them [i.e., other Frenchmen] or me, but to treat us as if we were of the 
tribe of Judah .... Besides, I should have drawn great wealth to France, as the Jews 
were very numerous and would have flocked to a country where they enjoyed such 
privileges. Moreover, I wanted to establish a universal liberty of conscience and 
thought to make all men equal, whether Protestants, Catholics, Mohammedans, 
Deists or others .... I made everything independent of religion.":l50 Or everything 
part of the judaized religion known as Revolution. 

Napoleon was in the Pale of the Settlement when the Sanhedrin finally 
convened, but Napoleon's convocation of the Sanhedrin, which caused a sensa
tion throughout Europe, did not move the Jews of eastern Europe to support his 
military campaign. They gave up neither their ethnocentrism nor their economic 
practices. Caught between the two colossi, Russia and France, they hedged their 
bets and hoped they wouldn't get caught in the reaction that inevitably followed 
when Jews supported a revolution that failed. 

Napoleon's convocation of the Jews and his attempt to recruit them as revolu
tionaries had additional negative effects. By using the word Sanhedrin, Napoleon 
sent a shock through the counter-revolutionary movement that reverberated for 
another Century. When Joseph Cardinal Fesch heard that his nephew had con
voked the Sanhedrin, he reportedly asked Napoleon "Do you want to bring about 
the end of the world?" "Do you not know," he continued, "that the Holy Scriptures 
predict the end of the world for the moment when the Jews will be recognized as 
a corporate nation?"351 Impressed by his uncle's argument, Napoleon dissolved the 
Sanhedrin. 
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That account may be apocryphal, but conservative reaction to the word San
hedrin was not. In August 1806, Abbe Barruel, living again in France, received a 
letter from an Italian military officer, Jean-Baptiste Simonini. Simonini had read 
Barruel's History of Jacobinism with gratitude for "finding an infinite of things 
depicted in it which I had also witnessed with my own eyes."35' .Simonini, however, 
wondered why Barruel did not mention the Jews who had used "their money to 
sustain and multiply the modern sophists, the Freemasons, the Jacobins and the 
Illuminati."353 Simonini concluded the Jews joined with those groups to form "a 
single faction to annihilate, if that were possible, the name Christian." During the 
revolution in the Piedmont region, where he was born, Simonini passed for a Jew 
and was admitted to the lodge there, where he learned the Jews claimed that by 
using all means available to them, they would rule the world in less than a cen
tury, abolish all other sects to rule over them, "and reduce all of the Christians to 
a veritable slavery."354 

Barruel made two copies of the letter and sent one, via Cardinal Fesch, to 
Napoleon. That letter eventually made its way to M. Desmarets, director of the im
perial police, who had been keeping the Jews under surveillance. The other copy 
went to the pope along with a cover letter asking his holiness what confidence Bar
ruel should place in Simonini's revelations. A few months later Barruel received 
a reply from the pope's secretary, Msgr. Testa, which confirmed what Simonini 
said. Barruel was no philo-Semite. He had described Talleyrand as possessing "all 
of the lowness and all of the vices of Judaism,"355 but he refused to publish Simo
nini's letter or the pope's response because he feared innocent Jews would suffer 
reprisals. "I guarded the contents of the letter with a profound silence, convinced 
that it would lead to a massacre of the Jews."356 In 1878, Pere Grivel said of Barruel, 
who died in 1820, that he wrote his Memoirs to convert the Jews, not to have them 
massacred. 

Ignoring Barruel's suppression of the Simonini letter, Daniel Pipes, in his 
book Conspiracy, holds Barruel responsible for "the myth of the Jewish world con
spiracy," which was unmentioned in Barruel's Memoirs, and also for laying "some 
of the intellectual foundations for the views that eventually culminated in the So
viet and Nazi regimes."357 In demonizing Barruel as "this evil man" whose "wicked 
ideas"358 led to Auschwitz and the Gulag, Pipes proves that anti-conspiracy theo
ries are even more florid than conspiracy theories. 

Eventually the Revolution, with Napoleon at its head, destroyed itself and 
the Enlightenment that created it and ushered in the Romantic Catholic reac
tion. Twenty-five years of suffering from bad ideas purged France of the facile 
optimism and sensuality of the Enlightenment and paved the way for a religious 
revival no one expected. It also brought about continental conservatism under 
the leadership of Joseph de Maistre, "one of the most important formative influ
ences on French thought in the early 19th Century."359 De Maistre had spent the 
revolutionary era in Russia as an impecunious diplomat representing the House 
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of Savoy. "What we are witnessing," he wrote after the failure of revolution, "is a 
religious revolution; the rest, immense as it seems, is but an appendix.''.l60 De Mais
tre "regarded the Revolution as a cleansing fire in which the forces of evil were 
employed against their will and without their knowledge as agents of purification 
and regeneration.''.l61 

Eventually Heinrich Heine would give voice to the Jewish revulsion at the 
Catholic revival, and like Karl Marx at mid-Century, urge a return to revolution, 
but in the meantime, the revulsion at things French and revolutionary was as ve
hement as the attraction to things German and Catholic. The counter-revolution
ary movement took the name Romanticism in Germany, and the term soon got 
misapplied in English speaking lands to figures like Percy Shelley. Before the term 
got corrupted, De Maistre was its foremost representative, and he represented Ca
tholicism and royalism in support of the moral law and social order that would 
hold Europe together, in spite of recurrent revolutionary episodes, from the Con
gress of Vienna in 1814-15 to the outbreak of World War I, a Century later. 

Like De Maistre and Metternich, the Russians saw Napoleon's Sanhedrin as 
a plot to use the Jews to destroy the Church of Christ. The Jews of the Pale of the 
Settlement did not join Napoleon because of ancestral Jewish suspicion and not 
for any lack of trying on Napoleon's part. But in his march on Russia, Napoleon 
planted the seed of modern revolution in exceptionally fertile ground, and that 
sowing would bear fruit throughout the 19th Century, culminating in the Bol
shevik Revolution of 1917. From the assassination of the Czar in 1881, the Russian 
secret police suspected the Jews as the driving force behind revolutionary activity. 
The Holy Synod of Moscow was prescient, viewing Napoleon's convocation of the 
Sanhedrin in 1806 as the beginning of a larger attack on Russia and the Church 
of Christ: 

In order to bring about a debasement of the Church, he [Napoleon] has convened 
to Paris the Jewish synagogues, restored the dignity of the rabbis and founded 
a new Hebrew Sanhedrin, the same infamous tribunal which once dared to 
condemn our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ to the Cross. And now he has the 
impudence to contemplate the unification of the Jews whom God in His wrath 
has dispersed over the surface of the earth and to organize all of them for the 
destruction of the Church of Christ to the purpose-oh, unspeakable audacity 
surpassing all the misdeeds!-that they may proclaim the Messiah in the person 
of Napoleon.36• 

The Messiah spread revolution and Freemasonry in every country in Europe, 
infecting even the countries that ultimately defeated him in battle. He inaugu
rated the Revolution, which would continue for another century at least in Eu
rope and South America. Eventually, the revolution would blowback to England. 
Young Percy Shelley caught the revolutionary virus by reading William Godwin's 
book and running off with his daughter, but also by reading Barruel on the Illumi
nati and using what was supposed to be a warning against revolution as a manual 
for its implementation. 
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Just as the German romantic glorification of things Catholic followed as the 
inevitable reaction against French Enlightenment and Revolution, there was an 
inevitable reaction against the Jews when Napoleon was defeated. The Hep Hep 
riots took place in Frankfurt, stronghold of Jewish bankers. Pope Pius VII rebuilt 
the ghetto walls and made Jews listen to sermons and put their yellow badges back 
on. During the Congress of Vienna in 1814-15, the "Jewish Question" made its de
but as an international issue. 

The Jews, however, carried Napoleon's memory forward into other revolu
tions and movements. They looked back on the Napoleonic era as their "Paradise 
Lost" and, encouraged by what Napoleon had accomplished, were determined to 
resurrect that paradise in a more powerful future revolution. The German Jew
ish poet and contemporary of Karl Marx, Heinrich Heine created the Legend of 
Napoleon the Liberator, portraying him as "the Moses of the French who like the 
latter has led the people through the desert in order to cure them.".163 Heine pro
claimed his undying faith in the Messiah that failed: "I have never swerved from 
my faith in the Emperor. I have never ceased to doubt his advent-My Emperor
the ruler of the people for the people."364 Napoleon was "the secular savior" for the 
Jews. To make sure his readers did not confuse this Jewish savior with one who 
had died on the Cross 1800 years earlier, Heine continued: "We who have adopted 
a different symbolism see in the martyrdom of Napoleon at St. Helena no expia
tion in the sense here indicated, for the Emperor there did penance for his most 
fatal error, for his faithlessness to his mother, the Revolution."365 By the mid-19th 
century, revolution had again become the religion of significant numbers of Jews. 
Since most Jews lived in Russia, Russia would become the focus of Revolutionary 
activity after France's defeat. 

Theodore Herzl, founder of Zionism, was another acolyte for Napoleon, pick
ing up the torch Heine had kept burning until the mid-19th century. Everywhere 
he went in Paris, Herzl felt Napoleon's presence: "There is nothing more new than 
Napoleon I. Truly, he is not yet dead. Every night he leaves his tomb under the 
dome of the Invalides and talks from all possible stages to the wonderful and vari
able people of France."366 In a letter to Bismarck, Herzl said he derived "the idea to 
which I am devoted" from Napoleon, in particular from his "Paris Sanhedrin of 
the Jews of 1806," in which Herzl saw "a feeble reverberation" of the Zionism that 
would play an important role in world politics during the next century.367 
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Chapter Thirteen 

The Revolution of 1848 

T:e Enlightenment reached its theoretical high point in 1783 with the perfor
mance of Gotthold Ephraim Lessing's play Nathan der Weise in Berlin. No 
work of art produced by the Enlightenment epitomized its central tenets 

better than Nathan der Weise. The play was an essentially Masonic subversion of 
not only Christianity but Judaism and Islam as well and was in the tradition of Le 
Traite des Trois Imposteurs. After its premier in Berlin, performances of Nathan 
were banned in Frankfurt and Vienna by civic authorities who recognized its es
sentially subversive nature, but after the German defeat in World War II, the play 
became a fixture in the de-Nazified German educational system. Oberprimaner 
were forced to read it at the Gymnasium and internalize its subversive message, 
namely, that all religions are equally false and that only those who rise above the 
confessional boundaries separating Christians, Jews and Muslims are truly wise. 

The model for Nathan was Lessing's friend Moses Mendelssohn, who arrived 
in Berlin in 1743 as a 14-year-old unable to speak the language. Up until his arrival 
in Berlin Mendelssohn had studied the Talmud. After his arriving and acquiring 
the ability to read German, which was of course related to the Yiddish he had 
spoken as a child, Mendelssohn immersed himself in the classics of the Enlight
enment-Spinoza, Newton, Montesquieu, Rousseau, and Voltaire-and as a result 
of his reading made the acquaintance of the philosophes of Berlin, most notably 
Lessing, who wrote for the Vossische Zeitung, and Nicolai, in whose garden the 
three men would discuss literature and philosophy. 

Mendelssohn soon became a writer in his own right, publishing Philosophi
cal Dialogues, followed by Letters on Sentiment in 1755, and an adaptation of the 
Plato's Phaedo subtitled a treatise on "The Immortality of the Soul in Three Dia
logues" in 1767. But it was less as a writer and more as a role model for the newly 
emerging Jews of Berlin and Germany that was the cause of Mendelssohn's fame. 
Partly through the efforts of his friend Lessing, he became the embodiment of the 
Age of Enlightenment. 

Mendelssohn was the Jewish Ben Franklin. He arrived in Berlin in 1743 as a 
penniless 14-year old and by the end of his life had become one of Berlin's must 
illustrious citizens. Like Franklin he became a paradigm of the Enlightened Man. 
Mendelssohn was not the first European Jew to make a name for himself as a 
philosopher-that honor went to Spinoza-but he was the first European Jew to 
be fully assimilated into high German culture. Unlike Spinoza, who was expelled 
from an uncomprehending synagogue, Mendelssohn was not only honored by the 
Jews of his day, he became their model of the new Jew. He attained these heights 
by his writings but more importantly by refusing to convert to Christianity; he 
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wanted to show that in an Enlightened culture, Jews could escape from the ghetto 
without converting to Christianity. A conversion was, of course still necessary, 
but Mendelssohn's conversion was to the culture of the German Enlightenment, 
which was deeply imbued with the spirit of Freemasonry at the time. 

Nathan der Weise was a profoundly Masonic play for a number of reasons 
but primarily because it proposed for the first time in history an alternative to the 
Catholic and Jewish positions which had existed since the time of Christ's cru
cifixion. According to the tradtional Christian position, supported by both text 
and iconography, the Jews were blind. The symbol of the synagogue on the facade 
of the Cathedral in Freiburg is of a blindfolded woman. Jews are blind, accord
ing to the Christian point of view, because the Messiah came and they failed to 
recognize his coming. In a document issued on March 25, 1928, the Holy Office, 
the predecessor of the current Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, issued a 
statement "Concerning the Abolition of the Association Popularly Known as 'The 
Friends ofIsrael,'" in which they announced that the Catholic Church "has always 
been accustomed to pray for the Jewish people, who were the bearers of Divine 
Revelation up to the time of Jesus Christ: this despite, indeed on account of their 
subsequent blindness." . 

The Jewish position derived from their rejection of Christ and would per
dure beyond the Enlightenment. Christians, according to this point of view, are 
not blind; they are credulous and self-deluded. Christians believe an impossible 
fairy tale about Christ rising from the dead. Because Christianity has nonetheless 
prospered for the past 2000 years, the Jew, religious or not, naturally tends to be a 
debunker, who comes up with ever new variations on a common theme: everyone 
thinks such and such, but the real story is this. So for Marx, everything is eco
nomic, for Freud, Moses was really an Egyptian and "all men" really want to have 
sex with their mothers and sisters, and for Derrida, meaning is really an illusion. 

The third position is the Enlightenment position, and it received its most co
gent artistic formulation in Lessing's play Nathan der Weise, which, as we have 
seen, takes an agnostic Masonic attitude toward Christianity, Judaism, and Islam. 
Set in the Holy Land during the 13th century, Nathan is essentially a dialogue be
tween representatives of the three religions, when the dialogue threatens to reach 
an impasse, Nathan breaks the stalemate in which each religion insists on its own 
monopoly to truth by proposing the famoils parable of the rings. God created the 
one ring, which symbolizes true religion, but there are many rings, and each man 
venerates his ring as from God. Lessing solves this problem by having Nathan 
claim that all rings are to be venerated because no one knows who has the real 
ring. At some time during their 13th year of schooling, German Catholics and 
Lutherans, the state's two established religions, learn that the real ring, symbol
izing the true religion "war nicht Brweislich." "was nowhere to be found,''' Just like 
"the true religion," Nathan the Wise adds for those who are slow in picking up the 
Enlightenment's solution to the religious wars of the 17th century. 
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Pious German Catholics and Lutherans are in for even more instruction. All 
three representatives of the world's major religions are "deceived deceivers": 

All three of you [Muslim, Christian, Jew] are deceived deceivers. 
None of your rings is genuine. The true ring 
Has been lost. And in order to disguise the loss 
The father has created three instead of one.' 

With Saladin cheering him on from the sidelines-"Herrlich! Herrlich!"
Nathan continues to propound the doctrine of religious relativism which is to be 
the basis for social order in enlightened German states like Prussia: 

My advice to you is to accept the situation for what it is. 
If one of you has his ring from his father, 
then he should believe that his ring is the real ring, 
because it's just possible that the Father has had enough of the 
Tyranny of the One Ring and will no longer tolerate it in his house3 

Over 200 years after its first performance, Jews still find the play and the vi
sion of religious indifferentism which Nathan evokes inspiring. Amos Elon sees 

Lessing's Nathan is the antithesis of Shakespeare's Shylock. The play boldly at
tacks all religious and national prejudice; the idea of a "better god" is absurd, the 
propagating of the idea a cause for "pious rage." Not faith but moral behavior is 
the essence of all religion. In beautiful blank verse, Lessing restates the finest 
ideal of the Enlightenment-tolerance, brotherhood, and love for humanity. Set 
in Jerusalem, during the Crusades, the play builds to a high point with Nathan's 
parable of three miraculous rings given by a father to his three sons. Symbols of 
Christianity, Judaism and Islam, the rings assure each son the love of God and 

men if he but wears his in good faith. 4 

In Nathan, the Jew and the Freemason merge into one Enlightened cosmo
politan. "Ich bin ein Mensch,""I am a human being," is Nathan's response to Sala
din's inquiry about questions of identity that usually require ethnic or religious 
answers. Mendelssohn became the model for those who "sought a larger commu
nity of rational men beyond the stagnant confines of religious identity.''s He also 
became a model for Jewish assimilation, at first in Germany, and then as the En
lightenment spread eastward for the overwhelming majority of Jews in the world. 
According to Barbara Tuchman, 

The process begins with the "Enlightenment" initiated by Moses Mendelssohn 
in 18th century Germany, which shattered the protective shell of orthodoxy 
and opened the way to acquaintance with Western culture and participation in 
Western affairs. The reign of the Talmud and the rabbis was broken. All over Eu
rope the shattered windows were flying open. Jews read Voltaire and Rousseau, 
Goethe and Kant. The reform movement followed, shedding the old rituals, try
ing to adjust Judaism to the modern world. Civil Emancipation became the goal. 
In 1791 the French Constituent Assembly had decreed citizenship for the Jews; 
Napoleon confirmed it wherever he had dominions. Reaction rescinded it, and 
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thereafter it had to be fought for separately in each country. Civil Emancipation 
was won around the middle of the 19th century, and if it had been a success, Ju
daism would have ended there. But it was not; and in the process of discovering 
why not, the Jews discovered nationalism. They became aware that Judaism was 
dying; on the one hand petrifying into a dry husk of rabbihical mumbo jumbo, 
and on the other dissolving in the open air of Western "enlightenment.''15 

There is a note of violence implicit in Tuchman's description of the "shattered 
shell of orthodoxy," as if breaking the reign of the Talmud were akin to splitting 
the atom because of all the destructive energy it released. Whether intentional or 
not, the comparison was apt because the Enlightenment in both Germany and, 
more importantly, Russia opened the Jews of the shtetl to the spirit of revolution 
when the Mendelssohn's vision exposed the world of Kahal and the rabbis as so 
much "rabbinical mumbo jumbo." 2 .' 

Mendelssohn became the paradigmatic Enlightenment Jew and a model for 
Jews who wanted to leave the Polish shtetls of the East behind and become part 
of German culture. He also became the model Jew for the Germans, who were 
debating whether to grant the Jews the rights of citizens in the wake of Napoleon's 
defeat. 

In 1792 Salomon Maimon, one of Kant's Jewish critics. and a refuge from the 
Pale of the Settlement, published his autobiography. Maimon's book gave expres
sion to Jewish hatred of the Talmud and the Kahal in a memoir about his life 
growing up as a Jew in the shtetls of "darkest Lithuania.''7 He abandoned that 
life, along with his wife and children, and, like Mendelssohn, headed to Berlin 
to free his mind of the chains of "Talmudic darkness,"t! which kept the Jews of 
the east "bent over this mind-killing business of attempting to create meaning 
where none existed, expending our wits raising contradictions where none ap
peared, and sharpening those we could discern. We spent endless hours quibbling 
ourway through long chains of conclusions, chasing after shadows and building 
castles in the air.''9 

Germany was the source of ideas for the Jews of the East. The reason for that 
is not hard to understand.' German was easier for Jews to understand than Slavic 
languages like Russian or Polish because the Jews spoke Yiddish. Once the Ger
man Enlightenment arrived in Russia in the mid-19th century it caused an im
mediate split among the Jews there into two groups: the Halachic Jews rejected 
the Enlightenment in favor of the Law and the old ways, which meant of course, 
a continuing refusal to assimilate; the Maskilic Jews on the other hand accepted 
the Enlightenment, but in accepting it, they began, far more than those following 
the old way, to look for the Messiah in political movements, movements which 
invariably came from German Jews or conversos like Ferdinand Lassalle and Karl 
Marx. As a result, Russia's Jews were awakened from the slumber of the shtetl by 
Moses Mendelssohn, but they did not follow Mendelssohn's example. Instead they 
became progressively more radicalized during the course of the 19th century, until 
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the German Enlightenment culminated in Bolshevism, which, according to Nora 
Levin, "attracted marginal Jews, poised between two worlds-the Jewish and the 
Gentile-who created a new homeland for themselves, a community of ideologists 
bent on remaking the world in their own image."'o 

Masonic convergence was in the air. At the same moment that Jews like Mai
mon and Mendelssohn were proclaiming their willingness to abandon the shtetl 
and the «darkness" of the Talmud and the Kahal, Prussians were abandoning his
torical Christianity in favor of something more "German." As some expression 
of this convergence, Enlightened Christians like Christian von Dohm wrote his 
treatise On the Civic Improvement of Jews, calling for their political emancipation. 
The message of the German Enlightenment was that talent was more important 
than religion or ethnicity. Nathan der Weise proposed a new paradigm for Jewish 
life in Germany. Jews no longer had to convert to Christianity. Caspar Lavater 
tried to convert Mendelssohn to Christianity but failed because he failed to gain 
the support of people like Goethe, who announced that he was not a Christian 
either. The Enlightenment led as a result to the idea of the genius as the secular al
ternative to the saint. It led as well to the idea of the intellectual elite as the secular 
clerisy, and to literary cults of personality, like the one the German Jews created 
around Goethe, who found that "Jewish women possess[ed] the gift of being the 
most sensitive audience."11 

Conversion was still necessary for Jews, but now increaSingly instead ofbap
tism, the Enlightenment proposed a new alternative. Jews now had to convert to 
German Kultur and German Bildung, as defined by Goethe. In the aftermath of 
Lavater's attempt to convert him to Christianity, Mendelssohn wrote Jerusalem 
or Upon Ecclesiastic Power and Judaism (1783), in which, he claimed-contrary 
to what Maimon and everyone else knew of the Talmud and the religious estab
lishment based on it-that Judaism, at least as Mendelssohn understood it, was 
compatible with the ideas of the Enlightenment. In this regard, Mendelssohn was 
only doing for Judaism what Immanuel Kant in his Religion within the Bounds of 
Reason was doing for Christianity. 

As a result a certain Masonic convergence was inevitable. Over the course of 
the 19th century, the ground of that convergence would become Germany and not 
Freemasonry. Both Jews and Germans were in the process of defining themselves 
as a cultural community in which religion had ceased to be important. Heinrich 
Heine would go on claim that Mendelssohn had done to the Kahal and the Tal
mud what Luther had done to the Catholic Church, and once again it seemed that 
Jews and Judaizers-as the Hussites, Calvinists, and Puritans had done before 
them-would find common ground for a new "reformed" religion in their hatred 
of the Catholic Church. 

The 'Church' of this new cult was the Masonic lodge, but as in France, the 
lodge spawned clubs which allowed not only diverse religions but both sexes to 
meet on common ground. The salons of Berlin allowed Jews and Christians to mix 
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socially. Unlike the lodge, the salons admitted and were often run by women. The 
common denominator of the salons was Enlightened German culture. Both Jews 
and Christians were abandoning historical religion in favor of something that was 
more German and Masonic. Romance accelerated the process. Graetz was upset 
at the free love: "If the enemies of the Jews had designed to break the power of 
Israel, they could have discovered no more effectual means than infecting Jew
ish women with the moral depravity, a plan more efficacious than that employed 
by the Midianites, who weakened the men by immorality."" Elon claims that the 
salons constituted "a kind of freemasonry ... of the heart, and a safe haven for 
nonconformists.'''3 

Along with the daughters of Moses Mendelssohn, some of whom married 
Christians as a result, one of the habitues of the Berlin salons was David Fried
laender, the Jew who went on to create Reform Judaism after imbibing deeply of 
the sexualized Masonry that filled the air there. Elon claims that "Mendelssohn 
became the father, albeit inadvertently, of modern Reform Judaism" although 
"he himself remained traditionally devout and observant throughout his life.'''4 
If Mendelssohn was the Christ of reformed Judaism, David Friedlaender was its 
St. Paul. If Mendelssohn was the Moses of Jewish assirililationism, David Fried
laender was its Joshua. 

In 1799 Friedlaender and other Jews were faced with a crisis. Largely as a result 
of the fact that the Enlightenment had demonstrated the" darkness" of the Tal
mud, the Jews in Germany were involved a massive conversion to "enlightened" 
Christianity. According to Graetz, half of Berlin's Jews converted to Christianity 
during this period. The Jews of Koenigsberg, Immanuel Kant's home town, were 
on the verge of disappearing completely. Four of Moses Mendelssohn's daughters 
converted to Christianity, as did his famous composer grandson Felix. Dorothea 
Mendelssohn even went so far as to convert to Catholicism, when her erstwhile 
Protestant husband Heinrich Schlegel did. 

Faced with the greatest wave of conversions in Europe since the conversions 
in Spain during the first half of the 15th century, David Friedlaender decided to 
make an explicit proposal based on the implicit assumptions he had imbibed in 
Berlin's salons. Friedlaenderargued for a "dry baptism"'5 in the spirit of Masonic 
convergence. Jews would be willing to enter the Lutheran Church if they could do 
so without recognizing the divinity of Christ. It seemed like a plausible solution 
since the Lutherans were on their way to abandoning historical Christianity as av
idly as the Jews were abandoning the Talmud and Kahal. Liberal theologians had 
already omitted mention of the Trinity and other inconvenient Christian dogmas 
in their new catechisms, but Friedlaender ruined the idea by formulating it so 
boldly. 

The Masonic convergence which the Enlightened imbibed in Berlin's salons 
apparently could only utter its name within the protected confines of the lodge. 
Under the influence of the Masonic Enlightenment, Judaism was becoming less 
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Jewish, and Lutheranism was becoming less Christian. Both were becoming Ger
man instead. Once the idea was broached outside the hothouse atmosphere of the 
Lodge or salon, however, it brought down upon Friedlaender's head a torrent of 
abuse and denunciations from both sides. Progressive Jews like Heinrich Graetz 
found the idea appalling. Even progressive theologians like Friedrich Schleier
macher, who had met Friedlaender at Henriette Herz's salon, denounced the idea 
as an insidious form of judaizing. 

The violence of the reaction to Friedlaender's reading of what were simply 
the Masonic commonplaces of salon discourse showed just how out of touch the 
intellectual life of those salons was with the real world. The real world, in this 
instance, went by the name of Napoleon. Rahel Levin was a famous Jewish blue
stocking who longed for a mystical convergence of Jew and Christian in the En
lightened Germany of the Berlin salons. Her dream ended in 1806 when Prussia 
was defeated by France and Napoleon rode into Jena under Hegel's admiring gaze 
like the Zeitgeist on horseback. Left high and dry after the tide of Enlightenment 
free love and Masonic syncretism flowed out of Prussia in the wake of Napoleon's 
arrival, all Rahel Levin could do was bemoan a world now irretrievably lost: the 
dream of Masonic convergence between Enlightened Christians and Jews "sank 
in 1806. Sank like a ship, carrying the most beautiful gifts, the most beautiful 
pleasures of life."16 

Napoleon's conquest of the German principalities imposed the Enlighten
ment by force on the German people. When Napoleon was defeated, his defeat 
created the German reaction to the Enlightenment which has come to be known 
as Romanticism. The Germans found things dark, Catholic, and medieval an at
tractive alternative to the social geometry of the French Revolution. 

The Jews were the first to suffer during the reaction. Beginning in August 
1819 in the Bavarian city ofWuerzburg, anti-Jewish riots swept through German 
Cities. The rallying cry of the rioters was "Hep, Hep, Jude verreck!" In the word 
"Hep," an acronym for the Latin phrase, "Hierlyma est perdita," or "Jerusalem is 
lost," the past which the Enlightenment had repressed was back with all its former 
virulence. The Germans who used the phrase during the pogroms along the Rhine 
at the time of the crusades are said to have gotten it from the Roman soldiers 
who used it as their battle cry during the siege and destruction of the Temple in 
Jerusalem in 70 AD. The Middle Ages had returned with a vengeance. Or so it 
seemed to the disillusioned Jews who saw in Christianity and the Catholic Church 
the source of all Jewish woe. Rahel Levin blamed the Romantics and "their new
found hypocritical love for Christianity .. and the Middle Ages, with its poetry, 
art and atrocities, [which] incites the people to commit the only atrocity that may 
be still provoked to: attacking the Jews!"17 In reality, the Hep Hep riots were only 
the beginning of an increaSingly violent anti-revolutionary reactions which would 
culminate in the most violent counter-revolutionary reaction of all, the Nazi reac
tion to Bolshevism. It was Napoleon who, according to Chaim Potok, "invaded 
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Russia in June 1812 with an army of five hundred thousand men. Ecstatic eastern 
European Jews hailed him as the Messiah, hung his portrait on the walls of their 
homes, and helped provision his armies."'8 Thus it should come as no surprise that 
revolution was synonymous in the minds of Germans with the Jews. When Napo
leon, the "Jewish" Messiah, withdrew in defeat, the Jews had to pay the price for 
supporting him. In Rome, the pope made Jews put on their yellow badges again. 
In Frankfurt the medieval laws restricting the rights of Jews were reinstated. In 
general the states which had passed emancipation edicts at Napoleon's command 
rescinded them when he was defeated. 

Elon claims that "the new nationalism harkened back to the Middle Ages, its 
sacred union of church, people and state."19 The Middle Ages, according to this 
view, was a time when Germans "worshipped homogeneity and appealed to tribal 
instincts."'o Elon ignores the fact that the Middle Ages was a time completely de
void of racial thinking. Even as late as the Reuchlin/Pfefferkorn controversy, "die 
Dunkelmaenner" from Cologne, the Dominicans, took a completely antiracial 
line, as opposed to humanists like Erasmus, who felt that Pfefferkorn retained 
some ineradicable biological Jewishness. In looking for villains in all of the usual 
places, Elon can't bring himself to understand that the idea of race was new. It 
could not be a throwback to the Middle Ages because it didn't exist in the Middle 
Ages. After the defeat of Napoleon, the idea of race began to supplant the Masonic 
ideal of Lessing's Nathan as both its logical conclusion and its antithesis. It was an 
instance of Hegel's oft-cited concept of ''Aufhebung''; race abolished the Enlighten
ment by exalting it to a new level. The glorification of race was the logical outcome 
of the simultaneous conversion to "Kultur" and "Bildung" that was taking place 
among progressive Lutherans and Jews under the influence of the Enlightenment. 
Because of the Enlightenment, German culture had replaced religion as the crite
rion of citizenship. The Enlightenment perdured as long a no one looked into the 
basis of culture, which was a combination of religion and place. The trauma ofNa
poleonic conquest ended that naive idyll, evoking a violent reaction that accord
ing to the cunning of history would insure a return to the symbols of the Middle 
Ages but not to the cult which was the inspiration of those symbols. Romanticism 
meant both a return to Catholicism and the exaltation of local culture, but the 
analytic spirit set loose by revolution eventually dissolved the Romantic synthesis 
into biology and race. Once that analysis began-largely as a result of the defeat 
of Napoleon-German Kultur disintegrated too and the Enlightenment syntheSis 
which Lessing proposed in his play was over, no matter how much it would kept 
on artificial life support in institutions dominated by Enlightenment thought. If 
Romanticism had brought about a deep-rooted return to the Catholic soul of the 
Middle Ages, it could not have prevented an anti-Jewish reaction to the excesses of 
the Revolution, but it would have promoted the antithesis of racism. 

The fact that racism emerged from the ruins of the Enlightenment meant 
paradoxically that there was still life left in that movement. Revolution did not 
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cease to exist with the defeat of Napoleon's empire; it became nationalist in its 
orientation instead, culminating in what would have seemed like a contradiction 
in terms to Mendelssohn, namely, Jewish nationalism or Zionism, which reared 
its ugly head in 1862 with the publication of Moses Hess's tract Rom und Jerusa
lem. The idolatry of race in many ways only continued the abandonment of reli
gion which the philosophes of the Enlightenment had begun. As Jews became less 
Jewish and Christians less Christian, their only common meeting ground was 
the Masonic dream of Lessing's Nathan. When Napoleon destroyed that vision 
of German culture, Germans could return to the universalism of Catholicism or 
move on to the new religion of race and nation. Residual Protestant animus in
sured that the latter would be the case. It also ensured that in the reaction to Na
poleon, German culture began to be defined in increasingly racial terms. Johann 
Gottlieb Fichte in his address to the German nation urged not the conversion of 
the Jews but their deportation to the Middle East, an idea that Theodor Herzl, an
other devotee of German Kultur, would find congenial at the end of the century. In 
spite of the turn toward race, Germany would remain the center of Jewish thought 
for the rest of the century, and, what is more important, it would become a model 
for the benighted Ostjuden of the shtetls, who would become the cutting edge of 
the revolutionary movement when Mendelssohn's ideas swept through the Pale of 
the Settlement in the mid-nineteenth century. 

II. The Partition of Poland 
The Jewish longing for liberation from the Kahal and the tyranny of the rab

bis became more than just a theoretical possibility for literary figures like Men
delssohn and Maimun during this same period time primarily because of the 
partition of Poland, which took place in three separate events beginning in 1772 

and ending in 1795. When it began, 85 percent of the world's Jews lived in Poland. 
When it ended 50 percent of the world's Jews lived in Russia, along the porous 
western border in a section that came to be known as the Pale of the Settlement. 

Not long after the partition of Poland, Russia became aware that it had a Jew
ish problem. It had inherited its new Jewish problem from the Polish nobility who 
had used the Jews to do what they had no desire to do themselves. With the excep
tion of tax-farming, all of the practices which had led to the Chmielnicki pogroms 
and the ultimate demise of Poland were still in place, now practiced by an unas
similated minority on Russia's crucial border with the West. At around the same 
time that David Friedlaender made his proposal for" dry baptism" to the German 
Lutherans, the Czar appointed one of his most distinguished civil servants, the 
poet Gavriil Romanovich Dershavin to go on a fact-finding mission to the Pale of 
the Settlement and find out why the peasants from the greatest grain producing 
region in Europe were starving to death. In 1802 Dershavin issued his report. Af
ter traveling extensively in the grain producing areas of western Russia, Dershavin 
discovered that the Jewish vodka producers were exploiting the alcoholism of the 
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farmers: "After I had learned that the Jews out of greed were exploiting the drink
ing problems of the peasants to cheat them out of their grain, in order to turn that 
grain into vodka, and as a result were causing famine, I ordered the distilleries 
in the village of Liosno shut down." "I also made enquiries among the reasonable 
inhabitants," as well as among the aristocracy, the merchants and the people liv
ing in the village "concerning the mores of the Jews, their business practices, their 
scams and all of the tricks they used to ... drive the stupid and penniless inhabitants 
of the village to the brink of starvation. I was especially interested in how it might 
be possible to protect these poor devils and to enable them to live an honest and 
not disastrous life ... to make them useful citizens.">' 

Dershavin discovered that the majority of the Jews made their living from 
distilling and selling vodka. Jews were no longer tax farmers, but they had a mo
nopoly on alcohol production which when combined with usury was causing 
drunkenness and famine among the peasants. 'The Jewish vodka dealers had the 
bad habit of showing up with their wares at harvest time and selling alcohol to 
the farmers on credit. Before long the drinking habits of the peasants combined 
with the inexorable nature of compound interest led to a situation in which not 
only every bit of property was in the hands of the Jews but future harvests as well. 
According to a report from the Administration of Belorus, "'The presence of Jews 
in the villages has a destructive effect on the economic and moral situation of the 
rural population because Jews ... promoted drunkenness among locals."'" 

In other administrative reports, the same story emerged: "the Jews were the 
main cause ofleading the peasants into drunkenness, laziness, and poverty, large
ly because of fact that they were willing to sell them vodka on credit (Le., let them 
pawn their goods to get vodka). 'The production of spirits was an irresistible source 
of income for both the Polish magnates and the Jewish middlemen.''13 "'The Jews 
not only cheated the peasants out of the grain they needed to live on, they also 
cheated them out of their seed corn, their farming implements, household items, 
time, health and life." "'The Jews made a practice of traveling around in the fall 
during the harvest, getting not only the peasants but their entire families drunk, 
then getting them in debt, then robbing them of every last thing they needed to 
keep themselves alive." "By cheating the drunken peasants and plundering them 
of their goods, the Jews plunged the inhabitants of the villages into deepest mis
ery."·4 'The Jews became an active, irreplaceable and extremely inventive link in 
the chain of exploitation that plagued this group of illiterate, defenseless peasants 
without any rights. If it weren't for the Jews this system of exploitation would have 
had no foundation in the Byelorussian settlements. "Removing the Jewish link," 
the Byelorussian report concluded, was the only way to break the chain of exploi
tation that held the farming class in alcohol- and usury-induced bondage. 

Dershavin felt that the heart of the problem lay with the Kahal, the autono
mous Jewish legal system, as well as the rabbinic Jewish leadership, which was 
determined to keep the Jews themselves subservient and isolated. "'The teachers 

572 



The Revolution of 1848 

of the Jewish race" according to Dershavin, "distorted the true spirit of the Faith 
with their 'mystic-talmudic' pseudo-exegesis of the Bible .... They introduced strict 
laws with the goal of isolating the Jews from the other nations, and to awake in the 
Jews a deep hatred against other religions." The main problem was the talmudic 
Jewish religion, which "instead of cultivating communal virtue ... turned worship 
into an empty ceremony."'5 

The solution was education, especially in modern languages, because the abil
ity of Jews to speak to fellow Russians, would break the hold of the Kahal by end
ing the isolation of the Jews. Dershavin was hardly an obscurantist. In any other 
country-in America for instance, which would not see an educational reformer 
like this until the end of the same century, he would have been hailed as anoth
er Horace Mann or John Dewey. ''Any Jewish reform in Russian," he continued, 
"must begin with the founding of public schools, in which the Russian, the Ger
man, and the Yiddish languages are taught." Dershavin was uncompromising in 
calling for the abolition of the Kahal, but so were many Jews. The Kahal was evil 
in his eyes because through it the simple Jewish people "are deceived into believ
ing that between them and those of other faiths an impenetrable wall has come 
into existence." As a result, "the darkness which surrounds all Jews keeps them 
separated from their fellow citizens."·6 The Talmud schools were the main vehicle 
for the perduring and pernicious messianism which enslaved the Jewish people. 
In the Talmud schools, the Jewish people were kept in constant anticipation of the 
Messiah. They were also taught to believe that their Messiah by overthrowing all 
other races would "reign over them in flesh and blood, and will restore to them 
their fame and glory." 

Dershavin concluded that the main reason for the shortage of grain in White 
Russia and the Ukraine was the Jews' exploitation of the peasants. As a result of 
writing his report, Dershavin was demonized as an anti-Semite. Because of his 
observations in Byelorussia, because of the conclusions he drew in his Memo
randum, but especially because he praised "the sharp eye of the great Russian 
monarchs" which "prohibited the immigration of these clever thieves into their 
kingdom," Dershavin was demonized as "a fanatical foe of the Jews."'7 Far from 
preaching racial hatred, Dershavin, like Catherine the Great, thought he could 
reform the Jews by reorienting them toward productive acidity. In dealing with 
what he saw as the Jewish penchant to cheat people of other races, Dershavin tried 
to distinguish between freedom of religious conscience and "impunity for crimi
nal behavior," and this involved a two-pronged attack on the problem. First of all, 
the Kahal was to be abolished along with "a ban on all previous involvement with 
usury .... s At the same time, Dershavin suggested that Jews should be given access 
to the university, where they could become doctors and professors. 

The Jews retaliated by bringing false charges against Dershavin. A Jewish 
woman from Liosno claimed that Dershavin beat her with a club while visiting a 
vodka distillery there, causing her to have a miscarriage. In response to an inves-
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tigation into the charges conducted by the Russian Senate, Dershavin answered: 
"Since I only spent 15 minutes in this factory, I not only did not beat the Jewish 
lady in question, I didn't even see any Jewish women ... •9 After an audience with 
the Czar, the Jew who had written the lying charges for his wife was sentenced 
to a year in prison, but ended up being released after two or three months largely 
because of Dershavin's efforts. Unfortunately, the Czar was murdered in May 1801 

before having a chance to act on the recommendations in Derhavin's memoran
dum. 

Gradually, Dershavin lost his influence with the new Czar, largely as a result 
of political intrigue. Eighteen months after the death of Czar Paul, toward the 
end of 1802, a "Committee for the Assimilation of the Jews" was finally created in 
order to consider Dershavin's Memorandum and to take corresponding steps. The 
big issue remained alcohol. The Jews lived in the same villages with the peasants 
and their prosperity was based on the exploitation their neighbors' weakness. In 
order to insure that the Committee's efforts came to nothing, the Jews raised a 
million rubles to bribe public officials. The main goal of the Jews' bribery was to 
discredit Dershavin as an anti-Semite and drive him from office. If that failed, the 
money was to ensure that at all costs the production and sale of alcohol remained 
in the hands of the Jews. 

By the time the committee held its first meeting, it was clear that Jewish money 
had done its work. In spite of the warnings Dershavin had sent to the new Czar, it 
was clear that Count Speransky "was completely on the side of the Jews." Further
more, "during the first meeting ofthe Jewish committee it became clear that all 
of the committee members shared the opinion that the right to sell vodka ... should 
remain as in the past in Jewish hands." Dershavin's efforts eventually paid off in 
spite of the machinations of the Jews. The law which was passed in 1804 specified 
that "No Jew .. is allowed to sell vodka or to subcontract the sale ofvodka."30 

It might be more accurate to say that Dershavin's efforts paid off in the short 
run. With the money they had made from vodka production at their disposal, 
the Jews continued to manipulate public opinion, portraying the prohibition of 
the sale of vodka and the order to move out of the villages as a terrible injus
tice.3' Reacting to the incessant pressure of the Jews and the bribery of public of
ficials that went along with it, Alexander I revoked the order banning the sale of 
alcohol. By now the figure of Napoleon loomed large in Russian life. Napoleon 
had set his sights on the east and had begun a propaganda campaign, originally 
conceived in his campaign in Palestine against the Turks, to portray himself as 
the spirit of Revolution incarnate and, as a result, the Jewish Messiah. Napoleon 
knew that he needed Jewish support to conquer Russian, and Alexander I knew 
that he knew that, and so the Czar was reluctant to alienate what was already per
ceived as a potential fifth column on his western border by depriving the Jews of 
what they wanted the most. In 1806 Alexander I convened another committee to 
decide whether the Jews should be resettled. In the end, the arrival of Napoleon 
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convinced him to abandon both projects. Military necessity made the decision 
moot anyway. 

Chaim Potok claims that Jews welcomed Napoleon as the Messiah. Solzhen
itsyn, however, claims that the Jews remained loyal to the Czar after the war with 
Napoleon began. Looking back at the Napoleonic era, Nicholas I wrote in his di
ary "It's amazing how faithful the Jews remained to us, even risking their lives to 
help US."3' During the war the Jews were the only ethnic group in Russia which 
didn't flee into the forests to escape from the French army. However, in the area 
around Vilna, the Jews who refused to be inducted into the French army could 
not resist the temptation to profit from the situation financially by provisioning 
the French army. 

No matter how the Jews reacted, the threat of Napoleon coupled with the 
bribery of the Jews derailed Russia's first attempt to deal with its newfound Jewish 
problem. After 1814, the problem was compounded by the fact that central Poland 
became part of the Russian empire, adding another 400,000 Jews to the already 
large and unassimilated group living in the Pale of the Settlement. As a result, the 
Jewish problem in Russia became even more pressing and even more difficult to 
solve. 

After the plan to ban Jews from the alcohol industry failed, Russian's next at
tempt to solve the Jewish problem involved resettling Jews on plots ofland in New 
Russia on the steppes north of the Black Sea and training them to be farmers. The 
program exuded an almost American optimism about human nature along with 
a Jeffersonian view of the salutary nature of agriculture in an Enlightened culture. 
Russia, perhaps influenced by the success of the American Enlightenment, felt that 
it could turn saloon keeping usurers into sturdy yeomen farmers within a genera
tion, but the program soon made contact with deeper more intractable realities, 
most notably, the Jewish aversion to manual labor. P. I. Pestel was convinced that 
this early example of social engineering was a fool's errand because, quite simply, 
Jews do not believe in farming. "In expectation of the Messiah," Pestel wrote, "the 
Jews considered themselves only temporary inhabitants of the land in which they 
live, and as a result want to have nothing to do with agriculture. They also hold all 
forms of labor in contempt and devote themselves almost exclusively to trade.''l3 
Farming involves lots of hard work. It is also something, as Solzhenitsyn points 
out, than can only be learned over the course of a number of generations and can't 
be forced on people against their will. 

Before long, it became clear that getting Jews involved in agriculture was a 
hopeless cause.34 By 1810-12, in spite of Significant government promotion of the 
program, the Jewish colonies in the lands of the south continued to languish, be
cause Jews were not accustomed to getting up early in the morning, nor were they 
accustomed to working outdoors in the cold. By the time they were ready to plant 
their crops, the season was so far advanced that frost would kill the plants before 
they were ripe enough to harvest. "The Jews waited until it was warm to sow their 
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seed and by then it was too late." In addition to that, "Farm implements were 
either lost, broken or destroyed by the Jews," and the oxen which were needed to 
pull the plow were slaughtered, or stolen or sold. According to M. O. Gerschenson, 
"The spirit of the Jewish people prohibits involvement in farming because a man 
who tills the soil is the man most likely to put down roots in a particular place." 
Jews gave up the plow at the first opportunity in order to become middlemen and 
devote themselves to other more desirable activity. The hard work of farming was 
the bitter lot of the goyim;35 the fact that Jews did not have to break their backs 
while engaging in hard physical labor was perhaps taken as another sign that they 
were the Chosen People. Jewish women soon refused to marry farmers, or they 
had clauses added to their marriage contracts which specified that they could not 
be expected to do manual farm labor.36 Finally in 1811, in a tacit admission offail
ure, the government allowed the Jews of the Pale of the Settlement to get back into 
the vodka business and that cooled whatever interest they had in turning Jews 
into farmers.37 

Before long, government officials discovered that the Jewish unwillingness 
to work the land did not preclude a desire to take possession of the land and have 
other people work it for them. Thus, the government's scheme to use agriculture 
to solve the Jewish problem only compounded the problem by allowing the Jews 
to become landlords and forcing the peasants who were exploited by them when 
they were saloon keepers into a new form of bondage as servants and sharecrop
pers. The laws of Christian countries had always specified that Jews should be 
prohibited from owning land and having Christian servants. That law, as many 
papal fulminations indicated, was flagrantly abused in Poland, but now it was 
Russia's turn to learn the wisdom behind these papal prohibitions. According to 
Count Golitsyn, Christians who live in the houses of the Jews, "not only forget the 
commands of the Christian religion and don't fulfill them, but also take up Jewish 
customs and practices."38 The Russians viewed with increasing alarm the rise of 
judaizing among the Christians of western Russia following the partition. Czar 
Nicholas later worried that Jews would convert Christians because, beginning in 
the first half of the 18th century, groups of judaizers spread across Russia. In 1823 
the minister for the interior reported on the "wide dissemination" of the heresy of 
judaizing and estimated at least 200,000 people were involved. A law was passed 
which forbade Jews to hire Christian servants, specifying that they should hire 
poor Jews instead, but the law was ignored. As in the case of alcohol production, 
the law was rescinded quietly after having been ignored. After 1823 Jews were al
lowed to hire Christian laborers legally. The "strict prohibition" against allowing 
Christians to work on Jewish farms "was in practice hardly enforced."39 

Once it became apparent that Jews were not going to become farmers, the 
Russian government sought a solution to the Jewish problem in education (as Der
shavin had suggested), which was seen as the best solution to the isolation which 
the shtetl imposed on the Jews. The Russian reformers concluded that, in effect, 
the Jewish people had to be rescued from their own leaders, who exploited the 
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Jews as ruthlessly as the Jews exploited the Russian peasants. The Kahal was the 
problem. "The Jewish priests, known as Rabbis, hold their people in an unbeliev
able dependence and forbid them in the name of their faith to read any book other 
than the Talmud .... A race that does not seek Enlightenment will always remain a 
victim of prejudice.'lIo 

That was the view of a Russian official, but it was shared increasingly by many 
Jews, who were in many ways, the prime victims of the Polish Kahal, which func
tioned as the supreme judicial authority of what was in effect a state within a state. 
The Kahal was notorious for its corruption, creating in effect a two-tiered system 
which ensured that poor Jews would be punished for crimes which the rich Jews 
could commit with impunity. "The close relations among the Jews enable them 
to accumulate great sums of money for their general purposes, especially for the 
purpose of bribing public officials and to introduce all sorts of abuses, which are 
good for the Jews." Or at least good for certain Jews. The rabbis promoted early 
marriage because they profited from it financially. There is even evidence from 
Jewish historians of the Kahal authorizing murder. As their contribution to the 
implementation of the Czar's plan to resettle Jews to the farming lands of New 
Russia, the Kahal urged poor Jews to emigrate, but urged the wealthy Jews to stay 
where they were increasing the profit margin of those who ran the system.41 

The Kahal was opposed to Haskalah, the Jewish Enlightenment, from the mo
ment that rumors of Moses Mendelssohn's ideas began seeping through Russia's 
porous western border. The Kahal was opposed to Haskalah because they rightly 
saw it as a threat to their power. "The Kahal did everything within its power to 
extinguish the smallest spark of Enlightenment.'lI1 Giller Markevich wrote that 
the Kahal had to be abolished in order to save the Jewish people from spiritual 
and social ruin; the Jews had to be taught languages, which would enable access 
to factory work, but they also had to be granted the right to conduct commerce 
throughout the country and the right to have Christian workers. Before long a 
consensus began to emerge among progressive Russia officials and Jewish "ren
egades" that the tyranny of the Kahal had to be broken. The Czarist government 
was determined to fight against "Jewish isolation" and so promoted Haskalah 
without understanding that in promoting the Enlightenment that was the antith
esis of talmudic obscurantism, misanthropy and ethnocentrism, they unwittingly 
exposed the Jews of the shtetls to the revolutionary ideas that German Jews had 
been formulating as their response to the French revolution. In unwittingly intro
ducing the Maskilim to those ideas, the well-meaning Russian officials introduced 
them as well, to the revolution that would eventually destroy Russia. 

III 
On December 14, 1825, a group of young Russian aristocrats who had been in

fected by Freemasonry and revolution orchestrated a coup against Czar Nicholas 
I. There was a certain irony here, since the main exposure to these ideas came as 
a result of Russia's defeat of Napoleon and revolutionary France. The Decembrist 
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Revolt of 1825 was neither a popular revolution, nor did the Jews playa major role 
in its conception or execution. The only Jew (and one of the few civilians) involved 
in the Decembrist Revolt was Grigorii Abramovich Peretts (1788-1855). Although 
he joined in with the revolt of the Russian nobles, Peretts came to revolutionary 
conclusions by other means. He was the first of many intellectual progeny which 
Moses Mendelssohn would spawn among the Jews of the East. 

Peretts may have been the only Jew involved in the Decembrist Revolt but he 
was, unlike his co-conspirators, a truly Jewish revolutionary. Left pretty much to 
his own devices, Peretts created a secret organization known as the "Society of 
Peretts" which was typically Jewish in its rules even down to secret password it 
had adopted, namely, Heruth, the Hebrew word for liberty.43 The Society ofPeretts 
was also quintessentially Jewish because of its attachment to Messianic politics. 
The political views of the society were divinely inspired and its agenda divinely 
ordained because, as Peretts argued, the law of Moses showed that "God favors 
constitutional government.'l!4 

On February 21, 1826, Peretts was arrested for his role in the conspiracy and 
imprisoned in the notorious Peter and Paul Fortress in St. Petersburg. It was dur
ing his interrogation and imprisonment and the long years of exile which followed 
his trial, that Peretts earned his reputation as Russia's first revolutionary Jew. He 
blazed the path-certainly the path into exile-which many revolutionary Jews 
would follow after him. 

Peretts was a trail-blazer in other ways as well. In him we see the beginning of 
Haskalah among the Russian Jews. Peretts was the son of a wealthy merchant by 
the name of Abram Peretts, who had been granted residency rights in St. Peters
burg by Catherine II for his service to the crown. The Perettses, along with other 
privileged Jews in St. Petersburg, became the nucleus of Jewish Enlightenment in 
Russia. Peretts, in this regard, 

stood at the beginning of a profound socio-cultural process which gave rise to 
a secularized Jewish intelligentsia. The process was initiated and largely charac
terized by the Jewish Enlightenment or Haskalah, which originated with Moses 
Mendelssohn in mid-eighteenth-century Berlin and then was carried to Eastern 
Europe by its followers-the Maskilim. Born into a family of first generation 
Russian Maskilim, Peretts was a child of the Haskalah and a prototype of its 
most radical expression: the secular educated Jewish intellectual, who, alienated 
from traditional Judaism and isolated from Russian society, sought salvation 
through revolution.45 

The Russian Jews began to implement Mendelssohn's ideas by emphasizing 
culture instead of religion. This meant that Russian Jews should adopt the Ger
man concept of Bildung and Kultur as the basis for internal Jewish reform, but it 
also meant that, ad extra, the Maskilic Jews began to use their position with Rus
sians of influence to argue for emancipation. If the internal course of Bildung and 
Kultur as the alternative to the obscurantist Kahal and talmudic rabbis were to 
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succeed, the Jews had to be met half way and treated as fellow Russian citizens.46 

Before long, the salons of Berlin began appearing in St. Petersburg. In fact, 
the Peretts household began to hold a salon of its own, one which became a lively 
meeting place where progressive Russians and Enlightened Jews could meet to dis
cuss the new ideas trickling in from the West. As in Berlin, as David Friedlaender 
found out, the salon took on an air of unreality. It was a place where daring ideas 
could be expressed without fear, but those ideas had no real connection to either 
political or religiOUS realities in Russia. To begin with, the Jews found the ideas of 
the Mendelssohnian Berlinchiki repugnant and heretical and a threat to the modus 
operandi which had proved so successful in Poland. The rabbis had no desire to 
allow rich, young upstarts to challenge their hegemony over the benighted Jewish 
people. The Kahal was determined to prevent the integration of Jews into Russian 
society because that system of self-government preserved the power of traditional 
Jewish elites, who were funded by activities-vodka and usury-from which the 
majority of the Jews, one way or another, earned their livelihoods, no matter how 
deleterious their effect on Russian fellow citizens. Beyond that, the Enlightenment 
never really overcame its identity as a foreign imposition among the Russians. The 
fact that Aufklaerung was a German phenomenon, which could be transplanted 
to Russian soil only with difficulty if at all should have been obvious to everyone 
involved. The convergence of Protestant and Jew which was taking place in the 
salons of Berlin needed German culture as its common denominator. Without 
German culture as the neutral ground between the confessions, no meeting of the 
minds was possible. Needless to say, German culture did not exist in Russia. There 
had been no reformation in Russia. Christendom in Russia had not been split into 
two branches, with all of the scandal that that split entailed. There had been no 
consequent intellectual dilution of the faith, and there was no need for a Masonic 
meta-confessional alternative among the Russian intellectual elites as there was in 
Germany, which had been divided between Catholic and Protestant denomina
tions for three hundred years. 

Failing to find the third way in Russian culture, Peretts exposed both the 
limitations of Russian Jewish Enlightenment and its origins when he converted to 
Lutheranism. Lutheranism was beginning a long process of dissolution under the 
solvent of the historical critical method in Germany, a dissolution which would 
find its culmination in the writings of Friedrich Nietzsche, the son of a Lutheran 
pastor who read the writings of Strauss. If that were the case in Germany, Luther
anism certainly had no future for a converted Jew in orthodox Russia. 

As a result, Peretts quickly passed from being an Enlightened Jew to being 
and Enlightened Protestant. Once those steps had been taken, the distance to Per
etts the Jewish revolutionary was not far. Peretts became not only a revolutionary 
Jew; he became the model for other revolutionary Jews to follow because of the 
peculiar circumstances in which the Enlightened Jews found themselves in Rus
sia. The Enlightenment led to hopes for emancipation, but emancipation proved 
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maddeningly elusive. As a result, those who espoused the cause of Enlightenment 
among the Jews and for the Jews found themselves increasingly isolated, cut off 
from both Jew and Christian, but still inspired by a vision of Liberty, Fraternity, 
and Equality that was being implemented elsewhere. Peretts became, as a result, 
"the archetype of nineteenth-century Russian-Jewish radical whose personality 
and political engagement were shaped by the modernizing ideology of the Jewish 
Enlightenment and its unsettling sociological consequences.'l!7 

The Mendelssohnian Enlightenment which turned Peretts into a revolution
ary took root among Russian Jews during the period between the Decembrist up
rising of 1825 and Russia's defeat in the Crimea in 1855. During this period, tradi
tional Talmudic Judaism was largely discredited as obscurantist and obsolete in 
the eyes ofJewish youth, but assimilation into Russian culture did not follow. As a 
result, the idea of revolution began to fill the vacuum created by the former yet not 
filled by the latter. Jewish culture was caught in what looked like a never ending 
squabble between modernists and traditionalists, and young Jews, seeing no end 
to the bickering, took matters into their own hands by becoming revolutionaries. 

Public education played a major role in this transformation. The revolutionary 
Jew in Russia is in large measure a product or that country's educational reforms 
during the course of the 19th century. Convinced that "only the re-education of 
Jews in Jewish schools-schools based on Haskalah principles and operated with 
the assistance of enlightened Jews-would lead to their 'gradual rapprochement 
[sblizhenie] with the Christian population and the eradication of superstitions and 
harmful prejudices instilled by the study of Torah,"l!8 Uvarov succeeded in getting 
a new law passed establishing special schools for the education of Jewish youth. 
By the mid-1850S, the Russian government had established a network of Haskalah 
based Jewish schools that rivaled the traditional talmudic Yeshivas in their influ
ence over the rising generation of Jews in the Pale of the Settlement. What had 
been a persecuted minority in the days of Grigorii Peretts was now a powerful in
tellectual elite in search of a philosophy which would guide them out of the dark
ness of the Jewish past into the light of a promising but uncertain future. That elite 
had emancipated itself from the hegemony of the rabbis but had not as yet found a 
new home for itself in Russian culture. The disappointments which followed that 
search would lead that new generation of secularly educated Jews into the arms of 
the revolutionary movement which was then forming in western Europe. 

IV 
During the summer of 1830 Heinrich Heine was a little known poet vacation

ing on the island fortress of Helgoland with a soprano of the Hamburg opera who 
got a free summer vacation in exchange for serving as his mistress. His summer 
idyll was interrupted by the arrival of a newspaper announcing that revolution 
had broken out in France again, and immediately this Jewish convert to Protes
tantism felt the ancestral call of the race he had abandoned to advance his literary 
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career. "Gone is my longing for peace and quiet," Heine wrote a few days later, 
"Once again I know what I want, what I ought, what I must do .. .I am a son of the 
revolution and will take up arms.'lI9 Almost before putting the newspaper down, 
Heine decided that he had to go to Paris to be part of the revolution there. 

Heine had grown up in Duesseldorf when that German city was a French ar
rondissement as a result of Napoleon's conquests. Heine watched French soldiers 
march into his home town as a young boy and remained a devoted follower of 
Napoleon for his entire life. "I have never swerved from my faith in the Emperor," 
Heine wrote in 1852, "I have never ceased to doubt his advent-My Emperor-the 
ruler of the people for the people.''5O Heine's effusions about Napoleon at the end of 
his life indicate that it was no exaggeration to say that the Jews of Europe saw Na
poleon as "the secular savior.''5' "We who have adopted a different symbolism see 
in the martyrdom of Napoleon at St. Helena no expiation in the sense here indi
cated, for the Emperor there did penance for his most fatal error, for his faithless
ness to his mother, the Revolution." If Napoleon was the Messiah of the religion of 
revolution, Napoleon was also "the Moses of the French who like the latter has led 
the people through the desert in order to cure them.''5· 

He was also the god that had failed. Napoleon's defeat had put an end to Jew
ish emancipation and plunged Jewish youth into utter disillusionment and de
spair, at least in 1814. In 1830, Napoleon was long dead, but it looked as if the spirit 
of revolution had returned. It was the converso Heine, who created the legend of 
Napoleon, the man who had unified Europe under the banner of revolution, to 
keep the idea of revolution alive, and his legend inspired generations ofJews from 
that time on. Heine felt that the "task of our time" was "emancipation .... Not just 
of the Irish, the Greeks, the Frankfurt Jews, the West Indian blacks, and other op
pressed people. It is the emancipation of the entire world, of Europe in particular. 
It has come of age and now tears itself loose from the iron reins of the privileged 
and the aristocracy.''53 

Heine was dismissed by many Germans as the quintessential rootless cosmo
politan Jew. Both Heine and his friend Ludwig Boerne were "born provocateurs, 
ewige Ruhestoerer, arousers, intellectual troublemakers. Both were at home first 
and foremost in the language. Their rootlessness provided a kind of Archime
dian vantage point from which they assess the world with greater freedom wit, 
and acuity than others could. With Heine and Boerne, a new kind of engaged 
liberal intellect, soon decried as typically Jewish entered German life." Accord
ing to Elon, "Both were baptized but remained Jews psychologically. Both were 
liberal polemicists, their recurrent theme liberty."s4 According to Heinrich von 
Treitschke: "With Boerne and Heine the eruption of the Jews into German literary 
history began, an ugly and infertile interlude.''55 

Heine, of course, wasn't a Jew, not unless race trumped religion. He was a 
converso, ifby that term we mean a Jew who converted into an insincere Christian 
for apparently opportunistic reasons. Heine became famous for saying that the 
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baptismal certificate was "the entrance ticket to European culture."56 His cynical 
manipulation of the sacrament showed that religion was not something his age 
took as seriously as race, and his baptism of convenience ensured the rise of racial 
consciousness as well, a rise he knew would not bode well for Jews. 

Heine converted to Christianity, but his hoped for position never materi
alized, and so he was forced to live off his rich uncle Salomon from Hamburg. 
The conversion to Christianity didn't do much for Heine's morals. He contracted 
syphilis in his youth and died of the malady in 1856. When he was 18, Robert Schu
mann met Heine in Munich in 1828 and was struck by his "bitter ironic smile."57 
Schumann, who set many of Heine's poems to music, also died of syphilis. The 
"bitter ironic smile" was to become Heine's trademark and a characteristic of the 
Jewish revolutionary manque who turned to literature as a way of pursuing the 
revolution by other means. 

As the revolution of 1830 continued to spread, Heine joined Boerne in Paris. 
Heine met Boerne in 1827. Boerne was a Jew, who had converted to Christianity in 
1813. Both Boerne and Heine became disillusioned with politics after the revolu
tion of 1830 failed to spread to Germany. Unlike Boerne, whose conversion may 
have been sincere, Heine found his voice as the rootless cosmopolitan. After the 
failure of the revolution of 1830, Heinrich briefly contemplated joining Boerne in 
Switzerland as co-editor of a new magazine, but before he could join Boerne there, 
the Augsburger Allgemeine Zeitung offered him its job as their Paris correspon
dent. Heine was only to happy to accept the offer, because by then he had fallen 
in love with Paris, where he felt "like a fish in water" or like, more tellingly, like 
"Tannhaeuser imprisoned in the Venusberg."58 

In 1835, Heine's works were banned in Germany and his return was therefore 
made impossible. In order to console himself for the loss of a country, Heine went 
on to make the acquaintance of the leading literary and revolutionary figures in 
the French capital. It was there that he met Marx and Engels. It was there that he 
met Ferdinand Lassalle, with whom he corresponded on a number of subjects 
including the music of Felix Mendelssohn, a talented Jew (Heine ignored Men
delssohn's conversion almost as much as he ignored his own) who wasted his tal
ent, at least in Heine's view, on Christian themes. "I cannot forgive this man of 
independent means," Heine wrote to Ferdinand Lassalle in 1846, "because he sees 
fit to serve the Christian pietists with his great and enormous talent. The more I 
admire his greatness, the more angry I am to see it so iniquitously misused. If I 
had the good fortune to be Moses Mendelssohn's grandson, I would not use my 
talents to set the piss of the Lamb to music."59 

As a result of his friendship with Marx and Engels and Lassalle, Heine had 
some prophetic things to say about Communism. In 1842, he wrote: 

Though Communism is at present little talked about, vegetating in forgotten 
attics on miserable straw pallets, it is nevertheless the dismal hero destined to 
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playa great, if transitory role in the modern tragedy ... [It will bel the old absolut
ist tradition ... but in different clothes and with new slogans and catch-phrases .. 
. There will then be only one shepherd with an iron crook and one identically 
shorn, identically bleating human herd ... Somber times loom ahead .. .! advise our 
grandchildren to be born with a very thick skin.60 

Heine soon made a literary name for himself in Paris, where he associated 
with the leading literary figures of his day, Victor Hugo, Honore Balzac, Alex
ander Dumas, Alphonse de Lamartine, Alfred de Musset and George Sand. His 
poetry came out in French. He was patronized by wealthy Jews like Baron James 
de Rothschild, but that didn't stop him from writing poetry that appealed to the 
communists. His poem on the impoverished weavers of Silesia found sympathy 
among the communists. Friedrich Engels translated "The Weavers" into English, 
and in the 20th century it became the name of a folk singing act in America of 
communist persuasion. Treitschke, speaking from the point of view which had 
banned Heine's poems in Germany, claimed that he possessed "the graceful vice 
of making the mean and loathsome attractive for a moment."61 

Even though Heine became famous in France, he never became a French 
citizen, in spite of the fact that he married a French Catholic. He became instead 
the alienated cosmopolitan, the German poet of Heimweh in exile, and a model 
for European Jews who had tired of imitating Mendelssohn. Metternich admired 
Heine as "the best mind among the conspirators." Indeed, that admiration led 
Metternich to orchestrate the banning of his writings in Germany, an act which 
simply confirmed the German Jews in their cosmopolitanism. 

Paul Johnson, following Metternich's lead, saw Heine as the quintessential 
subversive Jew. "It was as though," Johnson continued, "a superfine talent had 
been building up in the ghetto over many secret generations, acquiring an ever 
more powerful genetic coding, and then had suddenly emerged to find the Ger
man language of the early nineteenth century its perfect instrument.''6· Heine in
vented the literary essay, the feuilliton, as a genre and with it the persona of the 
cosmopolitan literary man, the man with no allegiance to anything discernible, 
who could deflate every pretense with his penetrating wit. Heine was in this re
gard "both the prototype and the archetype of a new figure in European literature: 
the Jewish radical man of letters, using his skill, reputation and popularity to un
dermine the intellectual self-confidence of established order.''63 

Heine's uncle died in 1844 and left him a small pension, but unfortunately his 
health gave out at the same time. Engels saw Heine in January 1848 and wrote that 
"Heine is am Kaputgehen. I was with him two weeks ago when he was lying in bed 
after an attack of nerves (einen Nervenanfall). Yesterday he was up and about but 
still miserable. He can hardly take three steps on his own, creeping along the wall 
supporting himself from the easy chair to the bed and back again." Elon writes 
that "Heine's last several years were spent in the throes and excruciating pain of a 
viral disease that paralyzed half his body and severely affected his vision.''64 
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Other biographers were less evasive, claiming that "After 1844 Heine suffered 
financial reversals and painful physical deterioration from syphilis, the disease 
which also affiicted Schumann. He spent the last several years of his life in his 
'mattress-grave' in a Paris apartment."65 During his later years, his followers saw 
in him a Christ-like figure which had more to do with his doleful appearance than 
his morals. When asked about preparing his soul for the next life, Heine respond
ed by saying "If I could walk with crutches I'd go to church, and if I could walk 
without I'd go to the whorehouse."66 Heine was not a Jew, because of his baptism, 
but it is not clear he was a sincere Christian either. In attempting to pinpoint his 
real identity, Elon claims that Heine "remained loyal to his Jewish heritage only . 
. . out of deep antipathy to Christianity." And yet Heine saw that Europe without 
Christianity was going to be a much different place, which was going to be much 
more dangerous for Jews. Heine's prophetic verdict on the Germany of the future 
is never quoted because it lays the blame for Jewish suffering on neopaganism and 
not the Catholic Church, but it is worth citing, if as nothing else than his epitaph, 
and in some sense the final monument to his work as a subversive Jew: 

v 

A drama will be enacted in Germany compared to which the French Revolution 
will seem like a harmless idyll. Christianity restrained the martial ardor of the 
Germans for a while but it did not destroy it; once the restraining talisman is 
shattered, savagery will rise again, ... the mad fury of the berserk, of which Nordic 
poets sing and speak. .. The old stony gods will rise form the rubble and rub the 
thousand-year-old dust from their eyes. Thor with the giant hammer will come 
forth and smash the gothic domes.67 

Karl Marx met Heine shortly after his arrival in Paris in 1843. Marx had been 
living Cologne, where he had been the youthful editor of the socialist Rheinis
che Zeitung. When the Prussian government closed the paper down, Marx emi
grated to Paris, where he met up with the paper's founder, Moritz Hess, who took 
him on a tour of the working class districts of Paris and their revolutionary cafes. 
Hess, who would later change his name to Moses, was an early admirer of Marx. 
One year before Marx's arrival in Paris, Hess wrote to the German Jewish novel
ist Berthold Auerbach, praising him as the great revolutionary genius: "Imagine 
Rousseau, Voltaire, Holbach, Lessing, Heine, and Hegel all fused in one person ... 
and you have Marx''68 

Heine was, as we have noted, a converso. Marx, a generation Heine's junior, 
was a German Jew who had been baptized at the age of six in 1824, when Heinrich 
Marx, his father, led the entire family to the Lutheran baptismal font so that he 
could advance his career as a jurist in Trier. The conversion to Christianity caused 
no break in the Marx family. Even after his baptism, Heinrich would take his wife 
and children to regular Sabbath lunches held at the home of Karl's uncle, who 
also happened to be the chief rabbi of Trier. The only member of Heinrich Marx's 

584 



The Revolution of 1848 

family who seems to have taken religion seriously was Karl, who referred to it as 
the "opiate of the people" in Towards a Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right: An 
Introduction, 1848. 

More than one scholar attributes that phrase to Moses Hess, who associated 
with both Heine and Marx in Paris but, unlike them, never converted to Chris
tianity. The difference seems to derive from class and social aspiration. Hess was 
born in 1812, after Heine but before Marx, into a poor Jewish family from Cologne 
with virtually no prospects for upward mobility. Hess was raised by his grand
father, who taught him Talmudic lore, presumably in Yiddish because Hess had 
to teach himself German and then French. What Heine, Marx, and Hess had in 
common was neither religion, nor race, but the revolutionary spirit, which Hess 
and Heine saw as Jewish and Marx did not. Hess had been a utopian socialist up to 
his encounter with Marx, who so impressed him with his intellectual power that 
Hess was swept, for at least 20 years, into his intellectual orbit. It is some indica
tion of Marx's intellectual stature (or Hess's intellectual malleability) that their 
collaboration was not disrupted by Marx's early writings, in particular his essay 
on The Jewish Question, which appeared in the same year that Hess welcomed 
Marx to Paris. Marx's essay has been characterized as anti-Semitic by more than 
one commentator, but Hess, later lionized as one of the fathers of Zionism, seems 
not to have noticed or been disturbed by the fact. 

Marx wrote his essay in response to Bruno Bauer's claim that "If they wish to 
become free the Jews should not embrace Christianity, as such, but Christianity 
in dissolution, religion in dissolution; that its to say, the Enlightenment, criticism 
and its outcome, a free humanity."69 Bauer's essentially Masonic critique of reli
gion had been percolating through German society for 60 years, ever since the 
first performance of Nathan der Weise, by the time he got around to writing his 
essay. By the time Marx got ahold of the idea, it had ceased to represent the cur
rent historical options. Materialism, which had spread widely via Spinoza (and to 
some extent Descartes), had been nurtured by Whig subversives like Toland and 
Collins to the point where, now that it was finally mature, it turned around and 
slew its parents. Marx was the genius who made the supercession of the Enlighten
ment's categories perfectly clear to the remaining devotees of the Enlightenment. 
Communism, as the ideology of economic materialism was soon to be called, was 
the new sun which made the candle of the Enlightenment unnecessary. There was 
no point anymore, Marx makes clear, in talking about the religion of Judaism, as 
Lessing had done, because Judaism, according to Marx, was not a religion. 

Unlike Bauer, Marx makes no attempt to "seek the secret of the Jew in his 
religion," but rather attempts "to seek the secret of their religion in the real Jew."70 

With that distinction in mind, Marx finds that "the proven basis of Judaism" is 
"practical need [and] self-interest; that "the worldly cult of the Jew" is "Huckster
ing," and that _"his worldly god" is Money?' Once the Jewish religion has been 
deconstructed into economics, the new definition of the Jew leads to a handy reso-
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lution of the Jewish Question. The Jew will be emancipated when everyone else is 
emancipated from the tyranny of mammon and Jewish huckstering. It is only by 
destroying "practical Judaism," that "our age would emancipate itself."7' 

Beyond that, 

An organization of sOciety which would abolish the preconditions and thus the 
very possibility of huckstering, would make the Jew impossible. His religious 
consciousness would evaporate like some insipid vapor in the real, life-giving 
air of society .... We discern in Judaism, therefore, a universal antisocial element 
of the present time, whose historical development, zealously aided in its harm
ful aspect by the Jews, has now attained its culminating point, a point at which 
it must necessarily disintegrate .... In the final analysis, the emancipation of the 
Jews is the emancipation of mankind from Judaism.73 

During the course of his essay, Marx discovers that a false Jewish emancipa
tion (which is to say one according to the Jewish, i.e., capitalist perspective) has 
already been taking place in the wake of the French Revolution as Jews insinuated 
themselves into positions of economic leadership in what claimed to be Christian 
countries. All of the talk about Jewish emancipation is meaningless, because the 
Jew has already emancipated himself in a Jewish fashion: "The Jew who is merely 
tolerated in Vienna, for example, determines the fate of the whole Empire by his fi
nancial power ... the audacity of industry mocks the obstinacy of medieval institu
tions."74 According to Marx, the main vehicle for Jewish emancipation is turning 
Christians into Jews through the manipulation of the power of money: 

This is not an isolated instance. The Jew has emancipated himself in a Jewish 
manner, not only by acquiring the power of money, but also because money has 
become, through him and also apart from him, a world power, which the practi-
cal Jewish spirit has become the practical spirit of the Christian nations. The Jews 
have emancipated themselves in so far as the Christians have become Jews.75 

Neither Judaism nor Judaized Christianity are religions. Both are "ideolo-
gies," which is to say, rationalizations of economic exploitation, as is the Enlight
ened Freemasonry which claimed to transcend both. Religion, according to Marx, 
is nothing but a sublimated form of economic interest, and this is nowhere better 
expressed in religious form than in the "religion" of Judaism or in national form 
than in the United States of America. As Graetz was to substantiate 20 years later 
when he wrote about the Puritans in his history of the Jews, the American Yan
kees are judaizers; they worshipped the god of the Jews, which is money: 

the devout and politically free inhabitant of New England is a kind of Laocoon 
who makes not the least effort to escape from the serpents which are crushing 
him. Mammon is his idol which he adores not only with his lips but with the 
whole force of his body and mind. In his view the world is no more than a Stock 
Exchange, and he is convinced that he has no other destiny here below than to 
become richer than his neighbor. Trade has seized upon all his thoughts, and 
he has no other recreation than to exchange objects. When he travels, he car
ries, so to speak, his goods and his counter on his back and talks only of interest 
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and profit. .. .In North America, indeed, the effective domination of the Christian 
world by Judaism has come to be manifested in a common and unambiguous 
form: they preach of the Gospel itself, Christian preaching has become an article 
of commerce.76 

Marx is proposing here a dialectic according to which Christianity emerged 
from Judaism in the time of antiquity and was then reabsorbed by it in the pe
riod following the Protestant revolutions of the 16th century, especially those 
which took place in England, where Marx would do much of his research. So, 
"From the beginning, the Christian was the theorizing Jew; consequently, the Jew 
is the practical Christian. And the practical Christian has become a Jew again .... 
Christianity is the sublime thought of Judaism; Judaism is the vulgar practical 
application of Christianity."77 

Once upon a time, Jews became Christians, but now the opposite is occur
ring; Christians are becoming Jews insofar as they are falling to their knees in 
worshipping "the god of practical need and self-interest," which happens to be 
money because 

Money is the jealous god of Israel, beside which no other god may exist. Money 
abases all the gods of mankind and changes them into commodities. Money is 
the universal and self-sufficient value of all things. It has, therefore, deprived 
the whole world, both the human world and nature, of their own proper value. 
Money is the alienated essence of man's work and existence; this essence domi
';1ates him and he worships iUs 

When Marx says that "Christianity issued from Judaism. It has now been re
absorbed into Judaism,"79 he is referring to the convergence of German and Jew 
brought about by the Enlightenment and German Bildung. Religion has ceased 
to be an issue. In its place, as we have seen, the German Enlightenment proposed 
German culture as the religiously neutral meeting ground for Enlightened Chris
tians and Jews, but in the shock which followed Napoleon's conquest and the 
forced imposition of the tenets of the French Revolution, German culture lost its 
neutrality and became nationalistic instead. That in turn raised the question of 
what exactly nationalism was, and now the German principalities, deprived of the 
religious basis of the state had to look elsewhere for the principles which united 
them. The Jews were in exactly the same situation. Deprived of religious unity 
because Talmudic Judaism had been discredited as superstitious mumbo jumbo, 
the Jew could assimilate into German culture ifhe chose by converting or he could 
look for a principle of Jewish unity elsewhere. Marx proposed one alternative in 
class. Jews could now become the vanguard of the proletariat, and all the world 
could unite in the service of that class. Communism would become as a result a 
potent source of Jewish unity in the aftermath of the Enlightenment's attack on 
the Talmud. 

A few years later, Moses Hess would propose race as the basis of Jewish unity. 
What both alternatives had in common was their common espousal of revolution, 
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which became then a significant sign of first German and then eastern European 
Jews. In claiming that "the chimerical nationality of the Jew is the nationality of 
the trader, and above all of the financier,"80 Marx was claiming that all nationality 
was chimerical, if only because "The god of the Jews has been secularized and has 
become the god of this world." Insofar as the modern state based its deliberations 
ultimately on economic considerations, it had become Jewish because "the bill 
of exchange is the real god of the Jew." In countries like this, the legal profession 
became a form of "Jewish Jesuitism, the same practical Jesuitism which Bauer 
discovers in the Talmud," namely, "the relationship of the world of self-interest to 
the laws which govern this world, laws which the world devotes its principal arts 
to circumventing."81 Marx's analysis was a brilliant explanation of how capitalism 
was the Jewish religion; what it failed to explain was how revolution was on its way 
to becoming the competing new Jewish religion which would enter into a hundred 
year struggle with the old. 

When the Revolution of 1848 broke out, Marx rushed off to supply the Belgian 
workers with arms, seeking in his way to bring about "the social emancipation of 
the Jews" through "the emancipation of society from Judaism." Others began to 
fear that the exact opposite was happening when they noticed that the revolution
ary movement was disproportionately represented by Jews. The Jewish hegemony 
over Christian Europe which coincided with the rise of capitalism was now being 
threatened by a new form ofJewish hegemony, that of the Jewish revolutionary. 

When word of the Revolution reached Heidelberg in February, Ludwig Bam
berger, a native of the Jewish ghetto in Mainz and now in exile, saw in the latest 
revolution "a new world being born in one stroke."8. Bamberger had attended a 
Catholic gymnasium in Mainz, but "like many other young intellectuals ofJewish 
origin, he was a free thinker by conviction, a republican and a follower of the early 
French utopian socialists ... a son not of the synagogue but of the emancipation."83 

In Mainz, Bamberger, who would go on to be a representative in the new if short
lived revolutionary government, was known as "Red Ludwig," and before long, 
the non-revolutionary Germans began to notice that "Jews ... nearly everywhere . 
. . were naturally among the rebels, and in some cities, among the leaders."84 Jews 
were "natural" revolutionaries. In the widely read Jewish magazine Der Orient, 
AdolfJellinke "urged all young Jews to join the revolution" because "Every Jew is 
born a soldier of Freedom .... His religion teaches him to be free, to pursue equal 
rights and to defend the oppressed."85 Elon gives other examples ofJews promot
ing revolution: 

The leading Jewish family magazine, the Allgemeine Zeitung des Judentums, on 
March 11 called upon its readers to join this "timely movement sincerely and with 
all your hearts." The editors of the religiously traditional, politically conserva
tive magazine Der Treue Zionswaechter, normally eager to please the authorities, 
found the courage to announce that their fondest dreams were coming true.86 
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After spending 6000 gold francs of his own money (inherited from his father, 
of course) to buy arms for the workers of Brussels. Marx traveled from Paris to 
Duesseldorf and then Cologne spreading copies of his recently published Com
munist Manifesto wherever he went, but before long it became obvious that this 
revolution, far from abolishing the practical Judaism of capitalism, was simply 
promoting the new Judaism of revolution. The proof of that fact was the predomi
nance of Jews in the revolutionary movement. The Germans whose lives had been 
disrupted by the revolution began to notice that "a disproportionately high num
ber [of the revolutionaries] were young Jews," primarily because "the prospect 
of equality under the law, separation of church and state, universal suffrage, and 
freedom from arbitrary rule generated unbridled enthusiasm and support among 
young men only a generation or two out of the ghetto."87 

In Frankfurt and Breslau, according to Der Orient, Jews were "leaders of 
the freedom movements or among those who had organized them."88 The most 
prominent were Ludwig Bamberger in Mainz, Ferdinand Lassalle in Duesseldorf, 
Gabriel Riesser in Hamburg, Johan Jacoby in Koeningsberg, Aron Bernstein in 
Berlin, Herman Jellinek in Vienna, Moritz Harmann in Prague, and Sigismund 
Asch in Breslau. 

Ferdinand Lassalle, a friend of Heine, who dreamed of liberating the Jews 
in his youth, got his chance when the revolution arrived in Duesseldorf, Heine's 
home town. Lassalle's efforts would ensure that one of the "best-organized, best
disciplined uprisings ... took place in Duesseldorf."89 

As some confirmation of this general perception, reaction in the form of an
ti-Semitic riots followed in the wake of the revolution, especially in rural areas, 
where Jews were perceived as an especially alien element. Before long Christian 
rulers became ·convinced that Jews were responsible for starting the Revolution 
of 1848. Frederick William IV [of Prussia] subscribed to this view, claiming that 
the revolution was masterminded by "budding South German Robespierres and 
Jews." Elon dismisses the "myth" that "Jews and other foreign elements" were re
sponsible for the Revolution of 1848, but only after telling us that "hundreds, per
haps thousands ... [of Jews] participated in the clashes," including "80 percent of all 
Jewish journalists, doctors, and other profeSSionals." Given evidence like this, it 
is not surprising then that the "myth" continued to spread in the years following 
1848. Again, the evidence comes from Elon himself: 

In his memoirs Gerna Karl von Prittwitz, the officer commanding the Prussian 
garrison in Berlin, laid the principle blame for the uprising on Jews, rascals and 
vagabonds. According to the nationalist historian Heinrich Treitschke, the Jews 
had been the revolution's "Oriental cheerleaders." The Neue Preussische Zeitung 
of January 28, 1849, offered to pay a million Gulden to anyone who produce a 
"Jewish reactionary." ... At year's end, even the London Standard claimed that "all 
the mischief now brooding on the continent is done by Jews."9o 
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In Berlin, Leopold Zunz was a Jewish revolutionary who described what was 
happening in specifically biblical terms shot through with the Messianic politi
cal view which saw revolutionary politics as the fulfillment of biblical promise. 
Haranguing the Berlin students from the barricades, Zunz portrayed Metternich 
as Haman and hoped that "perhaps by Purim, Amalek will be beaten."91 Amalek 
in this instance was the Prussian king Friedrich Wilhelm IV, but he symbolized 
(as a Protestant) "the plutocrats and bureaucrats, the black-robed papist diplo
mats of Metternich" who were going to perish in the bloody conflagration which 
would inaugurate "a new age of peace and social justice: heaven on earth seemed 
imminent.''9> 

According to Elon, "Zunz's eschatological vision was not an isolated case. All 
over the country, rabbis in their sermons greeted the revolution as a truly mes
sianic event....'The savior for whom we have prayed has appeared. The fatherland 
has given him to us.'" "The messiah is freedom," raved the Jewish magazine Der 
Orient: The magazine praised "the heroic Maccabean battle of our brethren on the 
barricades of Berlin."93 

Berthold Auerbach, who became famous as the author of a series of sentimen
tal German novels which glorified the salutary effects of his natal village in the 
Black Forest on Catholic-Jewish relations, manned the barricades in Vienna with 
other revolutionary Jews in September of 1848. By that time, however, it was clear 
that the revolution's days were numbered. Croatian troops loyal to the Austrian 
emperor set up artillery emplacements around Vienna and began to bombard to 
the city. Soon those same troops had routed the revolutionaries from their bar
ricades and began looting the city as part of their reward. Before long, the Jewish 
hucksters which Marx had pilloried went into action after the revolutionaries had 
been routed, buying back from the Croatians what they had looted a fraction of 
its actual cost. In June of 1849, the revolutionary assembly offered the crown to 
Frederick William of Prussia, who repaid the favor by having his troops drive 
the assembly from its home in Stuttgart. One more revolution had failed, and 
Marx fulminated that the only ones who profited were the Jewish hucksters who 
amassed fortunes by buying back loot from the looters at a discount. 

The failure of the Revolution of 1848 affected Hess every bit as deeply as Marx 
but in a different way. If Marx emerged from the aftermath of the revolution con
vinced that class warfare was the wave of the future, Hess came to the opposite 
conclusion, claiming that race was going to fulfill the promise of revolution. Hess 
broke with Marx after the failure of the Revolution of 1848, but Frankel says that 
"Hess never severed his links with German socialism" because "For Hess, social
ism and nationalism were always integrally connected-the nation or the prole
tariat within the nation was the instrument and socialism was the goal.''94 

At moments like this the uncanny similarities between Hess's national social
ism (which came to be known as Zionism years after his death) and Hitler's ver
sion of national socialism become too numerous to ignore. But more on that later. 
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Hess spent years in revolutionary poverty, years in which he considered migrat
ing to Texas or Palestine, until 18S1 when his father died and a small inheritance 
allowed him to marry Sybil Pritsch (or Plesch), the prostitute who had been his 
mistress. By 1848, he had abandoned Marx, largely because of the latter's ruthless
ness and the constant political infighting which was necessary to remain abreast 
of the movement. Hess attached himself to the more moderate theories of Lassalle, 
whom Marx, in referring to Lassalle's hair and dark features, described as "the 
Jewish Nigger." Frankel characterizes Hess as "a man easily influenced and easily 
disheartened, a man of sudden enthusiasms, lonely, dependent on others for lead
ership" who nonetheless "remained true throughout to the broad outlines of his 
earliest vision-of a monistic and purposeful historical development that would 
culminate in the ideal egalitarian society."95 

The discontinuities in Hess's intellectual life are, however, more apparent that 
the continuities because the man who joined in with Marx in denouncing Judaism 
as the worship of money eventually resurrected the same religion as the worship 
of race. After drifting intellectually like a ship without a rudder for a number 
of years, Hess suddenly found new inspiration when he read the first volume of 
Heinrich Graetz's monumental History of the Jews. Suddenly, the nation of money 
grubbing hucksters took on a hitherto unrecognized nobility in his eyes. Hess 
read Graetz at a time when nationalistic movements of unification were sweeping 
through both Italy and Germany, and so it should come as no surprise that Hess, 
disillusioned with Marx's ruthless engine of class warfare, should find a more pal
atable if equally revolutionary alternative in the Jewish nationalism that would 
eventually become known as Zionism. The work Hess wrote to give simultaneous 
expression to his conversion to racial thinking and his Jewish roots was Rom und 
Jerusalem. Hess wrote his magnum opus in 1862 while residing in Germany when 
a wave of racial feeling was sweeping the German principalities toward unifica
tion in 1870 under Prussian hegemony. Hess was a Freemason, and during his 
twenties he identified himself as a German and felt that it was the duty of every 
Jew to assimilate to German culture. By the 1860s, faced with the rise of German 
nationalism and the anti-Semitism which had increased with each subsequent 
revolution, Hess rejected the Masonic ideal of the merger of all religions and put 
the religion of race in its place. The only thing which remained constant was the 
Jewish penchant for revolution and the antipathy toward the Catholic Church, 
which was the other side of the same coin. 

In returning to his roots, Hess returns to the ancestral Jewish hatred of the 
Catholic Church: 

Ever since Innocent III conceived of the plan to annihilate morally the Jews who 
brought the light of Spanish culture into Christendom by forcing them to wear 
the badge of shame up until the time that a Jewish child was kidnapped from 
its home under the regime of Cardinal Antonelli, papal Rome has been nothing 
less than a unconquerable swamp of pOison which even our German Christian 
enemies have decided to drain so that it might die of starvation.96 
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The eternal antipode of the Jewish people is Rome, as in the Rome of the 
popes, which at that very moment was being besieged by the forces of Italian na
tionalism. The decline of Rome, which Hess was then witnessing with his own 
eyes, meant the rise ofJerusalem: 

with the liberation of the eternal city on the Tiber, the emancipation of the eter
nal city on Mt. Moriah begins. The rebirth of Italy signals the resurrection of 
Judea. Jerusalem's orphaned children will also be able to take part in the great 
ethnogenesis which marks the resurrection from the death-like hibernation of 
the Middle Ages with its evil dreams.97 

This historic event was intimately bound up with the history of revolution. In 
fact, it was the culmination of that history. The springtime of race began with the 
French Revolution; the year 1789 was the vernal equinox of the historical peoples. 
The Jewish race, largely as a result of Napoleon's efforts, had been liberated by rev
olution, so that it could now follow its historic calling, namely uniting the world in 
fraternal harmony by bringing the revolutionary era to its fulfillment: 

the Jewish race is being carried on the floodtide of events; from the ends of the 
earth their gaze turns toward Jerusalem. With the secure racial instincts of their 
cultural-historical calling to unite the world and its peoples and to bring to
gether in fraternal harmony, the Jewish race has preserved its nationality in its 
religion and now both are united under their eternal creator the All in One, in 
the ineffable land of their fathers.98 

At this point an uncanny convergence of opinion begins to emerge. Like 
Marx, both Hess and the Catholic reaction were unanimous in believing that the 
French Revolution had brought about the hegemony of the Jews in France. Their 
only difference concerned the value judgments which they attached to that fact. 
For both Marx and the Catholic reaction, the hegemony of the Jews was known as 
capitalism, and the state of affairs was bad. For Hess, who also believed that the 
revolution led to the hegemony of the Jews, the present historical moment offered 
an unprecedented opportunity for the Jewish people: 

Germany blazed the path of philosophy; the French on the other hand are re
sponsible for the great political social transformation, which goes hand in hand 
with the progress of the exact sciences. The French showed the rest of the world 
this way through their great Revolution, asking the nations to follow their ex
ample.99 

The Jewish nation could take the lead in revolutionary activity and become in 
effect the Messiah for which it had waited millennia in vain. According to Barbara 
Tuchman, Hess got the idea from Heinrich Graetz: "The rise of Jewish national
ism became apparent in 1864 when Heinrich Graetz wrote that Jews must become 
their own Messiah. "'00 

Suddenly Hess, as he put it in Rom und Jerusalem, found himself again in the 
midst of his people after a 20-year absence: 
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The one thought that I tried to suppress in my own breast is there alive in front of 
me: the idea that my nationality is inseparable from the DNA of my fathers, from 
the Holy Land and from the eternal city, which is the birthplace of the Faith in 
the divine unity of life and the future brotherhood of all Men. 'o, 

For Hess, race was the primary reality. Race is the source of the Jewish faith 
(and not the other way around), but more importantly it is the source of "the 
divine unity of life and future brotherhood of all Men," from which a powerful 
political movement can emerge to create heaven on earth. Race is the source of 
family, and it "is out of this invincible source ofJewish family love that the savior 
of mankind will come."102 Hess combined Jewish Messianism with the principle 
of Equality he had learned from the French Revolution and came up with a new 
racial revolutionary ideal: "Every Jew has the makings of a Messiah in him. Every 
Jewess, a mater dolorosa.'''03 

Hess is a racist who feels that religion derives from race. "Judaism is not a pas
sive religion, rather it is an active recognition, which is organically indistinguish
able from the Jewish race.'''04 Judaism is racial, but it is also revolutionary because 
race is the logical conclusion of the French Revolution: 

Today's nationalism is nothing more than a journey down the road which the 
French Revolution opened for all mankind. Ever since their great Revolution 
during the century past, the French people have been calling on all the peoples 
of the world for help. 105 

Eight years after the publication of Rom und Jerusalem, Wilhelm Marr pop
ularized the term "anti-Semitism" to convey the idea that being Jewish was ra
cial and not religious. Faithfully mirroring the German anti-Semitism which he 
sensed in the ascendancy, Hess proposes the Jewish version of the same thing. Ac
cording to Hess, race trumps every other consideration, including baptism. As a 
result there is no reason for a Jew to deny his Jewishness anymore by succumbing 
to conversion. Hess launches a vicious attack on assimilation, while at the same 
time conforming in a uncanny way to the rising tide of German racism: 

Because of the anti-Semitism which surrounds him on all sides, the German Jew 
is always inclined to strip himself of any Jewish characteristics and to deny his 
race. No reform of the Jewish religion is radical enough for these cultured Jews. 
Not even baptism can save him from the nightmare of German anti-Semitism. 
The Germans hate Jewish religion less than they hate the Jewish race, less their 
peculiar faith than their peculiar noses ..... Black kinky Jewish hair isn't trans
formed into blonde hair by baptism and it isn't made straight by any comb. The 
Jewish race is the original race which reproduces itself in its integrity in spite of 
climatic influences. The Jewish type has remained unchanged over the course of 
the centuries.106 

Hess's rejection of baptism would find uncanny fulfillment in the racial poli
cies of Hitler, who felt that Jewishness was biological and therefore ineradicable. 
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He goes to absurd lengths to prove this, citing "Egyptian monuments from a later 
period [which] depict Jews whose similarities with our contemporaries is strik
ing."·o7 The only problem with racial theories in general and this one in particular 
is that subsequent biology, in particular the Genome project, seems to show that 
Ashkenazi Jews were not Semites. They have nothing in common genetically with 
the Semites Moses led out of Egypt. 

The main point of the appeal to race is to show that baptism is pointless: 
"You see, my dear friend, that it is pointless for Jews to get baptized and to deny 
their heritage by attempting to immerse itself in the great ocean of indogermanic 
and Mongolian tribes. The Jewish type is ineradicable."108 Once again, Hess sup
plies the rationale for Hitler's extermination campaign against the Jews. If the 
Jewish type is both "ineradicable," which Hess claimed, and bad, which Hitler 
claimed, then extermination (or at least forced exile) is the only solution to the 
Jewish problem. Marx's proposal to eliminate Judaism by eliminating capitalism 
seems humane by comparison. But Hess seems determined to put all of his eggs 
in the racial basket: The "modern" Jew, who denies his Jewish nationality, is not 
only an apostate or renegade in the religious sense of he word, he is also "a traitor 
to his race and his family.",o9 

Hess may have started out in biology, but he quickly ended up espousing the 
"Messianic faith" of the Revolutionary Jew which got hatched at the foot of the 
cross. Indeed, the two components are closely related since race was now offering 
the Jews a better faith than the one they rejected at the foot of the cross. The idea 
first occurred to him when he was a communist: 

This, my friend, was my thinking during the time I was working for the benefit 
of the European proletariat. My messianic faith was then what it is today, faith in 
the rebirth of the world historical cultural races by raising up what had sunken 
so low to the level of that which has been exalted. Today, as when I first started 
publishing, I still believe that Christianity was a big step on the way to a noble 
goal, one which the prophets had called the Messianic period. Today, as then, 
I still believe, that this period of world history began to emerge in the mind of 
humanity with Spinoza. But I never believed, nor did I ever say that Christianity 
would have the last word in mankind's salvation history, or that Spinoza was the 
endpoint of that history. What is certain, and what I have never doubted, is that 
today we are longing for a much broader salvation than Christianity has ever, or 
could ever, offer. Christianity was the evening star, which rose to give consola
tion to the nations for the eclipse of antiquity."o 

As proof that Israel's historical moment has arrived, Hess sites the fact that 
the papal states are on their last legs. "The Italian nation has risen up from the ru
ins of Christian Rome."111 The Italian Freemasons are only bringing to completion 
what the French Revolution began, because "The soldiers of modern civilization, 
the French, break the hegemony of the barbarians. With their Herculean arms, 
they rolled back the stone from the tomb of those who have fallen asleep and the 
nations are waking."·12 Now the Jews are ready to succeed the Italians as the racial 
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vanguard of revolution, just as the Italians succeeded the French. The future is 
being announced by Jewish Movements. Hess cites Simon bar Kokhba and Shab
betai Zevi as avatars of the current Messianic, i.e., revolutionary age: 

Once again in this age, during the vernal equinox of humanity, the great future 
which all of us are facing, is being announced by Jewish movements of which 
the world has taken little note, but which have no less meaning that those which 
took place during the period of transition in Jewish history from antiquity to 
the middle ages. Already at the beginning of the modern period we witnessed a 
messianic movement of the sort the world had not seen since the destruction of 
the Temple and the bar Kokhba rebellion, one which energized both oriental and 
occidental Jews, whose false prophet was Shabbetai Zevi and whose true prophet 
was Spinoza. Even our modern Sadducees, Pharisees and Essenes, by which I 
mean the Reform Jews, the Rabbinics and the Hasids, will disappear without 
a trace once our critical epoch, the last crisis of world history has passed, after 
which the Nations, who have the Jews to thank for their historical religion, and 
with them the Jewish people as well will be reborn to new life. Judaism rejects 
both spiritualistic and materialistic sects. Jewish life is unitary, just like its God, 
and this unitary life is what is now reacting against modern Materialism, which 
is just the flip side of Christian spiritualism.113 

Life is a direct result of race, which forms its social institutions according to 
innate faculties and inclinations. As a result, the Jewish penchant for revolution 
is inbred and ineradicable. Messianic biology is the true Jewish destiny. Now that 
the "spring of nationalism .. approaches its fruitful summertime," the "modern 
society which was born out of revolution regenerates itself by itself; it reforms not 
by sewing new patches on old wine skins but by creating completely new situa
tions."114 The essence of modernity is revolution, which is also the racial heritage 
of the Jewish people, according to Hess. "As long as the Jews failed to recognize 
the essence of modernity, which was from beginning to end their own essence as 
well, they were simply carried along by the current of modern history."115 All that 
remains at this moment of history is for the Jewish race to become conscious ofits 
true revolutionary identity. In order to be saved, all the Jews need to do is become 
what they are. Since all of philosophy and morals is ultimately Jewish in Hess's 
view, the French were only imitating Jews when their philosophes overthrew their 
Catholic king: 

There is nothing in Christian morals, neither in the scholastic philosophy of 
the Middle Ages, neither in modern Philanthropy, and if I add to that the final 
manifestation of Judaism, Spinozism, nothing in modern philosophy which is 
not rooted in Judaism. The Jewish people was, up until the time of the French 
Revolution, the only race in the world which had both a national and a humani
tarian cult. It is through Judaism that the history of mankind became a holy, his
tory, and by that I mean a unitary, organic process of development which began 
with the love of the family and which will not be completed until all of mankind 
becomes one family, whose limbs are united through the Holy Spirit, which is 
the creative genius ofhistory.116 
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It is clear from the terminology that he uses that Hess is still under the sway 
of Heine's teacher Hegel. He shares this debt with Marx. However, as we have 
seen, Hess, unlike Marx, felt that race, as a biological phenomenon, not class was 
the vehicle for the religion of history. Revolution is the soul or spiritus movens of 
world history. The Jews kept this spirit alive in secret when people like Pope In
nocent III ruled over Europe. The proof that they were God's chosen people lay 
in the fact that they kept this spirit of rebellion and revolution alive in the face of 
what seemed like insurmountable odds. But ever since the French Revolution, that 
smoldering ember, the one preserved by the Jews in their secret shrines, has burst 
into flame again. It is now the sacred duty of the Jews as acolytes of what Hess calls 
"the religion of history" to join in with the French and spread revolution to the 
rest of the world. 

As long as no nation other than the Jews had this national-humanitarian religion 
of history, the Jews were alone God's chosen people. But ever since the great 
Revolution, which has spread from France, we have in the French nation, as well 
and in other nations which have joined the French, noble rivals and true collabo
rators. With the final victory of these nations over the medieval reaction, the hu
man aspiration, which I recognize wholeheartedly, will blossom and bear fruit. 

According to Hess, "every modern race ... has a special vocation as an organ 
ofhumanity."117 Astheir special vocation, the Jews "have carried around with us 
the faith in the messianic epoch of the world since the beginning of history."118 
That messianic epoch has finally arrived, and it is the Jews who will bring the age 
to its fruition by spreading revolution throughout the world. Those who don't see 
this don't understand history. Those "who don't understand the revelation of the 
religious genius of the Jews" see nothing but chaos in the events around them. 
Those who do, understand that the 19th century is the Messianic Age, and that 
that age began with the French Revolution: 

This age began according to the tenets of our religion of history with the Mes
sianic age. It is the time in which the Jewish nation and all historical peoples are 
raised from the dead to new life, the age of "the resurrection of the dead," the "re
turn of the Lord", and the new Jerusalem, and other symbolic designations .... The 
Messianic age is the present age, which began to sprout with Spinoza and which 
entered world historical reality with the great French Revolution. The rebirth of 
the nations began with the French Revolution, thanks to the religion of history 
which came from the Jews.1l9 

Nearly every Jewish scholar refers to Hess as a proto-Zionist, but as Fran
kel rightly points out, this is in many ways an anachronism. Zionism would not 
appear on the stage or world history for at least another 30 years. When it be
came a significant political movement, the Zionists appropriated his writings and 
deemed Hess a prophet. It would be more accurate to refer to Hess as a Jewish 
revolutionary, as one more avatar of the Jewish revolutionary spirit which had 
emerged throughout history and which had caused the Jewish people so much 
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sorrow. Hess was a prophet; he was the man who announced two of the most sig
nificant Messianic movements of human history-Zionism and Communism
movements which would occupy the full spectrum of Jewish political alternatives 
for the next century and a half, but he was also a revolutionary Jew with his feet 
planted firmly in the vocabulary of his age. As a result, his immediate prognosis 
was that "right now we are witnessing the final racial and class battles which will 
lead to a reconciliation of all opposites, and bring about an equilibrium between 
production and consumption."12o 

Like Jabotinsky after him, Hess felt that the way to the promised land in Pal
estine led through the travails of revolution in Europe. The Jews had to emulate 
the French before they could have a land of their own because it was "France, dear 
Friend, France" who was "the hero and savior, who put our race back on the tracks 
of world history.''''' This is the case not only because "the way of culture in the 
desert [has been] made straight by the Suez canal, and by rail lines that connect 
Europe and Asia,''''' but more importantly because "the idea of taking possession 
of our Fatherland can only be taken seriously in an age in which all rigidity has 
been broken. And that has happened in our day, not only among the Enlightened, 
but also among the pious Jews and Christians.'''23 

In other words, revolution cannot succeed until the Jews have been liberated 
from the obscurantism of the shtetls of the East. The conditio sine qua non which 
will enable the advent of the Messianic age is "the liberation of the Jewish masses 
from a spirit-deadening formalism.'''24 The Jews can only achieve national unity 
through revolution because revolution is their racial essence. "Every Jew," accord
ing to Hess, "even the baptized, is responsible for the rebirth of Israel,'''25 but the 
Jews can only reach this promised land by wading through the river of revolution, 
"by fighting for liberated national soil, by the annihilation of every race and class 
membership from within and without.'''26 

In a way that was sure to antagonize the Germans who read his book, Hess 
praised the French for inaugurating the modern revolutionary era. France, under 
Napoleon had "extend[ed] its salvific activity to the Jewish nation, after toppling 
the victorious armies of the modern Nebuchadnezzar from their thrones,'''27 but 
it was now up to the Jews to reciprocate by making the revolutionary cause their 
own. Since France got the idea of revolution from the Jews in the first place, it 
shouldn't be difficult to convince the Jews to become the revolutionaries they were 
in potentia all along, for as Hess asks, "What race is better suited for revolution 
than the Jews?'''28 

It is up to France, to see the streets to India and China full of nations, who are 
willing to follow France to the death in order to fulfill their historical task, which 
has been their lot since their great Revolution. What race is better suited to that 
task than the Jews, who have been called to the same mission from the beginning 
of history?129 
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The German nation was still smarting from the Napoleonic conquests. Eight 
years after the publication of Hess's book they would lose a war and Alsace Lor
raine to the French, creating further animosity. If Hess wanted to antagonize the 
Germans, who still had memories ofJewish collaboration with Napoleon in mind, 
he could have found no more effective way to do it than by linking Frenchmen and 
Jews in some common revolutionary enterprise. 

Which is precisely what Hess did: "Frenchmen and Jews!" he wrote sailing 
off into the empyrean on the wings of one more revolutionary fantasy, "They were 
made for one another. They complement each other by the differences which could 
not be united in one people .... The generous assistance, which France lent to the 
civilized peoples in their restoration of their nationhood, will never find a more 
grateful race that the Jews .... The Jewish people must first show themselves worthy 
of the rebirth of their world historical cult.''13o 

As Voltaire said of God, if Hess didn't exist, the German anti-Semites would 
have had to invent him because in Hess they found a writer who expressed their 
fantasies of the revolutionary Jew better than they could themselves. "Judaism is 
the religion of history," and Revolution is the essence ofJudaism. The Enlighten
ment dream ofJewish assimilation which found its first expression in Nathan der 
Weise, found in Hess its assassin and the man who wrote its epitaph as well: 

Occidental Jews are still encased in an unbreakable crust, composed of the dead 
remains of the first stirrings of the modern spirit, from the organic calcified shell 
of an extinct rationalist Enlightenment which has not been melted by the fire of 
Jewish patriotism but can only be broken from pressure from without, whose 
force will exterminate anything which has no future .... race can emerge from the 
hearts of our modern cultured Jews only by way of a violent shattering stroke 
from without.'3' 

The pressure from without was the revolutionary spirit which as of the 1860s 
was spreading through the shtetls of the Pale of the Settlement releasing destruc
tive energy whenever it "shattered the protective shell of orthodoxy." 
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Chapter Fourteen 

Ottilie Assing and the American Civil War 

During the summer of 1830 Heinrich Heine cut his vacation on the island 
of Helgoland short and rushed off to join what came to be known as the 
Revolution of 1831 in Paris. "Gone," he wrote, "is my longing for peace 

and quiet. Once again I know what I want, what I ought, what I must do .. .I am a 
son of the revolution and will take up arms.''' 

On February 12, 1831, Nat Turner, a slave who had been born in Southhamp
ton, Virginia in 1800, took a solar eclipse as the sign that he was to begin plan
ning for a slave rebellion on the coming July 4. When another eclipse took place 
on August 13, Turner, who had been receiving visions with increasing frequency, 
was confirmed in his belief that the Lord wanted him to lead a rebellion. One 
week later, on August 21, Turner freed 50 fellow slaves and urged them to "kill all 
whites," regardless of age or gender. By the time the Virginia militia put down 
the rebellion 48 hours later, 57 men, women and children had been murdered by 
Turner's band of revolutionaries. 

Turner eluded capture for another two months, but on October 30, he was 
found hiding in a cave, brought to trial, and hanged on November 11. His body was 
then dismembered and its various parts distributed as souvenirs of the crushed re
bellion. His lawyer, Thomas Ruffin Gray, interviewed him in jail before his execu
tion, and published The Confessions of Nat Turner after his death. In this account, 
Turner recounted the visions he had had throughout his life. As one has come to 
expect, revolutionary fervor in America had a religious cast, descending as it did 
from the enthusiast millennialist sects which had proliferated in England during 
the lih century, many of whom ended up emigrating to America. 

Slave rebellions had occurred throughout history, probably as long as the ex
istence of slavery itself. One could cite the rebellion of Spartacus in Rome or the 
story of Moses and the Exodus as examples. The history of Negro chattel slavery 
in the New World was no different. Slave revolts had taken place in New York City 
in 1712, at Stono, South Carolina in 1739, and in Southern Louisiana in 1811. Nu
merous conspiracies had been broken up before they could emerge as full-blown 
revolts. The conspiracy at Point Coupee, Louisiana in 1795 was one example. To 
that could be added the conspiracies of Gabriel Prosser in Richmond, Virginia in 
1800 and of Denmark Vesey in Charleston, South Carolina in 1822.' 

But there was a new and disquieting element to Nat Turner's rebellion. The 
Turner rebellion sent a new wave of fear throughout the South because it included 
"the new forces that had been building since the American and French Revolu
tions.''l These new forces "had secularized the cause of national-popular liberation 
and proclaimed the Rights of Man.'!! The slave revolt which best epitomized those 
"new forces" was the rebellion led by Toussaint L'Overture in Haiti. 
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Toussaint's rebellion had been set off not so much by the miserable conditions 
of servitude as by the arrival of French troops on that island in the wake of the rev
olution in France. The arrival in Sant Domingue of French soldiers imbued with 
the principles of liberty, fraternity, and equality and determined to spread those 
principles throughout the world convinced Toussaint L'Overture that these revo
lutionary principles had a direct application to the lot of Haiti's black slaves, and 
he spent the rest of his career creating a new revolutionary synthesis, and playing 
off the factions which opposed him against each other. The slave rebellions which 
had occurred since time immemorial now had a new ideological foundation in the 
principles which leaders of the French Revolution had articulated in the wake of 
their successful overthrow of the ancien regime. 

In the wake of Toussaint's rebellion in Haiti in 1798, the world was a different 
place. W. E. B. Du Bois argued that Toussaint changed American history, largely 
because 

The interlocking French and Haitian revolutions shattered the tranquility ... of 
the slave holding regions everywhere in the hemisphere and generated rational 
fear among the slaveholders. They stirred the slaves and free Negroes to rebel
lion under a modern ideology that posed a new and more dangerous threat to 
the old regimes than anything previously encountered. The threat declined after 
the collapse of Toussaint's rapprochement with France and Napoleon's brutal 
attempt to re-enslave the island. During the 1790S, however, the interest of revo
lutionaries of Paris in breaking the counterrevolutionary power of England and 
Spain, not to mention of their own Girondists, resulted in efforts, often carried 
by French-speaking blacks, to encourage slave revolts and movements for na
tionalliberation.5 

Just as Toussaint L'Overture could invoke the Rights of Man, Denmark Vesey 
could claim that he was acting on the principles articulated in the Declaration of 
Independence. The fact that the leaders of slave rebellions appealed to the Decla
ration in this manner led Edwin Clifford Holland to describe blacks in the after
math of the Vesey plot as "Jacobins": 

"Let it never be forgotten that our Negroes are freely the Jacobins of the country; 
that they are the Anarchists and the Domestic Enemy: the common enemy of 
civilized society, and the barbarians who would if they could become the de
stroyers of our race."" 

The spectre of Toussaint in Haiti evoked fears in the mind of the South which 
refused to go away. Playing on those fears, William Watkins told a meeting of free 
Negroes in Baltimore in 1825 that Toussaint's rebellion provided "an irrefutable 
argument to prove that the descendants of Africa were never deSigned by their cre
ator to sustain an inferiority, or even a mediocrity in the chain ofbeing.''7 Thomas 
Jefferson noticed the same thing when he said, "the West Indies appears to have 
given considerable impulse to the minds of the slaves ... in the United States."8 

The condition of servitude among American blacks and the ideology of revo
lution then sweeping through Europe constituted a binary weapon. As soon as 
the two elements of that weapon made contact, an explosion would occur. Tous-
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saint's revolution in Haiti was the first indication that the two elements had made 
contact. "The Haitian revolution," writes Eugene Genovese, "in contradistinction 
to one more rising of slaves, would have been unthinkable without the French 
Revolution .... The revolutionary ideology that emerged in the 1790S was fed from 
both sides of the Atlantic.''9 

The revolution in Saint-Domingue propelled a revolution in black conscious
ness throughout the New World. Louisiana became a natural conduit for this 
revolutionary ideology as it spread from the islands to the mainland of North 
America. The French language and the fact that Louisiana was still a French colo
ny when the revolution in Saint-Domingue took place facilitated the movement of 
revolutionary ideology among black slaves. Revolutionary songs were still sung in 
French in Louisiana as late as the mid-19th century, where revolutionary oratory of 
the following sort could also be heard: 

"Brothers! The hour strikes for us; a new sun, similar to that of 1789, should 
surely appear on our horizon. May the cry which resounded through France at 
the seizure of the Bastille resonate today in our ears .... Let us all be imbued with 
these noble sentiments which characterize all civilized people .... In sweet accord 
with our brothers, let us fill the air with these joyous cries: "vive la liberte, vive 
l'union! Vive la justice pour tous les hommes."'O 

In Haiti, a slave revolt had become part of the revolutionary movement sweep
ing Europe. The great fear of the South was that that revolutionary movement 
would take root in America, a place where the soil seemed to offer the ideal condi
tions for any seeds the wind might blow from Europe or the Caribbean. American 
soil was fertile ground for revolution because that nation had been born out of 
revolution to begin with, and, secondly, because it still denied the liberty which 
flowed from that revolution to the black slaves living within its borders. 

The situation in America was compounded by the fact that that country was 
based on two documents which contradicted each other when it came to the is
sue of slavery. The Constitution of the United States accepted slavery as one of 
the conditions of union, but the Declaration of Independence repudiated it when 
it claimed that all men were created equal and had the right to life, liberty and 
the pursuit of happiness. Thus it was not surprising that slaveholders discouraged 
black attendance at 4th oOuly celebrations. Nor was it surprising that the leaders 
of slave rebellions used the language of rebellion found in the Declaration ofInde
pendence against their own masters. That and the fact that Puritanism had never 
been repudiated in America, as it had in England, led to a strain of revolutionary 
thought that was uniquely America because it was made up of a mixture of Pu
ritan and Enlightenment thought that in other parts of the world was considered 
self-contradictory. Tom Paine perfected the rhetoric of this dual vision in pam
phlets like Common Sense. It was part of the lingua franca of American life and so 
it should come as no surprise that the leaders of slave rebellions in America would 
make use of it as well. "Each of these outstanding rebel leaders," Genovese notes, 
"blended religious appeals to the slaves with the accents of the Declaration of In-
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dependence and the Rights of Man. Each projected an interpretation of Christian
ity that stressed the God-given right to freedom as the fundamental doctrine of 
obligation underlying a political vision that itself reflected the new ideologies.'''' 
Even Denmark Vesey, who looked to Haiti for both spiritual guidance and mate
rial support for his rebellion, "combined the language of the Age of Revolution, 
as manifested in the Declaration of Independence and the Constitution, with the 
biblical language of the God of Wrath."" Neither Paul's Epistles, which counsel 
reconciliation and moderation in relations between masters and slaves, nor the 
Gospels seem on first reading congruent with the revolutionary manifestoes of the 
18th century. But in America, scripture had always been refracted through the lens 
of 1ih century Puritan judaizing, and no one could read the accounts of Gideon or 
of Moses and the Exodus and not think of ethnic political liberation movements, 
certainly not in the 19th century in America. 

The South was of a different theological mind on this matter, but they had not 
descended from the Puritans, a group which their Cavalier ancestors had always 
identified with regicide and revolution. This split between Cavaliers and Round
heads was present in America at the moment of that nation's birth. Intellectually 
the United States were an uneasy alliance, held together at best by Enlightenment 
premises that papered over deeper divisions, divisions which. only became more 
apparent at time went on. The South never got over its ambivalence toward the 
Declaration of Independence. And the North never got over its ambivalent feel
ings about a constitution which accepted slavery. "The southern Federalists," ac
cording to Genovese, " ... berated the Jeffersonians for spreading a French gospel of 
liberty, equality, and fraternity that the slaves would hear, interpret with deadly 
literalness, and rally around. Increasingly, during the 19th century, slaveholders 
lectured each other on the need to keep blacks away from Fourth of July celebra
tions .... Every election campaign echoed the language of the American Revolution 
and threatened to generate slave unrest no matter how much care was taken to 
control the rhetoric .... 3 

The Nat Turner rebellion was a sign that those hybrid seeds were now germi
nating on American soil. It was also a sign of the fault lines within the revolution
ary movement itself. Unlike America, which retained the rhetoric of the Bible 
in its own revolutionary movement, the 19th century European revolutionary was 
radically secular and radically anti-Christian. When the French Revolution ar
rived in Haiti, it was radically anti-Christian as well. The revolutionaries went 
out of their way to eradicate any traces of Christianity from the hearts of potential 
black revolutionaries. Christianity was portrayed as an alien imposition on the 
black soul, which needed to be extirpated if the revolution was to have any chance 
of success. 

The atheism of the French Revolution only made matters worse. Stories circu
lated of how the revolutionaries in Saint-Domingue tried to get the Negro slaves 
to abandon Christianity. In the early stages of the revolution in Saint-Domingue, 
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the Voodoo priest Boukman urged his followers to discard their crucifixes as the 
first step to waging war against their oppressors: "Throwaway the Symbol of the 
god of the whites who has often caused us to weep and listen to the voice ofliberty, 
which speaks in the hearts of us all."14 

The Haitian revolutionaries' abandonment of Christianity led to revolution
ary excess which exacerbated the fears of the slaveholders in the South. One of 
those fears was that Negro slaves in throwing off Christian morality would rise up 
and violate white women. Nat Turner's rebellion did nothing to allay those fears, 
nor did the remark of the one of the Denmark Vesey rebel leaders that "the slaves 
would know what to do with white women,''t5 nor did the stories of how the rebels 
of Saint-Domingue had raped white women over the dead and dying bodies of 

. their husbands. 
The new fear which swept the American South in the wake of Nat Turner's re

bellion was that the Haitian rebellion, which the French Revolution had inspired 
among black slaves there, would spread to the chattel slaves in the South. The 
South feared that Nat Turner was an imitation of Toussaint L'Overture and that 
what had happened in Haiti was destined to happen across the South. The South 
feared further that 

the French Revolution provided the condition in which a massive revolt in Saint
Domingue could become a revolution in its own right. The brilliance with which 
Toussaint L'Overture claimed for his enslaved brothers and sisters the rights of 
liberty and equality-of universal human dignity-that the French were claim
ing for themselves constituted a turning point in the history of slave revolts and, 
indeed, of the human spirit.'" 

The result of this fear was a hardening of the lines. The South felt beleaguered, 
and any of the human contacts between slave and master that led to a natural 
amelioration of the harshness of servitude were subordinated to the fear of revolu
tion and the necessity of self-defense. Realizing that unity was the sine qua non of 
survival, the slaveholders persuaded whites of all classes to close ranks, something 
which coincided with the Nat Turner rebellion. After Nat Turner, "the slaves con
fronted a solid and overwhelming white majority until the end of the regime.''t7 

The crucial link between Nat Turner and the European revolutionary move
ment was William Lloyd Garrison. Turner had taught himself how to read, but 
there is no indication that Nat Turner had ever heard of Heinrich Heine. Whether 
he had heard of William Lloyd Garrison was another matter. The South was con
vinced that Garrison's Liberator was responsible for the Nat Turner rebellion. The 
Nat Turner rebellion of 1831 had made Garrison a household word in America. 
Garrison was the impoverished son of an alcoholic seaman who learned the print
ing trade from the bottom up and launched his own newspaper, The Liberator, 
at around the same time that Heinrich Heine was heading off to Paris. No one 
in the North or the South had read anything like this before. The first issue was 
"unbelievably inflammatory.''t8 The fact that within eight months of the first issue, 
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Nat Turner had butchered entire white families and burned down plantations was 
seen as proof in the South that The Liberator had inspired the uprising. "The Geor
gia senate," Scott writes, "tried Garrison in absentia, found him guilty of inciting 
insurrection, fined him $500 and set a price of $5000 on his delivery. That was a 
higher sum than Garrison and circle combined could raise, and his continued 
liberty remained as much of a marvel as the speed with which he had entered the 
consciousness of the nation through words alone."'9 

But behind the outrage, a deeper more troubling thought began to emerge. 
Were the United States, which at this point were less than 50 years old, really a na
tion, as the US claimed in its founding documents? Or had two nations emerged 
over the short period of time following the American Revolution? Revolutions 
throughout history had invariably led to civil wars among the victors. Now for 
the first time in its history, citizens of the United States were forced to confront 
the possibility that the same thing might occur in the wake of their revolution as 
well. Garrison's role in the Nat Turner rebellion also called racial solidarity into 
question. "What shocked White southerners," Scott writes, "was the realization 
that men of their own race, in their own country, would conSign them to death 
at the hands of another race."'o The fact that the North did nothing to stop Gar
rison's attempt to foment slave rebellion undercut whatever national solidarity the 
Southerners might otherwise have felt. Garrison fueled "the suspicion that a Nat 
Turner might be in every family; that the same bloody deed might be acted over at 
any time and in any place; that the materials for it were spread through the land, 
and were always ready for a like explosion.'''' 

The Turner rebellion and Garrison's propaganda polarized the nation less 
than 50 years after its inception. The question of slavery divided the North and 
the South, and that polarization would find its ultimate expression in a civil war 
which would break out 30 years in the future. The theoretical divide in the United 
States was based on that nation's two founding documents. The citizens of the 
United States were forced to choose between the Constitution, which accommo
dated the institution of slavery to make the union possible, and the Declaration 
of Independence, which opposed slavery in theory when it announced that all 
men were created equal and had an inalienable right to liberty. By the time of the 
civil war, the revolutionary party felt that the Declaration of Independence had 
rendered the Constitution morally inoperable. 

The slave rebellions created a determination in the South to resist no matter 
what the cost, and that cost included union. At the same time, Nat Turner and 
the slave rebellions in the Caribbean became an inspiration for northern white 
revolutionaries like John Brown, whose Messianic politics, in true American fash
ion, partook equally of the Declaration of Independence, the Rights of Man and 
Cromwell's appropriation of selected passages of the Old Testament. Tom Paine 
had used the same volatile mix of Enlightenment science and Old Testament Juda
izing to enflame the colonists against King George. Now the same revolutionary 
spirit was reborn among the abolitionists: 
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John Brown, who had taken inspiration and instruction from the experience of 
the Jamaican maroons, missed the point to his cost when he envisioned impreg
nable guerilla bases in the Allegheny Mountains. Long before Harper's Ferry, 
he planned to secure these bases with the support of dissident poor mountain 
whites, whose racism he seems to have underestimated and whose ideology and 
politics he certainly misjudged." 

As in England during the 1790S, so in America during the first half of the 
19th century: the descendents of the Puritan revolutionaries had become admirers 
of the French Revolution. Like Rev. Price's congregation in England, the revolu
tionary party in America, before the advent of the German refugees of the failed 
Revolution of 1848, was overwhelmingly Unitarian. Edmund Burke, who wrote 
his reflections on the French Revolution in response to Rev. Price's sermons, con
sidered the Unitarians a political party and not a religion, and wanted them shut 
down as inherently seditious. Similarly, "The entire abolitionist movement was 
essentially a revolt of young clergymen and seminarians.">3 

Chief among them was Dr. William Ellery Channing. The father of American 
Unitarianism, an open admirer of the French Revolution who "had been influ
enced early by the writings of Rousseau, Voltaire, and other 'bearers of light."'>4 
Dr. Channing, according to Scott, 

had been deeply impressed by the English Unitarian Richard Price, whose book 
he said, "Probably molded my philosophy into the form it has always retained, 
and opened my mind into the transcendental depths. And I have always found 
in the accounts I have read of German philosophy in Madame de Stael... that it 
was cognate to my own.'''' 

It was precisely this influence of Unitarianism from England-with its denial 
of the divinity of Jesus and the literal truth of the bible, its open scorn and dislike 
of whatever remained of Calvinism and Puritanism and Presbyterianism-that 
made Dr. Channing anathema to the older, more orthodox clergymen of Bos
ton. "It was precisely his approval of the higher criticisms of the German scholars 
who were shredding traditional Christianity into mountains of footnotes, denials 
and arguments and icy drops of water that made Channing so popular with the 
young.">6 

Channing's intellectual progeny were even more radical. George Ticknor and 
Edward Everett returned from Germany to spread the gospel according to Kant, 
Hegel, and Strauss at Harvard University, where they found Channing as one of 
their supporters. Ralph Waldo Emerson found himself in much the same situa
tion. He imbibed German idealism indirectly via Coleridge and Carlyle, but when 
he considered studying for the ministry, it was to Channing that he went for ad
vice. 

Over the course of the first half of the 19th century, Unitarianism begat Tran
scendentalism, and Transcendentalism begat Abolitionism as its political arm. 
Scott sees abolitionism as ultimately the revolutionary offspring of Cromwell. 
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Some of these echoes were buried very deep in the American psyche. especially 
among the descendants of the Presbyterians and Puritans. Their movements 
had. after all. begun against the reigns of Mary Stuart and Charles II. when John 
Knox and his successors under Cromwell had argued that resistance to "ungod
ly" authority was a Christian duty.27 

New England was populated with the descendants of Puritans; some of whom 
had emigrated before Cromwell. in the reign of James I. and others from those 
who fled during the Restoration. Their family traditions were that they should not 
obey a Parliament-or a congress-that violated God's law. 

The Southerners were dumbfounded when the Bible, which nowhere prohib
its slavery, got turned into an abolitionist tract at the hands of Northern revolu
tionaries: 

The Southerners· ... ministers assured them they were not sinners in the eyes of 
the Lord. And what began as a political dispute took on many of the aspects of a 
religious one .... the call to apply the rules of Heaven on earth.28 

The Southerners began to suspect that the version of the Christian faith being 
preached by the radicals in Boston was nothing more than the French Revolution 
recast in biblical language: 

To confuse physical slavery, as it existed in the United States in the 1850S. with 
slavery of the soul, as did the radical abolitionists. was to mount an unanswer
able challenge and to revive heresies dormant in the Western world since the 
French Revolution.29 

It was then. after all, that liberty, equality, and fraternity were linked-and 
death threatened to all who opposed that linkage. For this and similar reasons. 
therefore, the eyes of European revolutionaries were irresistibly drawn to the 
United States and the abolitionist movement. Its combination of religious rhet
oric-used even by persons unconnected with any church or creed-its calls for 
violence and its denial of the laws of the majority constituted a movement of 
great and novel potential. It marched under the banner of antislavery. but as it 
grew it became clear that many causes could be furthered by the tactics it devel
oped.3D 

In addition to the Cromwellian version of revolution which Channing and his 
peers imbibed with their mothers' milk. Unitarianism had also been influenced 
by German idealism. Transcendentalism was the German Enlightenment adapted 
by the children of the Puritan divines. Transcendentalism was the confluence of 
two revolutionary traditions. epitomized by Cromwell, the Puritan, and Kant, the 
father of German idealism, respectively. 

This same synthesis became the basis for America's revolutionary party, which 
focused on the abolition of slavery as its ultimate political goal. Theodore Parker 
was a revolutionary who" denied Protestantism, dismissed concepts of sin, denied 
atonement, summarized God as goodness, and 'each man as his own Christ.''':!' 
"Poverty." Parker opined, "can only be eliminated when its causes are removed. 
The alternative is revolution.":!' 
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Eventually, a small cabal of the most radical figures in the Transcendentalist/ 
Abolitionist movement coalesced into a group known as the Secret Six, and they 
became the men who financed John Brown, who precipitated the crisis which led 
to America's second revolution, otherwise known as the Civil War. 

n 
In 1835 two German teenagers from Hamburg, Ottilie and Ludmilla Assing, 

made a literary pilgrimage to Paris, where they saw Heinrich Heine. We do not 
know if they actually spoke with the man who had become a demigod among 
liberated and subversive-minded Germans, but the pilgrimage was certainly re
ligious in a literary way. Ottilie's biographer assures us that, in addition to their 
encounter with Heine, the Assing sisters made "a special pilgrimage to worship 
the goddess of their literary and feminist dreams, George Sand."33 

Ottilie Assing was born in Hamburg on February 11, 1819, the offspring of the 
salons of Berlin that had arisen during the late phase of the German Enlighten
ment and were swept away by Napoleon's invasion and the reaction against all 
things foreign and French which followed his defeat. Ottilie Assing was also in 
quite literal fashion, the offspring of the merger of Jewish and Protestant culture 
which the salons aspired to bring about. Ottilie's aunt was Rahel Levin Varnha
gen, one of Berlin's most famous bluestocking salonnieres. Ottilie's grandparents 
had been enthusiastic disciples of the French Revolution. Ottilie's mother, Rosa 
Maria, was an ardent supporter of the Enlightenment in both the political and 
sexual arenas. As a young woman she had an affair with the poet Justinus Koerner, 
who introduced her to the man she would eventually marry, David Assur, a Jewish 
physician from Koenigsberg, the capital of East Prussia and home of Immanuel 
Kant, godfather of the German Enlightenment. 

Though raised in an orthodox Jewish environment, David, growing up in 
Kant's Koenigsberg, could not avoid being exposed to Enlightenment philosophy, 
and to his father's chagrin he became a diSciple of the Enlightenment and its Jew
ish counterpart, represented by leading intellectuals like Moses Mendelssohn and 
Gotthold Ephraim Lessing. 

As a result, Ottilie referred to herself for the rest of her life as a "half Jew."34 
Ottilie "grew up in an intellectual environment in which education was regarded 
as a secular form of individual salvation''35 and "defiance became a family tradi
tion.''36 

Rosa Maria, Ottilie's mother, sublimated her sexual desires into literary chan
nels. "We drifted in an ocean of lust"37 was the phrase she used to describe her 
affair with Koerner. Unlike Aunt Rahel, who continued to have affairs after her 
marriage, Rosa Maria confined herself to steamy short stories in which chimney 
sweeps and fishermen married young women above their station, and love tri
umphed over considerations of race and class. All of Rosa Maria's stories had the 
same central theme: "love and controlled passion.''38 

The pattern of all these texts is identical: beautiful young lovers of a sensuous 
innocence encounter violent opposition to their relationship from their eIders, 
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who plan to marry them off to socially unsuitable partners, and they either over
come this opposition by faithful perseverance, defy convention by consummat
ing their love against official morality, or escape into death.39 

Ottilie's heroines were Rahel Levin and George Sand, and in the salons she 
frequented, she imbibed an intoxicating mixture of free love, champagne, cigars, 
and revolution. Goethe was another hero, particularly as the author of Die Leiden 
des Jungen Werthers, which sparked a craze of wearing yellow vests and commit
ting suicide. Ever the pedagogue, Ottilie's mother taught her that suicide, "far 
from being a sin, a crime, an act of escapism or a sign of weakness, can express 
individual autonomy, personal integrity, and strength-and act of self-liberation, 
a sensuous embrace.'ljo It was a lesson Ottilie learned well and one which ended 
her life many years down the road. 

There were other literary models as well. There was "the German George 
Sand,'ljl Fanny Lewald, a converted Jew from Koenigsberg who preached free love 
and agonized over loss of Jewish identity. And there was Clara Mundt, the pen 
name of Luise Muehlback, who wrote Aphra Behn, the story of an English blue
stocking who became sexually involved with Oroonoko, the leader of a slave revolt 
in the New World. It was Aphra Behn, perhaps more than any other book she read, 
which provided Assing with the template upon which she would model her life in 
the new world. Like Rahel Levin Varnhagen in Berlin, the Assings had their own 
salon in Hamburg, a salon which was always open to "violators of convention.'!!' 
As a result of her upbringing, Ottilie Assiilg became a revolutionary for whom 
transgressing what she considered bourgeois morality became the highest form 
of virtue: 

Intellectually she was a daughter of the most radical segment of the German 
Enlightenment and of German Romanticism, and the models she chose were 
proud members of a small elite of exceptionally, aggressively unconventional in
dividuals of turn-of-the-century salon culture in Berlin. Living with a lover was 
regarded as perfectly legitimate, even fashionable in the circles the Assing girls 
had been taught to idealize by their mother, provided that the lover was of an 
"exotic" background and had the right attitude.43 

In this milieu, revolutionary virtue meant transgreSSing both moral and ra
cial boundaries. Concretely, that meant having affairs in which Jews, Christians 
and freethinkers intermingled promiscuously: 

Rahel's famous salon had been a meeting place not only for intellectuals and art
ists, radicals, and noblemen, but for Jews, Christians, and freethinkers; parallel 
to sophisticated discussions of literature and politics, a young poet could make 
advances to a Jewish femme fatale, a nobleman flirt with an actress, a married 
woman could signal her interest in a would-be revolutionary .... The "business of 
mistresses" those violations of "race" boundaries, was central to the self-defini
tion of these salons. Rahel Levin herself had had several passionate affairs.44 
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Jewish customs were "carefully respected'1I5 in the Assing household, as long 
as they were congruent with the Enlightenment, something that was an on-going 
source of concern to David, who became more melancholy and withdrawn as time 
passed. David Assing believed in the Enlightenment intellectually, but was intel
ligent enough to see that these ideas would influence the behavior of his daughters 
in ways that he could not condone. The fact that the Enlightenment cut David off 
from his Jewish roots meant that he could not reprove either. And so he remained 
for the rest of his days "an outsider in his own house," frightened by the "radical
ism and aggressiveness of the Young Germans," "appalled by their love affairs, 
their irreverence about religion [and] their challenge to marriage as an institu
tion," and yet unable to do anything that might have saved his daughters from 
the destructive consequences of the ideas which got espoused in his own house.46 

Assing was worried about the effect of these radical ideas on his daughters, and 
history would show his fears were well-founded. The girls became atheists as a 
result of hearing texts like David Friedrich Strauss's Life of Jesus debated in the 
family salon. The girls also became life-long devotees of free love. Ottilie had a 
number of affairs and never married. Ludmilla married an Italian fortune hunter 
20 years her junior when she was in her fifties, and that marriage ended in divorce 
less than a month after it began. 

"The Assings most intimate friends," Diedrich assures us, "were Jews,'lJ7 but 
Jews of a particular sort: 

Ottilie and Ludmilla knew Jewish rituals and traditions by heart. The girls spent 
every Monday with Johanna and Salomon Steinheim, both strict opponents of 
the Jewish Enlightenment, yet intimate enough with the Assings to identify 
themselves as their aunt and uncle. David had moved away from Orthodox Ju
daism, but he wanted his children to accept it as an important segment of their 
past, an essential part of their composite present identity.48 

Judaism was considered inferior to Protestant Christianity and was consid
ered "a dying remnant of the past,'1i9 destined to merge in true Hegelian fashion 
with the deracinated Protestantism that was the state religion of Prussia. Together 
both would give birth to a new synthesis, otherwise known as German culture, 
which was both Protestant (as the new biblical exegetes understood the term) and 
Jewish (as Mendelssohn understood the term) but ultimately neither. German was 
the only word which could adequately describe the new synthesis, as long as one 
excluded Catholicism as practiced on the Rhein and in Bavaria from the mix. 

Tolerance was the essence of the new religion, and tolerance had been defined 
for the Germans by Lessing, whose play Nathan der Weise had been modeled on 
the life of Moses Mendelssohn. The Assing girls were left to figure out on their 
own how Judaism and the Enlightenment fit together. Diedrich gives a postmod
ern reading of an identity crisis that was undeniably real: 
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The Assing girls, ostracized by conservative Germans on the one hand, and 
orthodox Jews on the other, may have suffered severe "category" crises. They 
learned the painful lesson that identity was not a mater of choice but defined by 
those who held the power to define, yet they clung to the creed they had inher
ited from their parents. The ostracism to which they were exposed sharpened 
their eyes for all expressions of discrimination, but it also burdened them with a 
need to belong, at times overwhelming. The almost excessive pride they took in 
the elitist circles they moved in, the arrogance they displayed against the petty 
bourgeois and "philistine" people.so 

In the absence of coherent principle as a guide to life, the Assing girls fell back 
on imitating members of the older generation, and that meant that, next to their 
mother, Aunt Rahel was their primary role model. Eventually all of the talk about 
free love and the stultifying effects of convention and marriage had their effect on 
Ottilie. During the mid-1840S she became involved in what came to be known as 
the "theater wars" in Hamburg, and in 1846 Ottilie moved in with Jean-Baptiste 
Baison, one ofthe great actors in the German theater of his day and star of Ham
burg's Municipal Theater. Baison came from Huguenot stock in France, but in her 
biography of Baison, Ottilie characterized him as favored "by Nature herself" and 
destined for the stage where "his tall slim figure had an innate grace which was 
ennobled by a perfect physique, and his exquisitely and regularly formed features 
mirrored each emotion with lightning speed.''sl 

The fact that Baison's wife did not move out when Ottilie moved into their 
household only underscored the unconventional nature of their relationship and 
their scorn for moral propriety. It was because of Baison, that Ottilie missed the 
Revolution of 1848. Baison died on January 13, 1849, and Ottilie had spent the 
Revolution of 1848 taking care of his family and nursing him through his final 
illness. Throughout Baison's last days, Ottilie, -according to Diedrich, "refused 
to seek solace in religion. In fact, it appears that Baison's death consolidated her 
atheist commitment.''s· 

Johann Steinheim blamed the Baison affair for Ottilie's political ideas: "With
out this unfortunate relationship to the Baison family she would never have devel
oped such quixotic ideas."s3 But it seems clear in retrospect that Steinheim has the 
moral cart before the horse here. If Ottilie had not been morally corrupted by a 
steady diet of toxic culture in the salons run by her mother and her aunt, she most 
probably would not have begun the affair with Baison in the first place. 

Ottilie Assing had squandered her fortune on Baison. In addition, her affair 
with Baison had ruined her reputation in Hamburg. No one was willing to hire a 
fallen woman as a tutor to their children. That and the failed Revolution of 1848, 
which sent thousands of Germans into exile, got Assing thinking about America, 
and on August 16, 1852 Ottilie Assing put theory into practice once again when 
she sailed out of Hamburg bound for New York and the New World. Her sister 
Ludmilla saw the voyage to America as an admission that Ottilie had ruined her 
life. Unable to admit that fact, Ottilie chose America as an escape from the unhap-
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piness which flowed from her own "character traits, which will always accompany 
her!"54 

Ottilie, however, felt that "America spelled promise."55 ''Amerika, du hast es 
besser," was Goethe's verdict. The land without a history proved irresistible to 
those who wanted to escape from history, personal and otherwise. In addition to 
all that, America was the home of the noble savage, and in particular it was the 
home of millions of Negro slaves waiting for liberation of the sort that Ottilie had 
imbibed from her mother's and aunt's salons. Diedrich is even more specific: 

Like all educated Germans of her day, she had read Heinrich von Kleist's "En
gagement in Santo Domingo" (18n) and she shared the enthusiasm of German 
radicals for the Haitian revolution and its hero, Toussaint L'Ouverture.S6 

Kleist wasn't Ottilie's only source of information about the racial situation 
in the New World. In 1849, three years before she left for America and one year 
after the Revolution of 1848 had failed, Ottilie read Clara Mundt's Aphra Behn, 
a book which evoked in her "visions of a black revolution, of a militant alliance 
transcending established boundaries of race and gender''57 sure to make Ottilie's 
broken heart beat strong again. Ottilie lived in a world of literary models, and so 
it is hardly far-fetched to think that she saw in Kleist and Mundt's fictions some 
premonition of her own future in the new world, as well as the fact that "expert 
radicals like her" would be able "to liberate" America "from its self-imposed 
bondage.''58 Diedrich finds it entirely possible that "the glorification of Toussaint 
L'Ouverture among German radicals roused the hope in her that another great 
black liberator would arise in the US.''59 It was clear that Ottilie was Aphra Benn, 
the bluestocking from Europe who was to liberate the Negro slaves. But who was 
Oronooko? Ottilie had no idea when she left Germany, but after a short time in 
New York City the answer to that question would become clear to her. 

III 
Shortly after the Assing sisters had arrrived to pay homage to their literary 

heroes Heinrich Heine and George Sand in Paris in the aftermath of the failed 
Revolution of 1831, a slave who eventually renamed himself Frederick Douglass 
fled North from the home of his master on Maryland's eastern shore. Douglass 
had been born a slave in 1818, but on September 3, 1838, with the help of Anna 
Murray, a woman seven years his senior, he had fled to the North, where he allied 
himself with the abolitionists, in particular with William Lloyd Garrison. Shortly 
after his arrival in New York, Douglass married Anna Murray at the church of 
James W. C. Pennington, one of the first blacks Ottilie Assing would idolize after 
her arrival in America. 

Murray eventually bore Douglass four children, but before long, it became 
clear that liberation meant one thing for Anna Murray and something quite dif
ferent for Frederick Douglass. Murray was a deeply religious woman who felt, 
along with his early mentor the Rev. Lawson, that God had granted Douglass ex-
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traordinary gifts so that he could preach God's word and, like a new Moses, lead 
his people out of bondage. 

Unlike Douglass, the self-made man who taught himself to read and write, 
Anna Murray remained an illiterate for her entire life. As a result Douglass as
sociated her and her religious views with Negro backwardness, the very thing his 
race needed to overcome if it were to gain equality with the white race. Before long 
Douglass began to view his wife as a burden. Anna Murray became "the woman 
left behind, a static, slowly dimming, and voiceless figure in the distance."60 In 
Douglass's autobiography, 

the woman who paid for his heroic flight, who at times was the family'S prime 
wage earner, who had given him four children and whose devotion empowered 
him to make his gloriOUS career, is almost absent from the text-"an after
thought," as David Leverenz notes. A few years later, in his novel "The Heroic 
Slave" (1853), Douglass distanced himself even further from the kind of black 
womanhood he associated with slavery: in the story he kills off Susan, the wife of 
his slave protagonist, Madison Washington, whose support had enabled him to 
hide from slave catchers for five year before his heroic escape from the South.61 

In Douglass's eyes, his wife had committed the unpardonable sin. She had 
not liberated herself from what he saw as intellectual bondage, and before long he 
began to treat her more like a servant than a wife, something that visitors to his 
house noticed. Diedrich says that Douglass and his wife "began to live separate 
lives less than five years into their marriage.''6· 

If so, his career as the great liberator didn't help matters any. In 1845 Fred
erick Douglass published the first of a number of autobiographies, The Narrative 
of the Life of Frederick Douglass. He then traveled to England, where he made 
contact with Wilberforce and the antislavery movement there. While in England, 
Douglass noticed that he cast a sexual spell over the white women who came to 
hear him speak. The feeling was mutual. Douglass was attracted to white women 
because they symbolized not only forbidden fruit for the former slave from the 
South, but because they represented everything that his wife was not. They rep
resented the higher culture that blacks needed to appropriate to raise themselves 
to the level of white culture. In a poem he wrote later in life, when contemplating 
marriage to another white woman, he described both white women and the cul
ture they represented as forbidden fruit and himself as the Adam willing to seize 
that fruit no matter what the consequences. Modern commentators try to pick 
their way through this minefield without stepping on anything that might set off 
an explosion of political correctness. Douglass, we are told, 

was surrounded with enamored white women of his class wherever he traveled, 
and his interest in them and their obvious enjoyment of his presence both fasci
nated and shocked his contemporaries, as it continues to occupy his biographers. 
The observations of the "white woman phenomenon" in Douglass's life which 
William S. McFeely offered in his biography of 1991 is typical. "There was, and 
is, much prurient speculation-not always devoid of racism-about the sexual 
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components of Douglass's friendship with white women and lurking within are 
fantastic images of a not-so-noble savage turned gleaming black beast and prov
ing fatally attractive to pale virgins anxious to yield their chastity to some imag
ined hugeness.""3 

Eighteen hundred and forty-seven was an annus mirabilis of sorts for Freder
ick Douglass. In 1847 Douglass broke with William Lloyd Garrison and moved to 
Rochester, New York, where he started his own newspaper, the North Star. When 
he returned home in triumph from his speaking tour in England in the same 
year, Julia Griffiths, an ardent English abolitionist and the daughter of a friend 
of William Wilberforce, not only followed him back to America, she moved into 
the Douglass household and became his constant companion for the next seven 
years. Griffiths helped set up his press and raise the money needed to launch his 
magazine. She even accompanied him on the piano when he played the violin. 
Worse than all of that, she accompanied Douglass on his speaking tours, appear
ing in public with him at a time when this sort of behavior was a huge source of 
public scandal for the abolitionist cause and a source of comfort to the enemies of 
black emancipation. Diedrich tries to put Douglass's behavior in a positive light by 
claiming that "Julia seemed to have everything that Anna Murray was lacking."64 

But the real message of their cohabitation was much more damaging than that. If 
Frederick Douglass was to be construed as a role model for his race, then it looked 
as if the first fruit of emancipation was going to be emancipation from sexual mo
rality. Douglass did not abandon his black wife, but the fact that he took up with a 
white woman in the same house made the situation that much worse in the eyes of 
the public, who were treated to numerous "insinuating" accounts in the press over 
the course of the next few years.65 

Since the creation of the North Star was tantamount to a break with Garrison 
anyway, Garrison lost no time in leading the attack against Douglass. It may well 
be that Douglass showed lack of gratitude and that Garrison was loath to have 
a competitor as the chief champion of abolitionism, but the political and social 
realities of the times made these considerations secondary anyway. The main is
sue was Douglass's sexual mores. "The abolitionists," Diedrich tells us, "had been 
alarmed at how excitedly women lionized and besieged Douglass on his tours; 
they feared lest these encounters through a negative light on their movement; did 
they not confirm the allegation that abolition of slavery would expose white wom
en to the sexual lust of black men?""6 

As Douglass's behavior became more brazen, the Liberator increased the ve
hemence of its attacks on him, wondering out loud how a man who cheated on 
his wife could be trusted with the responsibilities ofleadership in the anti-slavery 
movement. The feminists agreed in this with Garrison. Julia Griffiths had become 
a source of division in the abolitionist movement because of Douglass's affair with 
her. In a letter to Garrison, Susan B. Anthony claimed that her friends felt that he 
had been right to ostracize Douglass, because, as Amy Post put it, "Julia that has 
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made Frederic hate all his old friends. Said she, I don't care anything about her 
being in the office-but I won't have her in my house."67 

Ignoring the threats of his erstwhile allies, Douglass did nothing to hide his 
affair with Julia Griffiths. Traveling together with her and appearing with her in 
public were deliberate acts of provocation which called into question the strict 
segregation of black men and white women which Douglas had grown up under. 
But it also alienated support in the North for the abolitionist cause. Douglass's 
behavior seemed calculated to prove the Southerners right when they claimed that 
emancipation was the first step toward miscegenation and black men taking up 
with white women. Once the affair with Julia Griffiths was made public, Garrison 
found himself in the position of Dr. Frankenstein. The man he had promoted as 
the leader of the black cause was now more useful to the propagandists for slavery 
than he was for the abolitionists. A break was inevitable. 

In spite of the break with Douglass, Garrison continued to be a major player 
in the psychological warfare campaign against the South, a campaign which was 
predicated on the threat of black rebellion. Garrison wasn't alone in waging this 
campaign. The New York Tribune under the editorship of Horace Greeley was only 
slightly less strident than Garrison, and because of its high speed presses the Tri
bune reached a much wider audience in the North. The pundits from the North 
were careful to couch their calls for revolution in phrases that sounded as if they 
had come from the Bible. Those who opposed their extremism found themselves 
powerless to resist much less oppose the pull of the revolutionary tide. In a state
ment which Herman Melville would appropriate and put into the mouth of Cap
tain Ahab in Moby Dick, Daniel Webster, whose main concern was preserving 
the Union, noted that "There are men who ... if their perispicacious vision enables 
them to detect a spot on the face of the sun, they think it good reason why the sun 
should be struck down from heaven."68 President Fillmore was getting letters from 
Theodore Parker, one of the Secret Six, informing him that it was his duty to break 
the law and engage in illegal activity: 

For the first time, the United States government was faced with a revolutionary 
movement that denied its authority and its power to exert that authority. The 
movement was a minority, but its leaders held high and respected positions. The 
number of clergymen in its ranks and their arguments-in Parker's words-that 
"antislavery is the Law of God," and "the constitution was not morally binding" 
made them difficult and embarrassing opponents.69 

The South, like President Fillmore, was now aware that the existence of chat
tel slavery had been used to create a revolutionary situation in the North, which 
under the orchestration of figures public and private urged the destruction of the 
South and what it stood for. Slavery, in a sense, was only the tip of the iceberg. 
The real issue was that the South had remained unchanged, an essentially feudal 
society in the heart of what was becoming a revolutionary republic, ever since the 
colonies separated from England. 
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The South for its part responded by sitting back and taking a beating at the 
hands of the northern radicals who controlled the organs of public opinion. Otto 
Scott describes their retreat into sullen silence: 

The South smarted under a wave of denigration that issued from hundreds of 
Northern presses and hundreds more lecture platforms. The South's culture and 
religion were denied, its classes mocked, its heritage and accomplishments ig
nored. Millions of Northerners regarded the South as a region of nightmare and 
evil.... Southern anger rose steadily under a Northern barrage that insisted the 
South revolutionize itself, dislocated its economy, and change its pattern of rela
tions between the races-all to please the consciences of men in another region 
who would suffer no pain, loss, or change of status from such changes?O 

Scott claims that "The reality was far different. The South was a region ... where 
the bible was revered as the base of Western civilization."71 But the existence of 
slavery as the cornerstone of southern culture made a coherent defense of that cul
ture an impossible task. As a result the Southerners retreated into sullen silence, 
and increased their vigilance over and oppression of the slaves, who seemed to be 
the main target of northern propaganda efforts. 

At first the South was content to seal its mailbags against Northern propaganda 
and to issue denials and refutations. In time, abolitionist propaganda led to a 
worsening of the conditions of blacks; efforts to educate slaves were halted and 
emancipations made more difficult. The conditions of free blacks declined re
markably. The South moved toward the condition of a garrison state in its own 
nation?' 

Long after the South had lost the battle for the public mind, Richard Weav
er would concede that the South had produced no one who could articulate the 
Southern point of view or defend the Southern way of life. Weaver called the South 
"the last non-materialist civilization in the Western World."73 If so, it failed none
theless to come up with an effective critique of the materialist revolutionaries who 
were determined to destroy its way of life: 

The South spoke well on a certain level, but it did not make the indispens
able conquest of the imagination. From the Bible and Aristotle it might have 
produced its Summa Theologia, but none measured up to the task, and there is no 
evidence that the performance would have been rewarded. It needed a Burke or 
a Hegel; it produced lawyers and journalists. Perhaps the sin for which the South 
has most fully though unknowingly atoned is its failure to encourage the mind. 

It has had to compete against the great world with second-rate talent, and to 
accept the defensive where an offensive was indicated. One may understand the 
feeling which could boast of the South's freedom from isms, but this implies the 
existence of a satisfactory theology and metaphysics, which were not on hand. 
The lack continues .... 74 

The fatal flaw was chattel slavery. Pushed to the wall by the northern propa
ganda offensive arrayed against it, the South was hampered by its religious roots 
in sola scriptura and the political legacy of the American Revolution. The South 
turned to the Bible to find a justification for its way of life, and found that it was 
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impossible to fight against the revolution armed with revolutionary assumptions. 
The Christian religion tolerated slavery in ancient Rome, but it did not endorse it 
in the way that the South found necessary. 

Against the South was arrayed the power of the North, dominated by the spirit 
of Puritanism, which, with all of its virtues, has ever been characterized by the 
pharisaism which worships itself, and is unable to perceive any goodness apart 
from itself, which has ever arrogantly held its ideas, its interests, and its will 
higher than fundamental law and covenanted obligations, which has always 
"lived and moved and had its being" in rebellion against constituted authoritylS 

In his warning to the South, John Calhoun raised the specter of black in
surrection leading to black hegemony. The Negro would become the pawn of 
northern revolutionaries, whose goal was nothing short of the destruction of the 
South's culture: 

A shift in power [from the balance of power which had been maintained since 
the Missouri compromise of 1820], said Calhoun, would be accompanied by a 
reinterpretation of the Constitution, the emancipation of slaves, and "the over
throw of Southern whites." He warned that "in the hours of abolitionist triumph 
the blacks would be raised to favor, office and power. The South would then be
come the abode of disorder, anarchy and wretchedness." Calhoun argued that a 
unified South might avert this fate, and that its appearance alone might deflect 
the Northern drift and directionl6 

As a result of losing the scriptural war to the proponents of German scripture 
scholarship, the South sought to preserve its culture by clamping down on the Ne
gro slave. Had the South been allowed another century to work out its problems, 
the balm oflocal affinity could have come up with a modus vivendi which allowed 
for the preservation of all that was good in Southern culture, but the whole point 
of the revolutionary strategy was to deny them this time and to provoke a crisis by 
the systematic use of propaganda, and even terrorism if necessary. 

The campaign of terrorism began in rumor. There were rumors of slave up
risings on the borders of Arkansas and Louisiana. Other slave rebellions were re
ported along the Kentucky-Tennessee border as well as in the Cumberland Valley, 
Virginia, South Carolina, Alabama, Florida, and Mississippi. 

When Douglass broke with Garrison in 1847 to form his own newspaper, one 
of his backers was Gerit Smith, the richest man in New York State because of 
extensive property inherited from his father. The fact that Smith was also a mem
ber of the Secret Six, the cabal which backed John Brown, makes the fact that 
Frederick Douglass met with John Brown in 1847 seem like something other than 
coincidence. After arriving in Rochester, Brown carefully explained his plan to 
Douglass. Ever a man who saw the hand of God in the movements of his will and 
appetites, Brown explained to Douglass that he planed to create an army of abo
litionist liberators in the Allegheny Mountains, which, Brown claimed, had been 
"placed [there] by God for the emancipation of the Negro race."77 Brown would 
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sally forth from his mountain redoubt periodically and liberate ever-increasing 
numbers of slaves, who would then regroup at this mountain hideout until fur
ther raids could swell their numbers even further. "I know these mountains well," 
Brown told Douglass, "and could take a body of men into them and keep them 
there despite all the efforts of Virginia to dislodge them.''78 Brown was, of course, 
totally unfamiliar with the mountain range which stretched from Gerit Smith's 
home state into enemy territory in Virginia, but knowing that God had created 
the mountains for him to use in his war of liberation was knowledge enough for 
Brown. Brown felt that "Slavery was a state of war, and a slave had a right to any
thing necessary to his freedom.''79 That was an anticipation of the later sermons 
of Theodore Parker, who would argue that slaves had a right to kill for freedom. 
How Douglass reacted to Brown's proposal is anyone's guess. Years later, when he 
had to flee to England in the wake of Brown's disastrous attack on Harpers Ferry, 
Douglass made light of Brown, claiming that he wanted no part of what was sure 
to be a suicidal assault. But his daughter told a different story and claimed that 
Douglass promised to support Brown. 

Four years after his initial meeting with Douglass, Brown had refined his plans 
for revolution based on black insurrection and the murder of whites even further. 
Brown's new organization was called the United States League of Gileadites, a 
name which gave a clear indication that Brown, like his revolutionary forebears in 
lih century England, was drawing on the story of Gideon as the source of his in
spiration. He also made reference to contemporary national liberation movements 
throughout the world. If the Greeks could rise up against the Turks, and the Poles 
could rise up against the Russians, and the Hungarians could rise up against the 
Austrians, then the Negroes of the United States, whose sufferings far exceeded 
those of the groups already mentioned, could certainly rise up against the white 
slave owners of the South. Brown concluded his new manifesto with instructions 
on how to spread "confusion and terror."80 

IV 
On May 19, 1856 Senator Charles Sumner took the floor of the United 

States Senate to give what he considered "the most philippic [speech] ever uttered 
in a legislative body."81 The subject of this diatribe was "The Crime against Kan
sas," and it took the better part of two days for Senator Sumner to expatiate on 
the magnitude of this crime. Scott characterizes Sumner as "an ideologue in the 
Robespierre mold: austere, aloof, warm only toward those who agreed with him, 
cold as ice to everyone else."81 During the course of his speech, Sumner described 
the citizens of the state of Missouri as "hirelings, picked from the drunken spew 
and vomit of an uneasy civilization,"83 but in this was only warming up to the 
point where he could deliver the full force of his literary blow squarely on the 
head of the South in general and the state of South Carolina in particular. Stephen 
Douglas, who at this point was trying to lower the temperature of debate and save 
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the union, was appalled at what he heard. "Is it his object,' Douglas wondered "to 
provoke some of us to kick him as we would a dog in the street, that he may get 
sympathy upon the just chastisement?"84 

Equally amazed was South Carolina Representative Preston S. Brooks, who 
felt that Sumner had besmirched not only his state but his uncle, Senator Andrew 
P. Butler as well. On May 22, Brooks approached Sumner on the Senate floor and 
informed him that after reading over his speech twice carefully, he considered it a 
libel on South Carolina and Mr. Butler. Before Sumner could respond, Brooks be
gan beating him with his gutta percha cane. The beating continued until Brooks' 
cane broke into slivers and he was physically restrained from continuing. Nor
mally, Brooks would have challenged the author of such insults to a duel, but duels 
were reserved for resolving disputes between gentlemen, and Brooks didn't con
sider Sumner a gentleman. 

Three days later, on May 25, John Brown and his sons made their way to a re
mote farm cabin near Pottawatomie, Kansas in the middle of the night and asked 
the farmer who lived there for hospitality. When he opened the door to admit 
them, Brown and his sons slew the man with swords in the sight of his wife and 
children and then released the man's slave, who was now free to wander off onto 
the prairie by himself and starve to death. The slave insurrection which the South 
had feared ever since the Nat Turner rebellion had begun, even though it didn't 
seem that way at the time. Brown had begun to "carry the war into Africa,"85 his 
phrase for the slave insurrection that would usher in the second American Revo
lution and the American version of heaven on earth. 

Fifty years after Brown's death Oswald Garrison Villard, William Lloyd Gar
rison's grandson, and one of the founding fathers of the NAACP, claimed that 
"John Brown still remains the outstanding example of a life in which man's spirit 
and courage in the face of certain death achieved immortality for him, where his 
resort to murderous violence and to armed revolt against his government failed 
completely."86 

Villard went on to liken Brown "to the Hebrew prophets or to a Cromwellian 
roundhead,"87 situating him squarely in the tradition of the judaizing revolution
aries who had emigrated out of England in the lih century and went on to leave 
an indelible mark on the American colonies, where they sought refuge. Brown's 
Puritan heritage becomes clear in Villard's biographical sketch: 

John was born on May 9th, 1800 at Torrington in Litchfield County, Connecticut 
of poor but respectable parents: a descendant on the side of his father of one 
of the of the company of the Mayflower who landed at Plymouth in 1620. His 
mother was descended from a man who came at an early period to New England 
from Amsterdam in Holland. Both his Father's and his Mother's father served in 
the war of the revolution.88 

On May 28, 1856, a warrant was issued against John Brown, Jr. for treason. 
One day later, a journalist by the name of James Redpath mysteriously appeared 
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at Brown's camp in Kansas. Redpath, whose articles on Brown would appear in 
the New York Tribune, then embarked on a publicity campaign which created the 
first and subsequently indelible image of Brown in the public mind. Brown was 
neither a criminal, nor a terrorist, nor a revolutionary who could only function if 
he was supported by people wealthier and better connected than he. No, Brown 
was Oliver Cromwell come back from the dead: "a new Cromwell had appeared 
in Kansas."89 Redpath was not alone in portraying Brown as Cromwell redivivus. 
When Julia Ward Howe, wife of Dr. Samuel Gridley Howe, another member of the 
Secret Six cabal, met Brown, she exclaimed, "He looked a Puritan of the Puritans, 
forceful, concentrated, and self-contained.''9o Her husband felt the same way, see
ing Brown as Cromwell, as well as other 

parallels everywhere he looked, with the English Civil War. He mentally con
sidered the antislavery forces ... the equivalent of the Puritans and Presbyterians 
of that earlier conflict. These were notions derived from Sir Walter Scott rather 
than history; Howe did not recall what the religious principles of the Puritans 
might have been; in his mind antislavery had assumed the force and coherence 
of a religion.9' 

Rev. Thomas Wentworth Higginson, another member of the Secret Six cabal, 
had similar praise for the Kansas Free Soilers, who as a result of Brown's raid were 
"better prepared for revolution than they had been a few months previously." They 
were now, in fact, "ready to add their lives for revolution.''92 

Redpath's accounts of Brown's raid fired the imagination of the Secret Six. 
His willingness to kill unarmed farmers convinced them that he was their man. 
Brown's counterproposal was fairly straightforward. "He wanted $30,000 to arm a 
provisional force of 100 men under his leadership to 'fight for freedom' in Kansas 
and 'carry the war into Africa."'93 

On March 13, 1857, the Supreme Court of the United States handed down its 
infamous Dred Scott decision and transformed Brown from a criminal into a 
hero. Brown was "lionized in a manner later made familiar to many momentarily 
famous revolutionists when received by wealthy radicals."94 

The Dred Scott decision prompted Higginson to write an article in the At
lantic Monthly advocating revolution as the only solution to the slavery problem. 
"The question of slavery is a stern and practical one. Give us the power and we can 
make a new Constitution ... how is that power to be obtained? By politics? Never. 
By revolution and that alone."95 

By the time Higginson used the term revolution in his Atlantic article, he 
was not referring to some antiquated movement of English ranters from the 17th 

century. Senator Charles Sumner, the same Charles Sumner who had endured a 
thrashing at the hands of Preston Brooks, knew many European revolutionar
ies. It was Sumner who introduced Higginson to an adventurer by the name of 
Colonel Hugh Forbes. Forbes had fought with Garibaldi during the Italian Revo
lution of 1848 and fancied himself an expert in mountain warfare. Since Brown 
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had already made contact with the Secret Six, it was presumably Higginson who 
introduced Forbes to Brown. Anyone could see that the two men's gifts dovetailed 
nicely. Since Brown's base of operations for the Gileadites of the United States was 
to be the Allegheny Mountains, Forbes' expertise in these matters would be of 
benefit to him and the cause of Negro insurrection. 

Eventually Brown met with Forbes in New York, where Forbes introduced 
Brown to his magnum opus, his Compendio del Voluntario Patriotico, which had 
been published in Naples in two volumes. The fact that Garibaldi had made Forbes 
a colonel and had endorsed his book seems to have impressed Brown, who agreed 
to pay Forbes $100 a month (plus $600 in advance) to translate his work into Eng
lish and distil what it had to say into a form which would be accessible to the vol
unteers who would follow Brown in his efforts to carry the war into Africa. After 
the translation was completed, Forbes was to join Brown and his "army" in Ta
bor, Iowa. Forbes then met with Gerit Smith and tried to sell him the same book. 
Smith, who knew of Brown's dreams of mountain warfare, was equally delighted 
and gave Forbes another $150. Forbes then got $20 from Horace Greeley and an 
undisclosed sum from the Garibaldi-Mazzini colony in New York. Fortified with 
this new-found wealth, Forbes made his way to Iowa, where, on August 9,1857, he 
found an "army" made up of Brown and his crippled son Owen. 

At this point Forbes realized that he, and everyone else involved with the 
Secret Six, had been duped into believing Brown's grandiose rhetoric. Undeterred 
by Forbes' skepticism, Brown began to elaborate on his plan in detail. The entire 
black population of the South, Brown assured Forbes, was ready to rise up in re
bellion as soon as a leader like Brown arrived on the scene. Basing the rest of his 
plan on that dubious assumption, Brown went on to assure Forbes that "between 
200 and 500 slaves would swarm to his standard the first night."96 

Forbes, however, remained skeptical of John Brown's plans to carry the war 
into Africa and pointed out the flaws to its author. The foremost consideration was 
whether, in fact, the slaves would rebel, even if Brown offered them weapons and 
commissions at the rank oflieutenant in his "army." Forbes felt that they wouldn't. 
He also felt that the military forces in the South would quickly defeat any military 
force which lacked experience, as the Negro slaves did. Southern whites had been 
trained in the use of firearms from childhood; Southern Negroes had no experi
ence with any weapon other than a knife, and their experience with this weapon 
consisted in using it on each other in drunken brawls and fights over women. 
Brown's own military plans eventually took this fact into consideration. Brown 
himself had no plans to give the Negroes firearms because he knew full well that 
they didn't know how to use them. He planned to arm his phantom army of in
surrectionists with pikes when he made his raid on Harpers Ferry. Finally, Forbes 
warned Brown that the New Englanders would not support his cause unless and 
until he achieved total victory, and so they could not be counted on to bring that 
victory about. 
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If Forbes hoped to sober Brown with the cold judgment of a man tried in 
battle, he was mistaken. Nothing could cool Brown's ardor to bring the war to Af
rica. Brown was the classic enthusiast. He felt called by God to do what he wanted 
to do. In Brown Luther's doctrine of sola scriptura and Muentzer's notion of the 
living word enlivened by visions, signs, and wonders merged and found their apo
theosis in will, years before Nietzsche came to the same conclusion and ushered 
in the end of the Protestant age. With the Secret Six cabal willing to bankroll his 
schemes, Brown planned to bring on the racial apocalypse even if it meant shed
ding innocent blood. 

"The slave," Brown concluded, rejecting all of Forbes' warnings, "will be de
livered by the shedding of blood-and the signs are multiplying that this deliver
ance is at hand.''97 

V 
At around the same time that Colonel Forbes conferred with John Brown in 

Kansas, Ottilie Assing decided to move to Hoboken, New Jersey. By the time she 
arrived in Hoboken, 1,500 of the town's 7,000 inhabitants were German, and many 
of them were German intellectuals who were exiles from their country because of 
their participation in the Revolution of 1848. It was in Hoboken that Assing first 
met Dr. Hans Kudlich from Lobenstein, liberator of Silesia's farmers during the 
Revolution of 1848. It was in Hoboken too that she met Friedrich Kapp, a lifelong 
friend of Ludwig Feuerbach, whose book The Essence of Christianity, which had 
been published in 1841, had become the Bible, if you'll pardon the expression, of 
Germany's atheist American Diaspora. Kapp, like Kudlich, had to flee Germany 
when the Revolution of 1848 collapsed. Most of the exiled '48ers viewed America 
as the proverbial port in the storm, and, if anything, saw themselves not so much 
as immigrants yearning to breathe free as apostles sent by adversity to convert the 
puritanical Americans to the higher religions of German atheism and free love. 
Few if any of them were prescient enough to see, as Assing would, that the revo
lutionary spark had jumped across the ocean, and that the revolutionary flame 
would burst forth in America before it would flame up anywhere else in the world. 
Their myopia was a function of their blind adherence to German culture as the 
highest expression of the world spirit to date. There were no Negroes in Germany, 
and so the average German, even one who fed on the bread of Marx and Feuer
bach, had difficulty understanding race as the vehicle for revolution in America, 
especially when the rhetoric of revolution there got mixed so promiscuously with 
the language of the Bible. 

Because of how she had been brought up, nurtured on the interracial fantasies 
of Kleist and Clara Mundt, Ottilie Assing had no difficulty in seeing race as the 
vehicle for the coming American revolution. In fact, from the beginning of her 
stay in America, Assing felt that "The New World ... was a laboratory where an 
abstract vision of a composite nationality could be tested and realized .... The ideal 
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American society she envisioned was raceless.''98 Assing went out of her way to 
violate America's racial taboos, something that her German accent allowed her to 
get away with after a fashion. On her visit to a Negro religious revival, she sepa
rated herself from the rest of the white race tourists and insisted on spending the 
night in one of the tents set aside for the Negro pilgrims. Assing loved to shock the 
sensibilities of her fellow white Americans. In fact, her biographer finds it "impos
sible to ignore the condescension in Assing's attitude toward her black neighbor, 
her self-righteousness, her love of performance, her need to shock her fellow white 
travelers.''99 

Since no one knew of her reputation as the fallen woman from Hamburg, 
Ottilie Assing could have earned a living as a tutor to the children of the German 
Diaspora in New York, but instead she decided to earn her living as a journalist. 
This was hardly the most logical choice, since the competition was fierce. There 
were lots of German revolutionaries in America competing for a limited number 
of slots in an even more limited number of German journals. It was clear that Ass
ing needed to specialize, and so at some point she decided to become Germany's 
Negro expert. Assing felt that her own mixed racial background as a "half Jew" 
rendered her uniquely qualified for this role. 

It was in many ways an inspired choice in 1857, when her adopted country 
gagged on the Dred Scott decision and plunged headlong toward civil war. The 
first Negro on her agenda was the preacher James W. C. Pennington, who had 
penned an up-from-slavery narrative of his own. But soon thereafter, Assing, who 
was no stranger to literature, picked up The Narrative of Frederick Douglass, and it 
was as if in Douglass the sun rose and rendered Pennington's candle insignificant 
by comparison. 

Within ,a year, which is to say, by the summer of 1858, Assing had gone from 
an admirer of his prose, to the woman who shared his bed. Douglass had always 
been fascinated by white women, probably from the time he had reached puberty, 
but certainly from the time of his triumphal English speaking tour in 1847. Now 
that Julia Griffiths, Douglass's first white mistress, had returned to England, there 
was a significant amount of space in Douglass's bed to share. 

Perhaps Assing was drawn to Douglass because both he and she were of 
mixed racial descent. Ottilie's father was a Jew, and Douglass's father, although 
no one could be certain, was most probably the white master of the plantation he 
had escaped from when he fled north in 1838. Roughly ten years after her arrival 
in the New World, Assing reviewed a 72-page pamphlet entitled "Miscegenation: 
the Theory of Blending of the Races Applied to the American white Man and Negro," 
for the January 1864 issue of the Morgenblatt. Assing wholeheartedly endorsed the 
central premise of the pamphlet, which was that if America wanted to be great, 
it had to promote race mixing, blending "all that is passionate and emotional in 
the darker races, all that is imaginative and spiritual in the Asiatic races, and all 
that is intellectual and perceptive in the white race.'''oo The anonymous author of 
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this pamphlet went on to argue that it was a well-established fact, "that the mis
cegenetic or mixed races are much superior mentally, physically, and morally, to 
those pure or unmixed.'''ol In endorsing the pamphlet, Assing let her love affair 
with Douglass get the better of her political acumen. She failed to understand that 
the pamphlet was a political hoax perpetrated by the Democratic Party, which at
tempted to portray the Republican Party as promoters of interracial sex. As part 
of the same campaign, the Democrats had young women marching in parades 
carrying banners proclaiming, " Fathers, save us from nigger husbands.'"o2 

Yet it was more likely that it was the mutual differences that attracted Assing 
and Douglass to each other. Unlike Douglass's Negro wife, who had been relegat
ed to the role of domestic servant, Assing embodied European culture in what she 
considered its highest and most advanced form, namely, the German Enlighten
ment. Assing was, quite literally, a child of that Enlightenment and well versed 
in all of its literature. She could lead Douglass into the company of Goethe, who 
had frequented her Aunt Rahel's salon in Berlin, and Kant, who was still taking 
his daily walks when her father was growing up in Koenigsberg. In addition to all 
that, she could accompany him on the piano when he played the violin, and could 
manage his affairs with a combination of Jewish financial acumen and Germanic 
efficiency. 

What Douglass offered Assing was even easier to discern. Douglass, with his 
boxer's body and leonine head, embodied the idea of "Rousseauvian naturalness" 
which Ottilie had imbibed from her early education in the salons of Berlin and 
Hamburg/o3 Douglass was Ottilie's noble savage, or, better still, he was the em
bodiment of Oroonoko, the noble Negro revolutionary whom Assing had read 
about in the pages of Clara Mundt's novel, Aphra Behn. By uniting in an illicit 
adulterous relationship, both Assing and Douglass could live lives that testified to 
the intrinsic illegitimacy of bourgeois morality: 

In a society that worshipped chastity, she gloried in her role as a black and mar
ried man's lover. She ridiculed her contemporaries' notions of piety with her 
belligerent atheism. Her life as a professional woman appeared like a denial of 
woman's true destiny-wife and motherhood. Douglass was enchanted by a re
belliousness that neither apologized nor explained.'o4 

The fact that the radical Hoboken German emigres accepted Douglass on Ass
ing's terms and that access to Douglass gave her the journalistic edge in becoming 
Germany's Negro expert when the racial situation was the big story in America 
only confirmed Assing in her belief that her life had finally settled onto its proper 
path. Assing was fulfilling her destiny as the child of the German Enlightenment 
by bringing freedom and revolution to the slaves of America. 

Her first task as the bringer of high culture to the American Negro was the 
education of Frederick Douglass himself. It was Assing who introduced Douglass 
to the literature of European revolutionary thought, and Douglass, for his part, 
seems to have been a willing pupil. As some indication of his personal pantheon, 
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Dougiass decorated his study with busts of Ludwig Feuerbach and David Friedrich 
Strauss. He also displayed portraits of the abolitionists Wendell Philips, Charles 
Sumner, and John Brown in his study, as well as portraits of Toussaint L'Overture 
and Abraham Lincoln.,o5 

Under Assing's tutelage, Douglass read Marx, Mazzini, Bakunin, and Las
salle. But her crowning achievement was introducing Douglass to the thought of 
Ludwig Feuerbach. Assing had heard about Feuerbach for years, both before and 
after she had moved in with the radical emigre community in Hoboken. But then 
one day in the fall of 1859, she stumbled across George Eliot's translation of Feuer
bach's attack on the Christian religion in a bookstore in New York City. It was an 
important moment in the intellectual history of their relationship, because up to 
that point, Assing had been unable to convert Douglass to atheism. Or as Assing 
put it in a letter she wrote to Feuerbach himself, 12 years later, "Personal sympathy 
and concordance in many central issues brought [Douglass and mel together, but 
there was one obstacle to a loving and lasting friendship-namely, the personal 
Christian God."106 It took no less a thinker than Feuerbach, combined with the 
sexual wiles of the German/Jewish Delilah, to push Dark Fred over the brink into 
atheism. 

The sexual and intellectual seduction of Frederick Douglass was a moment 
of historical significance because for the next century the chief obstacle which 
America's largely Jewish revolutionaries would find to their goal of turning the 
Negro into the avant garde of the revolutionary movement in America was the 
Negro's faith in Christ. Now, almost eight decades before Wilhelm Reich would 
come up with the scientific explanation of how sexuality and German revolution
ary thought could be used as a potent form of discipline and control, Ottilie Ass
ing had used the same combination in corrupting America's black Moses, the man 
whom both his wife and his preacher mentor considered as marked by God to 
deliver his people from bondage. From Feuerbach, Douglass learned that 

God is a projection of the human imagination, of human needs and desires; the 
substance of religious dogma is human. Man, Feuerbach declared, created God 
in his own image, and then God returned the favor. This analysis abolished the 
opposition between the divine and the human and defined religion as a first step 
toward self-knowledge.'o7 

Besotted by Assing's sexual charms, Douglass found himself incapable of an
swering Feuerbach's critique and so he succumbed, as she hoped he would, to his 
ideas. "The book," Assing wrote to Feuerbach referring to The Essence of Christi
anity, "resulted in a total reversal of his attitudes.",o8 The final result of their long 
evenings of reading and discussion, Assing continued, was that "Douglass became 
your enthusiastic admirer, and the result is a remarkable progress, an expansion 
of his horizon, of all his attitudes.",og Part of that progress meant repudiating the 
prophesy of Charles Lawson, the slave from Baltimore whom Douglass had always 
considered his "spiritual father." It was Lawson who claimed that Douglass had 
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been freed from the bondage of slavery and illiteracy because the Lord "had a 
great work for him,"llo namely preaching the Gospel. Douglass's sense of mission 
and vocation disappeared when his lust-darkened mind, weakened by Assing's 
wiles, capitulated intellectually before a German cultural icon whose writing he 
could dimly decipher but was unable to refute. 

Slavery became the occasion which both intensified and justified his rebellion. 
As Assing well knew, the seeds of rebellion were already there. Midway through 
his affair with Julia Griffiths, on the 4th of July 1852, Douglass gave a speech in 
which he attacked the proslavery distortion of Christianity by exclaiming, "For 
my part I would say, welcome infidelity! Welcome atheism! Welcome anything! In 
preference to the gospel as preach by the Divines!" Diederich goes on to tell us that 
Douglass's "belief in human perfectibility and the need for human moral action 
was strengthened when he encountered Theodore Parker's Transcendental Uni
tarianism."l11 Feuerbach finished the conversion which Theodore Parker's tran
scendentalism had begun, and Assing described Douglass's conversion to atheism 
in frankly religious terms. 

They struck him like a ray of light, and accomplished a complete revolu
tion of his opinions. I add with great satisfaction that it was German radicalism 
which worked that revolution, and that to our great, venerated Feuerbach, above 
all others our thanks are due for having pointed out the path to intellectual Iib
erty to the distinguished man, after he had freed himself of the fetters of slav
ery.'1> 

Chattel slavery was only a metaphor in the mind of German radicals like Ass
ing for the intellectual bondage which flowed from Christianity. In this regard, 
Assing's approach conformed precisely to the reproaches which the southerners 
were making against the northern radicals. Slavery was a pretext, the southerners 
had claimed all along; the real issue was revolution. With slavery as their cover, 
the Secret Six were bent on exporting revolution to the South. It was at this point 
in their relationship that Douglass introduced Assing to Gerit Smith, the finan
cial power behind the Secret Six cabal. Assing was in complete agreement with 
the revolutionary goals of the Secret Six, but still found them, like virtually all 
Americans, disagreeably religious. "The freethinking German visitor," she wrote 
in one of her Morgenblatt articles, "is bothered only by a certain aura of religious 
orthodoxy that unfortunately infects even the best of men over here."I13 

In the early autumn of 1859, Frederick Douglass received a visit from John 
Brown, Jr., a fugitive from justice since he and his father had murdered three men 
in Pottawotomie, Kansas in May 1956. Brown's son had come to recruit Douglass 
into his father's guerilla army. Assing was staying at the Douglass household when 
the younger Brown arrived and, since she considered Brown a hero (even though 
she had never met him in person) she was probably favorably disposed to Brown's 
request. It seemed as if her Oronooko fantasy was about to become a reality. Die
derich does a good job in articulating those fantasies: "There would be an insur-

627 



The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit 

rection, perhaps the beginning of a revolution and she and Douglass would be in 
the midst of it all-Douglass as the liberator and leader of the African American 
people, and she as his faithful companion. White America had created a wall of 
scorn around the Douglass home; history might someday celebrate it as the place 
where the second American revolution was launched!"'14 

Douglass, however, had his doubts, or at least this is how he portrayed his 
reaction after the attack on Harpers Ferry had failed. To be fair to Douglass, four 
years before Harpers Ferry, he had written that "I never see much use in fighting, 
unless there is a reasonable probability of whipping somebody,""S and the more he 
heard about Brown's plan from Brown's son the more he concluded that Brown 
was going to get whipped. And yet, the idea of taking the war to Africa still had an 
attraction to Douglass. Douglass had raised money for Brown in black churches, 
but when he mentioned John Brown to a black audience in Brooklyn, no one in the 
audience volunteered to join the American Cromwell. This was a bad omen, espe
cially if one considers the fact that Brown's plan for insurrection was predicated 
on the fact that slaves would swarm to his banner the minute he raised it. 

Unable to resolve his doubts on his own, Douglass decided to meet with 
Brown in person in Chambersburg, Pennsylvania, a town on the Maryland bor
der 80 miles west of Philadelphia. There in a abandoned stone quarry, Douglass 
met with Brown and his "secretary of war," the Swiss revolutionary John Henry 
Kagi and learned that Brown had abandoned his plan to create a refuge for fugi
tive slaves in the mountains and was planning instead a frontal assault with fewer 
than two dozen men on the whole slavery system as symbolized by the federal 
arsenal in Harpers Ferry. The whole scheme was predicated on the assumption 
that the slaves would rise up and support Brown once they heard of his insurrec
tion. Douglass, who had grown up in neighboring Maryland and had just failed 
to generate any interest among the free blacks of Brooklyn, knew better. The one 
area where a slave rebellion was most likely to succeed, namely, the predominantly 
black counties of Georgia, Alabama, and Mississippi was hundreds of miles re
moved from the arsenal which Brown had chosen as the starting point of his re
bellion. It would take weeks for the news to travel to where it was likely to do the 
most good, if it ever got there at all. The slaves of Virginia, far removed from the 
onerous work of the cotton fields and often integrated into the households of their 
masters were the candidates least likely to rise up and follow Brown. Douglass, 
of course, knew all this much better than Brown did, and concluded that Brown 
was marching his little band of dreamers into "a perfect steel trap.""6 Like Colonel 
Forbes before him, Douglass tried to reason with John Brown: "I looked at him 
with some astonishment, that he could rest on a reed so weak and broken, and 
told him that Virginia would blow him and his hostages sky-high rather than that 
he should hold Harpers Ferry an hour."117 When Brown explained that he also 
planned to take prominent citizens as hostages and, if worse came to worst, use 
them to negotiate his freedom, Douglass was more convinced than ever that the 
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plan to use the arsenal "as a trumpet to rally the slaves to his defense" was totally 
delusional and doomed to failure. uS That, at least, is how Douglass described the 
meeting years after the fact. One of Brown's daughters later claimed that Brown 
and John Kagi told their men that Douglass "had promised that he would follow 
Brown 'even into death""'9 and would join them as soon as possible. 

Douglass was, of course, correct in his assessment of Brown's plan. It was 
doomed from the moment of its cock-eyed inception. But Brown carried it out 
nonetheless. On Sunday, October 16, 1859 Brown showed up at the farm of Lewis 
Washington, great grandnephew of George Washington, and announced that 
"We have come for the purpose of liberating all of the slaves of the South."l>O He 
then took Washington as his hostage and appropriated a pistol which his illustri
ous forebear had received from Lafayette and a sword Washington had received 
from Frederick the Great. Armed with these symbolic weapons and Washing
ton's slaves, who were dragooned at gun point into fighting for their own liberty, 
the small party moved toward Harpers Ferry, where Kagi and A. D. Stevens had 
already struck "the first blow for liberty"121 by inadvertently shooting Hayward 
Shepherd, a free Negro watchman, in their attempt to take the train trestle over 
the Potomac River. Shepherd died 12 hours later, and Brown's biographer, in spite 
of his sympathy for Brown, was unable to ignore the irony of the situation. "This 
was, indeed," Villard, one of his most sympathetic biographers, writes, "an ill 
omen for the army of liberation. The first man to fall at their hands was neither a 
slave-owner, nor a defender of slavery, nor one who suffered by it, but a highly re
spected, well-to-do colored man, in full possession of his liberty and favored with 
the respect of the white community.''''' 

Things went downhill from there. 
According to Villard, Brown was not only "without any clear and definite 

plan of campaign," he also "seemed bent on violating every military principle ... by 
placing a river between himself and the his base of supplies-the Kennedy Farm
and leaving no adequate force on the river bank to insure his being able to fall 
back to that base. Hardly had he entered the town when, by dispersing his men 
here and there, he made his defeat as easy as possible. Moreover, he had in mind 
no well-defined purpose in attacking Harpers Ferry, save to begin his revolution 
in a spectacular way, capture a few slaveholders and release some slaves.""3 In ad
dition to that blunder, Brown failed to secure the heights above the town, which 
allowed sharpshooters placed there to pick off his men at will. When Brown's men 
attempted to flee by swimming the Potomac back into Maryland, they were picked 
off in this manner. 

Villard feels that Brown's failure as a general made him a much more likely 
candidate as martyr: 

As a wielder of arms, John Brown inspires no enthusiasm; not even the flam
ing sword of Gideon in his hands lifts him about the ordinary run of those who 
battled in their day for a great cause. For all his years of dreaming that he might 
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become another Schamyl, or Toussaint L'Ouverture, or the Mountain Marion of 
a new war ofliberation, he was anything but a general. In his knapsack ... lay in
stead a humble pen to bring him glory. For when he was stripped of his liberty, of 
the arms in which he exulted, the great power of the spirit within was revealed to 
him. The letters which now daily went forth to friends and relatives, and speedily 
found their way into print, found their way also to the hearts of all who sympa
thized with him misguided as he was, here was another martyr whose blood was 
to be the seed, not of his church, but of his creed.124 

By Monday morning, the headlines of the nation's newspapers were scream
ing that "A Slave Rebellion of Immense Size" was underway in the South. The 
long-awaited slave insurrection had started, and terror spread through the land. 
As some indication of the sympathies of the northern press, the New York Herald 
printed a speech calling for armed insurrection by Gerit Smith alongside ofJohn 
Brown's "provisional constitution." 

Washington lost no time in reacting to this provocation. On Monday, Octo
ber 17, President Buchanan ordered Colonel Robert E. Lee and Lt. J. E. B. Stuart 
to Harpers Ferry to apprehend the insurrectionists. By noon the Jefferson Guards 
had seized the Maryland side of the bridge over the Potomac, effectively cutting 
Brown off from his base of operations at the Kennedy Farm and any possibility of 
retreat. Resistance folded quickly after that. When Lee and Stuart's men stormed 
the arsenal, Brown's men could hardly defend themselves. Brown would have been 
killed on the spot had not Israel Green's sword struck his belt buckle. As a result, 
Brown was captured, and from that moment until he was hanged at Charlestown 
Court House, he was allowed to propound his own legend to the press which gath
ered at his feet during his last incarceration. The great slave insurrection which 
was the lynchpin of his military plan never happened, but in its place Brown got 
something better than that. He got to goad the whole country into war. 

The South was appalled at the way that the North turned Brown into a hero. 
Ralph Waldo Emerson, who had entertained John Brown at his home in Concord, 
Massachusetts, referred to Brown as a "transcendentalist saint."1Z5 Both Emer
son and his protege Henry David Thoreau had conversed with Brown, and it was 
during those conversations, according to Franklin Benjamin Sanborn, another 
member of the Secret Six, that they gained "that intimate knowledge of Brown's 
character and general purpose which qualified them ... to make those addresses on 
his behalf which were the first response among American scholars to the heroism 
of the man ... ,' .. ·6 During those conversations, Brown had convinced both Emerson 
and Thoreau that he was a transcendentalist, and after his death the sage of Con
cord and the poet of Walden Pond both participated in Brown's canonization as 
a "transcendentalist saint." On the day John Brown was hanged, Thoreau told a 
crowd of true believers that "Some 1800 years ago Christ was crucified; this morn
ing, perchance, Captain Brown was hung. These are two ends of a chain which is 
not without its links. His is not Old Brown any longer; he is an angel oflight ... ,' .. ·7 
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Not to be outdone by his protege, Emerson called Brown, "that new saint, than 
whom none purer or more brave was ever led by love of men into conflict and 
death,-the new saint awaiting his martyrdom, and who, if he shall suffer, will 
make the gallows glorious like the cross.',,·8 America's most beloved poet, Henry 
Wadsworth Longfellow had similar things to say in his diary, where he claimed 
that the day of Brown's hanging would mark "the date of a new Revolution-quite 
as much needed as the old one. Even now as I write, they are leading old John 
Brown to execution in Virginia for attempting to rescue slaves! This is sowing the 
wind to reap the whirlwind, which will come soon.""9 The only member of the 
New England literary pantheon who disagreed with Emerson's equating of John 
Brown with Jesus was Nathaniel Hawthorne, now recently returned from Europe, 
who opined that no man was more justly hanged than John Brown. 

This was not simply a question of elites talking to each other. When five men 
and a Boston constable attempted to arrest Franklin Benjamin Sanborn in Con
cord on April 3, 1860, his sisters mobilized the entire town to thwart the arrest. 
One day later, the Massachusetts Supreme Court nullified the arrest, and Sanborn 
received a hero's welcome when he returned to Concord. 

Once Emerson and Thoreau had taken the plunge, comparisons equating John 
Brown and Jesus Christ became commonplace. Virginia, Henry Ward Beecher 
claimed, had made John Brown a martyr, and Brown did nothing to dissuade his 
transcendentalist acolytes. During his final imprisonment, his words were broad
cast by sympathetic newspaper accounts across the north. Taking his cue from 
Emerson and Thoreau, Brown now began to refer to himself as the Christ: "you 
know," he stated on November 1, 1859, "that Christ once armed Peter. So also in 
my case, I think he put a sword into my hand, and there continued it, so long as 
he saw best, and then kindly took it from me ... .! wish you could know with what 
cheerfulness I am now wielding the "Sword of the Spirit" on the right hand and 
on the left.'''30 

"I do not feel conscious of guilt in taking up arms," Brown claimed, and then 
he added brazenly that "Jesus of Nazareth was doomed in like manner. Why 
should not I be?"'3' 
Needless to say, the South was appalled by this sort of rhetoric. According to Otto 
Scott, 

The South [was] first amazed and then driven into fury by the Northern elevation 
ofJohn Brown. Revelation that his raid had been incited, financed and armed by 
famous persons in the North, and that other Northerners rose to praise the ter-
ror he created imbued the people of the South with fear-and with a rising real
ization that something new and dangerous in racial conflict was upon them.'3> 

When Lincoln claimed that "John Brown's effort was peculiar," because "it 
was not a slave insurrection. It was an attempt by white men to get a revolt among 
slaves," the South for once was in full agreement with Lincoln. In fact, Scott con
tinues, 
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It was that peculiarity the white Southerners found inexplicable and sinister. The 
idea that men of their own race would kill them on behalf of another had never 
really been credible to them, until Harper's Ferry. Until then they had scorned 
the Northern concern for black slaves as a cloak for political power. The aboli
tionist clergy and its attempt to paint all the people of the South as Christian 
pariahs had not shaken the Scotch-Irish inheritors of the faith of John Knox; 
they knew better. But when white men were shot dead in the streets of Harper's 
Ferry and their murderers held aloft as examples of a higher law, the South felt 
itself at bay.133 

Before Harpers Ferry, men on both sides of the Mason-Dixon line struggled 
to keep the Union together. After Harpers Ferry, when the White House, Con
gress, and the Supreme Court proved either unwilling or unable to indict the Se
cret Six or deal effectively with the threat they posed, the South concluded that it 
would have to deal with that threat in its own way: 

The Southerners agreed that Harper's Ferry was merely a harbinger of more raids 
to come. Led by whites, financed and armed by the North, directed by men safe 
in Northern sanctuaries, these raids would strike against plantations and homes 
alike, to create a guerilla war unprecedented in its pattern, perilous to the safety 
of all white Southerners.'34 

After Harpers Ferry, the South began to treat the North as not only a separate 
nation, but as a hostile nation which threatened invasion from without and which 
allowed all of its organs of public opinion free rein in calling for a slave rebellion 
within its borders. The threat of armed insurrection among the South's blacks 
produced as a result the same effect which it had produced in the aftermath of the 
Nat Turner rebellion and which it would also produce in the aftermath of Recon
struction: the whites cracked down on their black slaves and barred the movement 
of free black in the territory they controlled. 

The South was appalled at the cult of John Brown which arose as a result 
of the collaboration of New York newspapers and Transcendental pundits from 
Concord. 

To them [the South] he was a fanatic who sought not only to steal cherished 
property, but to establish anarchy, to reenact Nat Turner's horrors, to make the 
terrible scenes of the Haytian Negro revolution insignificant beside the atrocities 
he would set on foot.135 

Once it became clear that they were not going to be indicted for treason or 
conspiracy, the Secret Six joined in the propaganda offensive against the South. 

Parker was in Europe on a futile search for health, when Harper's Ferry was 
attacked; but he bore his testimony manfully: "Of course, I was not astonished 
to hear that an attempt had been made to free the slaves in a certain part of 
Virginia .... Such 'insurrections' will continue as long as slavery lasts, and will 
increase, both in frequency and in power, just as the people become intelligent 
and moral...It is a good Anti-Slavery picture on the Virginia shield: a man stand
ing on a tyrant and chopping his head off with a sword; and I would paint the 
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sword holder black and the tyrant white, to show the immediate application of 
the principle.'~36 

The South felt that the North was conspiring against it and wanted to nip 
the revolution in the bud Brown's raid on Harpers Ferry and his apotheosis at 
the hands of the pundits "revived with tenfold strength the desires of a Southern 
Confederacy.'~37 

The South's determination to hang Brown confirmed the North in its sus
picions that they were dealing with a barbarous race of people who were essen
tially un-American, members of a different culture which was not compatible 
with America's foundational principles. The outrage was so great that it spawned 
plots to liberate Brown before his execution. Lysander Spooner plotted to kidnap 
Governor Wise and hold him hostage aboard a sea-going tug until Brown was 
released. A group of German '48ers from New York, planned with the collabora
tion of the Secret Six, to attack Charlestown and escape with Brown to the North. 
It was only with the greatest reluctance that Sanborn called off the attack. "Object 
abandoned." Sanborn wrote to Higginson. "So I suppose we must give up all hope 
of saving our old friend.'~38 

John Brown's raid convinced the South that it had to arm itself in self-de
fense. In the view of Senator Mason of Virginian: "John Brown's invasion was con
demned [in the North] only because it failed. But in view of the sympathy for him 
in the North and persistent efforts of the sectional party there to interfere with the 
rights of the South, it was not at all strange that the Southern States should deem it 
proper to arm themselves and prepare for any contingency that might arise.'~39 

After an extensive investigation, the Joint Committee of the General Assem
bly of Virginia concluded on January 26, 1860 that as long as the Republican party 
"maintains its present sectional organization and inculcates its present doctrines, 
the South can expect nothing less than a succession of such traitorous attempts to 
subvert its institutions and to incite its slaves to rapine and murder. The crimes of 
John Brown were neither more nor less than practical illustrations of the doctrines 
of the leaders of the Republican Party. The very existence of such a party is an of
fence to the whole South.'''40 Brown's intention to "incite insurrection" among the 
slaves was clear; it was only because of "the loyalty and well-affected disposition 
of the slaves that he did not succeed in creating a servile war, with its necessary 
attendants of rapine and murder of all sexes, ages, and conditions. "'41 

Less than two days after Brown launched his ill-fated raid, the full scope of 
the catastrophe began to dawn on Ottilie Assing and Frederick Douglass. John 
Brown had been captured; most of his men were dead, and the slave insurrection 
he anticipated had produced not a single Negro willing to fight at his side. But 
worse than that, from Assing and Douglass's point of view, when Brown was cap
tured, Brown's carpetbag was captured along with him, and in it were letters from 
Gerit Smith and Frederick Douglass implicating them in a conspiracy behind the 
attack. Virginia's governor, Henry Wise, requested President Buchanan's assis-
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tance in arresting the conspirators, and he left no doubt that the one he wanted 
above all was "Frederick Douglass, a Negro man ... charged with ... inciting servile 
insurrection."'41 Douglass was in Philadelphia at the time, hoping that a crowd 
of his white friends there would accompany him to the Walnut Street Ferry and 
shield him from possible arrest by US marshals. Luckily, Douglass made it out of 
town without their assistance, for none of them were willing to risk their lives or 
fortunes on Douglass's behalf. 

Once the immediate danger of arrest passed, Douglass had other equally 
pressing concerns. Locked in his desk in his house in Rochester were several let
ters linking Douglass to Brown and the other Secret Six conspirators as well as a 
provisional constitution in Brown's own hand for the revolutionary regime that 
was supposed to have taken power after Brown's success at Harpers Ferry. Fully 
aware of the magnitude of the charges that could be leveled against him, Douglass 
fled first to Canada, and then, on November 12, from New Brunswick to England 
aboard the steamer Scotia. "I could but feel that I was going into exile, perhaps 
for life," he later wrote. "Slavery seemed to be at the very top of its power .... No 
one who has not himself been compelled to leave his home and country and go 
into permanent banishment can well imagine the state of mind and heart which 
such a condition brings."'43 The Baltimore Sun was unimpressed by Douglass's self
serving account of his role in the Harpers Ferry massacre, calling it "a curiosity, a 
rare specimen of craven impudence."'44 

Assing eventually published her own account of the events of October 1859, in 
a piece entitled "The Insurrection at Harper's Ferry." Her account showed "beyond 
doubt that she had knowledge of Brown's venture possessed only by members of 
the inner circle."'45 In her attempt to exonerate Douglass of any wrongdoing, she 
only implicated him further. Much of what the world knew about Brown came 
from Colonel Forbes, who had turned on Brown when Brown failed to come up 
with the money he demanded. In the course of her narrative, Assing revealed that 
Forbes had met with Douglass at his home in Rochester in November of 1858 and 
that Douglass had given Forbes money as well as contacts among, as Douglass put 
it, "my German friends in New York," a reference for those who knew to Assing's 
circle of Radical friends in Hoboken.'46 Assing eventually came to the conclusion 
that Forbes was a con man, but not before implicating herself and Douglass even 
deeper in the conspiracy behind Brown. 

In the same piece, Assing referred to Brown" as "the hero of Kansas," a su
perhuman figure who was "Stern and implacable like death itself," but "never 
guilty of needless cruelty; to the contrary, he often proved his innate kindness and 
humanity."147 The raid on Harpers Ferry had shown not that America was under 
assault by terrorists who were willing to offer human sacrifice up on the altar of 
their own megalomania. Rather, it showed in Assing's view that "Only a society 
that perverted law to justify its transgressions against humanity could persecute 
this man as a criminal, she charged; only a corrupt world, only a debased law 
could denounce him as a terrorist."148 
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Assing's defense of Douglass was, if anything, more outrageous than her de
fense of Brown. Assing claimed that "the famous orator Frederick Douglass" was 
the only man who stood up to acknowledge frankly his participation in the con
spiracy, even though the consequences for him are more dangerous and perni
cious than for most others."149 She then added, seemingly unaware that she was 
contradicting herself, that after Douglass was identified as one of the leaders of 
the Harpers Ferry conspiracy, that it was "only by his hasty flight to Canada did 
he escape the clutches of the United States marshals, these henchmen of [the] gov
ernment.'''50 

Douglass was reluctant to accept the honors which Assing offered him. In his 
autobiography, he claimed that he himself was unsure whether it was "my discre
tion or cowardiee'''51 that prevented him from joining Brown. But he was adamant 
in assuring his readers that "The hiking of Harpers Ferry was a measure never 
encouraged by my word or by my vote.'''52 In her article, Assing twists Douglass's 
frank admission of indecision at best and cowardice at worst, into "a magnificent, 
brilliant manifesto dictated by that implacable hatred for slavery and that dedica
tiori to liberating the oppressed which knows no consequences, no matter how 
devastating their effect on his life.'''51 

In retrospect, Assing's motivation in writing this frankly biased apologia for 
what everyone else saw as an act of cowardice is not hard to fathom. Douglass was 
now out of the country living on an island a mere 30 miles from the European 
continent where Assing still had contacts and thousands of miles away from the 
Negro wife Assing had come to believe had usurped her position as Douglass's 
one true love. If Assing positioned Douglass in the right way in the mind of the 
German-speaking world, her articles in combination with the German transla
tion of his autobiography might be the beginning of their new life together on the 
continent. One can only imagine how many daydreams Assing savored of Dark 
Fred, the noble savage from America, being paraded around by an even nobler 
Ottilie, the half-Jewish Delilah, who opened Dark Fred's mind (and by implica
tion the mind of his race) to the blinding light of Feuerbachian athei&m. What a 
triumph for German culture that would be! 

And yet it never happened. Douglass's daughter died, forcing him to return 
home no matter what the consequences. By the time he got home, whatever role he 
had played in the Harpers Ferry affair had become moot. Virginia could no longer 
extradite him because Virginia was now at war with the United States. 

. In April of 1861, the Civil War broke out, and the revohitionaries rejoiced 
when it did. Higginson was jubilant. Assing saw the Civil War as the outbreak 
of her long-awaited revolution. Assing repeatedly referred to the Civil War as a 
revolution: "The circumstances that have led to the outbreak of this revolution at 
this time are accidental; however, the deeper seminal cause existed already at the 
inception of the republic and has grown along with the country until it assumed 
its present dominance: it is the eternal conflict between slavery and freedom that 
no power in the world can resolve.'''54 
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According to Assing, the Civil War was a continuation of the American Rev
olution. Every revolution leads to a civil war, but war, according to her view, was 
revolutionary progress in fast forward: 

The last ten days have made a tremendous revolution in all things pertaining to 
the possible future of the colored people of the United States. We shall stay here 
and watch the current of events, and serve the cause of freedom and humanity in 
any way that shall be open to us during the struggle now going on between the 
slave power and the government. When the Northern people have been made to 
experience a little more of the savage barbarism of slavery, they may be willing to 
make war upon it, and in that case we stand ready to lend a hand in any way we 
can be of service. At any rate, this is no time for us to leave the country.'ss 

Even after the war, Assing never wavered in her belief that war was the best 
method for bringing about revolutionary change: "The regular development of 
nations is a slow process, so that one century in that respect changes less than 
five years in an individual life, but let a revolution erupt, and within the shortest 
period progress will be made by the people that could not be effected by fifty, even 
100 years of peace. By taking this step the nation has decided its fate, and there is 
a great future ahead.'''56 

The real contribution of the German '48ers who came to America was that they 
ignited the second American Revolution, otherwise known as the Civil War: 

Their reward was that they were able to participate in a revolution that resur
rected the American Dream: "One great revolution will educate a nation more 
rapidly than a century of peace. Less than ten years have elapsed since we shel
tered in our houses the fugitives from Harpers Ferry and their allies, since we 
helped them across the borders, and only four years later our volunteers entered 
the conquered Southern cities and fortresses with the sounds of the hymn: John 
Brown's body lies a moldering in the grave; his soul is marching on."'57 

In the lecture Assing worked up on Brown's attempted insurrection at Harp
ers Ferry, John Br~wn's true errand was not the bloody slave raid but the peaceful 
mountain republic he planned for fugitive slaves. "I keep still a letter from John 
Brown to Frederick Douglass, written a few weeks before the attack on Harp
ers Ferry: He warmly advocated his demand, and ever represented it as Frederick 
Douglass's duty to comply with it. If Frederick Douglass could have been persuad
ed, he would in all probability have shared the fate of the others, who were either 
killed or executed as high traitors.'''58 

In the months leading up to the war and throughout its duration, both Assing 
and Douglas used their journalistic skills and contacts to call for the same black 
uprising which John Brown failed to provoke. "Should the dreaded Negro upris
ing actually erupt," Assing wrote in January 1861 

it would squelch all rebellious movements more quickly and more surely than all 
repressive measures of the government would do, for none of the slave states has 
the means to fight a superior black force. At the first news of the destruction of 
a few plantations and the killing of some slaveholders and overseers, these very 
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loudmouths and ruffians who today are only too eager to curse the North would 
come crawling for its protection and assistance.'S9 

On July 4, 1861, Douglass denounced Union General Butler as a traitor be
cause he offered to use United States troops to put down a slave insurrection in 
Maryland. Assing could not·have agreed more. Both Douglass and Assing criti
cized Lincoln's Emancipation Proclamation because it did not include an explicit 
appeal for black insurrection. In a speech he delivered in Philadelphia on January 
14, 1862, Douglass advocated arming the slaves in the South as insurrectionists. 

Before long, Assing and Douglass's campaign to set off a slave rebellion began 
to bear fruit, although probably not the fruit they had hoped for: 

In December 1862 Jefferson Davis declared that the Southern slave code would 
be used against African American soldiers caught by the Confederates-that is, 
they would be treated as insurrectionists. As a result of this proclamation, black 
prisoners of war were executed in the South, the wounded were refused medi
cal treatment or murdered on the spot; exchange of black prisoners was ruled 
OUt.'60 

Once again, the dialectic of the Nat Turner rebellion reasserted itself. Calls 
for armed insurrection from the North were met by renewed repression in the 
South, and the hapless Negro was caught in the middle. He resented the oppres
sion of the slaveholder, but at the same time, as John Brown's raid had shown, he 
was reluctant to become the pawn of northern revolutionaries as well. 

The Emancipation Proclamation seemed to put Frederick Douglass out of a 
job, but as the reaction to Reconstruction spread throughout the South after the 
war, Douglass began to have second thoughts. Ottilie continued to be the apostle 
of German atheism and continued to write to Feuerbach about the progress of her 
star pupil: 

there was one obstacle to a loving and lasting friendship-namely, the person 
Christian God. Early impressions, environments, and the beliefs still dominat
ing this entire nation held sway over D. The ray of light of German atheism had 
never reached him, while I thanks to natural inclination, training and the whole 
influence of German education and literature, had overcome the belief in God 
at an early age.'6' 

But as a half-Jew she still.remembered the reaction which had swept through 
Germany in the wake of Napoleon's defeat. Assing feared "a tragic repetition of 
the fate to which the Jewish community in Germany had been forced to submit 
during the restoration period.'''6. As a result 

she vowed that she would do everything she could to save "her" successful 
American revolution from falling in to the hands of the enemy. The lesson of 
1848 deeply implanted in Assings mind could never be erased. The revolution 
in Germany had not just been defeated by military forces but had also fallen by 
a process of self-deconstruction-undermined by political wavering and bicker
ing, by lack of courage, by cheap compromises, by betrayal of radical commit
ments.'6l 
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Now it looked as if the same thing were going to happen in America in the 
wake of the Civil War. The excesses of the Reconstruction era had led Nathan 
Bedford Forest to found the Ku Klux Klan. Confronted with ever increasing re
sistance, the Republicans began to lose their revolutionary fervor in.dealing with 
the South and began to cut deals that would lead to a modus vivivendi rather than 
revolutionary reform. Andrew Johnson's restoration of home rule in the South 
began a process which led eventually to what the South would call its "redemp
tion," which is to say the all but total disenfranchisement of the Negro and the 
reassertion of the hegemony which white Southerners had lost during the war and 
Reconstruction. This chain of events caused Frederick Douglass to rethink the 
retirement from the abo,litionist struggle which the Emancipation Proclamation 
seemed to invite. Instead of retiring, Douglass re-tooled and came up with a new 
slogan: "Slavery is not abolished until the black man has the ballot."'64 

By 1870 Ottilie Assing had succeeded in bringing the light of atheism to Dark 
Fred. The result was that he lost his constituency amongtankd and file Negroes, 
who retained their faith in Christ. Shortly after President Grant announced the 
ratification of the Fifteenth Amendment, on March 30.1870, Douglass addressed 
a celebration of the event in Philadelphia and succeeded in scandalizing all pres
ent by talking like a German Marxist. Douglass began his speech by refusing to 
engage in any "hackneyed cant about thanking God for this deliverance.'''65 He 
then proceeded to attack the churches which "led everything against the abolition 
of slavery, always holding us back by telling us that God would abolish slavery in 
his own good time.",66 The black clergy in attendance were shocked and dismayed 
by Douglass's atheism. Douglass's response, which Diedrich claims probably came 
from Assing'spen, did little to mollify them. Freedom had come about "Thanks 
not to faith, but to the enlightenment of the age, and the growth of rational ideas 
among men, to differ with the church today does not bring torture and physical 
death.'''67 In a letter to a comrade in arms, Assing exulted in the fact that she had 
goaded Douglass into doing battle with what she termed with thinly veiled con
tempt as "the pious party." 

Finally Douglass is in open battle with the pious party, after they had long ceased 
to know what to make of him. On the occasion of the ratification celebration for 
the Fifteenth Amendment in Philadelphia he spoke up against the silly drivel 
about "divine providence" and, the resolutions "to thank God for this miracle," 
saying "I deal here in no hackneyed cant about thanking God for this great deliv
erance; 1 look upon this great revolution as having been brought about by man, 
rather than by any special intervention of Divine Providence."'68 

Missing from Assing's account was any understanding that the "pious party" 
was largely made up of the black preachers who comprised the backbone of politi
cal and ethnic organization in the black community and would remain so for the 
foreseeable future. Assing failed to see that in alienating Douglass from the "pious 
party," she also alienated him from his own people. 
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Cut off from his own people by his German-Jewish mistress, Douglass be
came of necessity tied more and more closely to the Republican Party at a time 
when it was willing, if not eager, to abandon its revolutionary claims in favor of 
more stable and longer-lasting political power. Eventually as Reconstruction gave 
way to Redemption, Frederick Douglass abandoned revolution and allowed the 
Republicans to buy him off with a series of increasingly demeaning patronage 
jobs. After working tirelessly for the election of Rutherford B. Hayes, Douglass re
ceived his reward when the Senate confirmed Douglass as Marshal of the District 
of Columbia on March 17, 18n One month before receiving this honor, Hayes had 
taken Douglass aside and informed him that he planned "to pursue conciliatory 
policy toward the South,'''69 

The Redemption of the South began in 1877 when President Hayes ordered 
the withdrawal of federal garrisons from the former states of the Confederacy. In 
1890 Senator Henry Cabot Lodge of Massachusetts introduced the "Force Bill" 
into the Senate, a bill which would have "authorized Federal supervision of elec
tions in all districts where there was evidence of fraud or intimidation,'''70 The 
bill was an attempt to guarantee the franchise to the South's Negroes, but it was 
soundly defeated and signaled that the cause of white supremacy was now in the 
ascendancy in America. The main reason for this volta -face was the wretched 
excess of the Reconstruction era, which the North imposed as punishment on the 
South, but which it felt it could no longer justify. When men like Governor Vance 
of North Carolina pointed out that during Reconstruction. "the criminals sat in 
the law-making chamber, on the bench and in the jury-box, instead of standing in 
the dock,'''71 the North had no reply. 

During that same year, the event which Weaver terms "the final Confederate 
offensive" also took place when the men who had defended the South in her hour 
of need assembled in Chattanooga and formed the United Confederate Veterans 
"to breathe defiance at Yankee civilization,'''7' The South could now portray itself 
as "high-minded Cavaliers fighting fanatical Roundheads" or as. "La Vendee, de
stroyed and desecrated by infidel armies,"173 but in its hatred of Yankee culture 
it failed to understand that there was a difference between a Transcendentalist 
zealot like Thaddeus Stevens and an industrialist like Andrew Carnegie. Nor did 
they understand that the Civil War marked the passing of the former as the cul
tural icon of the North and the rise of the latter. Both men were conflated in the 
image ofthe hated Yankee, and as a result the South fought a culture war on two 
fronts, often battling an enemy which no longer existed. 

The promoters of southern Redemption failed to understand that the Civil 
War had destroyed not only the South but Concord, which is to say, the high cul
ture of the North, as well. Symbolic of that d~mise was the death in 1864 of Na
thaniel Hawthorne, the flower of New England culture. In the aftermath of the 
Civil War, New York displaced Concord as the literary capital of the United States, 
and money became the criterion of literary merit as well as every other kind of 
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merit. "Puritan zealots trailing clouds of Transcendentalism" had been replaced 
by 

the money-seeking class which, as De Bow's Review had once declared, "cared 
nothing for the Negroes unless to dislike them," and "nothing for the Abolition
ists, unless to with that they would hold their tongues and stay their pens, or 
transport themselves en masse to Exeter Hall, never to return to America .... 74 

Once the Republicans backed away from Reconstruction, the punishment of 
the South took a back seat to its financial and industrial exploitation. At this point 
the disenfranchisement of the Negro made perfect sense to the Yankee robber 
barons if, by that gesture, the peace that allowed for the financial exploitation of 
the South could be secured. At this point Yankee financiers arrived in their private 
railway cars and bought up the resources of the South at 10 cents to the dollar. 

By accepting his patronage job as Federal Marshall, Douglass signaled his 
acquiescence to those plans. Douglass was 59 years old at the time and cut off from 
both his own natural constituency and the men who were willing to fund him 
when he was younger. As a result the temptation to trade in principle for a steady 
income was too great to resist. 

Assing heard about Douglass's capitulation while in Europe, with the unful
filled hope still in her heart that he would eventually join her there. That hope was 
given new life when news of Anna Murray's death reached Assing. Now the way 
was clear for the fulfillment of the fantasy she had been nurturing for over two 
decades as the other woman. . 

The fundamental flaw in this plan was Assing's failure to understand the Ne
gro slave's attitude toward marriage. For Assing and her revolutionary friends, 
the issue was quite clear. Marriage was, to use the term of William Godwin which 
so impressed Percy Shelley, "the most odious of all monopolies." The war on the 
south liberating the slaves was only a prelude in Assing's mind to the greater revo
lution which would abolish matrimony, private property, and religion. Only after 
that act of cleansing destruction had taken place could a man call himself free. 

Douglass having been raised as a slave in the South, however, had already 
been liberated by that very slavery from the burdens of matrimony and property. 
In fact he himself was a product of sexual liberation, and as a result never knew 
who his father was. In abandoning Anna Murray, the woman who had bought his 
freedom and by whom he had children who knew who their father was, Douglass 
would be handing a victory to the slave owners who felt that slaves could breed 
but not marry. 

According to Diedrich, Assing never understood that Douglass's attitude to
ward marriage and family differed fundamentally from hers. For her, as for Clara 
Mundt's Aphra Behn, "it means profaning marriage when you turn it into indis
soluble fetters which may not even be shattered when it has chained us to a hell of 
pain.",75 For Douglass, however, slavery had already nullified marriage and "made 
my brothers and sisters strangers to me; it converted the mother that bore me into 
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a myth; it shrouded my father in mystery and left me without an intelligible begin
ning in the world."176 

There were other more obvious things that Assing either didn't understand or 
refused to admit. The most obvious was that she was no longer as sexuallyattrac
tive as she had been 22 years ago. Assing tried to disguise this fact by writing long 
letters about the "rejuvenation" she was experiencing in Europe, but intellectual 
rejuventation could only go so far in a relationship like this, especially since she 
had lost her teeth and was showing other signs of age. In the absence of the legal 
bond of marriage, which she had scorned openly for her entire adult life, what 
exactly was to bind her to him? Her mind? More discussions of Feuer bach? These 
were slim reeds indeed, especially when confronted with the power of human pas
sion unconstrained by reason for so long. Whatever she had to offer Douglass at 
this time in her life, there were indications that it wasn't enough. After his demo
tion from Federal Marshall to recorder of deeds, Douglass hired an adoring white 
feminist 20 years his junior as his clerk. Before long, the old pattern reasserted 
itself. Douglass agonized for a while, writing poems in which he compared him
self to Adam in the garden of Eden, and Helen Pitts, his clerk, to forbidden fruit: 
''Amazed I stood in wonder sound/Till then such fruit I'd never found,/I needed 
help and looked around/ For means to gain possession."177 

All the while Assing became increasingly despondent, writing him reproach
fulletters from Europe, where she still hoped beyond hope that they could create a 
life together. Douglass continued to resist the call to Europe, nor did he invite Ass
ing to come to America. By the summer of 1883, "the conflict between inclination 
and obligation had become so fierce that he was 'depressed almost to the point of 
a breakdown.""78 Then, early in 1884, Douglass resolved the conflict by marrying 
Pitts. As if this were not rejection enough, Douglass made the break with Ass
ing even more dramatic by marrying his new bride in a Presbyterian Church in 
Washington, at a ceremony at which a minister officiated. 

Assing held fire for eight months but then on August 21, 1884 she responded 
to Douglass's double betrayal by committing suicide in the Bois de Boulogne in 
Paris. When he heard the news, Douglass was quick to put his own spin on her 
final act of defiance and despair by claiming that she was suffering from breast 
cancer, thereby absolving himself for any responsibility for her death. If Douglass 
was hoping to forget her, Assing, who knew Douglass's weaknesses well enough, 
made sure that that would not happen when she willed him as her legacy the year
ly interest on her $13,000 fortune. Upon Douglass's death the principle would go 
to the Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals. 

Douglass lived out the rest of his life as an accomplice both in the death ofOt
tilie Assing and in the redemption of the South. Instead of proposing revolution, 
Douglass ended his public career by giving lectures on himself as a "self-made 
man," urging other Negroes to follow his example. He was succeeded as America's 
premier Negro by Booker T. Washington, who was smart enough to understand 
that Douglass's new message was tailor-made for their age. In an era of reaction 
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to the excesses of war and revolution, it was the only message the Negroes were 
allowed to share with each other in the public forum. 

Booker T. Washington had founded the Tuskegee Institute, his school for 
blacks who were to be given industrial and agricultural training, in 1881 right 
around the time Frederick Douglass was falling in love with Helen Pitts. Four 
years later, Washington gave a speech entitled "Cast down your buckets where 
you are" at the Atlanta Exposition which catapulted him to a position of leader
ship among America's Negroes. In a country in which both North and South had 
offered up the Negro on the altar of political expedience and where the promise of 
emancipation had faded into the reality of segregation and disenfranchisement, 
Washington looked around for a ray of hope and found it in the Jews: "Ever since 
I can remember," he wrote, 

I have had a special and peculiar interest in the history and progress of the Jew
ish race. As I learned in slavery to compare the condition of the Negro with that 
of the Jews in bondage in Egypt, so I have frequently, since freedom, been com
pelled to compare the prejudice, even persecution, which the Jewi/ih people have 
to face and overcome in different parts of the world with the disadvantages of the 
Negro in the United States and elsewhere!79 

Negroes, in other words, could succeed in the harsh realities of post-Recon
struction America if they imitated Jews. In The Future of the American Negro, 
Washington wrote: "These people [the Jews] have clung together. They had had a 
certain amount of unity, pride and love of race; and, as the years go on, they will 
be more influential in this country-a country where they were once despised, 
and looked upon with scorn and derision. It is largely because the Jewish race has 
had faith in itself. Unless the Negro learns more and more to imitate the Jew in 
these matters, to have faith in himself, he cannot expect to have any high degree 
of success." 

In the wake of this and similar utterances, affluent German Jews began to 
pour their money into Washington's school. "Julius Rosenwald," Murray Fried
man tells us, "had been moved by Washington's autobiography, Up from Slavery," 
and "soon became one of the school's most energetic trustees."'so As part of his du
ties, Rosenwald, once a year, would send Washington "a list of wealthy men, many 
of them Jews, whom he thought should be solicited for contributions .... s• 

In 1904 Washington created a "Jewish seat" on Tuskegee's board and per
suaded Paul M. Warburg to take it.'s, Among the wealthy Jews who were subse
quently to contribute to Tuskegee were Jacob and Mortimer Schiff, James Loeb, 
and Felix Warburg (all members of Kuhn, Loeb), as well as the Seligmans, the 
Lehmans, Joseph Pulitzer, Jacob Billikopf and Julian Mack. Schiff continued this 
arrangement annually until Washington's death in 1915. Friedman sees in the re
lationship which Washington established with "Jewish philanthropists like Schiff, 
Rosenwald and Warburg who supported him with money, time, and effort ... the 
first organized ties between the black and Jewish communities,'"s3 ties that would 
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eventuate in what came to be known as the Black-Jewish Alliance. That alliance, 
culminating in the rise of Martin Luther King and the Civil Rights Movement, 
would become the main source of revolutionary activity in the United States for 
the greater part of the 20th century. Friedman, however, is wrong in thinking 
that the Black-Jewish Alliance began with Jacob Schiff linking up with Booker 
T. Washington. The pattern for the Black-Jewish Alliance had already been set in 
Frederick Douglass's relationship with Ottilie Assing. For more than a century 
after John Brown's raid on Harper's Ferry, Jews (or half-Jews) like Ottilie Ass
ing, Jacob Schiff, Norman Mailer and Robert Scheer, creator of Eldridge Cleaver, 
would attempt to remake the Negro in their own image and turn him into the 
avant garde of the revolutionary movement in America. 

Support for Tuskegee was only one ofJacob Schiff's many philanthropic proj
ects. Another one was the Russian revolution. 
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Chapter Fifteen 

From Emancipation to Assassination 

In 1861, when Moses Hess was still hard at work on his book Rom und Jerusalem, 
Czar Alexander II emancipated the serfs, anticipating by two years the Eman
cipation Proclamation of America's President Abraham Lincoln. Emancipation 

was in the air, and soon it was the turn of the Russian Jews to be liberated from the 
restrictions that had been placed on their race since time immemorial. The wary 
prudence of rulers like Pope Innocent III seemed to be nothing more than proof 
of the darkness of a bygone age, especially when compared to the Enlightenment 
which had now reached the throne of a notoriously backward country like Rus
sia. 

In November of the same year in which Alexander II emancipated the serfs, 
he also made Jews eligible for state employment. The law of November 1861 more 
importantly permitted Jews to pursue professional careers outside the Pale of the 
Settlement. Alexander's Jewish legislation, coming as it did on the heels of the 
emancipation of the serfs, gave the impression that "Jewish emancipation was in 
the offing and that education could make it an immediate reality.'" 

Eighteen Sixty One was the annus mirabilis of emancipation, but the "golden 
age of Russian Jewry" had begun six years before that when Alexander II ascend
ed to the Russian throne. "On the very day of his coronation in 1855 Alexander 
II inaugurated what been called 'the golden age' of Russian Jewry by abolishing 
juvenile conscription. The conscription edict was followed by a series of decrees 
which, between 1856 and 1865, improved Jewish access to education and rights 
of residence.'" For reasons which will become apparent later, the Czar's actions, 
which everyone saw as well-intentioned, would have unforeseen consequences by 
"initiating a process which eventually led to the political radicalization of Jews."3 

The Russians had been working to integrate the Jews into Russian culture 
almost from the day that 50 percent of the world's Jews found themselves living 
on Russian soil after the partition of Poland. Russian reformers were not discour
aged when the first faltering attempts to regulate Jewish involvement in alcohol 
production failed. In 1844, the Russian government abolished the Kahal, and its 
functions were divided up among various local governments. In order to forestall 
this eventuality the Russian Jews had recourse to tactics which would become 
increasingly significant by the end of the century. They called in outside help. In 
1846, when Czar Nicholas I, the man who had abolished the Kahal, was intent on 
resettling Jews out of the villages of the Pale and onto the virgin land of New Rus
sia as a way of putting an end to Jewish smuggling, he received a distinguished 
visitor from England. Sir Moses Montefiore, the hero of Damascus, had arrived at 
his door with a letter of recommendation from Queen Victoria, hoping to bring 
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about "an improvement in the lot ofthe Jewish people." It came as no surprise to 
the Czar that Montefiore, an English Jew, recommended lifting all restrictions on 
Jews in Russia. Representing the views of David Ricardo, another English Jew of 
Sephardic extraction, Montefiore condemned the idea of resettling the Jews and 
insisted that at the heart of the Jewish problem consisted in the limitation of free
dom of commerce imposed on the Jews.4 

Montefiore's attitude is consistent with the conventional views of Jewish his
torians, who insisted that the Jews of Russia rebelled because they had been op
pressed. Evidence, however, shows that the opposite was the case. The Jews re
belled because they had been emancipated. "Jews," Nora Levin writes describing 
the aftermath of 1917, "had little reason to lament the downfall of a regime that 
had confined them to a huge ghetto-the Pale of Settlement and had, with few 
exceptions, barred them from the nprmal course of Russian life.''5 The simple fact 
of the matter is that it was the openness of the Czar to Enlightenment ideas like 
education and emancipation which fueled the rise of the Jewish revolutionary in 
Russia during the Golden Age inaugurated by Alexander II. As Solzhenitsyn says, 
"When the label 'persecutor of the Jews' is put on the Russians, their intentions are 
falsified and their competence exaggerated.''6 

In 1866 Alexander II decided to lift all of the measures that were supposed 
to turn Jews into farmers because by 1866, it was clear that the Russian effort to 
turn Jews into farmers had failed. Those who understood the situation, knew from 
first hand experience that "The Jew would abandon work in the field as soon as 
he learned that someone in the neighborhood had a horse, an ox or anything else 
to buy or sell."7 Unfortunately, Russian generoSity had created other problems as 
well. The Jews had refused to learn farming, but had not refused the lands which 
the Czar had offered them to become farmers. Now "huge areas" of the best farm
ing land, "with fertile black soil" had been transferred into "the hands of Jews, 
without bringing in any results .... " Or if there were results they were not the ones 
intended at the inception of the program. "The best land was reserved for the Jews" 
but it was producing nothing because the Jews either could not work the land be
cause of ignorance or refused to because it would divert them from more lucrative 
ways of making money. On the other hand, the Russians who lived near the Jews 
were outraged over the fact that they didn't' have any land or by the fact that they 
had to rent land at exorbitant rates from the Jews.8 Once this realization sank into 
the mind of the Russian peasants it led to attacks on Jewish settlements. 

After it became apparent that Jews were not going to become farmers, Czarist 
ministers tried to Russify them by allowing them to study at Russian universities. 
As a result of these liberalizations, Jews got the impression that emancipation was 
around the corner and flocked into the Russian schools. The Russian belief in 
the Enlightenment dogma that education would lead to assimilation "acted as an 
irresistible stimulul! for Jews to enter Russian schools in the hope of claiming an 
academic degree or professional certificate. The first to make good on this promise 
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were the students of the rabbinical seminaries who had been allowed to continue 
their education in Russian universities since 1856."9 

By the 1860s, there was a genuine meeting of the minds in Russia. Both the en
lightened Russian Nomenklatura and the Maskilic Jews agreed that education was 
the solution to Russia's Jewish problem. Haskalah had begun as a German-Jewish 
idea with Mendelssohn, but by the 1860s it had been succeeded by the Russian
Jewish idea of assimilation or "Russification" which was now understood as "the 
enlightenment ofJews through Russian language and in the Russian spirit."l0 But 
as Haberer points out, "The Russian spirit of the 'new enlightenment' produced 
more than loyal, educated, and 'useful' Jewish subjects of the tsarist state: it also 
produced Jewish cadres for the Russian revolutionary movement.'''' 

Solzehnitsyn agrees, feeling that the fatal flaw in Russification which led to 
the rise of the revolutionary was not the malevolence of the Czar; it was his be
nevolence coupled with a naive acceptance of the platitudes of the Enlightenment, 
especially those promoting the supposed benefits of education. Far from want
ing to persecute the Russian Jews, Czar Alexander II "intended to bring about 
the assimilation of the Jews with the other Russian peoples.'''' Unfortunately, the 
Czar began tearing down fences without inquiring into why they had been erected 
in the first place. Or, as Solzehnitsyn puts it, "Alexander II began to abolish the 
limitations on the Jews without inquiring into the inner causes for their isolation 
in the hope that they would solve all of the other problems by themselves.''>.l As a 
result, "One limitation after another was lifted,'''4 but nothing had changed in the 
Pale. The Jews were still selling vodka; the situation was still intolerable. In 1870, 
an official report proclaimed that "the production and sales of alcoholic bever
ages in the western regions is almost exclusively in the hands of the Jews, and the 
abuses which occur in these taprooms has gone far beyond the boundaries of what 
is tolerable.'''5 

The Revolutionary strain of the "Mendelssohnian virus" hadn't made its ap-
pearance by the 1850S, but it did soon thereafter, when 

It ... penetrated the high-castles of rabbinical Judaism, the yeshivas, and claimed 
converts to the Haskalah among its talmudic students. Even among the teachers 
of the Kheder, the bulwark of Jewish elementary religious education, there were 
some Germanophile melamdim who, in their wanderings from one shtetl to an
other, had become infected with the Mendelssohnian virus spread far and wide 
by the Maskilic intelligentsia .• 6 

By the 1860s, the virus began to spread because "external conditions were pro
pitious for creating the right environment to produce a revolutionary off-spring.'''7 
As Moses Hess predicted in Rom und Jerusalem, the Jews became revolutionaries 
within ten years of the arrival of the Enlightenment in Russia. "Its members," 
Isaiah Berlin wrote, describing the new Jewish-Russian intelligentsia, "thought 
of themselves as united by something more than mere interest in ideas; they con
ceived themselves as being a dedicated order, almost a secular priesthood, de-
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voted to the spreading of a specific attitude to life, something like a gospel. ... s Once 
the ideas of the Enlightenment cracked open the orthodox shell surrounding the 
shtetl, Jews saw their participation in revolution as ordained by God. Revolution 
was the task of God's chosen people. Haberer explains how education led Russian 
Jews to nihilism during the 1860s and how by the late 1860s, these Jews began to 
assume the leadership role in the revolutionary movement: 

The historical significance of this new intelligentsia for the evolution of Jewish 
radicalism was enormous. Aside from the fact that the state schools-especially 
the rabbinical seminaries-furnished the Russian revolutionary movement of 
the 1860s and 1870S with its first Jewish recruits, it was the intelligentsia nour
ished by these schools who created the ideological and social atmosphere that 
enveloped a rising generation ofJews. It imbued them with an activist, Maskilic 
Weltanschauung.'9 

As a result of their contact with the German Enlightenment, the Jews of the 
younger generation converted to nihilism during the course of the 1860s. The 
transformation was as dramatic as it was unexpected and requires some expla
nation. The Talmud played a crucial role in that transformation. The Talmud, as 
Jacques Derrida noted 100 years after the Russian Jews turned to revolution in 
the 1860s and 1870S, has always been a sign of absence. When the Temple was 
destroyed, "everything became discourse," which is to say talmudic-like commen
taryon commentary. As Derrida puts it: 

The surrogate does not substitute itself for anything which has somehow pre
existed it. From then on it was probably necessary to begin to think that there 
was no center, that the center could not be thought of in the form of a being
present, that the center had no natural locus, that it was not a fixed locus, but a 
function, a sort of non-locus in which an infinite number of sign-substitutions 
came into play. This moment was that in which language invaded the universal 
problematic; that in which, in the absence of center or origin, everything became 
discourse-provided we can agree on this word-that is to say, when everything 
became a system where the central signified, the original or transcendental sig
nified, is never absolutely present outside a system of differences. The absence of 
the transcendental signified extends the domain and the interplay of the signi
fication ad infinitum.'o 

The Mendelssohnian Enlightenment had a catastrophic effect on young Rus
sian Jews in the 1860s because it destroyed orthodoxy without putting anything in 
its place. The Talmud had been a source of contention among Jews since Maimun's 
attacks in Berlin in the 1780s. When the Talmud finally succumbed to the blows of 
the Maskilim, the Jews awoke to the realization that there was nothing to take its 
place, and nihilism, always latent in the Talmud's methodology, followed almost 
automatically. According to one writer, 

Some "fanatical Yeshiva students who had previously been immersed in the Tal
mud" abandoned the world view of the patriarchs and Jewish garb after one or 
two discussions with the nihilists. As soon as even a small break was made in 
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the orthodox world view, nihilism broke through and drove the Jews to the most 
extreme positions.21 

The Talmud was an all-encompassing world unto itself. Unlike, say, Aristote
lian philosophy, it could not be integrated by some Maskilic Thomas Aquinas into 
a Jewish-Enlightenment synthesis. Once the absurdity of its structure became ap
parent, no amount of fiddling could save its intellectual pretensions, and it sank 
into obscurity without leaving even an oil slick on the surface where it went down. 
The Jews who had been trained in Talmudic studies, nonetheless, could not get rid 
of their training or their Messianic sense of themselves as God's chosen people, 
and so, as Hess predicted, they took that Messianic sense and transferred it to 
German socialism, after they discovered that believing in nothing was humanly 
impossible: "These young Jews were immediately obsessed with universal ideals. 
All men will become brothers, and the same prosperity for everyone. What an 
grandiose task: liberating all of mankind from misery and servitude .... • 

Once the young Jews had become convinced that "traditional Judaism" was 
"a parasitic anomaly," "they assimilated rapidly and absorbed the Russian nation
al spirit."'3 The Russian liberals, in other words, succeeded beyond their wildest 
dreams in Russifying the Jews, but that transformation would have unintended 
consequences. Those unintended consequences can be summarized best by saying 
that as soon as the Jews learned the Russian language they began reading Niko
lai Chernyshevsky's revolutionary polemic What Is To Be Done? Chernyshevsky's 
novel appeared in 1863 and before long it was providing a blueprint for how life 
could be lived outside the norms of the moral order and the traditional mores of 
both Christians and Jews. Vera Pavlovna, the heroine of the novel, and her com
panion Pavel Rahkmetov stood for the values of the 1860s, especially free love and 
communal meaningful work. Chernyshevsky became a conduit for all of the so
cial and political thought which had been causing revolutions in western Europe 
for the past three decades. 

Jewish nihilism soon took root in a cultural movement composed of numer-
ous informal study circles: 

Spear-heading this crusade were Jewish gymnasium students and rabbinical 
seminarians. In places like Vilna, Mogilev, Zhitomir, and Kiev, they formed 
'circles of self-education' which, in turn, proliferated by attracting talmudists, 
pupils of Jewish crown schools, and privately educated children of wealthy Jew
ish merchants. Meeting more or less regularly, members would read and discuss 
Russian literature, articles from the Russian-Jewish periodical press, and works 
of the German-Jewish Haskalah. Some ventured to write their own Russian, 
Hebrew, and Yiddish compositions criticizing and satirizing Jewish life and its 
Orthodox leadership. Both orthodox rabbis and Czarist officials opposed these 
groups, but they could do little to stop them .... On almost every level they had 
to struggle against unyielding opponents who viewed their unconventional be
havior and unauthorized activity as subversive to the established order of tradi
tional Jewish and official Russian sOciety .... ln attracting and socializing numer-
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ous youths, the subculture of Jewish nihilism created a reservoir of prospective 
socialist Jews who eventually became active as propagandists, technicians, and 
organizers of revolution.'5 

In the meantime, as "nihilist enlightenment" conquered the Jewish youth, 
Russian radicalism put forth its first revolutionary tendrils with the founding of 
Zemlia I Volia (Land and Freedom) in 1861. Three years later, Nikolai Ishutin and 
Dmitrii Karakazov created a conspiratorial "Organization,". which was the front 
for a deeper inner circle known as "Hell," which took Nihilism to is logical conclu
sion by first advocating and then engaging in acts of terrorism. On April 4, 1866, 
Karakazov decided to turn revolutionary dreams into political realities when he 
attempted to assassinate Alexander II. Karakazov was captured and promptly ex
ecuted, but the wave of repression which followed his death brought new recruits 
to the movement, although not many Jews, who remained aloof from revolution
ary violence and the movements which promoted it in the years preceding 1868. 

Before long, however, seasoned revolutionaries began to notice a change, as 
Jews started drifting into the movement. Mikhail Bakunin, the Russian revolu
tionary, who had fought at the barricades of Dresden with Wagner in 1849, noticed 
the attraction which revolution held for Jews and fulminated against the takeover 
of the revolutionary movement by the ·"dictator-messiah Marx" and his "army 
of German Jews" with the "little Russian Jew Utin" in the lead.'6 If he hoped by 
speeches like this to keep the Jews away from the revolution, he could just have 
easily argued against moths being attracted to candle flames. 

In 1868 Mark Natanson, the son of a well-to-do Jewish merchant from the 
Lithuanian province of Kovno, entered medical school in Vilna, after graduating 
from the gymnasium there. Natanson would go on to become "the most impor
tant revolutionary of the first half of the 1870S."'7 Natanson received a traditional 
Jewish education at the local Kheder until the age of 12 or 13, at which point he 
became exposed to the currents of Haskalah which would sweep him far out onto 
the sea of revolution. It wasn't so much that Haskalah replaced the traditional 
Judaism that he learned in the Kheder as that it entered into combination with 
it creating the potent binary weapon known as Jewish nihilism. Natanson read 
Chernyshevsky's What Is to Be Done? and that novel combined with his talmudic 
training led to "an amalgamation" which was only possible "because of his Jew
ishness." Natanson had also read Nechayev's Catechism of the Revolutionary, but 
without his "Jewish background" none of these elements would have coalesced 
into a coherent, much less, effective revolutionary program. 

Before long, Natanson's example began to be replicated in the study groups 
of young Jews, many of whom had met at rabbinic schools, which proliferated 
throughout the Pale of the Settlement during the 1860s and 1870S. It was dur
ing this time that Vilna became a hotbed of Jewish revolutionary activity, much 
of it emanating from Vilna Rabbinical Seminary. Jewish revolutionary activity 
became as a result a function ofJewish participation in higher education. "Jewish 
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revolutionary activity increased in direct proportion to the number of Jewish stu
dents''>s and by the beginning of the 1870S, "a group of young Jews in Vilna, who 
had met in the rabbinic school there, began to playa significant role in the Russian 
revolutionary movement.''>9 That group included Aron Zundelevich, who would 
go on to fame as the first man to import dynamite into Russia, and the first of 
many to use it as a technique of assassination. It also included Iankel-Abel (Arka
dii) Finkelshtein, whose activity "initiated the beginning of Vilna's Jewish revo
lutionary tradition.".lO Finkelshtein grew up in Vilna, where he quickly earned the 
reputation of being a rebellious troublemaker who was constantly in trouble with 
school authorities. His rebelliousness gave expression to " a deep-seated animosity 
against the Jewish faith in particular and religious beliefs in general.".!! In sharing 
his dislike of religion, he came in contact with other like-minded students, and 
before long founded with Aron Zundelevich the First Vilna Circle, "the first ex
clusively Jewish revolutionary organization in the Russian Populist movement.''32 

Although the First Vilna Circle was made up exclUSively of Jewish students, those 
students had imbibed revolutionary cosmopolitan internationalism from a num
ber of sources, and they, like Hess and Marx, would have felt that it was provincial 
to talk about Jewish emancipation when all of mankind needed to be set free, 
especially when Jews were so skilled as revolutionary leaders. Like good students, 
they had correctly inferred that the goal of their education was assimilation, and 
so, instead of just focusing on Jewish issues, they decided in the name of assimi
lation to bring the Jewish salvation known as revolution to the Russian people. 
"Slowly but surely they realized that the 'Russian people' were as much in need of 
liberation as their own kin, and that until this was accomplished Russian Jewry 
could hope neither for emancipation nor assimilation.''33 

In 1873, the tsarist authorities recognized that the Vilna Rabbinical Seminary 
was a hotbed of revolutionary activity and shut it down. The Jewish students who 
wanted to continue their education could do so at the Teachers' Institute. If this 
move was intended to forestall Jewish involvement in revolutionary activity, it 
had the exact opposite effect. First of all, it increased the resentment of the Jewish 
students, and secondly, by sending them to the Teachers' Institute it gave them 
greater access to the Russians that they wanted to revolutionize. Those who didn't 
transfer were radicalized as well. 

Other Jewish revolutionaries had similar experiences. Virtually all of them 
had Russian higher education to thank for their radicalism. Chudnovskii, anoth
er Jewish student from the other end of Russia, organized a smuggling ring in 
Odessa after witnessing the pogrom of 1871. Three years later, Chudnovskii was 
arrested and sent to Siberia but not before organizing a significant smuggling 
ring. Like Chudnovskii, Samuil Kliachko, the son of a Jewish merchant in Vilna, 
became involved in the distribution of radical books in both Moscow and St. Pe
tersburg. Chudnovskii was even more successful in Odessa, which soon began to 
rival Vilna as a center of Jewish revolutionary activity, because Jews dominated 
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the city, which was also in the process of undergoing rapid modernization and 
industrialization. Twenty-seven percent of Odessa's citizens were Jews in 1873; by 
1892 their number had grown to 33 percent. Odessa was a stronghold ofHaskalah, 
"so much so that the pious Hasidim used to say as early as the 1830S that 'the fires 
of hell began five miles outside of Odessa."'34 

It was this Enlightened atmosphere that allowed Chudnovskii to organize the 
"red mail" service from Lvov. The Jewish involvement in smuggling helped him as 
well; in fact without it, he could not have succeeded in the "book business." It was 
in fact a Jewish smuggler who destroyed the "red mail" service when he turned 
Chudnovskii in to the Tsarist authorities. Chudnovskii was sent off to Siberia and 
the red mail disappeared with him. 

One of the young Jews who was radicalized by what he read in the red mail 
was Lev Akselrod. Akselrod was appalled at the idea of Jewish leaders making a 
living from Jewish misery. His revolt was predicated on specific Jewish circum
stances and probably would have remained confined to their orbit were it not for 
the red mail and the type of subversive literature it brought into Russia from the 
West. In the winter of 1871, Akselrod picked up a copy of Ferdinand Lassalle's 
speeches, and what he imbibed from reading it elevated Akselrod's revolutionary 
understanding to a whole new level. In Lassalle, Akselrod discovered a German 
Jew whose Messianic "churches of the future" would "conquer the whole world," 
and attain "universal happiness, freedom, and equality," as well as establishing 
"universal brotherhood."35 

Before long, Akselrod began to see himself as "the Russian Lassalle," who 
would eschew the narrow goal of Jewish emancipation in favor of the universal 
quest for brotherhood and equality. The Jewish question paled in significance next 
to Lassalle's universal vision which encompassed all of mankind: 

I still remember how, reading the book of Lassalle, I felt a kind of shame at my 
concern for the interests of the Jewish people. What 'significance, it seemed to 
me, could the interests of a handful ofJews have in comparison with the "idea of 
the working class" and the all-embracing, universal interests of socialism. After 
all, strictly speaking, the Jewish question does not exist. There is only the ques
tion of the liberation of the working masses of all nations, including the Jewish. 
Together with the approaching triumph of socialism the so-called Jewish ques
tion will be resolved as well. Would it not be senseless and also sinful to devote 
one's energies to the Jewish people, which is no more thana single element in the 
vast population of the Russian Empire?36 

This was Russification with a vengeance, and before long its consequences 
were enough to give pause to even the most ardent educational reformer. It soon 
became equally apparent that the revolutionary movement suddenly had a large 
Jewish component to it. 

In 1877 M. M. Merkulov, an official with the Third Department, noticed that 
Jews were an important part of the Revolutionary Movement in Russia. By the 
mid-'70S, it had become impossible not to notice that young Jews "had become 
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an important source of recruits for the revolutionary movement.''37 Before long, it 
was obvious to the most obtuse observer that, as Haberer puts it, "Jewish radicals 
made up a significant component of Populist circles both quantitatively and quali
tatively." Jews, he continues, 

comprised a staggering 20 per cent of all Chaikovtsy (that is, 22 out of 106 per
sons) who were definitely members or close associates of the organization in St 
Petersburg, Moscow, Odessa, and Kiev. A breakdown by circles shows that they 
were well represented in each of these cities with 11 per cent in St Petersburg, 17 

per cent in Moscow, 20 per cent in Odessa, and almost 70 per cent in Kiev. Even 
more striking is the fact that in the persons of Nat anson, Kliachko, Chudnovskii, 
and Akselrod they were the founders and for some time the leading personali
ties of these circles. This means that 18 per cent of Jewish Chaikovtsy (four out 
of twenty-two) belonged to the category of leaders. Clearly, this puts in ques
tion the conventional claim that in the movement of the 1870S Jews were only of 
secondary importance, and that this importance was limited to their 'technical 
functions' in organizing the revolutionary underground .... This sort of minimal
ist interpretation, politically motivated by anti-Semitic fairy tales solely blaming 
the Jews for revolutionary subversion, seriously distorts the actual role ofJew in 
the Russian revolutionary movement.38 

Like Mark Natanson, Lev Deich was young Jew from a well-to-do family 
which aspired to assimilate. Deich's father had come to Russia from Austria and 
had made a fortune selling medical. supplies during the Crimean War. As the 
result of his father's good fortune, Deich had access to a gymnasium education 
which introduced him to the Mendelssohnian Enlightenment. (along with Cher
nyshevsky), which turned him as result of the strange alchemy of German ideas 
interacting with Russian Jews, into a revolutionary. Once Deich became a social
ist, "everything fell into its proper place." Deich himself "states unequivocally that 
Jews played an ershtklasike role in all the revolutionary groupings of the 1870S."39 

What began when Grigorii Peretts imbibed from the stream of Mendelssohn 
ended when Trotsky rode Bolshevism to power in 1917. That same stream of Messi
anic politics would continue via Trotskyites like Irving Kristol on to the Neocon
servatives, who would carry the banner of Messianic politics into tl1e 21st century. 
The continuity in radical Jewish behavior was traceable to the Enlightenment in 
general and Mendelssohn in particular. Haberer feels that Mendelssohn is the ul
timate source of Jewish Nihilism because Mendelssohn's "example proved irre
sistible to the younger generation of Maskilim who had been seized and cast adrift 
by the forces of modernity which irreparably cut them loose from the moorings 
of Judaism.'l!o 

This link between Mendelssohn, Trotsky, and Irving Kristol gives some indi
cation that neoconservatism never really abandoned its internationalist, Trotsky
ite roots, for this is the same vision that informs Thomas Friedman's vision of 
the new globalist economy in The Lexus and the Olive Tree and David Brooks' 
vision of "heroic bourgeois states" like Israel and the United States in column after 
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column in the Weekly Standard. Like Trotsky, the neoconservative apologists for 
globalism, free trade, and American cultural imperialism find that "national bias 
and national prejudices had only bewildered my sense of reason, in some cases 
stirring in me nothing but disdain and even a moral nausea.'lI l The same vision 
of universal transnational brotherhood based on class-in the case of Trotsky, 
the proletariat; in the case of David Brooks, the bourge.oisie-was deeply appeal
ing to Jews who grew up feeling that they were men without a country. Once the 
socialist revolution took place, all would henceforth be men without a country. 
National boundaries, tariffs, ethnic prejudice-all of this would be a thing of the 
past. Socialism (or global free market capitalism), in other words,.was going to 
succeed where religion had failed in bringing about universal harmony and broth
erhood. To ignore the Jewish contribution to this vision is "short-sighted," accord
ing to Haberer, because it "prevents us from comprehending the mental processes 
which drove alienated men and existentially troubled individuals like Vittenberg 
to sanctify socialism and to commit themselves to terrorism.'lI2 

Socialism was, in other words, a political movement with deep roots in secular 
Messianic Jewish thought. As a result Jews began to playa major role in socialist, 
and, therefore, revolutionary and terrorist activity in Russia at around the middle 
of the . 19th century. "Jews," according to Haberer, "were indeed attracted to revo
lutionary activity-and terror in particular-due to specific Jewish circumstanc
es.'113 They saw the Jewish mission in terms that were both Biblical and secular at 
the same time. The Jews were now the revolutionary vanguard, which resembled 
God's chosen people, who were called if riot by God then by their own idealism, 
which also had biblical roots, to bring about the salvation of all mankind or, in 
secular terms, "the liberation of all oppressed groups." Salvation, in other words 
still came from the Jews, but now it was a different kind of salvation-utopian 
socialism-coming from a different kind of Jew, the underground revolutionary 
terrorist. Aron Zundelevich, according to Tscherikower, intentionally chose for 
himself the party name "Moishe," because he saw himself as leading not only the 
Jewish people but all people out of bondage. The Czar was simply the Pharaoh 
in his latest incarnation. The future promised a utopia not only for Jews but for 
all people, who would be grateful that the Jewish revolutionaries had led them 
out of bondage. The revolution fulfilled the deepest longings of a group of people 
who had stopped waiting for the Messiah and who now felt that the revolution 
was going to bring about the paradise on earth which the Messiah had promised 
but failed to deliver. Revolution was a deeply Jewish project, both in terms of its 
rationale and in terms of the people who filled the ranks of its organizations. The 
Elizavetgrad Circle of Lev I. Rozenfeld, which helped organize the assassination of 
suspected agent-provocateur, Nikolai E. Gorinovich "consisted almost exclusively 
of Jews." Jews, in fact, "were a major and very active component in virtually all 
radical circles which in the south of Russia acted as catalysts of political terror
ism.'114 
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The revolutionary movement in Russia attracted large number of Jews from 
predominantly Jewish areas because of the philosophical and political and re
ligious reasons we have already mentioned, but they became prominent in the 
movement primarily because of their skills. Because they lived in the Pale of the 
Settlement on the western border of the Russian empire, Jews had close contact 
with Jews in the easternmost parts of both Prussia, including cities like Berlin, 
and the Austro-Hungarian Empire. Because of their Jewish upbringing and where 
it took place they became adept at smuggling and other activities useful to the 
revolutionary movement. "It was the Jews, with their long experience of exploit
ing conditions on Russia's Western frontier which adjoined the Pale for smuggling 
and the like, who organized the illegal transports of literature, planned escapes 
and illegal crossings, and generally kept the wheels of the whole organization run
ning.'1!5 Jews were also adept at running printing presses and forging passports 
and other essential documents. Jews, in other words, were much better at running 
illegal "underground" operations than they were in educating and mobilizing the 
vast army of Russian peasants at the other end of Russia, something the early rev
olutionary organizations tried but failed to achieve. Soon the revolutionary move
ment began to take on Jewish characteristics, moving away Narodnaia Volia away 
from education and organization of peasants and workers and toward terrorism. 

The Jews who were employed in "underground" operations as both techniky 
and praktiky soon learned how to put the new technologies to use as weapons of 
terrorism. Jews from Nikolaev were the first to produced explosives from pyroxy
lin. It was the Jewish business magnate Dmitrii Lizogub who set up a special fund 
to pay for the assassination of Czar Alexander II. And it was Aron Zundelevich 
who used that money to fund "the dynamite workshop," which was to provide the 
explosives that would mine the railroad tracks which were to explode when the 
Czar's special train passed over them: 

Zundelevich perhaps more than any other Narodovolets ensured the realization 
of its efforts to disorganize the government by striking at the Tsar himself with 
the most modern means available-dynamite .... The role of Zundelevich in uti
lizing dynamite for revolutionary purposes has been confirmed by several of 
his contemporaries. Gregory Gurevich states that he and his comrades in the 
Berlin circle "knew .that Arkadii had bought dynamite from somewhere and 
had brought it to St. Petersburg." This, he claims, "was the first dynamite which 
the revolutionaries received in Russia." Lev Deich goes so far as to attribute to 
Zundelevich alone the idea of using the newly invented explosive for terrorist 
objectives. "To Zundelevich," he writes, "belongs the initiative" to replace knives 
and revolvers with dynamite and bombs which, due to his efforts began to be 
produced by home-made methods in Russia.46 

Jews were not only more proficient with the new technologies than the aver
age Russian revolutionary, they were also more willing to support terrorism than 
Gentile revolutionaries. Because of their skills and because of their quasi-religious 
ideological commitment, the Jews carried the revolutionary movement through 
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its darkest days in Russia. In fact without Jewish support, it is doubtful that the 
revolution would have succeeded t4ere. Before long, the police began to notice a 
preponderance ofJewish names among the lists of terrorists and revolutionaries. 
The police, according to Haberer, "had a more accurate appreciation of the role of 
Jews in the terrorist movement than the revolutionaries themselves or historians 
who joined them in downplaying the Jewish contribution.'l!7 

VII 
In 1874 Osip Aptekman decided to leave the Pale of the Settlement and "go to 

the people" to bring revolution to the Russian peasant. When he returned in 1875, 
it was clear that the idea had backfired. Instead of converting the peasants to so
cialism, they converted the Jewish revolutionary Aptekman to Orthodox Christi
anity. When Aptekman returned toSt. Petersburg in the spring of 1875, he entered 
the Russian Church. 

Aptekman's experience was typical in some ways but not in others. Conver
sion to Orthodoxy was atypical, but his failure to convert the peasants was not. 
When the Jewish revolutionaries decided to "go to the people," "the people" more 
often than not saw them as alien seditionists and turned them in to the police. 
They most certainly did not perceive them as Russians. When it became apparent 
that the revolutionary Jews could not convert the Russian peasants, they turned to 
what they could do best-dynamite, smuggling, disinformation-and the revolu
tionary movement as a whole turned away from education and toward terrorism. 

Mark Natanson returned to St. Petersburg around the same time that Osip 
Aptekman did. Natanson, however, was returning from a four-year stint in Sibe
ria. He also did not return to St. Petersburg to convert to Orthodoxy. He came back 
to create a "party of struggle." Together with another Jew, Lev Ginzberg, Natanson 
resurrected Zemlia I Volia and sent it off in the direction of armed insurrection 
and terrorism. Eventually the contradictions between the two factions were too 
big to be ignored and the organization split into two organizations: Chernyi Pere
del, which continued the populist direction of education and organization, and 
Narodnaia Volnia, which became the underground arm of terrorism. Either way, 
Natanson was the "veritable deus ex machina of Russian radicalism," and it is 
doubtful that the movement could have survived without him nor is it possible to 
understand the triumph of revolution in Russia without first understanding "the 
remarkable story of 'how and why' a Jew created Russia's first truly revolutionary 
party.'lIB 

No political movement can sustain itself on organizational genius alone, no 
matter how brilliant, and Mark Natanson's organization was no exception in this 
regard. And so it was more a stroke ofluck than genius that Natanson founded a 
party and found a backer in the same year. In late 1875 Natanson met a wealthy 
Jew by the name of Dmitrii Lizogub, who had recently inherited an estate worth 
over 200,000 rubles. Lizogub was so impressed with Natanson that he agreed on 
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the spot to finance Natanson's new party. The only condition was that the assas
sination of the Czar be part of the new party's program. As a result of Lizogub's 
largesse, Natanson now had the wherewithal to put his ideas into practice. 

In November of 1875 Natanson linked up with the st. Petersburg Lavrovists 
led by Lev Ginzburg and formed the Union of Russian Revolutionary Groups. The 
Jewish background which Natanson and Ginzburg shared was not fortuitous. It 
brought them together in the first place and it allowed them to move their new or
ganization beyond "the ethnocentric peasantism of their Russian comrades.'149The 
de facto Jewish leadership of the Union of Russian Revolutionary Groups allowed 
Natanson and Ginzburg to link up with other Jewish groups, like Zundelevich's 
network of Jewish smugglers, which allowed the passage of money, revolution
ary literature, forged documents, arms, and, most importantly, dynamite to pass 
through the network of illegal border crossings which connected London and 
Geneva, via Berlin, Koenigsberg and Vilna, with revolutionary groups in Russia. 
The revolutionaries in Russia could not have survived during this period of per
secution at the hands of the Czarist police without the Jews, because "this line of 
communication and its central transfer points for goods and people was manned 
almost exclusively by Jews.''50 The Zalman family was responsible for the border 
region between Koenigsberg and Vilna. "Particularly sensitive and valuable items 
such as printing press accessories and, later on, dynamite were taken directly to St. 
Petersburg by Zalman himself and sometimes by Zundelevich."51 The main post 
office for the "red mail" in the Pale was in Vilna. In Berlin the "red mail" was 
handled largely by Russian-Jewish students, like Grigorii, Gurevich, Pavel Aksel
rod, Leizer Tsukerman, Vladimir lokhelson, losel Efron, Khasia Shur, Augustina 
and Nadezhda Kaminer, Nakhman and Leizer Levenral, and Semen Lure-all of 
whom had been active in Vilna, Mogilev, and Kiev-and who were now working 
under the supervision of Aron Zundelevich, who then forwarded their contraband 
to Arkadii Finkelshtein who managed the "red" post office in Koenigsberg. From 
there the contraband was ferried over the Russian border by a host of German, 
Polish and Lithuanian peasants in the pay of the Zalman family, the most famous 
of whom was known as the "Red Schmul.''5' When Natanson visited Zundelevich 
in Berlin in the fall of 1875, he found that he could devote his organizational genius 
to other projects because, thanks to Zundelevich and his Jewish collaborators in 
the Pale of the Settlement the red mail was already up and running. 

In 1877 Natanson was arrested and banished to Irkutsk, but the proof of his 
organizational genius soon became apparent when his organization showed itself 
capable of functioning in his absence. Over the next few years a series of increas
ingly violent revolutionary Jews arrived in St. Petersburg with one goal in mind
the assassination of the Czar, which had become the Holy Grail of the revolution
ary movement. The continuity of that movement was ethnic. When one Jew was 
caught another appeared on the scene to take his place. In Kiev, we are told~ the 
nihilistic circle which gathered around Lev Deich "consisted exclusively ofJewish 
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students.''s3 The same was true of circles which stretched from Vilna to Odessa. 
Gradually, the Messianic politics of these Jewish revolutionary circles began to 
crystallize around one numinous act, the assassination of the Czar, which in one 
stroke would usher in the millennium and bring liberty to the oppressed peoples 
of Russia, both Jew and· Gentile alike. This is not to obscure the differences be
tween revolutionary Jews like Natanson and Ginzburg-the former the man of 
action and the latter the quiet organizer-but only to emphasize their ability to 
take two different and essentially complementary paths to the same end. 

By the summer of 1876 Natanson's followers were known as "Troglodytes" to 
indicate that their activity was now "underground." More than anyone else, Mark 
Natanson was responsible for the change in revolutionary tactics. He was more 
interested in terrorism than populism, and his organization as the "lengthened 
shadow of one man," began to act on his ideas. 

One of their especially clever projects was the Chigirin conspiracy which Na" 
tanson endorsed after the fact. A group of revolutionaries in Kiev conceived the 
idea of printing "A Secret Imperial Charter" according to which the Czar called 
upon Russia's peasants to rise up in rebellion against the land owners and aristo
crats who were now thwarting his emancipation decree of February 1861. With the 
help of Anna Rozenshtein, who arranged the printing of the decree on a printing 
press which had been smuggled in from abroad, the Kiev revolutionary circle con
vinced the peasants to act. By November 1877, a large group of peasants were ready 
to rebel "in the name of the Czar." From the conception of the idea in the mind 
of Lev Deich to its execution on Anna Rozenshtein's printing press, the "Jewish 
input" of the Chigirin conspiracy was "obvious." The Chigirin conspiracy was not 
only organized by Jews, it bespoke Jewish chutzpah as well as a view of the goyim 
as gullible and willing to believe anything that they saw in print. It also bore the 
stamp of Mark Natanson, because "the realization of this scheme was made pos
sible in the last analysis only because Mark Natanson supported the Chigirintsy 
whole-.heartily when they turned to him for assistance."s4 

By 1876 Mark Natanson had created in Zemlia I Volia a revolutionary move
ment that was uniquely Jewish in both its tactics and its organization. If the Rus
sians had been running it instead of the Jews, it would have been a different or
ganization. The Jews as a result of their effectiveness as revolutionaries began to 
determine the course of the movement in all of the crucial areas but most notably 
away from "back to the people" populism and toward revolutionary terror. In col
laboration with the dynamite importer Aron Zundelevich, Natanson "ensured the 
development of an explicitly terrorist party with an overtly political program of 
action" when Zemlia I Volia's "disorganization group" arranged the assassina
tion of the informer N. F. Sharashkin in June 1877. Sharashkin's murder in St. 
Petersburg had been preceded by a botched assassination attempt on the life of 
a suspected agent-provocateur in Odessa by the name of Nikolai E. Gorinovich. 
On June 11, 1876, Lev Deich poured sulfuric acid on Gorinovich's face and left him 

658 



Emancipation 

for dead with a note attached to his body which read "Such will be the fate of all 
spies." Gorinovich survived the assassination attempt, albeit horribly mutilated, 
and eventually testified at the trial of his would be assassins. Of the seven men 
who were convicted, three, including Lev Deich, were Jews, 

The death of Sharashkin and the near death and mutilation of Gorinovich 
seems to have propelled Zemlia I Valia over a threshold of inhibition into a realm 
where revolutionary violence became the preferred choice of revolutionary activ
ity. Russia was now entering an era when politically motivated murder and ter
rorism were to become common occurrences, for which the Jews can be held ac
countable: 

Jews constituted an important, if not crucial, national element in turning the 
region into a hotbed of terrorist violence .... The statistical findings of Kappeler 
(as they relate to Jews) show up in the presence of Jewish radicals in almost all 
"southern circles" which were directly or indirectly involved in acts of terror
ism or physical resistance against the authorities. For instance, the Elizavetgrad 
circle of lev 1. Rozenfeld, which was closely linked with the Kiev Buntarists and 
helped them in organizing the Gorinovich assassination, consisted almost ex
clusively of Jews. The same was the case in Nikolaev where the "rebels" were in 
contact with Solomon Vinenberg, Aron Gobet, lev and Savelii Zlaropolskii, all 
of whom were leading activists among the local, predominantly Jewish, radical 
youth." Indeed, Jews were a major and very active component in virtually all 
radical circles which in the south of Russia acted as catalysts of political terror
ism.55 

By the late 1870S, the Russian authorities viewed all Jews as potential revo
lutionaries. The attitude surfaced as early as 1872 with the arrest of Arkadii Fin
kelshtein, when the governor of the Vilna province upbraided an assembly of 
prominent Jews for doing nothing to stop the spread of terrorism among Jew
ish youth. "To all the other good qualities which you Jews possess," the governor 
noted sarcastically, "about the only thing you need is to become nihilists toO."56 

When the police broke up the First Vilna Circle of revolutionaries in June of 1875, 

the Vilna police chief continued the indictment which the governor had leveled 
against the Jews three years earlier: "Until now," he said, "we considered you Jews 
only swindlers; now we will also consider you as rebels."57 In 1877, an official with 
the Third Department concluded that Jewish youth was "highly susceptible to 
revolutionary fermentation." Three years later another official claimed that it was 
an "irrefutable fact" that Jews rather than Poles or Russians not only "adhered to 
social-revolutionary ideals," but were also extremely sophisticated in preparing 
Jewish youth for political subversion.58 

The idea that Jews were drawn to revolution was firmly established in the 
mind of Russian officials by the second half of the 1870S. The increase in terrorism 
in the period from 1879 to 1881 only increased Russian anger against Jews as an 
essentially "alien people" who had a congenital propensity toward subversion. By 
1880 the idea was firmly established in the Russian mind. When Isaak Gurvich 
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was imprisoned in St. Petersburg in May 1880, he was told that his release was un
likely because "Jews were considered particularly subversive."59 When on February 
22, 1880, Ippolit Osipovich Mlodetski was publicly executed in St. Petersburg for 
his attempt on the life of Count Loris-Melikove, the crowd of 40,000 who watched 
him die suspected that he was part of a far-flung Jewish conspiracy because, as 
the loyalist press put it, "these Jews, being from time immemorial the representa
tives of the revolutionary spirit, stand now at the head of Russian Nihilists."6O The 
London Times, however, blamed the execution of Mlodetskii on a resurgence of 
Russian anti-Semitism: 

The sheer fact that the would-be assassin, Mlodecki [sic], was of Jewish descent 
has sufficed to renew in certain circles of the community and in some public 
organs, more specifically those circulating among the lower orders of the people, 
the old war-cry of persecution against the Jews in general...[Any] one listening 
to the flood of invective which is being poured forth against the Hebrews must 
imagine the evil days to have returned when hatred of the Jews was prevalent in 
respectable society.6. 

Jews were in the forefront of those who "embraced the terrorist alternative 
to revolutionary Populism." Solomon Vittenberg, who organized the "first armed 
demonstration" of the revolution in Odessa on July 24, 1878, decided to assassinate 
the Czar with the help of a circle of co-conspirators, who with one exception, a 
Ukrainian, were all Jews. Vittenberg was caught and hanged on August 10, 1879, 

before he could carry out his plan. His death along with his quasi-Christian justi
fication for his actions inspired other Jewish revolutionaries to follow his example. 
Jacques Maritain'sJnsight seems like the best gloss on Vittenberg's last testament: 
the Gospel separated from the Church had become a revolutionary document 
with incredibly destructive power. 

Inspired by the same Messianic fervor which motivated Vittenberg, Grigorii 
Goldenberg murdered the governor of Charkov and then showed up in St. Peters
burg asking his revolutionary comrades for the privilege of murdering the Czar. 
The Narodwolzen were more than a little impressed by his ruthlessness but de
cided nonetheless that it would be better "that Russians and not Jews p\lll the 
trigger in the most important assassinations."6· Goldenberg was eventually ar
rested for transporting dynamite, and after betraying his fellow revolutionaries in 
a series of devastating confessions, committed suicide in prison. Goldenberg was 
a creation of (and victim of) Haskalah and Russification at the hands of clueless 
but well meaning educational bureaucrats. His father had been allowed to move 
to Kiev from the Jewish shtetl of Berdichev because of Alexander II's liberaliza
tion of state residency requirements hitherto imposed on the Jews. In the tortured 
alchemy of Jewish Enlightenment, that was turned into a. reason for killing the 
Czar in Goldenberg's mind. The Jews of Grigorii Goldenberg's generation "were 
set adrift to seek for themselves a meaning in life by drinking from foreign wells 
which poured forth all sorts of enticing ideas."63 Education created the Revolu-
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tionary Jew in Russia. The Whigs' black operation continued to have unintended 
repercussions in Russia long after it had brought about unintended repercussions 
in France. Haskalah created Revolutionaries. Leizer Tsukerman, who went from 
participating in a Maskilic study circle to running Narodnaia Volia's underground 
printing press in the course of a decade provides one of many examples of a gen
eration of young Jews who found a new religion in revolutionary socialism when 
the old talmudic religion failed. 

It was Tsukerman's Jewishness that allowed him to inspire the revolutionaries: 
"it was as a Jewish Jew, as a Quintessential Jewish personality, that he impressed 
them and won their hearts and minds. His Yiddish songs, jokes, and stories drawn 
from the his repertoire ofJewish life in the Pale brought humor, informality, and 
joy into their midst .... Tsukerman was in his element. Joining Narodnaia Volia's 
printing shop was like a homecoming, a home where his presence made a differ
ence, a life among people who shared his sentiments and unquestionable dedica
tion to socialist ideals."64 

Tsukerman, like Goldenberg, ended up in jail when the police raided his 
printing operation on January 18, 1880. Goldenberg's confession was full of the 
names of other revolutionaries, and most of them were Jewish. Goldenberg as a re
sult became the stereotypical Jewish terrorist, and proof, if any was needed, "that 
behind every terrorist plot there was a Jew."65 

Here was a Jewish terrorist par excellence who had not only assassinated the 
Governor General of Kharkov, but who had advised others to kill the Tsar-a task, 
moreover, which he desired to execute himself. In addition, his written testimony 
was full of Jewish names implicating Jews like Aronchik and Zundelevich in ter
rorist activities. In the light of the previous arrest of Vittenberg and Jewish as
sociates of his circle, including Gobet, all this merely confirmed the government's 
suspicion that Jews were principal agents of terrorism. 

After the split of Zemlia I Volia into Nardonaia Volia and Chernyi Peredel, the 
Jews gravitated toward the more violent Narodnaia Volia because it supported ter
rorism. In November 1879 Aizik Aronchik, member ofNarodnaia Volia planted a 
large amount of dynamite under the tracks which he thought the Czar's train was 
going to cross in Odessa, Alexandrovsk, and Moscow. None of the explosions suc
ceeded in killing the Czar, and Aronchik was eventually arrested along with two 
other Jews directly involved in the conspiracy, Savelii Zlatopolskii and Grigorii 
Goldenberg. Aronchik was sentenced to life-long imprisonment in Siberia, but 
when that was not deemed rigorous enough he was transferred to the Fortress of 
St. Peter and Paul and ultimately the Schluesselberg prison where he went insane 
in 1885, dying shortly after that. Goldenberg went insane in prison and then com
mitted suicide but not before betraying many of his revolutionary colleagues. 

Goldenberg's confession could have devastated Narodnaia Volia ifit had come 
sooner after his arrest. As it was, the Narodniki had time to disperse and evade 
arrest, and the reprisals did nothing more than strengthen their determination to 
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kill the Czar. The culmination of those efforts occurred on March 1, 1881 when the 
revolutionaries, using both gun and bomb, finally made good on their promise 
to kill the Czar. What followed the assassination was not the hoped for reign of 
heaven on earth, but retaliation against the Jews, who were seen as responsible for 
his death. 

VIII 
Six weeks after the murder of the Czar, pogroms "broke out suddenly like 

an epidemic that spread far and wide" across the Pale of the Settlement. Barbara 
Tuchman claims that the reasoning behind the Pogroms "was the same as the Na
zis': to use the Jews in the classic role of scapegoat, to create a diversion from on
coming disaster, to draw off mass discontent from the governing class."1i6 Chaim 
Potok, like Tuchman, holds the Czarist government responsible for the pogroms, 
claiming that "a frightened regime rallied the people by blaming the Jews for the 
assassination."II7 

Virtually every Jewish historian says that the pogroms were orchestrated by 
the government, but Solzhenitsyn cites sources who claim just as vehemently that 
"their spontaneous character was obvious, "liS which leads him to conclude that the 
assertion that "the government was held responsible for fomenting pogroms" was 
"completely baseless and ... absurd."tl9 The fact that much of the violence centered 
on the saloons and taprooms of the Pale indicated that the pogroms focused on 
long-standing resentments, which needed no government orchestration. The Jews 
living in Russia were beaten and their houses looted and burned not because those 
Jews were held responsible for the death of the Czar but, according to Gleb Uspen
sky, "because they had made themselves rich off of the labor of other and did not 
earn their bread with their own hands."70 Beginning in the 1870S, the Jews became 
involved in capitalism and manufacturing and as a result "the Jews began to make 
hell hot with the ruble, and the people couldn't stand it.''71 

There is no real evidence that the government promoted the pogroms, but 
there is a significant body of material showing that the revolutionaries did. The 
revolutionaries, many of whom were Jews, felt the same way about the Jews as Karl 
Marx did and promoted the pogroms as an attack on nascent Russian capitalism 
and the abuses that went along with it as a way of parleying local resentment into 
global revolution. The failed pogroms in Oclessa and Yekaterinoslav were probably 
the work of Narodnaia Volia, which hoped to capitalize on the pogroms to foment 
a general revolution in Russia. On August 30, 1881 the Narodniki, who were, it 
should be remembered, significantly Jewish, circulated fliers attacking the Jews: 
"Who took over the land, the woods, and the bars? The Jews .... The Jew offends 
mankind, deceives him and drinks his blood."7· 

The Narodniki were seeking to exploit the resentment which the Jews had 
created among the general population. Jews were seen as both capitalist vampires 
and potential revolutionaries; and there was truth-the Narodniki could certainly 
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affirm the latter proposition-in both assertions. Marx had already provided the 
model for Jews attacking Jews: "Thanks to a falsely generalized notion of equality, 
which has been used to deleterious effect against the general population, the Jews 
have succeeded in gaining economic control."73 The Jewish faith enables the Jew 
to exploit "every weakness and every form of trust" among those of other faiths.74 

Beyond that, "the Jews will exploit the advantages of nationhood without ever 
becoming a member of any nation or willing to bear the burdens of citizenship." 
As a result of lowering the guard against exploitation erected by Christian mon
archs, the Jews get to take over any country that tolerates them and their practices 
because "The morality of the Talmud puts no boundaries on letting Jews enrich 
themselves at the expense of those of other faiths."75 This was the sort of talk that 
was being promoted in revolutionary circles to turn the pogroms into something 
bigger and wider. When the pogroms finally came in reaction to the assassina
tion of the Czar, the revolutionaries, including many Jews, who had conspired to 
murder the Czar, turned around and supported the pogroms against fellow Jews 
because they saw in the pogroms the beginnings of the revolution in Russia. Com
menting on the situation in Minsk, his hometown, Isaak Gurvich wrote: 

[Like our gentile comrades 1 we were also under 'the influence of the theory that 
the pogroms are a popular uprising (a folksoyfstand), and any folksoyfstand 
is good. It revolutionizes the masses. Certainly, the Jews suffered as a conse
quence-but all the same, the gentile revolutionaries of the nobility also called 
on the peasants to rise up against their fathers and brothersF6 

''Among the Jewish revolutionaries," Abraham Cahan wrote in his autobiog-
raphy, 

were some who considered the anti-Semitic massacres to be a good omen. They 
theorized that the pogroms were an instinctive outpouring of the revolutionary 
anger of the people, driving the Russian masses against their oppressors. The 
uneducated Russian people knew that the Czar, the officials and the Jews sucked 
their blood, they argued. So the Ukrainian peasants attacked the Jews, the "per
centniks." The revolutionary torch had been lit and would next be applied to the 
officials and the Czar himselF7 

Revolutionaries did not denounce pogroms for fear of alienating peasants, 
and as a result, some Jews began to have doubts about the Revolution. The issue 
ofJewish loyalty-to race or to revolution-was going to cause some serious soul
searching among Russian Jews. The issue in Russia would follow lines that had 
already been articulated in Germany, when Hess split with Marx and proposed ra
cial solidarity as superior to class consciousness. Hess's position, however, was still 
the minority opinion among Jewish revolutionaries, who like Lev Deich, speak
ing on behalf of the Geneva Chernoperedeltsy, claimed that "our approach to the 
[Jewish] problem must be based on a universal-socialist standpoint that seeks to 
fuse nationalities instead of isolating one nationality [the Jews] still more than is 
already the case."78 
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The issue which threatened the revolution more than any other was emi
gration. Recognizing this, Deich felt that emigration to Palestine was the worst 
possible option, because it would isolate the Jews in ethnocentric fantasies. As 
a result, Deich urged Jews to go "to America where they will merge with the lo
cal population."79 As a result ofJewish immigration, America would playa major 
role in the Russian revolution, but the Narodniki had more immediate problems, 
problems which were .essentially impossible to resolve from a Jewish perspective. 
If the revolutionaries supported the Jews, they would alienate the peasants, but if 
they didn't support the Jews, they would alienate the most significant faction of 
the revolutionary movement, namely the Jews. As a result, Deich concluded that 
"the Jewish question is now almost insoluble for the revolutionaries. What, for 
example, are they to do now in Balta where they beat up the Jews? To intercede 
for them means, as Reclus says, 'to call up the hatred of the peasants against .the 
revolutionaries who not only killed the Tsar but also defend the Jews' .... (This] is 
simply a dead-end avenue for Jews and revolutionaries alike."80 

The Tsarist police were worried for exactly the same reasons. The pogroms, 
they feared, might get out of hand and turn into full-scale revolution. Today, wrote 
one official, "they are haraSSing the Jews .... Tomorrow it will be the turn of the so
called kulaks ... then of merchants and landowners. In a word, if the authorities 
stand by passively, we can expect the development of the most devastating social
ism."81 

In many ways the tsarist official was right. The pogroms radicalized Jewish 
youth, who turned to the revolutionary movement as the way of expressing their 
outrage at the attacks on the Jews. Nora Levin noticed the same thing during the 
Russian civil war some 40 years later. The anti-Bolshevik armies visited reprisals 
on all Jews for what they saw as Jewish participation in revolutionary and terrorist 
activity, and that in turn radicalized Jewish youth who felt that the only way to 
die with a gun in their hands was to join the Red Army. So Jewish revolutionary 
activity led to the pogroms and the pogroms led to more Jewish revolutionary 
activity. Eventually, the pogtoms would turn into Jewish revolutionary uprisings, 
when the armed Jewish defense groups which arose in the aftermath began taking 
the initiative in pre~emptive fashion. 

By 1887, it appeared to the authorities that the revolutionary movement in 
Russia was kept alive, in spite of heavy losses, only because of the continuous 
supply of Jewish recruits, who, skillfully evading the police, constantly started 
up new pockets of revolutionary resistance. Venting his frustration over this phe
nomenon, the Moscow chief of police wrote in February 1887: "The very people 
who resist a transition to a peaceful program are the Jews who recently have been 
quietly attempting to grasp the initiative of the revolutionary movement in their 
hands."8. 

As a result the new alarm about revolutionary activity, especially after the 
assassination of the Czar, began to merge with the older, traditional anti-Semi-
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tism producing an especially virulent animus against all Jews, not just the Jews 
who fomented revolution. The triumph of Bolshevism in the revolution of 1917 
increased the fear and the animus against the Jews once again. And once again it 
was the most visible Jews, which is to say the ethnic, religious Jews who bore the 
brunt of that animus when the reaction came. "The Trotskys make the revolu
tion, but the Bronsteins pay for it," is how one Jew formulated the phenomenon. 
Hitler, far from being sui generis, was simply a manifestation of the same sort of 
anti-Semitism which followed the assassination of the Czar in Russia in the 1880s. 
Those who felt that Jews were in the forefront of revolutionary activity then felt 
confirmed by subsequent events, by the triumph of Bolshevism not only in Russia 
but in Germany and throughout eastern Europe in the chaotic years following the 
end of World War I. The fears of Bolshevism combined with traditional animus 
against Jews helped to create a reaction that brought Hitler to power and would 
have terrible consequences for Jews, especially for religious Jews, who were least 
responsible for the revolutionary excesses of people like Trotsky, ne "Bronstein," 
who in addition to changing their names didn't consider themselves Jews. 

The widely publicized case of Grigorii Goldenberg only fueled the fires of 
anti-Semitism and confirmed the average Russian in his belief that a Jew was be
hind every terrorist plot. After plotting the assassination of the Czar and being 
convicted of actually assassinating the Governor General ofKharkov, Goldenberg 
turned state's evidence and revealed in writing up his terrorist connections, a list 
full ofJewish names, which "confirmed the government's suspicions that the Jews 
were the principal agents of terrorism."83 Looking at the Jews from a position out
side their group, the average Russian failed to see the ideological fissures dividing 
Jews. Since they saw Jews as possessing "complete unity and solidarity," they held 
the Jewish community responsible for the actions of Jewish terrorists claiming 
that its leaders "willingly if not purposefully, failed to exercise their authority over 
Jews who conspired against the state." As a result, the myth of a Jewish revolution
ary conspiracy against 'Holy Russia' was readily available as a new weapon in the 
arsenal of Russian anti-Semitism.84 

Revolution was seen as "a Jewish disease" in part as a rationalization of the 
government's failure to stop it, but also because there was a "modicum of truth" in 
the assertion. "No matter how much prejudiced fantasy entered into the making 
of Russian Political anti-Semitism, its ideologues were also rational human beings 
who relied on some sort of concrete evidence to substantiate their 'demagogic rea
soning."'85 Salo Baron calls the idea that Jews were revolutionaries "a new powerful 
myth" which arose in spite of the fact that "most tsarist officials, including the 
successor to the throne, Alexander III, were aware that the tsaricide could not be 
blamed on the Jews, at least not directly."86 Baron goes on to quote Czarist officials 
in support of his contention. The fact that they say the exact opposite and blame 
Jews for the unrest is taken as proof, not of Jewish involvement in revolutionary 
activity, but of their anti-Semitism. Czarist Minister of Internal Affairs, N. P. Ig-

665 



The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit 

natiev, we are told, felt that there was "one common denominator which explained 
everything-th~ Jews: 'Judaism was the natural breeding ground of subversion.' 
It propagated radical Jews who, along with Poles, were' the basis for the nihilists' 
secret organization' which incited the people to attack their Jewish tormentors in 
a disorderly, antigovemment fashion.'"87 

Salo Baron dismisses Jewish participation in revolutionary activity as "offi
cially inspired rumors"88 and in support of his contention cites the fact that of the 
seven conspirators executed for the murder of the Czar, only one was Jewish and 
a woman at that. Baron's comment ignores the fact that Jewish revolutionaries 
like Aron Zundelevich deliberately discouraged Jews from playing the prominent 
role as trigger pullers in assassination attempts because of fear of reprisals and 
because it would lead the Russian peasants to conclude that revolution was an es
sentially Jewish affair. Baron's comment also ignores the meticulous organization 
necessary for a successful revolutionary movement, and the fact that it was at this 
sort of organization that the Jewish revolutionaries excelled. Baron tries to por
tray Gesia Helfman as an insignificant cog in the second tier of the revolutionary 
organization whose contribution "consisted merely in providing shelter for her 
fellow conspirators."89 

The testimony at her trial, however, told a different story. Helfman was ef
fectively in charge of the entire operation from September 1880 until the assas
sination in 1881. It was she who set up the workshop which produced the dynamite 
which killed the Czar. As the police chief General Shebeko noted, Helfman's in
volvement in "secondary, techno-organizational tasks" was "vital to the machin
ery of political violence-and in this sense they, in fact, contributed as much to, 
and thus bore as much responsibility in, the execution of terrorist acts as the as
sassins themselves.''!!o It would be misleading to say that Jews had only "secondary 
functions" in Narodnaia Volia's campaign to assassinate the Czar. "As intermedi
aries between the party's Executive Committee and its rank and file, the Jewish 
Narodovoltsy occupied an important position in the propagation an organization 
of political terrorism.''91 The government's case in blaming "Jewish nihilists" for 
revolutionary violence "had a more accurate appreciation of the role of Jews in the 
terrorist movement than the revolutionaries themselves or historians who joined 
them in downplaying die Jewish contribution.''!!' 

In 1882, one year after the assassination of Alexander II, the Czarist commit
tee founded ten years earlier to promote Jewish assimilation concluded that their 
efforts had failed. The Czar who had inaugurated the golden age of Russian Jewry 
by lifting restrictions on the Jews had been murdered by revolutionaries who were 
to a significant extent Jewish. Once the Jews had been exposed to the rage ofthe 
pogroms, the overwhelming majority of their number were inclined to agree with 
the Czar's committee. Russification based on the internalization of Mendelssohn's 
example in Germany had failed. In the aftermath of the assassination of the Czar, 
the Russians had concluded that the Jewish people were irredeemably afflicted 
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with the bacillus of revolution. The Jews, on the other had, were no longer inter
ested in assimilation, a fact which led to the intensification of both emigration 
and revolutionary activity. Nora Levin claims that it was oppression which led 
the Jews into the arms of the revolutionaries. The Czarist officials, however, laid 
the blame at the feet of the Enlightened Alexander II's education policies. It was 
education more than oppression that turned Jews into revolutionaries. The only 
agent of change more effective in this regard was education followed by oppres
sion, which was the course taken by Alexander III after the assassination of his 
predecessor. 

During the period surrounding the murder of the Czar, which is to say from 
1876 to 1883, Jews poured into Russia's public schools. The number of Jews at
tending the gymnasium doubled, and from 1878 to 1886, the number of Jewish 
university students sextupled to the point where Jews, who comprised 4 percent of 
the population made up 14.5 percent of Russia's university students. In the 30 years 
which followed Alexander II's accession to the throne, Jews became a plurality and 
in some cases a majority at Russian universities, especially in the South. In 1886 
"over 40 per cent oflaw and medical students at the University of Kharkov and the 
University of New Russia in Odessa were Jewish."113 In the business schools, Jews 
made up 50 percent of the students. In Odessa, one third of whose inhabitants 
were Jews, 72 percent of the students at the school of business were Jews, and 19 
percent of the university students.1l4 

Sensing that the situation was getting out of control, the Russians instituted a 
numerus clausus for Jews, which fostered the revolutionary spirit even more than 
Haskalah. In 1889, Alexander III learned from his justice minister that the Jews 
were on the verge of taking over the legal profession, both by the large numbers 
of Jews who had become lawyers but also because those Jews, because of the way 
that they did business, had destroyed the moral standing of the legal profession 
and as a result, were forcing non-Jews out of the profession. The Czar expressed 
his concern and as a result "for the next 15 years virtually no Jew was admitted to 
the bar in Russia.''Il5 

In 1887 General N. I. Shebeko issued a comprehensive report on the revolu
tionary movement in Russia. The good news was that revolutionary activity had 
declined in the years after the assassination of Alexander II, but there was bad 
news too. During the same period of time, the revolutionary movement had be
come more Jewish. "The profession of destructive ideas," he wrote, "has generally, 
little by little, become the property of the Jewish element, which very often figured 
[prominently] in revolutionary circles." The really shocking part of the report 
came in a parenthetical remark following his pessimistic assessment of Jewish 
involvement in revolution. "Approximately 80 per cent of known socialists in the 
South [of Russia] in 1886-1887," he noted, "were Jews.''Il6 

Haberer puts Jewish participation at between 25 and 30 percent, but essen
tially agrees with Shebeko's assessment. By the late 19th century, "revolutionary 
subversion without Jews had become unthinkable." This, he continues, 
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was particularly true with respect to the principal area of revolutionary activ
ity-the heavily Jewish populated provinces of the South. Here, especially in 
1886-87, Jews made up approximately 35 to 40 per cent of the movement's mem
bership. While this is substantially below Shebeko's claim of 80 per cent, there 
can be no question that even half this figure is still an impressive indication of 
the degree to which Jews had become a critical mass in the Russian revolutionary 
movement over the course of some twenty years that witnessed on the average a 
five-fold increase in their share of participation.97 

Shebeko's report not only refutes Jewish apologists like Salo Baron, who 
claims that Jewish participation in Russia's revolutionary movement never ex
ceeded 4 percent, it also changes the force of the argument by moving it away 
from sterile statistics. As Shebeko's report indicates, the revolutionary movement 
suffered severe setbacks in the wake of the 1881 assassination, so severe in fact, that 
without Jewish support the movement could not have survived. The Jews not only 
played a numerical role in revolution out of all proportion to their numbers in 
Russia, they also saved the revolution from extinction by "the continuous supply 
of Jewish recruits''98 as well as by bringing it back to the impenetrable (at least by 
Czarist agents) shtetls ofthe Pale when it could not longer survive in the capitals 
of Moscow and St. Petersburg. 

After the government crack-down in the wake of the assassination, the revolu
tion moved south to Odessa and west back to the Pale, where it became more Jew
ish. The shift was also generational. The second generation joined Narodnaia Volia 
after the assassination of Czar Alexander II and promptly moved south because 
the Czarist government was so effective in eradicating the movement in Moscow 
and st. Petersburg. Once it moved south, the revolutionary movement of neces
sity became more Jewish. With the exception of the work of Alexander Ulianov, 
Lenin's brother, who was executed for an attempt on the life of Czar Alexander III 
in 1887 and the work of Sofia Ginzburg, revolutionary activity had ceased in St. 
Petersburg by 1885. The fact that it didn't die out altogether can be traced to the 
shelter it found in the densely Jewish areas of the Pale and Odessa. 

Having undergone their revolutionary bar mitzvah while studying in St Peters
burg, which usually led at least to one arrest and a term of imprisonment, they 
returned home to Minsk, Vilna, Kiev, Taganrog, or Odessa, often as expelled 
students subject to domiciliary exile. Here they resumed their subversive work 
together with local Jewish radicals who, like themselves, had served their revolu
tionary apprenticeship as gymnasium and/or university students. Working in a 
familiar terrain that in towns like Minsk and Taganrog was still poorly policed, 
these individuals were for some time relatively free to propagate socialism and 
organize circles which were often predominantly Jewish in composition. Their 
Jewishness, as well as their ability to operate in ' native surroundings, made for 
easy contacts with Jewish intelligenty and workers. The net effect of all this was 
that although the centralized party was destroyed in 1881-2, new provincial cen
ters of revolutionary subversion were constantly and autochthonously recreated 
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by Jewish Narodovoltsy in 1883-87. The shifting nature of Narodnaia Volia activ
ity, both in terms of geography and decentralization, therefore, enhanced rather 

than diminished the Jewish presence in the revolutionary movement.99 

As further indication that the revolutionary movement had retreated into 
the Jewish areas of Russia, Shternberg and Krol set up a revolutionary student 
organization at the University of Odessa within weeks of enrolling there. Virtu
ally every member of the organization was a Jew, most of whom had undergone 
their revolutionary apprenticeship in St. Petersburg before the police crack down. 
Shternberg's revolutionary worldview was quintessentially Jewish. He advocated 
terrorism, as opposed to populist education and organization among the Russian 
peasants, as a way of bringing about the final goal of the party, and his battle cry 
was "the God ofIsrael is alive!'''OO a phrase he used more than once in his pamphlet 
"Politcal Terror in Russia," published in 1884. "Jews," as a result, "thus completely 
dominated the technical and organizational work of the Odessa group."'Ol 

The connection with Halaskah was there, but the chain of events that Men
delssohn set in motion when he proposed the paradigm of German Reformed 
Jewish assimilation had been turned inside out. Instead of joining the culture that 
excluded them, the Enlightened Jews of Russia were now determined to destroy 
it. The connection with Mendelssohn had become an in joke among the children 
of the first generation of Russian Maskilim. When the Revolutionary Orzhikh 
met Natan Bogoraz the founder of the revolutionary cell in Taganrog, he gave 
expression to his admiration of Bogoraz's revolutionary organizational skills by 
referring to him as "Nathan the Wise.'''o. Because they had high Jewish popula
tions and because their local constabularies lacked the skills and resources of their 
counterparts in St. Petersburg and Moscow, provincial cities like Ekaterinoslav 
became centers for revolutionary activity. The high proportion ofJews living there 
made the revolutionary circles in towns like Odessa much more radical than they 
would have been otherwise. At one of their congresses, the split over the use of 
terrorism was essentially "a split between Jewish and Gentile delegates, with the 
latter opposing terrorism as injurious to the cause of socialist propaganda, and the 
former arguing for 'the systematic and uninterrupted repetition of terrorist acts' 
as the only means to destroy tsarism.'''03 Revolutionary subversion without Jews, 
in other words, had become unthinkable. 

Commenting on Shebeko's report, Haberer writes that "anti-Semitic gen
eralizations insinuating a deliberate Jewish revolutionary conspiracy in Russia 
should not prevent us from recognizing the factual basis underlying the phobia 
in official and reactionary circles that the Jew was poised to destroy Holy Tsarist 
Russia."104 As we have seen, Shebeko's claim that 80 percent of the revolutionaries 
in the South were Jews "was not a product of anti-Semitic fantasy"; "it was based 
on compelling impressions derived from police reports covering the fight against 
political subversion in 1885-7.'''05 In the ensuing years the same trend continued. In 
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1889 the police broke up the Circle of Narodovoltsy, which as of March 1889 was 
run by the Jewess Sofia Mikhailovna Ginsburg and was at the moment the police 
raided its headquarters was plotting the assassination of Czar Alexander III. The 
membership of the Russian Circle of Narodovoltsy was 77 percent Jewish. The in
ternational organization had a similar number ofJews on its staff, and they in turn 
relied on Jewish contacts in Berlin, Grodno, Vilna and Minsk for communication 
and materiel. As a result, 

it was hard to escape the impression that by the end of the 1880s the revolution
ary profession was dominated by socialist Jews, who surpassed numerically all 
other national minorities, and perhaps even the Russians, in the Principal areas 
of continued anti-government activities-the emigre colonies of Western Eu
rope and provinces of the Jewish Pale of Settlement.'°6 

The Pogrom Crisis drove Jews out of the ranks of the more moderate Chernyi 
Peredel and into the ranks of Narodnaia Volia, which advocated revolutionary 
terrorism. The pogrom crisis, in other words, reinforced rather than weakened 
their Jewish consciousness.'07 The same could be said of the May Laws of 1882 and 
the introduction of the numerus clausus at the universities in 1887; both measures 
increased resentment and as a result contributed to the rise of revolutionary fervor 
among young Jews. 

Bad press contributed to the situation. Solzhenitsyn points out that European 
Jews, who had been meddling in Russian affairs since Moses Montefiore's visit in 
1844 tried to prevent the expulsion of Jews from Moscow. The American Jewish 
banker Seligman, for example, traveled to the Vatican to ask the pope to try to 
moderate the behavior of Alexander III, '08 ignoring the fact that Russia was under 
a state of terrorist attack and the fact that legal limitation imposed on the Jews 
in Russia was never racial in nature.'Og Even the otherwise philosemitic English
man James Parkes, who condemned these measures, had to admit "that in the 
period before World War I, certainly Jews had concentrated a significant amount 
of wealth in their hands and ... as a result created concern that if the Jews were 
granted full rights that they would quickly take over the entire country.""0 Parkes 
also admitted that there was an element of truth in portraying the Jew as the tap
room owner and usurer, and that it was the Jews' involvement in vodka sales and 
production that created the most hatred among Eastern European peasants. The 
foreign Jews who became so adept at manipulating public opinion against the 
Czar and the Russian government promoted revolution by portraying it as a re
ligious crusade. The Russian revolution was "the true embodiment of society's 
progressive strivings, [and] contains within itself all the conditions for the salva
tion ofJews."111 

After the assassination of the Czar in 1881, the revolutionary movement be
came something that could not survive without the Jews. The pogroms were fol
lowed by a series of countermeasures which turned the situation into a vicious 
circle in which violence begot more violence as Russia was dragged inexorably 
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down into the spiral of revolutionary chaos. The pogroms followed by the numer
us clausus at the university created more revolutionary Jews, who now began to 
arm themselves in Jewish Defense Groups, which became more inclined to engage 
in revolutionary violence. 

For the next four decades, the situation in the Pale was aggravated by foreign 
press accounts of the pogroms. The riots in the Bessarabian (or Moldavian) town 
of Kishinyov began on April 6, 1903 on the last day of Passover and the first day of 
the orthodox Easter celebration. The attack took place over 20 years after the as
sassination of the Czar and so could not realistically have been seen as motivated 
by that event. More significant were the town's demographics: out of a population 
of 50,000 Jews and 50,000 Moldavians, the 8,000 Russians considered themselves 
a beleaguered minority. By four in the afternoon the crowd of malingerers and 
young people included many who were drunk. At that point, the mob began to 
throw stones through the windows of the neighboring Jewish houses. The police, 
although warned in advance that something was afoot, did nothing to stop the 
mob, and so a number ofJewish stores and houses were destroyed, but at the end 
of the first day, according to the police report the Jews themselves remained un
harmed. 

On the morning of April 7, a crowd of Jews armed with metal bars, clubs 
and shotguns showed up at the New Market to confront the unarmed Russian 
Christians. The Jews were enraged by the inactivity of the police, and now claimed 
that "today we are going to defend ourselves.'''" In addition to shotguns, the Jews 
also carried bottles of sulfuric acid, obtained from Jewish drug stores, which they 
splashed on any Christians who happened to be passing by. Soon rumors ofJewish 
atrocities against Christians began circulating through the town, rumors which 
became more exaggerated the more they spread. Soon people were claiming the 
Jews had vandalized the Cathedral and murdered its priests. Soon groups of 15 
to 20 Christians began roaming through the town led by the youths who the day 
before had thrown stones at the Jewish houses. More plundering of Jewish stores 
followed. The mob moved on to the synagogues, which were totally destroyed. To
rah rolls were shredded and thrown into the streets. Then the mob broke into the 
liquor stores and what they didn't drink immediately got thrown into the streets. 
During this time the inactivity of the police, who often stood by watching, only 
encouraged the rioters further. Their inactivity was largely the result of inade
quate training in riot control and poor leadership, but the failure of the police to 
intervene nourished rumors among the Jews that the government was behind the 
riot and supporting it by the inactivity of the police. As a result the Jews panicked 
and began firing revolvers into the already angry mob when it approached them. 
The Jews who fired their revolvers into the crowd for the most part hit no one, 
but their actions enraged the mob even further. At that point the mob stormed 
the Jews who had been firing on them and beat them unmercifully. One Jew who 
fired his revolver into the crowd killed a Russian boy by the name of Ostapov, and 
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crowd reacted with especial violence in this instance. By five o'clock in the evening 
a number of people had been killed. 

By the time the governor got the army to restore order in the town, 42 people 
were dead, of which 38 were Jews. All of the dead had been killed by blunt instru
ments. None of them had been shot. There was also no indication that the bodies 
had in any way been violated, according to the reports of the doctors who had 
conducted the autopsies of the victims. Of the 456 people who reported injuries 
as a result of the rioting, 62 were Christians and eight of them reported gun shot 
wounds. Of the 394 Jews who reported injuries, only five reported serious injuries. 
Two thirds of those injured were grown men. Rape charges were filed against three 
people. One soldier had his face mutilated by sulfuric acid. One thousand three 
hundred and fifty houses were destroyed, along with 500 Jewish owned stores. 
Eight hundred and sixteen people were arrested, and of that number 664 were 
brought to trial. 

The facts of the case, which were bad enough, were soon lost, however, in the 
publicity campaign which followed. Before long fact became mixed with fiction 
as a host of gruesome stories got repeated in newspapers throughout the western 
world. The official report said that the pogrom was spontaneous, but the news 
reports abroad claimed that the government was behind it. The police report in
sisted that no evidence of rape of any other abuse was found during the course 
of the autopsies, but the press reported all sorts of bestiality. Realizing that they 
were outgunned by the reports which the Jewish Defense Office had sent to news
papers in all of the world's capitals, the government reacted by banning stories 
on the pogroms, but this only facilitated the spread of unfounded rumors in Eu
rope and America and enabled even more shameless exaggerations since no one 
had access to police reports. One official ofthe Jewish Defense Office wrote: "We 
sent explicit reports about the terrible bestialities ... to Germany, France, England 
and the United States .... Our reports had an enormous effect everywhere: in Paris, 
in Berlin, in London, and in New York there were protest gatherings where the 
speakers held up pictures of the crimes committed by the Czarist government."lI3 

Before long, the American and European press joined in. The worst example was 
William Randolph Hearst, whose paper wrote, "We accuse the Russian govern
ment of being responsible for the Kishinyov massacre. We declare that it is up to 
its ears in guilt as a result of this holocaust.""4 

As a result, the Jews controlled the dissemination of news about the pogroms, 
and the Kishinyov Pogrom was used to stigmatize Russia forever after. After read
ing press reports like this, it became apparent to literate westerners that an enemy 
like this deserved nothing but extermination.lI5 Russia was not adept at public 
relations at the turn of the century, and not capable of rebutting the charges. They 
Simply didn't know how to deal in damage control. At the same time, Jewish con
trol of the press was on the rise in both America and Europe. As a result, the Czar
ist government lost credibility at home and legitimacy abroad, and it became one 
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of the pieties of acceptable progressive opinion to hope for revolutionary change 
there. "May the god of Justice," fulminated the Hearst press, "return to earth and 
judge Russia as he once judged Sodom and Gomorrah and sweep this incubator of 
pestilence from the face of the earth!"1l6 

Civilta Cattolica echoed the complaints of the Russian Orthodox:, complain-
ing about how 

the Israelite race combines the rule of gold with that one which directly sub
jugates the mind: we mean the magisterium of the pubic press and academia. 
In 1848 at the Jewish congress held in Krakow .. it was decreed that the dis
persed Israel had to take possession of Europe's most powerful newspapers .... 
Journalism and public education are like the two wings that carry the Israelite 
dragon, so that it might corrupt and plunder all over Europe. [According tol Pas
tor Stoecker ...... 'The Jews buy the press, over half of the newspapers are in their 
power, and they use it on behalf of their ideas:~17 

Not long after the pogrom in Kishinyov, the Jewish groups which had been 
founded for self-defense began talking about revenge. It wasn't difficult for the 
Jews to smuggle weapons in from abroad and before long those weapons ended 
up the hands of the young men who began looking for an excuse to use them. The 
"pogrom" in Gomel was a good example. 

On March 1, 1903 the Gomel committee of the Jewish Bund organized a cel
ebration of the anniversary of the "execution of Alexander II." The Jews of Gomel, 
who made up 50 percent of the population, organized demonstrations that were 
designed to outrage the sensibilities of ordinary Russians, including target prac
tice outside of town with a portrait of the Czar as their target. The Jews had begun 
to arm themselves years before and created armed self defense units. Before long 
talk about self-defense had degenerated into talk about the necessity of seeking 
revenge for the Kishinyov Pogrom. 

According to a police report describing the events of the late summer of 1903, 

"The Jews of Gomel began ... acting in a particularly provocative manner. There 
were words with peasants and even in their dealings with the educated Russians 
there was a tendency to emphasize their contempt, as when for example Jews 
would force soldiers in uniform to get out of their way when walking down the 
sidewalk."1l8 

On August 29, 1903 events escalated after a fist-fight broke out when a cus
tomer spat in the face of a Herringmonger by the name of Schalykow. Once the 
incident occurred, a previously agreed upon Signal brought the city's Jewish popu
lation running to the market place. Everywhere one heard the cry, "Jews! To the 
market place! A Russian pogrom!" The Jewish mob divided itself in groups and 
then fell upon the fleeing peasants, beating them as they ran away. Eyewitnesses 
testified that the Jews beat unmercifully any Russian peasants who were unable to 
escape, including old men, women and children. The Jews dragged a young girl 
from a cart and dragged her by the hair over the cobblestones. The Peasant Silkow 
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was standing off to the side eating a roll when a Jew attacked him from behind 
stabbing him to death. At that point the Jewish mob dispersed. 

When the police chief was hit on the head by a roofing tile thrown at him by 
Jews, the Russian mob screamed "The Jews have just killed the police chief and 
then proceeded to destroy Jewish houses and stores."119 When soldiers intervened, 
"the Jewish mob then threw stones at the soldiers and fired revolvers at them." The 
soldiers asked Rabbi Marjanzand Doctor Salkind to calm down the Jewish mob, 
but "their speeches had no effect and the Jews continued to riot."l1O 

A legal document later described the events as a Russian pogrom, i.e., a po
grom in which Jews attacked Russians.l>1 This assessment was confirmed by the lo
cal police report. Long before the riot actually broke out on August 29, 1903, "The 
Jewish population began to ... arm itself with weapons and created self-defense 
groups in anticipation of anti-Jewish disturbances .... Many of the inhabitants of 
Gomel had the opportunity to see Jewish youth engage in target practice outside 
of town in which as many as 100 Jews participated." Once the riot broke out, the 
police reported that "the Jews fired on the troops which had been sent to protect 
their property." "Descriptions of this sort," Solzhenitsyn opines, "are nowhere to 
be found among Jewish authors ...... As is always the case with armed groups of this 
sort, he continues, "there was no clear demarcation point between defense and 
attack. The first instance referred back to the Kishinyov pogrom, in the second 
instance it had to do with the revolutionary attitude of the organization." 

Jews not only controlled the press accounts of what happened in Gomel. Af
ter the dust had settled they sent lawyers to the trial to undermine the proceed
ings, in a way that was becoming the typical Jewish response to high profile cases 
involving Jews. The Jews made use of virtually the same modus operandi in the 
Leo Frank case in America, when a Jew was accused a raping a 12-year-old girl in 
Atlanta a few years later and in the Mendel Beilis case~ in which a Jew was accused 
of the ritual murder of a Russian boy. After the corpse of a 12-year-old boy by the 
name of Andrei Jushtshcinsky was found drained of blood during the first week 
of Passover and at the same time that the cornerstone of a new synagogue had just 
been laid, a 37-year-old factory worker by the name of Menachem Mendel Beilis 
was arrested and charged with the crime.113 The first ritual murder trial in Russia 
(usually it was Catholic countries which held them) became an overnight sensa
tion in America and Europe. The Duma wanted to know if there was a sect of Jews 
that practiced ritual murder. As in the case of the Gomel pogrom, Jews attempted 
to disrupt the trial, which ended with Beilis's acquittal."4 The murder remained 
unsolved, but, in spite of the acquittal, the European press screamed that the Rus
sian government had declared war on the Jews, in spite of the fact that no one ever 
held the American government responsible for the trial of Leo Frank, a Jew tried 
for raping a girl in Atlanta during the same period (1913-15). The Jews, for their 
part, never forgave Russia. It became a sign of virtue to long for revolution there. 

The Jewish Defense Bureau sent two of its lawyers to the trial in Gomel, A. S. 
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Sarudnyi and N. D. Sokolow, who announced upon their arrival that they had "ab
solute proof" that the pogrom in Gomel had been organized by the Czar's secret 
police. Six more Jewish lawyers subsequently arrived in Gomel and claimed that it 
was an injustice that any Jew had been arrested. The fact that 36 Jews were on trial 
(in addition to 44 Christians), the Jewish lawyers opined, was meant to serve as a 
warning to Jews that they were from then on not allowed to defend themselves.1Zs 

The Jewish lawyers ignored the fact that the Jews they were defending had lost 
significant amounts of property in the pogrom and concentrated instead on ex
posing "the political motives" of the prosecutors and as way of diverting attention 
from the fact that during the riots young Jews ran through the town shouting, 
"Down with autocracy," a fact which lent credence to the claims of those who felt 
that what happened in Gomel was a Jewish revolution and not a pogrom at all. In 
the end, when it became apparent that the trial was not going their way, the Jewish 
lawyers stalked out of court abandoning their Jewish clients to their fate in favor 
of more spectacular attempts to manipulate public opinion to discredit the entire 
Czarist legal system. 

Once again the Czar was caught flat-footed and pilloried in the press at the 
hands of a public opinion he was helpless to sway. What applied to the world of 
the press applied a fortiori to the world of finance, as American Jews like Jacob 
Schiff used their considerable financial power to undermine the Czarist govern
ment. Russia came to be seen as the typical Asiatic land, where darkness and ex
ploitation of the people reigned unchecked,. and it became not only completely 
acceptable but honorable to hope for a revolution in Russia in the near future. That 
revolution, it would be claimed in what came to be routine fashion, would not only 
be beneficial for Russian Jews, it would benefit all of mankind.1Z6 

IX. 
In 1894 Captain Alfred Dreyfus, the highest ranking Jewish artillery officer 

in the French army was convicted of treason for passing military secrets to the 
Germans and sent to prison on Devil's Island. One of witnesses at his public deg
radation was an Austrian Jewish playwright by the name of Theodor Herzl. After 
listening to the mob outside the Ecole Militaire shout, "Death to the Jews," Herzl 
took up where Moses Hess had left off 30 years before and wrote his Zionist tract, 
The Jewish State. More importantly, Herzl, who embodied the high culture of the 
Austro-Hungarian Empire, began to lobby Europe's most influential leaders to 
bring about its realization. 

What has come to be known as the Dreyfus affair began years before when an 
increasing number of French writers began to express concern about what Father 
Ratisbonne, himself a convert from Judaism, called as the title of his book La 
question juive. Similar titles proliferated in the period around the lOoth anniver
sary of the French Revolution-Eduard Drumont's La France Juive, appeared in 
two volumes at around the same time. Many of the authors, like the already men-
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tioned Father Ratisbonne, were Catholics and part of the ongoing Catholic reac
tion to the Revolution which had begun with the Vendee. Abbe Chabautey wrote 
Les juifs nos maitres and Lemann wrote Rome et les juifs. Many of the writers dur
ing this period cited Abbe Barruel as one of their primary sources, but Barruel had 
never mentioned the Jews in his memoirs for the history of Jacobinism. At some 
point during the course of 19th century, what Barruel called jrancmaconnerie had 
become judeo-maconnerie in the writings of his admirers. It was a change of more 
than semantic interest. 

Before long Rome took notice of all the books about Jewish influence ema
nating from the Church's eldest daughter. One year after the 100th anniversary 
celebration of the French Revolution, Civilta Cattolica published a three part se
ries on "the Jewish Question" in three successive numbers over the fall of 1890. 
Civilta Cattolica was founded in 1849 in the aftermath of revolution in Europe and 
edited by Italian Jesuits. Although it is not the official organ of the Vatican, it has 
a uniquely authoritative status. The unsigned articles in Civilta Cattolica on the 
Jewish Question were not only published with the recent celebrations in mind, 
they saw a causal connection between the ascendancy of Jews in France and the 
aftermath of the Revolution. The approach to the issue was primarily theological: 
"modern Hebrews constitute the scourge of divine justice."127 Lured to their de
struction by the "sweetness of liberalism," Catholics awake up to find themselves 
in "the embrace of the voracious octopus of Judaism:"28 The hegemony of the Jews 
in France was the punishment for the sin of apostasy, which took place on a na
tional scale at the time of the French Revolution: 

Heaven's chosen instrument of anger for punishing the degenerate Christianity 
of our time is the Hebrews. Their power over Christianity is continually increas
ing, along with the predominance of that evil spirit in it that followed up the 
rights of God with the rights of man in its bosom. The justice of the Eternal 
makes use of the most apostate and most cursed people in order to scourge the 
apostasy of the nations more favored by his Mercy.'29 

The text-book case in this regard is France, the country which in 1889, 

celebrated the first centenary of that revolution which separated her from God, 
the Church and her kings. But how did she celebrate this solemnity? France 
prostrated herself in the dust of the Masonic temple of Solomon, humiliated un
der the feet of the talmudic synagogue, as a slave of a swarm of foreign vultures 
who have already drained three-fifths of her ancestors' patrimony from her. And 
thus, the revolution of 1789 has yielded her the glorious profit of passing from the 
noble submission to her most Christian kings over to the ignoble servitude of the 
kings ofMammon.130 

The theological overview the Jesuits provide did not preclude a critique of 
recent French history in political and philosophical terms because the rise ofJews 
in France was in some logical but nevertheless uncanny way the logical result of 
the introduction of revolutionary principles a century before. Any country which 
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abandons the Catholic Faith and turns from God's law, as France, did in 1789, will 
end up being ruled by Jews, because 

in effect, the modern principles, or the so-called rights of man, were invented 
by Jews in order to cause the people and their governments to divest themselves 
of their defensive arms against Judaism, and to multiply the offensive arms re
dounding to this latter's advantage. Once having acquired absolute civil liberty 
and equality in every sphere with Christians and the nations, the dam which 
previously had held back the Hebrews was opened for them, and in a short time, 
like a devastating torrent, they penetrated and cunningly took over everything; 
gold, trade, the stockmarket, the highest appointments in political administra
tions, in the army and in diplomacy; public education, the press, everything fell 
into their hands or into the hands of those who were inevitably depending on 
them. The result was that in our days Christian society encounters in the very 
laws and constitutions of the states the biggest obstacle which hi~ders it for shed
ding the yoke of Hebrew audacity, imposed under the guise of liberty.'3' 

Evidence for this claim was taken from foreign sources, like the 

great synod ofIsraelites having come together from all over Europe, which took 
place in Leipzig on June 29, 1869, at which Dr. Lazarus of Berlin claimed that 
"The synod recognizes that the development and practice of modern principles 
offers the most solid security for the present and future prosperity of Judaism 
and its followers. These principles contain the most efficacious seeds for its 
thrilling vitality and its further expansion."13· 

According to the Civiltti Cattolica article, "This is the source of the presump
tion of Judaism, which, as said Prince Metternich, supplies the states with 'first 
class revolutionaries,' and of the arrogance by which it already predicts its defini
tive triumph over Christianity.">33 In Russia too, Jews were simultaneously "in the 
first ranks of those who created capitalism" as well as "in the avant garde of those 
who were active in advocating the destruction of the monarchy and the destruc
tion of the bourgeois order."'34 

France was not alone in this regard. Virtually every country which expe
rienced revolutionary ferment, whether home grown or imposed by Napoleon, 
emancipated the Jews and put laws in place which secularized social, economic 
and political life. In each instance, including Russia, which had yet to experience 
revolution, the Jews. as Karl Marx noted. flourished in those countries' newly cre
ated capitalist economies. This economy coupled with industrialization uprooted 
huge numbers of people who had lived on the land for generations and herded 
them into the cities. where they became the revolutionary proletariat. By promot
ing capitalism. the Jews also promoted revolution. It was a dual role that Jacob 
Schiff would carry to new levels in a few years. 

As a result of the revolution. France awoke to find itself in bondage to the 
Jews and it is "just this subjugation burdening the European peoples in economic. 
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moral and political aspects that constitutes the kernel of the Jewish question in 
our time."'35 The main form of modern bondage is finance: 

The accumulation of money by the Hebrews under the aegis of the rights of 
man-the system initiated a hundred years earlier and also in France-is ample 
cause for loathing.... The bloody revolution of 1793 which wasted the goods of 
the nobility and the clergy, attracted that swarm of rapacious vultures. A cen
tury later here in France, perhaps even more so than in the Austrian Empire and 
in Italy, they have become the lords of everything.... The entire so-called High 
Finance is in the grip of non-French Jews who possess inestimable wealth. The 
litany of these princes of Israel is long and all have last names which sound as 
French as those of Arabs or Zulus. The Dreyfuses, Bischoffheims, Oppenheims, 
Erlangers, Hottinguers and so on, altogether form a banking sanhedrin that rep
resents a value of at least 10 billion, entirely extracted from the veins of France, 
thanks to the rights of man, invented by this cosmopolitan and insatiable race 
itself and granted to it .... So as already today one cannot negotiate a loan in Eu
rope without the good, will of the Rothschilds, likewise, before long, no one will 
be able to do any business at all without the consent and the interest of the in
ternational Jewish league. Hebraism, with its adoration of the golden calf, which 
represents its power, must necessarily degrade itself below the civilized world .... 
Now there is no longer any virtue on earth but industry, no religion other than 
profit, no priesthood other than business, no rite other than money-changing, 
no God but gold.136 

Because of their ascendancy in finance, the Jews were able to extend their 
domination of French culture to newspapers and education: 

The Israelite race combines the rule of gold with that one which directly subju
gates the mind: we mean themagisterium of the pubic press and academia. In 
1848 at the Jewish congress held in Krakow... it was decreed that the dispersed 
Israel had to take possession of Europe's most powerful newspapers .... Journal
ism and public education are like the two wings that carry the Israelite dragon, 
so that it might corrupt and plunder all over Europe .... The Jews buy the press, 
over half of the newspapers are in their power, and they use it on behalf of their 
ideas. Jews are responsible for the moral decline in France because, "entirely Jew
ish is the pornographic and irreligious press which sullies the country and has 
no equal in any civilized place .... The Jews sully France with the most obscene, 
most scandalous, most nauseous journalism imaginable and the Freemasons ea-
gerly disseminate it.137 . 

By the early 1900s, some people came to believe that certain fields were actu
ally "dominated" by Jews, so great was their presence. In 1912, Moritz Goldstein, 
a young Jewish journalist, "delighted anti-Semites" by publishing an article in the 
conservative magazine Der Kunstwart claiming that Jews now largely controlled 
German culture. As he saw it, "we are administering the spiritual property of a 
nation that denies our right and our ability to do SO,'''38 

Throughout their series on the Jewish question, the Jesuits at Civilta Cattolica 
maintained that there was causal connection between Jewish hegemony and revo
lution. Once the revolution broke down the barriers against evil which Christian 
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nations had erected in self-defense, the Jews colonized that nation and turned its 
inhabitants into their slaves. The only cure is repentance, which is to say, a return 
to the Gospel. That cure will be impossible, 

as long as there are governments which continue to replace the ten command
ments, the faith and the Gospel of Christ with the principles glorified by the 
French Revolution. If the Christian societies, having been removed from the 
Church ofJesus Christ, won't return to her, they will wait in vain for their libera
tion from the iron joke of the Jews. As long as sin will endure, punishment also 
will endure and even intensify.'39 

The authors of the article on the Jewish question mentioned Russia repeatedly 
as the only country in Europe which, as of 1890, had not succumbed to Jewish con
trol. Solzhenitsyn viewed the Jewish contribution to the rise of the revolutionary 
spirit in Russia from a spiritual perspective that was not dissimilar to the explana
tion which the authors of Civilta Cattolica proposed, when he claimed that "It is 
not Christian Europe which suffers under the Jews; it is unbelieving Europe which 
suffers."140 One manifestation of the suffering was the constant discussion of the 
Jewish question which echoed across the continent around the turn of the cen
tury. "By 1898 anti-Semitism had reached the level of a paroxysm in all of western 
Europe"-in Germany, France, "Great Britain and the US."'41 At around this time, 
in cities like Vienna and Budapest, large numbers of Jews began to dominate the 
press, theater, legal profession and media which did not correspond to their num
bers in the general population. It was also at this time that the Jewish businessmen 
and bankers began to accumulate their huge fortunes. As a result, an anti-Semitic 
movement began to spread through Austria and Bohemia toward the end of the 
19th Century, prompting Eugen Duehring, later attacked by Engels, to respond 
that "The Jews are not only an alien but also a real and unconvertably degenerate 
race."'42 As both Civilta Cattolica and Solzhenitsyn indicated, the demise of reli
gion which followed the revolutionary secularization of formerly Christian coun
tries created a culture which no longer saw baptism as the "cure" for the Jewish 
problem, which was now construed in racial terms by both Jews like Moses Hess 
and their anti-Semitic opponents. 

The power of the Jews increased over the French with each subsequent revo
lution during the 19th century. "The revolution of September 4, 1870 raised six 
Israelites to the apex of power and the terrible government of the Paris Com
mune numbered another nine of theirs, mainly leaders and intriguers. Prominent 
among these were: Gustave Dacosta, who hunted the priests; Lisbonne, who tried 
to open a tavern served by prostitutes in nuns' habits; and Sione Mayer, who pre
sided at the destruction of the Vendrome column." The revolutionaries were "sup
ported by a journalism that confuses, screens, deceives and frightens off whoever 
doesn't bow to the whims ofJudaism," and it does it with "the help of the Masonic 
sects."'43 
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The same thing occurred in Italy, where in September 20, 1870, "Rome was 

conquered with shells and the Papacy made a prisoner, the conspiracies, the up
roars, the rebellions, the assassinations, the massacres, the wars, the so-called rev

olutionary deeds, everywhere and always had the same success of increasing the 
Hebrews' wealth and of humiliating and oppressing the Christian civilization."'44 
Civilta Cattolica was referring here to the same series of Masonic-inspired revolu
tions that had inspired Moses Hess. In both countries the Catholics who partici
pated in the revolution thinking they would free themselves from oppression were 
later subdued by the oligarchies controlled by Jews and their Masonic allies: 

Freedom... uniquely redounded to the Hebrews' advantage. Through it, they 
have acquired complete power to subjugate the nations and to ordain that the 
few might tyrannize the many, and this under the guise oflegality, with regard 
to material goods, to conscience, to faith, to family, yes and what is more to 
blood and life. Out of such a spasm ofliberty, equality and fraternity has arisen 
the ,despotism of the tyrannical oligarchies to which the modern states reduce 
themselves and whoever glances into them will observe that they are oligarchies 
of Jews or of Freemasons, the Jews' base serfs. The religious right of Catholics 
is chained; this is the freedom of Masonic Judaism. Permission of blaspheming 
and committing sacrileges is converted into a public right; this is its equality. 
Brutal hatred against whoever possesses faithfulness to the God of his forefa
thers is applauded as patriotism, this is its fraternity. In the Rome of the Popes, 
carrying the Cross of Christ through the streets in a procession is a crime; but 
carrying the bust of Giordano Bruno or the horn of Satan there is a noble hom
age paid to the state.'45 

Six years earlier, in 1876, in his encyclical Humanum Genus, Pope Leo XIII 
had already criticized the rise of Freemasonry in formally Christian countries like 

France, without, of course, linking them to the Jews. Leo's critique of the Masonic 
subversion of education, which "allow[s] no share either of teaching or of disci
pline to the ministers of the Church," is extended by the Jesuits to include their 
Jewish allies. Again they cite France as the prime example of a country where the 
Masons collaborated with the Jews to take control of education. In France, they 
write, 

The war cry "Clericalism is the enemy" was conceived in the midst of the over
flowing jewel cases of the Jews, Rothschild, and broadcast by way of Cousin,the 
Grand Master of Masonry to Gamteeta who wore it on his sleeve .... Among the 
most pitiless persecutors of Catholicism, the prize goes to the Jews Hendle, Sch
nerb and Levaillant. ... The Jew Giedroye mutilated the masterpieces of the clas
sical authors, purging away from them the holy name of God, so that it would 
never come under the eyes of young scholars. The Jew Lyon-Alemand ended a 
teacher's career because that teacher had praised, in a book sent to be printed, 
the beneficial influence of Christianity on civilization. The Jew Naquet proposed 
the wicked law promoting divorce and saw to it that it was approved. The Jews 
tear down the crucifixes from the walls of the Paris schools, breaking them and 
giving orders to throw them into the sewers, and they defend sword in hand, 
children's obligatory attendance of secular schools, that is of those without and 
against the Christian God.'46 
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All of the revolutionaries active in Europe in general and in Italy in particu
lar-they mention Mazzini, Cavour, and Garibaldi-have "flirted with the syna
gogue."'47 What begins as liberation ends as bondage, because "This ultimate pur
pose is universal domination, is world domination cherished as an article of faith 
by the degenerate cabalists of Israel. Jews always win out in a society organized 
according to revolutionary principles."'48 Whenever a state promotes the "abso
lute equality of all citizens" and "unrestricted liberty" it transforms society, as 
Shakespeare noted in Troilus and Cressida, "into a tumultuary struggle between 
opposing forces, of which the most powerful will get the upper hand. And, un
fortunately, the most powerful force is always the most malicious one, that in the 
choice of weapons doesn't even shrink from dishonesty.'''49 

x 
The emigration of Russian Jews did not begin immediately after the assassi

nation of Czar Alexander II but it did increase dramatically in the years following 
his death. Emigration, in fact, was negligible up until 1887, six full years after the 
first pogroms following the assassination. The first dramatic jump took place in 
the period from 1889-92. The really massive jump took place in 1897. The pogroms 
are listed as the usual cause of migration, but in retrospect they must be consid
ered as one cause among many. In 1904 at the beginning of the Russo-Japanese 
war huge numbers ofJewish draft dodgers left Russia and emigrated to America.'50 

Avoiding the draft was a Significant reason to migrate, especially to America, be
cause America was at peace at the time and there was no draft. 

One of the biggest waves of emigration followed the Czarist government's 
nationalization of the vodka industry in 1896. In order to deal with an abuse that 
had plagued the Russian state since the final partition of Poland, the Czarist gov
ernment made the distilling of vodka a state monopoly in 1896. Jews could no 
longer produce vodka, nor was it legal to sell vodka on credit anymore.'5' As the 
first result of the ban, the state took in 285 million in alcohol sales and 98 million 
rubles in taxes. The enormous revenue which accrued to the state from vodka pro
duction gave some indication of why the Jews fought so bitterly to retain control 
of it. When they concluded that retaining control was a lost cause, large numbers 
ofJews simply left Russia and emigrated to America. 

The Jews accused Russia of economic oppression and used that charge to jus
tify revolution, but the economic figures tell another story. The Jews prospered 
financially throughout the course of the 19th century in Russia. In addition to the 
huge number of Jews involved in the sale and production of alcohol, the Jewish
dominated sugar industry employed hundreds of thousands of Jewish families. 
The Jews owned two million desyatines of land in 1908 even though they actu
ally farmed only 113,000. Of 1000 grain dealers in the northwest, 930 were J ews.'52 

Jewish capitalists contributed to the rise of the revolutionary workers' movement 
by the way they treated their employees. "Jews owned mines and exploited the 
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workers."153 Before long the same complaints that had come to the fore in France, 
as recorded in the Civilta Cattolica article, began to be common in Russia. "The 
ranks of Russian businessmen are being taken over more and more by Jews .... Jews 
control finance and credit."'54 

One of the most ominous social indicators showed that there was an inverse 
ratio between Jewish prosperity and Jewish assimilation over the course of the 
19th century. Jews made more and more money but at the same time became less 
and less interested in becoming Russians. The Mendelssohnian dream of Jewish 
Russification that had been imported from Germany during the heady days of the 
Russian Enlightenment now seemed glaringly outdated. It had been replaced in 
the Jewish mind by Zionism and Socialism. The halting steps toward assimilation 
which Russian Jews had made falteringly in the 1850S had stopped altogether. Rus
sia's educational system had failed in its project of integrating Russian Jews into 
Russian culture. After over 40 years of Enlightened reform, only 67,000 out of 
over five million Russian Jews spoke Russian, a troubling figure when one contem
plated the fact that in 1900 50 percent of the world's Jews were living in Russia. The 
Jews had become not only an unassimilable minority with considerable financial 
power in their own right, they also had inside connections to world finance in 
New York through Jacob Schiff and Paris through the Rothschilds. Their connec
tions with the financial oligarchy didn't quench their thirst for revolution. In fact, 
during this same period of time, they had become fixated on violent revolution as 
the only feasible solution to their problems-both real and imagined. 

Migration didn't solve the revolution problem either, as one might have ex
pected, because the Jews migrated to colonies in places like New York which still 
nourished that fantasy and provided shelter for recruits like Leon Trotsky, who 
hurried back from New York city once the revolution broke out in earnest. Af
ter resettling in New York in 1890, Gurwich discovered a "Russian workers aid 
SOciety" that was made up almost entirely of craftsmen from Minsk, and which 
celebrated "the Russian New Year" by putting on a "ball of the Minsker Socialists" 
in New York.'SS On the other hand, Jewish emigration to New York was so massive 
that it threatened to cripple the revolutionary movement in Russia by depleting its 
source of recruits. Our work, said one revolutionary, "was hindered more by the 
growing migration to America than by the persecution of the Police. We created 
the socialist workers for America."ls6 The net result of that immigration would 
be to turn America into Russia's successor as the world's premier revolutionary 
power by the beginning of the 21St century. 

Virtually every Jew who emigrated to America had to pass through Germa
ny to the port cities of Bremen and Hamburg to get there, but the German Jews 
showed no interest in allowing the Ostjuden to settle in Germany. In fact, the new
comers from the East often embarrassed the assimilated German Jews by remind
ing them of their unenlightened forebears. Gustav Mahler wrote to his wife from 
Lvov (Lemberg) that Polish Jews "run about this place as dogs do elsewhere."'57 
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Walter Rathenau, AEG heir and minister in the Weimar Republic, fulminated 
against this "Asiatic horde."'58 As Solzehnitsyn puts it, German Jews did not wel
come them but contributed generously to their upkeep and the "eventual integra
tion" of those who made it through the border into Germany. Jewish migration to 
cities like Berlin would provide fodder for national socialist propagandists during 
the '20S and '30S. 

The normal method of German Jewish philanthropy meant making sure that 
the Ostjuden remained in the sealed trains which carried them to the ports of 
Bremen and Hamburg, where they were put on boats to America. Between 1882 
and 1914, millions ofJews crossed Germany on their way to England and the New 
World. All of them were aided by the Jewish Hilfsverein, whose slogan was "Ger
man thoroughness and Jewish heart."'59 The refugees were not as sanguine about 
their treatment as the German Jews were. They complained of being confined in 
trains for days on end and allowed out only to pass through delousing stations. 
"We emigrants were herded at the stations, packed in the cars and driven from 
place to place like cattle .... " Not even the great cholera epidemic of 1892 stopped 
the flow of immigrants through Germany, although it did lead to an increase of 
medical measures along the way.'''60 Sealed trains would soon take on greater 
meaning as the 20th century progressed. 

Before he died in 1904, Herzllearned from Police Chief V. K. Plehve that the 
Western Jewish financial world was supporting revolution in Russia. One of the 
key figures in this support was Jacob Schiff. a German Jew who had emigrated to 
New York.'6. Eventually two million Jews emigrated to the United States, and most 
of them ended up staying in New York City, which became as a result a center 
of anti-Russian agitation. Schiff became a player in American-Russian relations 
when he used his influence in the world of finance to back the Japanese and thwart 
Russian credit during the Russo-Japanese war. He also helped sway the mind of 
Theodore Roosevelt, whose sympathies were totally on the side of Japan. 

Schiff came to New York from Germany and became the head of the Banking 
firm Kuhn, Loeb & Co. In 1912 "he was known in America as the railroad king, 
and was in possession of 22,000 miles of track." Schiff took to heart the plight 
of the Russian Jews and was hostile to Russia until 1917. According to the Jew
ish Encyclopedia, Schiff "belonged to the most important creditors of both his 
own and many foreign governments, part of which was the 200 million dollars 
which he lent to Japan during the Russo-Japanese war of 1904-5. Infuriated at the 
anti-Semitic politics of the Czarist regime in Russia, he happily supported the 
bellicose activities of the Japanese. Conversely he also refused to have anything 
to do with lending money to Russia, and he used his influence to convince other 
banking firms not to lend money to Russia, while at the same time financing the 
Jewish "self-defense" groups. Schiff, we know from conversations with his distant 
relative G. A. Vilenkin, an official in the Russian finance ministry, "admitted that 
through him money was flowing to Russian revolutionary organizations" and that 
the "situation was so far advanced" that the aid couldn't be halted. 
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Count Sergei Witte tried to borrow money from Schiff but got nowhere. He 
soon found that he had to deal with Schiff's influence on the president of the 
United States when Theodore Roosevelt warned Witte not to impose restriction of 
American citizens traveling in Russia. Roosevelt was referring to American "sales
men" in Russia, without adverting to the fact that the majority of these "salesmen" 
were in reality Russian Jews who received American citizenship only to return to 
Russia, often to promote revolutionary activity. As salesmen, they were expected 
to be allowed to sell whatever they wanted, including the Colt revolvers which 
ended up in the hands of the students of Odessa during the revolution of 1905. 
Schiff was nothing if not forthright about his support for revolution, even if he 
kept the details of his financial support out of the headlines: "If the Czar can't 
guarantee his own people their Freedoms which are their right, then this will lead 
to a Revolution and to the creation of a Republic, in which these rights can be at
tained."'6. Solzehnitsyn agrees with Haberer in the belief that "the general ardor of 
the Russian revolutionary movement was doubtless ignited (fanned) by the Jewish 
revolutionaries."'63 

Over the course of the first decade of the 20th century, the Jews' revolutionary 
activity became more overt and more violent. In Krynki the revolutionaries fired 
on the police from the shtetl plunging the town into anarchy for two full days. 
"According to local reports, the unrest began when Jews outraged the local Rus
sian residents by using a picture of the Czar for target practice outside of town.",64 
It was becoming increasingly obvious that the Russian revolutionaries needed the 
Jews as the fuse that would set off the revolution.'65 (The number ofJews increased 
with each decade until by the turn of the century, they made up one quarter to one 
third of the revolutionary movement in Czarist prisons). 

Before long, the Russian police began to notice that the revolutionary move
ment would have been unthinkable without Jewish support. At this point, Jews 
who made up 5 percent of Russia's population comprised over 25 percent of all 
political prisoners in Russian prisons and in exile. The historian M. N. Pokrowsky 
estimated that. .. "Jews made up from one fourth to one third of the organizational 
cadres of all revolutionary parties." In 1903 Count Sergei Witte told Herzl that the 
Jews, who made up 5 percent of Russia's population, were the source of 50 percent 
of all the revolutionary recruits. G. P. Fedotow wrote "The Jews ... were intellectu
ally liberated during the 1880s ... in a manner similar to what happened to the Rus
sian intelligencia in the epoch of Peter the Great. They became to a large extent 
deracinated, international in their understanding of themselves and intellectually 
active .... They took a leading role in the Russian Revolution, and they also brought 
about the moral corruption of the Russian revolutionaries."'66 

The Jews saw revolution as a perverse form of assimilation and as the answer 
to the "burning deracination" which swept over them when the Kahal was abol
ished and talmudic Judaism was exposed as the essence of benighted superstition. 
M. Agursky claims that "Participation in the revolutionary movement was in a 
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certain sense a simpler form of assimilation than the usual form, which required 
baptism.'''67 Jewish society was saturated with revolutionary ideas. And the in
toxication which these ideas fostered was transgenerational. The rich Jeweler from 
Kiev, Marschak gave his terrorist son complete freedom of action. The brothers 
Goz came from a wealthy Moscow Jewish family which also included the Wys
osky family, millionaires from tea manufacture, whose grandfather gave the so
cial revolutionary party hundreds of thousands of rubles. 

Rationalism found its fulfillment in Marxism, which spread like wildfire 
through the Pale of the Settlement providing a bracing dose of Messianic politics, 
which provided immediate relief from the depression which followed deracina
tion. Suddenly, in Marxism, Jews had a purpose in life consonant with the lofty 
calling they derived from the Jewish heritage of Messianic politics going all the 
way back to Simon bar Kohkba: 

The Jews believed ... that the Revolution was a step on the way toward the real
ization of the kingdom of God on earth. Not to condemn the Jews but to praise 
them, they wrote about the role which Jews played as the leaders of the people's 
movement for Freedom, Equality and social justice, a leader who was not reti
cent to bring about the destruction of the current state and social order in order 
to reach this high goal.. .. In his book Die Juden als Rasse und Kulturvolk, Fritz 
Kahn claimed that "Moses, 1250 years before Christ, is the first proclamation 
of human rights in the history of mankind ... Christ paid for proclaiming this 
communist manifesto in a capitalistic state with his death, ... and then in 1818 the 
star rose over Bethlehem for the second time. Once again he rises over the roofs 
ofJudea, Karl Marx.'~68 

With weapons and subversive literature flooding into the Pale, Vilna, the 
"Lithuanian Jerusalem," was awash in revolutionary ideas and the wherewithal 
to carry them out. Weapons plus revolutionary ideas plus pogroms led to the cre
ation of fighting units, known as self-defense groups, in the Pale, especially in 
Vilna, which in the 19th century became for Russian what the Hague in the 18th 
century had been for France. The rise in revolutionary consciousness correspond
ed to the rise in Zionism. In 1897 the Bund was founded in the same year as the 
First World Zionist Congress was held. Yet Zionism did not provide a safety valve 
for revolutionary Jewish fervor, as Herzl claimed it would in Germany, because 
revolutionary Zionists like Jabotinsky felt that revolution had to take place in Rus
sia before the Jews could move to Palestine. 

When the revolution finally arrived in 1905, the Jews, especially Jewish stu
dents in the south, played a major role in its execution. In October 1905 one of the 
Zionist synagogues in Odessa became not only the place where the student and 
worker revolutionaries assembled, it became the place where they picked up their 
weapons as well. Inspired by the resistance they had witness among the Jews of 
Gomel, thousands of Jews joined the Odessa defense leagues. Before long they 
were marching through the town taunting the Russians by saying, "We gave you 
your God and now we will also give you your Czar." At one point the Jews opened 
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fire on a crowd of workers. On the following day, a group of patriotic Russian or
ganized a procession carrying icons and portraits of the Czar. They were attacked 
by the Jews as well. Twenty years later, the revolutionary Semyon Diamantstein 
admitted that the "an explosive device was thrown into the Orthodox procession 
to provoke a reaction."169 In the reaction that followed many Jews were killed. For
eign press reports claimed in what had become predictable fashion that "thou
sand and tens of thousands of Jews had been murdered and that young girls and 
children were raped and strangled."'70 But Diamantstein unwittingly corroborated 
the official reports on the incident which claimed that no women and children 
were among the slain when he wrote, "The overwhelming majority of the dead 
and injured Jews belonged to the best, willing to fight, younger element, who were 
in the self-defense groups. They died in battle, but they didn't give in." What got 
reported as a pogrom was in reality a revolutionary "battle" in which many Jewish 
soldiers died. 

The police claimed that the Jews were responsible for the riots and the official 
Senate investigation backed them up in their claim, concluding that "the October 
riots were clearly provoked by revolutionary activity and ended exclusively as Jew
ish pogroms [Le., attacks on Russian Christians], because representatives of this 
ethnic group were disproportionately involved in the revolutionary movement." 
Ignoring the evidence available in the official reports, the Encyclopedia Judaica 
claimed that "From their beginning these pogroms were inspired by the govern
ment."171 

After two years of revolutionary turmoil, the Jewish leaders, who now held 
the upper hand, were no longer content to strive for equal rights in small incre
ments. They saw themselves on the threshold of victory and no longer felt it was 
necessary to present themselves as loyal petitioners to the Czar.'7' As a result of 
this revolutionary activity, by 1907, "the western half of Russian from Beassarabia 
to Warsaw" was "boiling over with hatred for the Jews, who [were] held as chiefly 
responsible for all of the troubles there."'73 

As in France during the same period, the Jews in Russia inexorably took con
trol of the national mind and culture. "The brain of the nation," wrote W. Schulgin 
in the 1920S, "was in Jewish hands and it became business as usual to think in Jew
ish categories .... In spite of all of the restrictions, the Jews ... controlled the mind of 
the Russian people."'74 

In October of 1905, the Czar tried to mollify the Jews by granting them 
new rights at the beginning of the Duma monarchy under Prime Minister P. A. 
Stolypin. The Duma monarchy was in many ways the Russian imitation of the 
Glorious Revolution. As in France, the English idea of controlled revolution could 
not sink roots into Russian soil. The Czar's concessions were ridiculed by the press 
which was seen as controlled by the Jews. Witte considered the press "Jewish" or 
"half-Jewish," a fact which the representative Purischkevich confirmed when he 
referred to the press section of the Duma as "our Jewish Pale of the Settlement."'75 
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D. I. Pichno, who had spent 25 years with the newspaper Kiewljanin felt that the 
press constantly belittled the efforts of Stolypin and the Czar because "The Jews ... 
have committed themselves to the Russian revolution ..... Serious Russian society 
understood that the press was a power in moments like this, but they had no pow
er over it, because that power was in the hands of their enemies, who across Russia 
spoke in their name and had to be read. There were no other organs." Andrei Belyj 
had similar things to say about the press. It was controlled by Jewish writers who 
were "alienated from this culture .... Just take a look at the list of the employees of 
the newspapers and magazines in Russia. Who are the music and literature critics? 
You'll find only Jewish names on the list.... The overwhelming majority of the Jew
ish critics are completely alienated from Russian art, and write in an Esperanto 
jargon and terrorize every attempt to enrich or deepen the Russian language."'76 

Even an enemy of the Czar and a devoted revolutionary like Jabotinsky 
warned that "nothing good" would come from "the progressive magazines, which 
are kept going by Jewish money and run by Jewish writers ... not for Russian poli
tics or for the Jews." The government's reform measures were caught between the 
Jewish papers which "proposed the insufferable Talmud of democracy" and the 
right-wing papers, which could barely .. keep their heads above water, but which 
accused Stolypin of favoring the Jews. All the while, Jewish influence increased. 
The number of Jews living outside the Pale of the Settlement increased year by 
year, and the chairs at the universities were invariably held by "Jews, social revo
lutionaries or social democrats."177 The best indication of Jewish prosperity under 
the Czars was demographic; over the course of a century, the Jewish population 
under the Russian crown rose from 820,000 to over five million, even though 1.5 
million emigrated.'78 

In September 1911, P. A. Stolypin, the Russian prime minister who had been 
accused of favoring the Jews because he had worked so hard for Jewish rights was 
assassinated by a Jew. D. G. Bogrov, the assassin, had been raised in an atmo
sphere of burning hatred for the Czarist regime. The Jewish animus against the 
Czar became apparent when Bogrov's father said he was proud of his son. Bogrov 
later claimed that he really wanted to murder the Czar but was afraid that that act 
"would have set off a witchhunt against the Jews and would have led to a limita
tion of our rights." M. Menshikov, who had reproached Stolypin for conceding too 
much to the Jews when he was alive, mourned his passing. "Our great statesman, 
the best leader we have had for a century and a half-murdered! And the murderer 
was a Jew! Doesn't he have any shame? How could he dare to shoot the prime 
minister of Russia?'''79 

The murder set off panic among Kiev's Jews, but the government which had 
been accused of fomenting pogroms in the past made sure there were no distur
bances in the wake of Stolypin's death. There was, however, widespread horror and 
indignation, especially against the Jews. "After Stolypin was murdered," wrote W. 
Rosanow in December 1912, "I ceased to have any feelings toward the Jews. Would 
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a Russian have dared to murder Rothschild or one of their leaders?"'SO When the 
Duma looked into the murder they were accused of anti-Semitism. "Why didn't 
the Octobrists suppress the fact that Stolypin's murderer was a Jew?" Representa
tive Nisselowich wondered. The fact that they didn't smacked of anti-Semitism. 
When Solzhenitsyn brought up the fact that Bogrov was a Jew 70 years later in his 
novel August 1914 (part of the cycle known as The Red Wheel), he was accused of 
anti-Semitism as well. "Why did I mention the fact that Stolypin's murderer was a 
Jew .... The fact that I didn't suppress that fact was proof of anti-Semitism." 

Stolypin was the only politician who could have kept Russia out of the war 
which finally broke over Europe three years later in August 1914. With him gone, 
Russia plunged down the path leading to defeat and revolutionary chaos, followed 
by the iron heel of Bolshevism and the inevitable reaction against it at the hands 
of Germany's National Socialists. The murder of Stolypin led to Russia's defeat in 
the war, which led to the rise of Bolshevism, which led to the German reaction, 
under which the Jews suffered terribly for Bogrov's crime and that of the other 
revolutionary Jews. 
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Chapter Sixteen 

The Redemption of the South and the NAACP 

The Jews .. have already leaped en mass upon the millions of liberated Negroes and have 
already taken a grip upon them in their, the Jews' own way, by means of their sempiternal 
"gold pursuit" and by taking advantage of the inexperience and vices of the exploited 
tribe .... the Negroes have been liberated from the slave owners, but that will not last 
because Jews, of whom there are so many in the world, will jump at this new little victim. 

Fyodor Dostoyevsky on Reconstruction, 1877' 

By 1905 the Redemption of the South was complete. As a literary commemo
ration of that fact, Thomas Dixon wrote a novel trilogy expounding the 
South's position. The most famous novel of the trilogy was The Clansman: 

an Historical Romance of the Ku Klux Klan, in which Dixon portrayed in fictional 
form the South's rebellion against Reconstruction, and, to use the title of the film 
based on it which appeared 10 years later, "The Birth of a Nation." The dictum 
that generals always fight the last war applied to Dixon's novel as well. By focusing 
on a war which had been won 28 years in the past, namely the South's successful 
overthrow of Reconstruction, Dixon created a myth which allowed his readers 
to ignore the form of Yankee imperialism which the South faced in 1905, namely, 
financial and industrial exploitation. The key to this settlement, which allowed 
both mystification and accommodation, was racism, in particular the "scientific" 
racism that was making dramatic cultural inroads in the now Anglophile WASP 
North in the aftermath of the triumph of Darwinism in England. 

The odium surrounding racism has become so all-pervaSive that it is worth 
taking a moment to understand just what it is and what it is not. What it is not 
is religion. And so to transpose the American racial argument back to its origins 
in European anti-Semitism, recourse to racism meant that Christianity had been 
superceded and that baptism could have no real effect in changing the biological 
substratum which determined human behavior, or what Dixon referred to as "the 
Leopard's Spots." Dixon took that phrase as the title of one of the other novels in 
his trilogy on the South. In that "Romance of the White Man's Burden," Dixon 
expounded upon his belief that biology trumped religion in every instance. By 
choosing biological determinism over religion, Dixon ingratiated himself with the 
northern industrialists, who, quite rightly, saw in Darwinism a covert justification 
of capitalism. In doing this, Dixon all but guaranteed that the arbiters of culture 
in the North would do nothing to oppose his vision of the new South. Dixon was 
posturing defiantly in front of the corpse of an enemy that had already been de
feated, namely the zealots of the transcendentalist/abolitionist stripe, while at the 
same time distracting the attention of his readers from the enemy currently oc
cupying their country, namely, the northern industrialists who promoted things 
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like child labor and enslaved lower class Southern whites in ways undreamt of by 
the defenders of chattel slavery. In doing this, Dixon also cut the nerve of reform 
and social amelioration because if behavior was a function of the immutable char
acteristics of race no reform was possible because, to use the terms of his argu
ment, the leopard was unable to change his spots. Dixon's recourse to biological 
determinism, as manifested in race, as the ultimate explicator of human behavior 
destroyed any possibility of understanding revolution or its roots in the Puritan! 
Yankee culture of the North. In his analysis of Dixon's Clansman, Richard Weaver 
cites Dixon's claim that the Southerner is "an ultraconservative, and the last man 
on earth to become a revolutionist,''' but he fails to point out that the main char
acter of The Clansman, who joins the Klan to save Southern culture annonces at 
the end of the novel that he has become a "revolutionist" too. Dixon's racism turns 
the South's victory over Reconstruction into a pyrrhic victory because in order 
to defeat the Yankees, the Southerners had to become revolutionaries themselves. 

In order to accomplish this, Dixon has to change the terms of the debate. 
Lincoln is the first figure in Dixon's novel to undergo this change. Instead of por
traying Lincoln as a Republican, which is to say as an American Jacobin and the 
heir of the European revolutionary tradition, which is how the South portrayed 
him before the war, Dixon portrays Lincoln is a racist, i.e., a good person. Lincoln, 
according to Dixon, believes "that there is a physical difference between the white 
and black races which will forever forbid their living together on terms of politi
cal and social equality. If such be attempted, one must go to the wall.''l "No more 
insane blunder," Lincoln continues, 

could now be made than any further attempt to use these Negro troops. There 
can be no such thing as restoring this Union to its basis of fraternal peace with 
armed Negroes, wearing the uniform of this Nation, tramping over the South 
and rousing the basest passion of the freedmen and their former masters.4 

America, according to Dixon's Lincoln, is a white man's country: 

there is no room for distinct races of white men in America, much less for two 
distinct races of whites and blacks. We can have no inferior servile class, peon or 
peasant. We must assimilate or expel. The American is a citizen king or nothing. 
I can conceive of no greater calamity than the assimilation of the Negro into our 
social and political life as our equal. A mulatto citizenship would be too dear a 
price to pay for emancipation.s 

Race-mixing of the sort that will inevitably follow from the defeat of the 
South will lead to the destruction of the American character, which is based on 
the innate biological characteristics of the white race. Therefore, in order to save 
the republic, Lincoln sees it as his duty to deport the Negroes living in the United 
States to some American colony in the tropics: 

"If the Negro were not here would we allow him to land?" the President went on, 
as if talking to himself. "The duty to exclude carries the right to expel. Within 20 

years we can peacefully colonize the Negro in the tropics and give him our lan-
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guage, literature, religion and system of government under conditions in which 
he can rise to the full measure of manhood. This he can never do here. It was 
the fear of the black tragedy behind emancipation that led the South into the 
insanity of secession. We can never attain the ideal Union our fathers dreamed, 
with millions of an alien, inferior race among us, whose assimilation is neither 
possible nor desirable. The Nation cannot now exist half white and half black, 
any more than it could exist half slave and half free ... God never meant that the 
Negro should leave his habitat or the white man invade his home."· 

Had Lincoln lived, according to Dixon's reading of American history, he 
would have brought about reconciliation in America after the war by expelling 
the nation's Negroes and establishing whiteness as the basis of the nation's iden
tity. This plan was thwarted by Lincoln's assassination, which was carried out, ac
cording to Dixon, by a revolutionary caballed by Congressman Austin Stoneman, 
Dixon's disguised portrait of Thaddeus Stevens. In the introduction to his book, 
Dixon tells us that 

The chaos of blind passion that followed Lincoln's assassination is inconceivable 
today. The Revolution it produced in our Government, and the bold attempt of 
Thaddeus Stevens to Africanise ten great states of the American Union, read now 
like tales from "The Arabian Nights.'" 

Dixon leaves no doubt that "the master hand [which] has organized a con
spiracy in Congress to crush the President"B belonged to Austin Stoneman. He 
also leaves no doubt in the reader's mind about the political course which Stone
man was determined to pursue. "Stoneman," Dixon writes, "is a revolutionary." 
He was "In temperament a fanatic, in impulse a born revolutionist; the word con
servatism was to him as a red rag to a bull.''9 Stoneman admits as much to Lincoln's 
successor: "We, too, are revolutionists and you are our executive. The Constitution 
sustained and protected slavery. It was 'a league with death and a covenant with 
hell: and our flag 'a polluted rag."'l0 

Stoneman is part of a cabal that wants to enslave the South and turn it into 
a "second Poland." As one despairing Southerner puts it: "My son, we are now in 
the hands of the revolutionists, army sutlers, contractors, and adventurers. The 
Nation will touch the lowest tide-mud of its degradation within the next few years. 
No man can predict the end."ll The revolutionary plan is to destroy the South: 
"Blot every Southern state from the map. Strip every rebel of property and citi
zenship, and send them into exile beggared and infamous outcasts."" In order 
to accomplish his plan, Stoneman needs to confiscate the property of the white 
southerners and redistribute it to the Negroes. "The one thing on which the suc
cess of my plan absolutely depends is the confiscation of the millions of acres of 
land owned by the white people of the South and its division among the Negroes 
and those who fought and suffered in this war."13 

Stoneman will accomplish his plan by turning Negroes into revolutionaries. 
The Negro is the avant garde of Revolution which will begin in the South but will 
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soon spread to the North. Once Stoneman "had the South where he wanted it, he 
would turn and ram Negro suffrage and Negro equality down the throats of the 
reluctant North."'4 The "ship of state" was 

in the hands of revolutionists who had boarded her in the storm stress of a civic 
convulsion, but among them swarmed the pirate captains of the boldest crimi
nals who ever figured in the story of a nation!5 

The "Black Plague of Reconstruction" was the result of a conspiracy among 
revolutionaries who "threw to the winds the last scruple of decency" and had "or
ganized a conspiracy" that would solve the race problem by creating a situation in 
which "the Negro shall rule the land of his bondage."'6 

Stoneman's "experiment" is an early form of social engineering. "We have 
the printing press, railroad, and telegraph-a revolution in human affairs," Stone
man explains. "This experiment is going to be made. It is in the book of Fate."'7 
At another point, Stoneman describes his plan to destroy southern culture as "a 
cold-blooded scientific experiment." Stoneman plans "to give the Black Man one 
turn at the Wheel of Life. It is an act of just retribution."'8 

In putting the words "just retribution" into Stoneman's mouth, Dixon rein
troduces morality into his story, something that is always a problematic issue. The 
main question at this point is whether social engineering of the sort that Stone
man is proposing, i.e, the political manipulation of environment and culture, is 
stronger than race. Dixon thinks not, because 

The breed to which the Southern white man belongs has conquered every foot of 
soil on this earth their feet have pressed for a thousand years. A handful of them 
hold in subjection three hundred million in India. Place a dozen of them in the 
heart of Africa, and they will rule the continent unless you kill them.'9 

But in order to thwart Stoneman's plan the Southerners have to bestir them
selves, which implies of course, moral effort on their part. In fact, the whole plot 
revolves around the moral outrage which is generated when a black man attempts 
to molest a white woman. She and her mother thwart his plan by committing 
suicide. "The suicide of Mrs. Lenoir and her daughter," Weaver tells us, "who leap 
hand-in-hand from a precipice after the latter has been violated by a Negro, was 
based on an actual occurrence in the vicinity."'o 

Moral outrage demands a moral response. Negroes belong to a "lower order 
of animals''>.' who lust after white women. The Southerner, Dixon tells us, was "the 
last man on earth to become a revolutionist. All his traits were against it. His ge
nius for command, the deep sense of duty and honour, his hospitality, his death
less love of home, his supreme constancy and sense of civic duty, all combined 
to make him ultraconservative,''>.' However, the vision of the black hand on the 
white woman's throat changed all that and roused the Southerner to a pitch of 
"righteous indignation." The only thing which can overcome the aversion which 
Ben Cameron's father has toward "lawlessness and disorder" and the conspiracies 
which bring "exile or death," is the spectre of "a black hand on a white woman's 
throat,''>.3 
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Confronted with that challenge, the South joined forces under the leadership 
ofthe great Scotch-Irish leader Nathan Bedford Forrest and became a nation of 
"revolutionists." Ben Cameron hears the call and joins Forrest's new organiza
tion, the Ku Klux Klan, but in doing so he proclaims, "I am a revolutionist.''>4 The 
reader's confusion is compounded further when he is forced to wade through the 
mixed metaphors Dixon uses to describe the rebirth of the South which the Klan 
brought about. 

A gale of chivalrous passion and high action, contagious and intoxicating, swept 
the white race. The moral, mental, and physical earthquake which followed the 
first assault on one of their daughters revealed the unity of the racial life of the 
people. Within the span of a week they had lived a century!S 

Dixon invokes images of racial fate and moral indignation, of revolution and 
the middle ages, as well as images of race and the cross: "I raise the ancient symbol 
of an unconquered race of men ... the Fiery Cross of Old Scotland's Hills!''>6 Like 
mixed metaphors in general, the conflation of race and cross is calculated to pro
duce emotional affect more than careful analysis. The one thing Dixon does not 
explain is how all of these images fit together into some coherent understanding 
of man's nature and how the men of the South called upon the stores of tradition 
and personal courage to thwart Stoneman's attempt to destroy them. 

At another point, Dixon refers to the birth of the Klan under Forrest as "the 
resistless movement of a race, not of any man or leader of men,''>7 which of course 
turns it into something like the migratory instincts oflemmings and deprives it of 
whatever moral significance it might have had. When Ben Cameron informs Elsie 
Stoneman "That I am a successful revolutionist," the reader isn't sure whether this 
is good news or bad, or whether it carries no moral meaning whatsoever, even ifhe 
is quick to add "-that Civilisation has been saved, and the South redeemed from 
shame .... s If the South had to rouse itself under the leadership of Nathan Bedford 
Forrest to throw off the yoke of northern tyranny, then it would be worth praising 
them for their efforts. But if men like Ben Cameron were simply puppets of "the 
resistless movement of race," then it's not clear why we should be interested in 
their story, any more than we should cheer on a snake in the process of shedding 
an old skin, even if that biological process could be construed as a metaphor for 
higher moral effort. 

Dixon, in other words, gives us no way to make sense of the dichotomies he 
proposes in his novel. Before the reader is more than a few chapters into his book, 
Dixon's theory runs into trouble. Dixon needs to explain how a white man can 
become a revolutionary. If the real issue is race, how can someone who is white be 
evil? Ifbehavior is a function of biological determinism, how can a white man be a 
revolutionary? Or, to view the whole issue in another way, why should we care one 
way or the other? If Negroes can't help being bad, how can we hold them account
able for their actions? Dixon can't have it both ways. He can't have both moral 
indignation and biological determinism as the engine driving the same novel. 
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As in the above-mentioned instance, Dixon introduces sex as the deus ex 
machina which saves him from the incoherence of his own world view. Dixon 
saves the appearances of his racial theory by introducing the idea of sexual cor
ruption. Austin Stoneman, the Yankee revolutionary, has been corrupted by his 
colored mistress, Lydia Brown, who is portrayed as "a mulatto, a woman of ex
traordinary animal beauty and the fiery temper of a leopardess.'''9 Once again, 
we are back to the leopard's spots, and racism has been preserved as the universal 
explicator of human behavior. 

This also explains how racial purity can re-assert itself in Stoneman's daugh
ter, even though she flows from biological stock that has obviously been corrupt
ed. Elsie Stoneman's father may have been corrupted "by a strange brown woman 
of sinister animal beauty and the restless eyes of a leopardess,''3O but there is hope. 
Race will triumph over politics, because Elsie Stoneman has good Scotch Cov
enanter blood in her veins: 

The heritage of centuries of heroic blood from the martyrs of old Scotland began 
to flash its inspiration from the past. Her heart beat with the unconscious life of 
men and women who had stood in the stocks, and walked in chains to the stake 
with songs on their lips.3' 

This forms the basis of Elsie's appeal to President Andrew Johnson, Lincoln's 
successor: "Mr. President, you are a native Carolinian-you are of Scotch Cov
enanter blood. You are of my own people of the great past, whose tears and suffer
ings are our common glory and birthright.''3> 

Sexuality provides the crucial link between moral indignation and the bio
logical determinism which robs it of any meaning. Stoneman, the Puritan, was 
corrupted by the high-yaller vampire. Sexual contact between the races leads to 
contamination. The higher races are corrupted and their standards of behavior are 
lowered, as Stoneman ruefully admits at the end of the novel: 

My will alone forged the chains of Negro rule. Three forces moved me-party 
success, a vicious woman, and the quenchless desire for personal vengeance. 
When I first fell victim to he wiles of the yellow vampire who kept my house, I 
dreamed oflifting her to my level. And when I felt myself sinking into the black 
abyss of animalism, I, whose soul had learned the pathway of the stars and held 
high converse with the great spirits of the ages.33 

At every turn in the book's plot, we find confusion of the moral and the bio-
logical. America is great because of the purity of its racial stock: 

We are great because of the genius of the race of pioneer white freemen who 
settled this continent, dared the might of kings, and made a wilderness the home 
of Freedom. Our future depends on the purity of this racial stock. The grant of 
the ballot to these millions of semi-savages and the riot of debauchery which has 
followed are crimes against human progress.34 

Dixon tries to square this circle by implying that somehow the white race, un
like Stoneman's high yaller mistress, is genetically moral. This, of course, implies 
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that the Negro race is genetically immoral. But if human behavior is a function 
of biological determinism, then there is no morality at all, and if that's the case, 
there is no room for moral indignation when the black hand reaches out for the 
white woman's throat. The more we ponder Dixon's prose, the more our confusion 
deepens. 

No more curious or sinister figure ever cast a shadow across the history of a great 
nation than did this mulatto woman in the most corrupt hour of American life. 
The grim old man who looked into her sleek tawny face and followed her catlike 
eyes was steadily gripping the nation by the throat. Did he aim to make this 
woman the arbiter of its social life, and her ethics the limits of its morallaws?35 

When it comes to thwarting Stoneman's schemes, race trumps individual 
morality. But if this is the case, then why did Stoneman succumb to the mulatto 
vampire in the first place? And if race trumps morality why do we need to fear 
a lower race imposing its "moral laws" on a higher race? In fact, if race trumps 
morality why are we talking about "moral laws" at all? In the end all we are left 
with the incoherence of Dixon's novel. If there is a moral reason for Stoneman's 
downfall (even ifhe succumbed to the wiles of the high-yaller vampire), then this 
undermines Dixon's theory of racial and biological determinism. If there is a ra
cial reason, then morals are irrelevant, and so is race for that matter. 

Weaver claims that "These three novels must be remembered for their in
fluence in molding the mind of the time .... The general reception accorded The 
Leopard's Spots was the first indication that the South might yet win the ideologi
cal battle."36 Yet, Weaver also admitted that the South failed to produce its own 
Aquinas or Burke, an apologist capable of defending the South and its way of life 
against the Northern radicals and their revolutionary fervor. 

Since the fundamental fact of Southern life was the Negro, Southern apolo
gists were drawn first to the Bible to justify slavery. When slavery was abolished 
and the South lost the war, this form of apolgetics was no longer necessary. Apolo
gists for the Southern way of life then abandoned religion and embraced "scientif
ic" racism as the next best defense of their way of life. "Scientific" racism, however, 
was no more intellectually respectable than prooftexting the Bible was in finding 
a justification for slavery. 

The South's intellectual failure, however, did not mean that it could not come 
up with a way to overthrow the Reconstruction regime imposed upon it in the af
termath of the Civil War. Unable to come up with a coherent explantion of the re
lationship between biology and morality, the South attempted to resolve the issue 
by recourse to force majeure, which in this context meant lynching. MissiSSippi's 
Governor Vardaman warned that if it were necessary, every Negro in the state 
would be lynched to maintain white supremacy.37 Pfeifer argues that 

Lynching in postbellum America was an aspect of a larger cultural war over the 
nature of criminal justice waged between rural and working-class supporters of 
"rough justice" and middle class due-process advocates.38 

697 



The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit 

According to this argument, 

Lynchers failed to assimilate conceptions of an abstract, rational, detached, and 
antiseptic legal process that urban middle-class reformers wrote into statutes, 
particularly those pertaining to capital punishment, and that state appellate 
courts increasingly enshrined in rulings pertaining to legal procedure in capital 
case .... Mobs were impatient with the inevitable delays oflegal process and dis
dainful of the alleged leniency of legal solutions and the seeming distance of a 
newly professionalized and bureaucratized criminal justice apparatus. They in
stead enforced racial and class goals through ritualized, community based pun
ishment. Postbellum mobs did not respond to an absence oflaw but rather to a 
style of criminal justice that was careful and deliberative, ostensibly impersonal 
and neutral, in which the rights of the defendant, the reform of the criminal and 
humanitarian considerations were factored in beyond the punitive demands of 
communal opinion .... To rough-justice advocates, real justice was lodged in the 
community. It was administered face-to-face with a measure of retribution that 
matched the offense, and it sought to "preserve order," that is, to uphold the hier
archical prerogatives of the dominant residents of the locality.39 

Lynching was a function of failed authority. After the South lost the war, the 
North went out of its way to de-legitimatize all of its institutions, all of which, in
cluding the institution of slavery, were derived from and legitimatized by the con
stitution of the United States. When the North imposed Reconstruction and racial 
equality on the South, they failed to establish the legitimacy of the new regime. As 
a result the South, more than any other section of the country, was prone to take 
the law into its own hands. The Civil War, followed by Reconstruction, 

marked a turning point in Lynching violence across the United States. The war 
upset prevailing economic, social, racial, legal and constitutional orders. It pre
cipitated racial leveling, centralization of state authority, and the ascendancy of 
the North's dynamic industrial and agricultural capitalism.40 

Unable to accept the legitimacy of the regime which the Union army sought 
to impose by force, the South resorted to lynching to restore what they considered 
a legitimate social order, which is to say one legitimatized by the consent of the 
white people of the South. As a result, 

In the late 1860s and 1870S a vast wave of homicidal violence swept the South as 
whites, often through paramilitary organizations such as the Ku Klux Klan and 
the Knights of the White Camelia, which in southern Louisiana reclaimed po
litical power from enfranchised African American men .... After "Redemption" 
and the return of power of conservative white southern state governments in the 
1870S, lynching remained a valuable device for sustenance of white power and 
the periodic crises of a continuously contested racial order. White elites in Cot
ton Belt areas such as the river valleys of north central and northwestern Loui
siana allowed formal legal agencies to languish in favor of extralegal violence to 
punish black resistance and criminality.4' 

The New Orleans Picayune defended the lynching of 11 Sicilians in March 
1890 as an example of the popular sovereignty guaranteed by the Constitution: 
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"Yesterday the people of this city rose in wrath and indignation at the corruption 
and perversion of the machinery to which was delegated the administration of 
justice. They did not overwhelm and sweep away the officials, but brushing them 
aside, they took in their own hands, the sword of justice, and they did not lay it 
down until they had executed vengeance upon the criminals whom the corrupt 
ministers had excused and set free.'lI. 

Just as slavery and abolitionism created the dialectic of history in the ante
bellum South, lynching and the anti-lynching organizations which sprang up in 
the North after the Redemption of the South provided the historical dialectic for 
the postbellum years. Lynching was one more manifestation of the vicious circle 
which came into being in the South in the wake of the Nat Turner rebellion. Op
pression led to resistance, and resistance, egged on by northern "reformers" who 
were perceived as revolutionaries, led to further oppression. 

In the wake of the Civil War, however, that dialectic now operated in a dif
ferent way. Now northern radicals had unhindered access to the South and could 
use their control of the media to stir up the Negroes in a way that would have been 
impossible during the time of Nat Turner. The result was an increase in northern 
agitation, which only exacerbated the cultural climate which led to the rise of 
lynching as a form of social control in the first place. After the war, northern agita
tion led to lynching, and retaliatory lynching led to more northern agitation. 

One of the prime agencies of northern agitation was the National Association 
for the Advancement of Colored People, a New York organization that was found
ed in reaction to a lynching in Springfield, Illinois in 1908. One of the founders of 
the NAACP was Oswald Garrison Villard, grandson of William Lloyd Garrison. 
Villard's father was a German revolutionary and came to the United States after 
the Revolution of 1848 failed. Ottilie Assing met Villard's mother and admired 
his grandfather as "the veteran apostle of liberty, whose country is the world and 
whose countrymen all mankind.'lIl 

The NAACP inherited the revolutionary mantle from both the abolitionists 
and the German '48ers. No one epitomized this legacy better than Oswald Gar
rison Villard, one of the founders of the NAACP. On February 12, 1909, the cente
nary of Lincoln's birth, Villard called "upon all believers in democracy to join in a 
national conference for the discussion of present evils, the VOicing of protests and 
the renewal of the struggle for civil and politicalliberty.'114 In lynching, the Negro 
issue was joined once again. The circumstances had changed, but the dialectic, 
mutatis mutandis, remained the same. The abolitionists brought about Recon
struction, which in turn begat Redemption, which in turn begat Lynching, which 
in turn brought the grandchildren of the abolitionists back into the fray with the 
creation of the NAACP. 

The NAACP got its revolutionary pedigree from other sources as well. The 
1908 race riot in Springfield, Illinois angered William English Walling, a white 
Southerner and social worker, and his Russian-Jewish wife, Anna Strunsky, a 
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revolutionary who had been imprisoned by the Czar. In 1908 Anna Strunsky, de
clared that "America's treatment of the Negro was even worse than Russia's treat
ment of its Jewish minority.'l!5 

The founding of the NAACP marked the beginning of Jewish influence on 
American life. It also marked the beginning of what would come to be known as 
the Black-Jewish Alliance. It also marked the beginning of the new form of revolu
tionary activity that would characterize almost the entire 20th century in America. 
At the beginning of that alliance, Jews, largely German Jews, joined with the de
scendents of America's home-grown revolutionary movement, as manifested best 
in the person of Oswald Garrison Villard, and together they would spend the 
next 60 years trying, in John Brown's words, to carry the war into "Africa," Le., 
turn the Negro into a revolutionary. Anna Strunsky represented the beginning of 
what would become one of the main sources of revolutionary activity in America, 
namely, Russian Jews who fled the crackdown on revolutionary activity in Russia 
following the assassination of Czar Alexander II in 1881. But in 1909, when the 
NAACP was founded, Strunsky was the exception. The main source of funding 
for the NAACP came from German Jews. According to Heimrich, 

The New York-based German Jewish aristocracy played a crucial role in the 
early Black-Jewish Alliance. Names such as Jacob Schiff. Felix Warburg, Isaac 
Seligman, and James Loeb were often the financial might behind many of the 
seminal endeavors to address the plight of blacks in this country, including the 
Urban League and the NAACP. Philanthropist Julius Rosenwald would make a 
huge contribution toward educating Southern black children, and other German 
Jews, such as Louis Marshall, Jacob Schiff and Joel Spingarn also made impor
tant contributions on the legislative and legal fronts. In the next generation or 
two, Jews with immigrant Eastern European, and often labor-left backgrounds, 
would take these German Jews' place at the forefront of the black-Jewish part
nership.46 

Ifwe're talking about the NAACP, the term partnership is misleading if by it 
we mean collaboration between Jews and Negroes as equals. The NAACP was a 
Jewish organization, run by a board with no black representatives. To disguise this 
fact, the most visible member of the NAACP was a Harvard educated mulatto by 
the name ofW. E. B. Du Bois. Given the ethnic make-up of the organization, it is 
not surprising that before long it was accused of paternalism in dealing with the 
Negro. Harold Cruse would level even stronger charges in 1967 when he accused 
the Jewish elite of creating organizations like the NAACP as a way "to fight anti
Semitism by remote control.'l!7 

The NAACP was created around the same time that other Jewish organiza
tions were coming into existence to fight anti-Semitism in Russia. The American 
Jewish Committee came into existence three years before the NAACP in 1906 

largely as a result of the Kishinev pogrom in Russia. In 1913, B'nai B'rith created 
the Anti-Defamation League to fight anti-Semitism in the United States. 
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In many ways the term "Black-Jewish Alliance" is deceptive, especially when 
it is applied to the NAACP. Du Bois was a product of Harvard and the German 
university system of the late 19th century which idolized Hegel and had born its 
first political fruit in the Revolution of 1848. A covert Marxist for his entire life, Du 
Bois waited until he was in his nineties to join the Communist Party. In his early 
writings Du Bois shared Marx's suspicions of the Jews as economic exploiters. In 
The Souls of Black Folk, published in 1903, Du Bois claimed that the" defense of de
ception and flattery or cajoling and lying which the Jews of the Middle Ages used 
left its stamp on their character for centuries.'l!8 Du Bois's claim upset Jacob Schiff, 
Rabbi Stephen Wise, and other Jewish leaders, but not enough to cause them to 
withdraw their financial support from the NAACP, which supported Du Bois as 
editor of its magazine The Crisis. Once Du Bois became editor of The Crisis he no 
longer made statements criticizing Jews. 

The Spingarn brothers, Joel and Arthur, arrived at the NAACP in 1911 in the 
middle of a power struggle between Du Bois and Villard. The issue was revolu
tion. Should the Negro be told to confine his efforts within the framework of the 
nation's laws? The man who epitomized the conservative approach was Booker T. 
Washington. After his arrival at the NAACP, Joel Spingarn allied himself with Du 
Bois and began urging armed resistance among the nation's Negroes, a stand that 
appalled Villard. In 1913, Spingarn 

incurred Villard's wrath by counseling Baltimore Negroes not to confine the 
means of securing their rights to peaceful methods. Negroes heard Spingarn re
fer to the black man standing at his cabin door with shotgun in hand as a means 
of protecting what was rightfully his-a statement that one New Jersey Negro 
leader found appalling.49 

After listening to Spingarn's rabble-rousing speech, The Quincy (Illinois) Her
ald, concluded that "he wishes to seize the US Arsenal and be a John Brown the 
second."so Spingarn, like Du Bois, considered not the southern racists but Booker 
T. Washington as their main enemy, and gave speech after speech in which he 
"asked his black audiences to abandon Washington's gradualism for the more 
militant program of the NAACP and to switch their allegiance to Du Bois as the 
symbol of blacks' ideals and ambitions."51 Villard felt that Spingarn was an ir
responsible "firebrand" who would create a reaction among Negroes, who sup
ported Washington. The NAACP was vulnerable to counterattacks in the Negro 
press, which often referred to it as a "white" organization. The internal split over 
gradualist versus revolutionary tactics eventually led to a "public altercation after 
Spingarn arose with his usual unrelenting candor and 'coolly' disputed Villard's 
advice that Negroes use only peaceful means to secure their rights."s' 

In 1914 Spingarn succeeded in ousting Villard, replacing him as NAACP 
chairman. The issue was violence. Villard felt that Negro protest should remain 
within the law. Spingarn argued for violent insurrection. Eventually, "Spingarn 
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and Du Bois went on to dominate the NAACP and shape the direction of the civil 
rights struggle for the next 20 years, giving it a decidedly more militant tone."53 
Once Spingarn became chairman of the NAACP he spent the greater part of 1914 
and 1915 promoting what he termed "the new abolitionism." Preaching violent in
surrection among Negroes and attacking Booker T. Washington were two sides 
of the same coin, and Spingarn engaged in both. Spingarn implored "black audi
ences to demand their rights in language that was sometimes so harsh that some 
thought he was advocating violence."54 He also "openly declared that Booker T. 
Washington's accommodationist stance and popularity within the black commu
nity posed the single greatest threat to black advancement and the growth of the 
NAACP."55 Like Lenin, Spingarn felt that things had to get worse before they would 
get better. Spingarn knew that, rather than end violence and lynching, these early 
manifestation of black power might temporarily increase it but pursued the revo
lutionary course nonetheless. 

In pondering the collapse of what he terms the "Black-Jewish Alliance" that 
began with the founding of the NAACP, Murray Friedman gives the following 
analysis of Jewish motivation: 

Jews did not just organize for their own defense; they also rallied to the defense 
of blacks, who faced even greater terrors. Why did Jews do so? Possibly it was 
because, as a pariah people themselves, they easily identified with another group 
of even more oppressed outsiders. They were no doubt also encouraged by the 
implicit moral imperatives ofJudaism.s6 

If so, the concrete expression of the "moral imperatives of Judaism" as mani
fested by the NAACP under Joel Spingarn's leadership was 1) spreading revolu
tion, which led to more lynching, and 2) the destruction of any Negro leader not 
acceptable to the Jewish leadership of the NAACP. W. E. B. Du Bois's first job 
with the NAACP was the destruction of Booker T. Washington, who had emerged 
as America's premier Negro leader after he had articulated a philosophy of race 
relations known as the Atlanta Compromise, based on his famous address at the 
Atltanta Exposition of 1895. 

At the beginning of 1911, Washington considered W. E. B. Du Bois and the 
NAACP his mortal enemy in the battle over control of the Negro mind in America. 
By the end of 1911, however, "a note of unprecedented harmony came to dominate 
the relations between the NAACP and Washington's forces."57 What happened in 
between has come to be known as "the Ulrich Affair." On a business trip to New 
York City in mid-March 1911, Washington was attacked by "a big German" by the 
name of Henry Albert Ulrich, who accused Washington of making improper ad
vances to his "wife," as well as "peep[ing] into the flat between the shade and the 
window Sill."58 When Ulrich found Washington "looking through the keyhole''s9 
of another apartment in the same building, he chased him into the street and beat 
him so severely that Washington was treated for injuries at a local hospital. 

On the following day, Washington filed charges of felonious assault against 
Ulrich, but by then the newspapers had picked up the story, and Washington, the 
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leading black figure in America, was now associated with voyeurism and the fatal 
sin of sexual attraction to white women. 

The initial reaction to the Ulrich Affair was an overwhelming outpouring of 
support for Washington, including letters from then President Taft and Woodrow 
Wilson, as well as virtually unanimous support in the black press. Washington 
was aided in this regard by the fact that Ulrich had abandoned his wife in New 
Jersey. The woman Washington had addressed in New York was Ulrich's mis
tress, a woman married to a Spaniard by the name of Alvarez. In mounting his 
defense, however, Washington gave the impression that he was more interested in 
avoiding bad press and preserving his image than in confronting his accuser and 
getting at the truth. The legal strategy backfired on Washington. Washington's 
lawyers continued to postpone the case hoping the bad publicity would go away, 
but the postponements caused even Washington's friends to become impatient. 
One newspaper opined 

that Negroes were entitled to know whether the man who claimed to speak for 
them was really innocent of "questionable intentions in being in that 'free and 
easy' section of New York at that time of night." This reference to the unsavory 
reputation of the neighborhood in which Washington was assaulted merely put 
into print rumors that had been widely circulated ever since the occurrence.60 

The defenders of southern Redemption had a field day with the reports. 
Thomas E. Watson, who would soon come to national fame and a political ca
reer in Washington as a defender of racial segregation in the South, claimed that 
Washington, like all Negroes, was the slave of "his inherited appetites" when it 
came to white women. It was the "recrudescence of nigger" which led Washing
ton inexorably "to the white woman's bed-room door." The fact that people like 
Woodrow Wilson had "SENT BOOOKER WASHITNGTON A MESSAGE OR 
CONDOLENCE AND CONFIDENCE WHEN THAT COON WAS CAUGHT 
AT A WHITE WOMAN'S BEDROOM DOOR AND WAS DESERVEDLY BEAT
EN FOR IT''''l only made matters worse. 

Sensing that Washington had been fatally weakened by bad publicity, Oswald 
Villard used the Ulrich incident to forge an entente cordiale between the NAACP 
and the Washington forces, but before the year was out, Villard was ousted by 
Du Bois and the Spingarns, and hostilities resumed on both sides. The fact that 
NAACP attempted to capitalize on the sentiments of people like Tom Watson gave 
further evidence that their intent was revolution not amelioration. 

Matters went from bad to worse when Ulrich, as a result of these tactics, won 
an acquittal. At this point, Washington felt that he had been compromised by the 
whole affair, confessing in private that his "unfortunate experience in New York 
and the events which followed it had left him in rather collapsed condition." Gate
wood claims that Washington "never fully recovered from the psychological and 
physical strain" before his death in 1915.62 

As a result, he was willing to make peace with the NAACP, which then pressed 
its advantage by undermining his gradualist stance among the Negroes and using 
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Ou Bois to promote a radicalism more in line with the thinking of the Spingarn 
brothers and their Jewish backers. 

The idea that the NAACP was promoting a Jewish-Black Alliance becomes 
even less tenable when one considers that organization's attitude toward Marcus 
Garvey. After spending years discrediting Booker T. Washington, Ou Bois moved 
on to his second job: the destruction of Marcus Garvey. After Washington's death, 
both Ou Bois and Garvey saw each other as potential allies. Garvey, however, be
gan to have second thoughts when he visited NAACP headquarters in 1917 and 
saw "so many white faces.''63 After the ouster of Villard, the Spingarn brothers 
consolidated their control over the NAACP and turned it into what their historian 
calls "a closed corporation.''64 The fact that the NAACP's central office exercised 
such tight control of the branch offices "meant essentially that a few New York 
administrators determined NAACP policy on a nationwide scale."65 That in turn 
meant that the NAACP was vulnerable to counterattack from black organizations 
and grassroots black leaders like Garvey, who portrayed it as essentially a closed 
corporation controlled by Jews. Ou Bois's job at the NAACP was to de-legitimatize 
any Negro leader whom the New York German Jewish elite found unacceptable. 
By the mid-1920S, it had become apparent to Marcus Garvey that Ou Bois was, in 
his words, "a white man's nigger."66 
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Chapter Seventeen 

The Leo Frank Trial 

On April 26, 1913, Mary Phagan was found dead in the basement of the 
National Pencil Factory in Atlanta, Georgia. Mary Phagan was a pretty, 
busty 14-year-old pencil factory employee and the object of unwanted at

tention from the factory manager, Leo Frank, head of the local B'nai B'rith Lodge. 
Eventually Frank was indicted for her murder. At the time of the Leo Frank case 
there was next to no anti-Semitism in the South. Jews were perceived as people of 
the book. Up until the time of the Leo Frank case, the most famous instance of 
anti-Semitism in the South was perpetrated by a Yankee. On December 17, 1862, 
General Ulysses S. Grant, writing from his headquarters in Holly Springs, Mis
sissippi, announced that "the Jews, as a class violating every regulation of trade 
established by the Treasury Department and also departmental order, are hereby 
expelled from the department within 24 hours from the receipt of this order.''' The 
North could hardly accuse the South of anti-Semitism because no official in the 
North had a rank as high as the one which Judah P. Benjamin, Jefferson Davis's 
right-hand man, held during the period of the Confederacy. After the war Jewish 
peddlers made their way down South, but, in spite of their often sharp business 
practices, there weren't enough of them to provoke anti-Semitism. Besides, when 
it came to racial issues, the South had other more pressing problems. 

Racial prejudice in the South was a black and white issue. The Frank trial 
took place at a time when the South's redemption from reconstruction was an ac
complished fact. Lynching was, if anything, on the wane in 1913, and the citizens 
of the state of Georgia were eager to prove their allegiance to the rule of law. In 
this regard, most Georgians viewed the Frank proceedings with a sense of pride, 
as showing how far they had come from their recent troubled past. In spite of 
the volatile material at the heart of the case-the rape and murder of a 14-year
old girl-no one had been lynched-not even the Negro watchman Jim Conley
before the case went to trial. If anything, the Frank trial showed lack of prejudice 
when it indicted Frank over the pencil company's Negro watchman, Jim Conley. 

Once the trial began, Leo Frank's character, specifically his sexual morals be
came the central issue. Female employees testified that Frank often entered their 
dressing room and favored them with unwanted attention that included kissing 
and fondling. A newspaper boy who was a friend of Mary Phagan testified that 
she had been pursued by Frank and was afraid to be alone with him, as she was on 
the last day of her life when she went to his office to pick up her paycheck. On that 
Saturday in April, the city of Atlanta was preparing for a parade commemorating 
its Civil War veterans, and the pencil factory's office was empty except for Frank 
and Phagan, a fact Frank would have known when he told Phagan to come in and 
pick up her pay. Phagan's salary for a week's work at a machine which put erasers 
on pencils was $1.20. 
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The Leo Frank case put Atlanta's Jews on trial because they chose to close 
ranks around Frank even though four Jews were on the panel which indicted him. 
But the Frank trial also put the new south on trial. The boosters at the local cham
ber of commerce may have benefited financially from the new southern economy, 
but the average to poor man in Georgia wasn't particularly happy about the fact 
that the South had been turned into the cheap labor pool for northern industrial
ists because it was his daughters who ended up working in their factories. The fact 
that cheap labor in the South meant child labor made a bad situation even worse. 
When the sexual exploitation of child labor was added to the mix, the sullen South 
reached the limit of its patience and demanded an expeditious trial. The southern 
ruling class which was trying to ingratiate itself with the northern industrialists 
by offering the malnourished children of Atlanta as cheap labor knew that justice 
delayed in this instance was an open invitation to a return to the rule of lynch 
law. 

Leo Frank and his lawyers, however, went to trial blithely unaware of the real 
dynamics that informed the case. When Leo Dorsey, the state prosecutor called 
a witness who claimed that he saw Frank engage in an act of sexual perversion 
with a local prostitute, the defense attorneys woke up to the fact that everyone, 
including most importantly the jury, felt that Leo Frank's character was on trial. 
The fact that they refused to question Frank and let him clear the air on his own 
character, a move which would subject him to cross-examination of the sort they 
tacitly admitted would harm his case, only confirmed the character issue as cen
tral in everyone's mind. When Frank finally did take the stand he talked for hours 
about the ins and outs of the pencil business, further alienating his southern audi
ence by giving the impression that he was a totally callous and self-absorbed alien 
who viewed the girls who worked for him as nothing more than the robots who 
ran his machines. If the girls were robots, the Georgians reasoned, why couldn't 
the more attractive girls, like Mary Phagan, be seen as sexual robots as well? 

II 
Realizing that their strategy was in deep trouble, Frank's lawyers decided to 

play the race card. Luther Z. Rosser, one of Frank's attorneys, called Jim Conley 
to the stand and tried his best to entrap the Negro in his own testimony. When 
that failed, he resorted to naked race-baiting, which took two forms. In the first 
instance, Rosser claimed that the only reason that Frank had been indicted was 
because of his race, implying that the South was a hotbed of anti-Semitism. "Gen
tlemen," Rosser told the court, "take a look at this spectacle if you can. Here is a 
Jewish boy from the North. He is unacquainted with the South. He came here 
alone and without friends, and he stood alone. He is defenseless and helpless .... ", 
Frank's other attorney Reuben R. Arnold was, if anything, even franker about the 
accusations the defense attorneys now leveled against the state of Georgia. "I tell 
everybody, all within the hearing of my voice, that if Frank hadn't been a Jew he 
never would have been prosecuted. I am asking my kind of people to give this man 
fair play. Before I'd do a Jew injustice, I'd want my throat cut from ear to ear.''3 
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The defense then moved to the other prong of its race strategy, its attack on 
Jim Conley in particular and all Negroes in general as unreliable and incapable 
of being trusted. Pandering to the lowest anti-Black sentiments in the South, Lu
ther Rosser told the jury that "Conley is a plain, beastly, drunken, filthy, lying 
nigger with a spreading nose through which probably tons of cocaine have been 
sniffed.'!! 

"They got a dirty, black Negro," Rosser continued, "and in order to give im
petus to his testimony they had a barber cut his hair and shave him, and they gave 
him a bath. They took rags from his back and he came in here like a slicked onion. 
They tried to make him look like a respectable negro.''s 

Rosser and Arnold's strategy was predicated upon a fundamental rule of the 
South. If a disputed issue comes down to the word of a white man versus the word 
of a Negro, the nod always goes to the white man. Neither Rosser nor Arnold, 
however, seemed aware that they had undermined their own case by playing up 
the fact that Frank was a Jew. Ifhe were a member of an alien race from New York, 
a section of the United States that had been traditionally hostile to the South, it 
was not clear that he fulfilled the Southerner's criterion of whiteness. Beyond that, 
Rosser and Arnold failed to understand that in calling the citizens of Georgia 
anti-Semites, the defense insulted the very group they needed to persuade. Was 
the jury supposed to feel that they were somehow above the accusations of anti
Semitism leveled against their fellow Georgians when the jury knew full well that 
it was nothing more than a randomly chosen sample of that citizenry? 

Dorsey, the state's attorney, jumped on an even more glaring inconsistency. 
If the state's case was motivated by prejudice, why would they ignore a suspect as 
tempting as the Negro Jim Conley and go after someone whose Jewishness had 
been irrelevant until the defense raised it as an issue? 

"Gentlemen," the state's attorney asked the jury, "do you think that I, or that 
these detectives, are actuated by prejudice? Would we as sworn officers of the law 
have sought to hang Leo Frank on account of his race and religion and passed up 
Jim Conley, a Negro? Prejudice?"6 

Dorsey reminded the jury that it was the defense which brought up the issue 
of prejudice in the first case. His rebuttal then "all but obliterated the defense's ac
cusation" and exposed "the cry of anti-Semitism [as] a deliberate ploy to salvage a 
lOSing case.''7 A short peroration on Jewish leaders which included praise of Benja
min Disraeli and Judah P. Benjamin, allowed Dorsey to take the high ground and 
announce to a jury that was already sensitive to the idea that northern capital had 
unlimited rights over the south, that all men were equal when they stood before 
the bar of justice. 

Having demolished the charge of anti-Semitism, Dorsey could then probe 
the inconsistencies in the defense's case. "What business did this man have going 
into those dressing rooms?" Dorsey wondered, resurrecting the moral issue that 
the defense had been so eager to dodge.8 Oney underscores the shocking nature of 
the charges leveled against Frank's character and the effect they would have on a 
jury in Georgia in 1913: 
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To accuse Frank of attempted rape and murder was bad enough, but to imply 
that due to some unspecified physical abnormality he had tried to perform what 
most Atlantans would have considered an act of perversion and what Georgia 
law regarded as the capital offense of oral sodomy was devastating.9 

There were other issues that argued for the truthfulness of Conley's tes
timony. The defense attorneys tried to discredit Conley's claim that Frank told 
him he would never go to jail for the crime because he had rich relatives in New 
York. "Why should I hang?" Frank allegedly told Conley, "I have wealthy people in 
Brooklyn?" How, Dorsey wondered, did an ignorant Negro like Conley know that 
Brooklyn existed in the first place and that Frank had wealthy relatives there, and 
that "they had $20,000 in cool cash out at interest" if Frank hadn't mentioned that 
fact to him?'o How was it that the note which Frank claimed Conley wrote said, 
"the Negro did it," when Conley would have said, "the Negro done it"?" 

As Dorsey bore down on the defense's case, his words began to have their 
effect on the people in the court room. Both Frank's wife and mother burst into 
tears. (At another point Frank's mother stood up and called Dorsey "a Christian 
dog," putting another nail in her son's coffin.)" Even Atlanta's pro-Frank newspa
per, The Georgian, claimed that Dorsey's summation speech to the jury was a "a 
white hot philippic, the greatest ever heard in a criminal court in the South:"3 

Unaware of the fact that their racial strategy was alienating the very jury they 
needed to persuade, Frank's defense attorneys continued to invoke racial preju
dice without understanding that Frank's failure to confront the Negro's attack on 
his character condemned him in the eyes of the jury because "never in the history 
of the Anglo-Saxon race, never in the history of the African race in America, did 
an ignorant filthy Negro accuse a white man of a crime and that man decline to 
face him:"4 Knowing that he couldn't deal with the issue of Frank's sexual mor
als directly and fearing that his race-baiting tactics had failed, Defense Attorney 
Arnold in desperation called for a mistrial. 

The plea for a mistrial was based on Arnold's claim that "the behavior of the 
spectators throughout this trial has been disgraceful.'''S That claim was based on 
the fact that the judge, reacting to the fact that the temperature in the courtroom 
had reached 91 degrees at the height of the Atlanta summer in the days before air 
conditioning, ordered the courtroom's windows opened, exposing the proceed
ings to the scrutiny of the spectators who had assembled in the square in front of 
the courthouse. The charge of jury intimidation would gain a life of its own as it 
became embellished by subsequent news accounts ("Kill the Jew or we'll kill you," 
the most famous line, was totally apocryphal and made up by the press as part of 
a campaign to exonerate Frank.)·6 Eventually, those claims made their way into 
the deliberations of Oliver Wendell Holmes, when the Frank appeal was heard by 
the U.S. Supreme Court. However, no one who was at the trial substantiated the 
claim. 

In the end, the defense strategy failed miserably, and Frank was found guilty 
of murder and sentenced to death. The guilty verdict made Leo Dorsey, who was 
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carried on the shoulders of three men through the crowd of 5,000 which had as
sembled to hear the verdict, a local hero. Dorsey would go on to run for political 
office based on his conviction of Frank. The people of Georgia felt that the Frank 
case had vindicated the legitimacy of their state's institutions. Frank had had his 
day in court. No one had resorted to lynch law. Justice had been served. 

The guilty verdict, however, had the exact opposite effect on Atlanta's Jews, 
who began to talk about Frank as the American Dreyfus and banded together to 
do whatever was necessary to overturn his conviction. Frank was found guilty 
during one of the greatest waves of Jewish migration since the flight from Egypt. 
Beginning with the assassination of Czar Alexander II and continuing in light of 
the publicity which flowed from a series of pogroms that the Jews claimed were or
chestrated by the czarist government, millions of Russian Jews fled, via ports like 
Hamburg, to the United States and congregated in places like the lower east side of 
Manhattan. This huge influx of Russian Jews arrived at a time when the German 
Jews who had arrived during the middle of the 19th century had achieved unprec
edented political power largely because of their influence over publishing, Broad
way, and the fledgling motion picture industry. Taken together, all of these factors 
contributed to a situation in which American Jews were prone to see an anoma
lous American incident like the Frank case as part of a larger European pattern of 
anti-Semitism of the sort that had created the Dreyfus incident in France and the 
pogroms in Russia, and that made them determined to do something about it. 

The first indication of what was to come had already happened in Atlanta 
during the early days of the trial. Upset by what they considered the unfair cover
age of the trial in The Georgian, the Jews put editorial pressure on the paper by 
withdrawing their advertising. The other papers in Atlanta, The Journal and The 
Constitution, "paid no attention to the demands of the J ews,"17 but they were locally 
owned. The Georgian was owned by William Randolph Hearst, and soon pressure 
was brought to bear in New York, where Jewish influence was much stronger than 
it was in Atlanta. Gradually, Hearst succumbed to the pressure and when he did 
the editorials in The Georgian began to take a definite pro-Frank stance. In order 
to placate the Jews, The Georgian created a columnist whose only beat was the 
Frank trial. That columnist, who was identified only as "the Old Police Reporter," 
was unfailingly sympathetic to Frank and, before long, the machinations of his 
Jewish backers.18 

The Georgian would remain determinedly pro-Frank throughout the trial, 
something that other papers began to notice. Writing in the American Mercury, 
Herbert Asbury, who had worked for the Georgian during the Frank trial, admit
ted that "Although evidence was constantly piling up against [Frank], toward the 
end we worked as hard trying to prove his innocence and build up sentiment for 
him and against the Negro, Jim Conley."19 Reacting to pressure from Hearst in 
New York, who was in turn reacting to pressure from Atlanta's Jews, The Georgian 
opined that it was 
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"the present Grand Jury's DUTY to indict Conley without further ado!''''' When 
the Grand Jury did not indict Conley, The Georgian ignored the fact that several 
Jews were on the panel, even though that fact constituted a "stunning victory" 
for the prosecutor.21 

Shortly after their complaints reached his ears, Hearst arrived in Atlanta, 
where he met with the city's rich Jews and the newly elected governor of the state 
John Slaton. Slaton, in addition to having been elected to the highest office in the 
state, was also a member of the same law firm as Frank's lawyers, a fact which 
raised questions of conflict of interest which became harder to avoid as the clamor 
to get Slaton to pardon Frank became greater. Before long, the ramifications of 
the case became clear for the citizens of Georgia. At issue was the rule of law 
and whether the law applied to all of Georgia's citizens regardless of their race 
or wealth or connections. Having suffered through the manipulation of the po
litical process as a form of covert Yankee-inspired social engineering during the 
Reconstruction era, the South had used the Klan and lynching to restore popular 
sovereignty. Now with that era safely in the past, Georgians prided themselves on 
their return to the judicial process, only to be denounced by the nation's press as 
bigots because they had convicted a Jew in a trial that everyone in attendance had 
considered fair and above board. To the average Georgian, the fact that the state 
had not railroaded Jim Conley or the fact that a mob hadn't lynched him was a 
sign that Georgia's legal system had conquered prejudice. Now the national press 
was attacking Georgia for a prejudice which it never knew it had, namely, anti
Semitism, and ignoring all of the evidence that the trial had amassed to testify for 
their belief in the rule of law and the fairness of the proceedings. The Georgians 
were in effect being called anti-Semitic bigots because they had given Leo Frank a 
fair trial and not succumbed to the special pleading of the northern newspapers, 
most of which were owned by Jews. 

After Frank was found guilty and sentenced to die on October 10, 1913, Judge 
Roan went out of his way to assure him that "I have tried to see that you had a fair 
trial for the offense for which you were indicted." The people of Georgia may have 
agreed with Judge Roan, but the Jews were convinced that Frank was the victim of 
an anti-Semitic conspiracy, and it was this view which got trumpeted throughout 
the northern press. 

Once the full fury of the northern press became apparent in the aftermath 
of Frank's conviction, it became clear that the Jews were going to create the very 
anti-Semitism they wanted to avoid as the Frank case took on a life of its own as 
the test case for the moral legitimacy of the New South. Who had more power, 
Atlantans began to wonder, the state of Georgia, and by extension the people who 
appointed its judges and representatives, or the New York Times and all of the 
other Jewish owned newspapers who were demanding Frank's acquittal and then 
his pardon? 

III 
Atlanta's Jews were appalled by the verdict and saw it as a personal attack 

on their community, even though until that time there had been no evidence of 
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anti-Semitism in Atlanta. Rabbi David Marx, heretofore leader of Atlanta's assim
ilationist minded synagogue, decided to make the Frank case his personal cause. 
Marx headed for New York, where he planned to elicit support from the heads of 
organized American Jewry. In a letter to one potential supporter, Marx claimed 
that the Frank case was "without doubt an American 'Dreyfus' case" because "the 
evidence against Frank is purely prejudice and perjury. The feeling against the 
Damned Jew is so bitter that the jury was intimidated and feared for their lives, 
which undoubtedly would have been in danger had any other verdict been ren
dered,'''' 

While in New York, Marx met with Adolph S. Ochs, publisher of the 
New York Times and that profession's most powerful Jew. Marx was not going to 
have an easy time selling the Frank case to Ochs, who had the reputation of being 
a "non-Jewish Jew" who "will have nothing to do with any Jewish movement,'''] 
Ochs had rejected an invitation to join the board of the newly formed American 
Jewish Committee and had sworn that the New York Times would never become 
"a Jewish newspaper .... 4 By the end of their meeting, all the zealous rabbi could 
elicit from Ochs was a promise to look into the matter. In fulfilling his promise, 
Ochs got a report from the Atlanta stringer for the Times, informing him that 
it would be a mistake to support Frank, not just for Ochs and the Times but for 
Frank himself, who would bear the brunt of the backlash. In fact, the stringer said, 
"that the worst thing for him that could happen would be for Jews to rally to him 
as Jews .... 5 Ultimately, Ochs made the mistake of ignoring this advice, and as the 
stringer indicated Frank paid the ultimate price for that mistake. 

Marx had an easier sell before him when he met with Louis Marshall, 
president of the American Jewish Committee. Unlike Ochs, Marshall was an 
openly Jewish advocate who had spent the past ten years fighting anti-Semitism. 
In 1911 he had persuaded the United States to abrogate a treaty with Russia which 
prevented "American Jews from freely conducting business in Russia .... 6 That that 
business involved selling revolvers to Jewish revolutionaries went unmentioned 
by the AJC and the American press. Marshall agreed with Marx and felt that the 
Frank case met the criteria for AJC involvement, but he feared open advocacy of 
the case might backfire, especially in Georgia, and create more anti-Semitism, 
which would, in turn, make overturning the verdict impossible. According to 
Marshall, "any action that is taken must emanate from non-Jewish sources,'''7 This 
meant creating front groups and giving the impression that the newspapers which 
orchestrated the campaign were reporting on a groundswell of popular opinion. 
Marshall proposed working behind the scenes to change Atlantans' thinking. 
"There is only one way of dealing with this matter," he wrote to another AJC board 
member, "and that is in a quiet unobtrusive manner to bring influence to bear on 
the Southern press [to create] a wholesome public opinion which will free this 
unfortunate young man from the terrible judgment which rests against him .... s 

By the end of September, articles began appearing in papers like Cincinnati's 
American Israelite, claiming that "Frank's religion precluded a fair trial.. .. The 
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man was convicted at the dictates of a mob, the jury and judge fearing for their 
lives .... 9 This, of course, was precisely what Marshall did not want to happen, and 
it brought about precisely the reaction which Marshall feared. Stung by claims 
in the press, the jury responded by saying that it had not been influenced much 
less intimidated by the crowd which had gathered outside the court house. The 
jury felt compelled to repudiate false reports which had appeared in the press. 
The buggy salesman Henslee denied explicitly Samuel Aron's claim that he told 
the Atlanta Elks Club: "I'm glad they indicted the God damned Jew."30 The claim 
was preposterous, Henslee claimed, because the Elks had many Jewish members. 
Monroe S. Woodward, an Atlanta hardware store salesman who had served on the 
jury testified that "I did not at any time, while a juror, hear any applause except 
such as occurred in open court, and which was heard by the judge and attorneys 
in the case .... There was never any applause or cheering inside or outside of the 
court within my knowledge while the case was being considered."31 Accounts of 
mob intimidation in the press followed by the vehement denials by those who 
were actually there as participants confirmed the idea in the mind of Georgians 
that the Frank case was a contest between big northern interests controlled by 
Jews and the common man, who still had faith in the American legal system. 

States Attorney Leo Dorsey articulated these sentiments when he argued in 
court against the new trial that the newspapers were proposing, claiming that 
another trial would be an attack on the people of Georgia. "If," Dorsey argued, 
"the verdict of guilty against Leo Frank is set aside upon such trivial grounds as 
the convicted man's lawyers recite in their motion, it will justify very largely the 
contempt in which people are beginning to hold their courts and the administra
tion of their laws.''31 

Dorsey went on to claim that the Jews were willing to slander the entire state 
of Georgia in order to overturn Frank's conviction. Dorsey maintained that race 
had nothing to do with Frank's conviction: "The people were not aroused against 
Leo M. Frank because he is a Jew but because he is a criminal of the worst type. In 
the name of the Gentiles of Atlanta, I declare that when the counsel for the defense 
charges the jury with bias and charges Atlantans with intimidating the jury with 
a display of mob spirit, they are slandering the citizenship of the entire commu
nity.''33 Moved by Dorsey's argument, the judge denied the motion for a new trial. 

On November 8, 1913, eight days after the motion for a new trial was denied, 
Jacob Schiff and the board of the American Jewish Committee met at Temple 
Emanu-EI in New York to discuss their next move. Louis Marshall again warned 
that any expression of Jewish solidarity which gave the impression that the Jews 
were determined to get Frank off the hook no matter what would only create the 
very anti-Semitism their organization strove to avoid. Marshall's caveat, however, 
was no match for Jacob Schiff. the most powerful Jew in America, who argued for 
the AJC's open involvement in the Frank case. In the end a compromise of sorts 
was reached, and the AJC agreed to support Frank's case by manipulating public 
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opinion from behind the scenes. The AJC voted to retain Albert Lasker, head of 
a Chicago public relations firm who had established famous brands such as Bud
weiser beer and Quaker Oats, to undermine the legitimacy of the Frank verdict 
and orchestrate public opinion to get it overturned. 

None of the Jews involved in the compromise leading to the approval of this 
campaign seems to have considered the dangers it involved, especially for Leo 
Frank, whose life hung in the balance. Even the open publicity campaign which 
Marshall feared posed fewer dangers. A backlash against Jewish support for Frank 
had begun to manifest itself-and not just in Georgia. Even in New York, the capi
tal of the Jewish publishing industry, there was no mystery to what was going on 
if the New York Sun could run headlines like, "Jews fight to save Leo Frank.".14 If it 
could be shown that the Jews were working behind the scenes to orchestrate this 
sort of feeling, the reaction would be that much worse, and Marshall's fears that 
the very anti-Semitism which they opposed would become a very ugly reality. 

Ultimately all of the dire predictions of the Jews became self-fulfilling proph
ecies. In response to the attack on the state of Georgia, its citizens and its insti
tutions, "Prejudice did finally develop against Frank and against the Jews. But 
Frank's friends were responsible for this anti-Semitic spirit .... The supposed soli
darity of the Jews for Frank, even if he was guilty, caused a Gentile solidarity 
against him."35 

Cruse claims that the Frank case revealed that even if Jews experienced dis
crimination it had no economic consequences. And that fact called the signifi
cance ofthe Black-Jewish Alliance into question. In his view, "It was the crucial 
disparity between the economic status of blacks and Jews that qualified the mean
ing of any alleged social significance of the Black-Jewish Alliance."36 "Black mar
ginality" and "Jewish marginality," far from being "two sides of the coin of racial 
prejudice" were totally different phenomena because they had no economic com
mon denominator. This double standard would go on to have far-reaching conse
quences, but its existence emerged for the first time in the Frank case. 

By late fall of 1913, Albert B. Lasker had not only agreed to orchestrate the pub
licity campaign to exonerate Frank, he had contributed $1000 of his own money 
to the cause and had raised equal amounts from his father and fellow Chicagoan 
Julius Rosenwald, the chairman of Sears Roebuck and Company. At around the 
same time Adolph Ochs had overcome his scruples about using his paper as a ve
hicle for Jewish advocacy and had committed the New York Times to Frank's cause 
as well. From that moment until the time of Frank's death, the Times devoted 
front-page coverage to every aspect of the story. 

The conspiracy to exonerate Frank got into trouble almost immediately, which 
is not surprising considering the methods it had chosen to use. As one of his first 
acts, Lasker hired the famous detective William Burns, a celebrity of rock star 
stature in his day, who in turn set himself up in Atlanta's most expensive hotel and 
announced that he was going to get to the bottom of the case and solve a mystery 
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which the courts of Georgia had already resolved. "I am in the Frank case to the 
finish," Burns announced after his arrival in March 1914.37 Instead of informing 
Burns that the jury had already rendered its verdict, the Hearst paper in Atlanta 
went along with this publicity stunt and announced in a front page headline: "De
tective promises Decisive Probe.".!8 

In the meantime, Albert Lasker, the man who had paid Burns his $4,500 re
tainer fee, had, seemingly independently, come up with the slogan which would 
do for Leo Frank what Lasker had done for Quaker Oats and Budweiser Beer. The 
phrase, "The Truth is on the March," began appearing in articles on Frank across 
the country and from the lips of Frank himself, who included the phrase in just 
about all of the interviews he granted from his jail cell . .!9 

"A rallying cry had been born'lIo and it looked as if it were making inroads 
in Atlanta itself, when one of the locally owned papers, The Journal reversed its 
previous position and came out for a new trial. Appearances in this instance were 
deceptive. The publicity campaign may have caused the defection of one paper, but 
it mobilized the opposition further by bringing another paper into the battle on 
the side of the Georgians. The Jeffersonian had nowhere near the circulation of the 
Journal when the Frank case began, but the Journal didn't have an editor like Tom 
Watson, who turned out to be a genius in articulating the resentment which the 
common man in Georgia felt over the Frank case and the heavy-handed interfer
ence of the Jews which provoked it. For 11 months, Watson had ignored the Frank 
trial in the pages of the Jeffersonian, which up until that time had distinguished 
itself by running a series attacking the Catholic Church, in which Editor Watson 
referred to the pope as "a fat dago.'II' The defection of the Journal had brought 
Watson into the fight, and Watson was outraged at Yankee Jewish meddling in the 
Georgia legal system and determined to ask the questions which the other papers 
had pointedly ignored. 

"Who is paying for all this?" Watson wondered when William Burns, the 
world's highest paid detective showed up in Atlanta. The spike in circulation that 
The Jeffersonian enjoyed in the wake of Watson's entry into the Frank case indi
cated that many other Georgians had similar questions on their minds. "Does 
a Jew expect extraordinary favors and immunities because of his race?'!!' Again 
Watson seemed not only capable but willing to articulate the questions on every
one's mind. 

"Is it wise," Watson continued, "for the Jews to risk the good name and the 
popularity of the whole race in the extraordinary, extra-judicial and utterly un
precedented methods that are being worked to save this decadent offshoot of a 
great people.'!!.! 

There no indication that the Jews who were bent on orchestrating Frank's 
pardon were aware of Tom Watson at this stage of the game, nor is there any indi
cation that they would have heeded his warnings if they were. With the machinery 
of public relations firmly behind their cause and with hitherto hostile newspapers 
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now calling for a new trial, victory seemed within the grasp of the Frank camp. In 
the meantime, Lasker and his associates were counting the cost for final victory. 
On April 20, Lasker came up with another $5,000 for the cause, and estimating 
that a total of $20,000 would be needed for victory, Lasker wrote what Oney calls 
"the cordial equivalent of a shakedown letter'!i4 to Louis Wiley, the business man
ger of the New York Times, informing him that "New York ought to give at least 
$10,000, and much more .... Will you please get the ball in motion and raise the 
maximum amount you can?'l!s On April 22, Wiley complied with Lasker's demand 
by writing a letter-on New York Times stationery-to Jacob Schiff asking for the 
rest of the money, prompting Oney to opine that "by the date Wiley wrote Schiff. 
the Times had clearly crossed the boundary between journalism and advocacy.'l!6 

Tom Watson had surmised as much from his vantage point in Georgia. 
The state of Georgia was now on the receiving end of undeserved "Nation-Wide 
Abuse,'!i7 as he phrase it in one Jeffersonian headline, and the main culprit in this 
campaign was the New York Times under the leadership of Adolph Ochs, who 
serves as "a most useful servant of the Wall Street interests, runs a Tory paper in 
New York, whose chief end in life seems to be to uphold all the atrocities of Special 
Privilege and all the monstrous demands of Big Money.'!i8 

Favorable press coverage was, however, only the tip of the iceberg when it 
came to the conspiracy to exonerate Frank. Most of the money in that campaign 
was going to Detective Burns, who was using it to bribe witnesses to recant the 
testimony they had given under oath. The Jewish plot to exonerate Frank blew 
up in the faces of the wealthy Jews who were orchestrating it when accusations of 
bribery began appearing in the Jeffersonian. "How much longer," Watson asked 
in the April 23 edition of The Jeffersonian, "will the people of Atlanta endure the 
lawless doings of William J. Burns? What right does this sham detective have to 
tamper with the witnesses that told the truth on Leo Frank, that foul degenerate 
who murdered little Mary Phagan?'l!9 Watson concluded that "This man Burns 
richly deserves a coat of tar and feathers, plus a ride on a fence-rail. He has been 
engineering a campaign of systematic lies tending to blacken this state and tend
ing to provoke an outbreak of popular indignation.''so 

Popular indignation did in fact break out in Marietta, Mary Phagan's home
town, when Burns and his assistant Dan Lehon showed up, ostensibly to bribe 
other witnesses. Recognizing Burn's face from newspaper photos, Robert E. Lee 
Howell attacked him on the street. A crowd qUickly formed and soon cries of 
"Lynch Him!" filled the air, forcing "the great detective," according to Watson's 
account, to run "through several dark alleys as fast as his legs would carry him."s' 
Even the normally hostile New York Times was forced to admit that "outside influ
ence" had become the crucial issue in the Frank case. According to the report in 
the Times, "Bob Howell's hand, which slapped Burns in the face, struck fire out 
of all Georgia. In a dramatic way, it focused attention on a growing opinion that 
money and 'outside influence' were being used to save a rich man from punish
ment for the murder of a working girl.''sl 
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The issue of outside influence went from bad to worse when subsequent events 
showed that Tom Watson was also right when he leveled charges of bribery against 
Burns. Burns was using the money of Lasker and Schiff and other wealthy Jews 
to bribe witnesses to recant their testimony. On April 27, Rev. C. B. Ragsdale "re
tracted his statement that he had overheard Jim Conley confess to Mary Phagan's 
murder, asserting that an unnamed Burns agent had paid him to make the claim."53 
Watson felt vindicated by the revelation, but the full extent of Burns' largesse with 
Jewish money was just beginning to emerge. 

Eventually the state became involved in an inquiry into Burns' activity since 
his arrival in Atlanta. After State Attorney Dorsey put Burns on the stand, the 
famous detective admitted that he had "spirited Annie Maude Carter out of At
lanta, making it impossible for state's officers to question her."54 Burns also admit
ted that he had promised one witness a job as a Pullman porter. Burns coupled 
that promise with the threat "that if he did not renounce his assertion regarding 
the superintendent's allegedly suspicious behavior on the day of the murder, 'the 
Jews' would get him."55 Dorsey then went to work on "the half-dozen retractions 
the defense had secured from factory girls who at the trial had sworn to Frank's 
moral turpitude,"s6 discovering that one of Burns' agents posed as an author and 
promised to share his commission with Carrie Smith if she were willing to sign an 
affidavit repudiating testimony damaging to Frank's case. 

Eventually Burns and his associates were convicted of suborning witnesses 
and Burns had to close his office when the Atlanta City Council revoked his li
cense. Even though Dorsey was never able to trace Burns' money to Lasker and 
Schiff, Burn's testimony did "irretrievable damage" (Herbert Haas's words to 
Lasker) to Frank's cause.57 

Even though it came close to being named as a co-conspirator in the case, the 
New York Times did not back off. It continued to find fault with Georgia and its 
legal system, giving further credence, if that was needed, to Tom Watson's charge 
of "outside interference."58 When Judge Hill denied the extraordinary motion for 
a new trial, the Times fulminated once again that "The trial of Leo M. Frank in 
Atlanta for the murder of Mary Phagan was from the beginning about everything 
that a murder trial ought not to be. Judge Hill of the superior court denied the 
extraordinary motion for a new trial, yet it is impossible to feel that the first trial 
was fair."59 

The Burns debacle and the fact that Rabbi Marx had also been implicated in 
a bribery scheme caused a new eruption of discord among the councils of New 
York Jewry. "I have been disgusted at the farcical methods to which Burns has re
sorted," the American Jewish Committee's Louis Marshall wrote the NYT's Louis 
Wiley. "Every one of his acts has been a burlesque upon modern detective ideas. It 
is deplorable that a case so meritorious as that of Frank should have been brought 
to this point of destruction by such ridiculous methods."6O 
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"I am afraid," Samuel Untermeyer, Marshall's law partner, concluded, con
templating the indictments that were sure to be handed down against Burns and 
Lehon, "the whole business has been terribly botched.''''' 

All of these revelations, of course, meant vindication for Tom Watson, who 
could crow 'I told you so' and have the common man of Georgia nod in solemn 
agreement. 

As troubling as the "outside influence" issue had been, it was not over when 
Burns had been exposed as the agent of as yet anonymous Jewish backers. The 
same forces that gave Burns the money he needed to bribe witnesses could now 
exert their influence on the governor of the state, a man who had always been 
involved in a flagrant conflict of interest. "There isn't a right-thinking man of us," 
Watson wrote, "who does not feel troubled because of Governor Slaton's connec
tion with the lawyers of the defense.''''' 

On October 14, 1914, the Georgia Supreme Court upheld Judge Benjamin 
Hill's motion denying Frank a new trial. The world of subsidized journalistic fan
tasy could enflame public opinion, but it was gaining no purchase on the mind of 
the judiciary. The Supreme Court claimed "There was no abuse of discretion on 
the part of the trial judge in refusing to grant a new trial, nor was there any error 
in overruling the motion on any of the grounds set out therein.''''3 Nor did it know 
of any 

provision in the constitution of the United States or of this state ... which gives 
an accused person the right to disregard the rules of procedure in a state and de
mand that he shall move in his own way and be grated absolute freedom because 
of an irregularity (if there is one) in receiving the verdict.64 

Undeterred by either the Georgia Supreme Court ruling or the failure of their 
agent to bribe the witnesses in the Frank case, the Jewish campaign to exonerate 
Frank turned to what had always been their strong suit, orchestrating favorable 
publicity. To accomplish this end, Lasker tapped Christopher Powell Connolly, an 
Irish-Catholic journalist from Butte, Montana, to write Frank's story. Connolly 
was given unlimited access to the prisoner and his legal defense team, and Frank 
considered him his Zola, whose book J'accuse had cleared Dreyfus's name. It was 
Connolly who first launched the famous "Kill the Jew or we'll kill you" quote, 
but he introduced it in a way that was unverifiable, absolving himself of any ac
countability while at the same time insinuating the idea into an already inflamed 
public mind. "On the last day I was in Atlanta," Connolly wrote, "I went to the 
office of one of Frank's lawyers to say good-by. The telephone rang. 'If they don't 
hang that Jew, we'll hang you,' came the message.''''5 From Connolly's pen the fa
mous phrase entered the public mind as if it had been shouted by the mob at an 
intimidated jury, long after the jury itself had denied that this ever happened. At 
Connolly's hand, the man whom the prosecution had portrayed as a pervert and 
child molester became a "shy nervous intellectual.''''6 Unlike the Burns scheme, 
Lasker picked a winner in Connolly. The Collier's article had its desired effect by 
introducing the Frank case to the entire nation. 
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"Outside the state of Georgia," Albert Lasker wrote, "the press of the United 
States, including the leading papers of every city in the South are editorially agi
tating pUblic sentiment for the unfortunate Frank. Daily, hundreds of papers are 
editorially crying out that Frank's execution would amount to judicial murder.''67 
The New York papers, most significantly, William Randolph Hearst's flagship, 
the Journal (following in the footsteps of his Atlanta property) took the lead in 
pleading the case for the condemned man. "If Frank's life is saved," wrote Arthur 
Brisbane, "Frank will owe [it] not least to anyone of the lawyers you have paid so 
liberally but to W. R. Hearst, a man of real power and of a kindness of heart that 
is not appreciated."68 

The Collier's article coupled with sympathetic treatment in the Hearst papers 
and the New York Times had the desired effect: "Outside of Georgia, the percep
tion that the state and its citizens were involved in an anti-Semitic persecution 
of an innocent man became universal."69 Inside Georgia, however, the opposite 
was true. Largely as a result of the work of Tom Watson, Georgians came to see 
the Frank case as an attack on their state and their way oflife that was being or
chestrated by the rich Jews who owned the northern press and were using it as a 
weapon against the South. "Never before in the history of this country," Watson 
wrote on December 4, 1914, 

has any convicted criminal been given the freedom of the daily papers that Frank 
has enjoyed ..... Simultaneously, with the appearance of this stuff in the Georgia 
papers, it appears in the northern papers which are owned by rich Jews. The Bal
timore Sun, owned by the Abells, the New York World, owned by the Pulitzers, 
the Times owned by Ochs seem to receive Frank's statement by telegraph at the 
same time that he hands out copy to the dailies in Georgia. 

Watson was quick to point out the hypocrisy of the press accounts. Normally, 
the North criticized the South for its treatment of the Negro. However, groups like 
the NAACP and other racial watchdogs of the North were silent when Frank's de
fense team launched into racial tirades which described Jim Conley as a cocaine
sniffing nigger, whose testimony couldn't be trusted because the man giving it was 
black. Apparently this type of racial slur was acceptable if it was used to get an ac
quittal for a Jew. Watson was quick to point out other forms of hypocrisy as well: 

In the Frank case, the great point emphasized by the Jewish papers is that the 
main witness against Frank was a Negro! .. It seems that Negroes are good 
enough to hold office, sleep in our beds, eat at our tables, marry our daughters, 
and mongrelize the Anglo-Saxon race, but are not good enough to bear testi
mony against a rich Jew!70 

Watson was not alone in feeling this way. The circulation figures of The Jeffer
sonian proved that he was adept in formulating the issues in ways that articulated 
the frustrations which the common man felt in this case. But it wasn't just the com
mon man who was incensed at coverage of the Frank case in the northern press. 
Thomas Loyless, editor of the Augusta Chronicle accused the Times and Adolph 
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Ochs of slandering the people of Georgia by making it appear "that Frank's race 
or religion had anything whatsoever to do with his conviction.''7' In mid-January, 
former Georgia Governor Joseph Brown wondered aloud on the pages of the Au
gusta Chronicle, "Are we to understand that anybody except a Jew can be punished 
for a crime?''7> Brown's statement was a sign that the lines were hardening. It was 
now Georgia versus the World. 

Georgians who thought that Frank deserved a new trial were seen as trai
tors. As the Kansas City Star's McDonald had observed, "The managing editor, 
associate editor, city editor, assistant city editor and court reporter of an Atlanta 
newspaper said to me they knew Frank was entitled to a new trial... [but] "We dare 
not; we would be accused of being bought by Jew money," they answered.73 On 
the other hand, the American Jewish Committee was in no mood to back down 
because they "understood that Supreme Court justices read the New York Times 
and could be influenced by a national hue and cry. With the case headed back to 
the capital, Louis Marshall made the calculated decision that continuing coverage 
by crusading northern newspapers was of greater strategic value than not.''74 

However, even after the Connolly article appeared in Collier's and caused a 
stir nationwide, enkindling new hope in Frank, the news on the judicial front 
continued to be bad. Frank's last judicial hope now lay with the Supreme Court 
of the United States, and this is where Marshall and Frank's legal team directed 
their attention. A delegation of AJC lawyers headed by Marshall first paid a call on 
Supreme Court Justice Joseph R. Lamar, who found the issue unworthy of review. 
Then on November 26, the AJC turned to Oliver Wendell Holmes, in whom they 
found a more sympathetic reception. 

On February 25, 1914, Frank's case was heard by the Supreme Court of the 
United States, with Louis Marshall leading off with his version the "Kill the Jew 
or we'll kill you" story of jury intimidation. "The crowd," Marshall told the court, 
"almost trespassed upon the jury box, hanging over the jury box, and their whis
pers were heard throughout the courtroom."?5 Watson attacked Marshall's testi
mony attacking "the outsiders who cannot or will not weigh the facts which prove 
Frank's terrible crime .... If Frank's rich connections keep on lying about this case, 
SOMETHING BAD WILL HAPPEN.''76 

In the end Marshall and the AJC got no farther with the United States Su
preme Court than they had gotten with the legal system in Georgia. By a margin 
of seven to two, the Court upheld the denial of Frank's petition for a new trial, and 
denied every point Frank's lawyers made. In his dissent, Holmes claimed "Mob 
law does not become due process by securing the assent of a terrorized jury,''77 but 
there was no basis in fact to the claim that the jury had been terrorized. It was 
becoming clear that anything that happened in the South which the northern 
press disliked could be characterized as mob law. But the seven-member majority 
on the court was not impressed with this sort of slur. "In our opinion," the Court 
concluded, "he is not shown to have been deprived of any right guaranteed to him 
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the Fourteenth Amendment or any other provision of the Constitution or laws of 
the United States.''78. 

Frank took the verdict calmly, claiming that "I will never suffer the death pen
alty" because "Truth will ultimately prevail.''79 In the end, even though, as the New 
York Times put it, "Justice to Frank Doubted by Holmes,"8o the Supreme Court 
refused to overturn the decision of the Georgia Court. This meant that there was 
only one hope left, and that hope resided, as Tom Watson feared, with Governor 
Slaton, who was now approaching the end of his term as governor. 

Having lost their case at the Supreme Court, Lasker, Connolly and Rosenwald 
foc:used their efforts on Governor Slaton, who was scheduled to leave office on 
June 22, 1915. From the time the Supreme Court handed down its decision in the 
Spring of 1915 until late June, Slaton was bombarded with letters and telegrams 
from "United States Senators representing Connecticut, Idaho, Illinois, Louisiana, 
Mississippi and Texas, as well as the governors .of Arizona, Louisiana, Oregon, 
Michigan, Mississippi, Pennsylvania, Texas and Virginia."8' 

In addition to the letters from prominent figures, Slaton received more than 
100,000 letters from the nonprominent and petitions containing over two million 
signatures. Everyone seemed convinced that Frank was innocent, everyone that is, 
but the people of Georgia, and the man who articulated their position best, Tom 
Watson, urged Governor Slaton to stand firm in the face of a publicity campaign 
waged by the "millionaire Jews" and their press agents.8• On May 27, less than a 
month from Slaton's last day in office, Watson once again brought up the conflict 
of interest issue, claiming that it was "embarrassing to the majority of Georgians 
that John M. Slaton is a member of the law firm to which Frank's leading attorney 
belongs."83 Watson then went on to deliver a warning: The Governor of Georgia 
should consider 

that if the Law is not allowed to take its course in the Frank case, we might as well 
abolish the law and save all future expense of similar mockeries of justice. 
that if the Prison commission or the Governor undertake to undo-in whole or 
in part-what has been legally done by the courts that were established for that 
purpose, there will almost inevitably be the bloodiest riot ever known in the his
tory of the South.84 

Both Watson and Slaton knew that Georgians were united in support of the 
death penalty for Frank. Georgians were offended by the meddling of outsiders. 
They were particularly upset about the machinations of rich Jews. Fred Morris, 
a lawyer and former University of Georgia football star, weighed in by claiming: 
"Mary Phagan was a poor factory girl. What show would she have against Jew 
money? When they found they couldn't fool the people of Georgia, they got people 
from Massachusetts, New York and California to try and raise trouble. Well, we 
throw the advice of these outsiders back in their teeth. To hell with what they 
think."85 

A delegation from Marietta, Mary Phagan's hometown told the Prison Com
mission: "we believe the evidence shows Frank guilty. People outside of Georgia 
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who have read biased, I might say subsidized, accounts of this case have been 
urging you to commute. But if you commute this sentence, capital punishment 
might as well be abolished. If the extreme penalty should be enforced, it is in this 
case."86 

Outside of the building where the commutation hearings were held on Frank's 
fate, thousands of Georgians gathered to hear Fiddlin' John Carson sing his latest 
composition, "The Ballad of Mary Phagan," a performance which by the very fact 
that it took place underscored the widespread sentiment that Georgians had to 
hold the line against "outside influence" if they wanted to honor the memory of 
Mary Phagan and prevent the same thing from happening to their other daugh
ters. 

In the hearings themselves, Hugh Dorsey hammered away at the line of argu
ment which had sustained Frank's guilty verdict over the course of seven sepa
rate appeals. Addressing the issue of jury intimidation, specifically the cry "Hang 
Frank or we'll hang you," Dorsey declared that "the record shows that at no time 
from the beginning to the end of the trial did anybody cry out against Frank or 
offer to do him harm."87 Dorsey concluded his testimony with a warning: "I am 
fearful that if the verdict of juries in plain cases, as I conceive this to be, shall not 
be carried out against the influential as well as the friendless, it would be an incen
tive to lawlessness in our state, the consequences of which no man can calculate, 
and I am unwilling even passively to be a party to the encouragement of such a 
situation."88 

On Monday morning, Georgians awoke to the news that Governor John Sla
ton had commuted Frank's sentence, and although some agreed with Slaton's deci
sion, outrage quickly spread through the population and the city's normal routine 
ground to a halt as people digested what had happened. Before long, the outrage 
which the majority of people felt at the commutation found expression when at 
8:30 AM a mob shouting "Pay the governor a call" started marching toward Sla
ton's mansion, six miles away.89 As some indication of what they planned to do 
when they got to the governor's mansion, the mob broke into hardware stores 
along the way in search of guns. Police Chief Beavers along with 50 mounted men 
confronted the mob halfway to Slaton's mansion, turning back roughly half of 
the men. Which meant of course that 2,000 armed men were headed toward the 
governor's mansion. What they planned to do had become apparent after another 
mob hanged the governor in effigy in the town square. Around the effigy's neck 
hung a sign proclaiming, "John M. Slaton, King of the Jews and Traitor Governor 
of Georgia. "90 In the end it was only the state militia and its machine guns and the 
fact that Slaton declared martial law which saved him from the rage of the mob 
and the noose they had prepared for him. 

The reaction to the commutation followed along the lines that had already 
been established by the publicity campaign to save Frank. Slaton received "hosan
nas from the national press," and the New York Times led the way, proclaiming 
that if Governor Slaton 
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look beyond the boundaries of the State of Georgia, he can know and feel to how 
high a place he has raised himself in the esteem and admiration of the whole 
country .... Governor Slaton has saved Georgia from herself. He has made his 
name illustrious."!>1 

Needless to say, the New York Times did not articulate the feelings of the ma
jority of Georgians. As in the past, that job fell to Tom Watson, who, like Hugh 
Dorsey, claimed that the governor's decision had undermined the rule oflaw. Wat
son once again brought up the issue of conflict of interest, claiming that "Either 
his firm should have withdrawn from the case, or he should have withdrawn from 
the firm.''9' But the big issue was the betrayal of the people of Georgia who had 
elected Slaton to office. Instead of representing the interests of the people who had 
elected him, Slaton ended up selling out to the rich Jews from New York. The real 
issue, as Watson framed it, was money. "Jew money has debased us, bought us and 
sold us-and laughs at US."!>3 In Watson's eyes, Slaton's commutation of Frank's 
sentence abolished the rule oflaw in Georgia establishing in its place "One law for 
the rich and another for the poor.''94 According to the new law those with "Unlim
ited Money and Invisible Power," can prey on young Georgia girls with impunity 
because "they have established the precedent in Georgia that no Jew shall suffer 
capital punishment for a crime committed on a Gentile.''95 

Needless to say, Watson and his readers found this state of affairs intolerable, 
but when confronted with the question of "what are the people to do?" the only 
answer Watson could come up with was "Lynch law": "Hereafter, let no man re
proach the South with Lynch law: let him remember the unendurable provocation; 
and let him say whether Lynch law is better than no law at all."96 

As some indication that Watson was articulating the feelings of a significant 
percentage of the population of Georgia, a mob of 200 men opened fire on the 
governor's mansion at two o'clock in the morning of June 22, 1915, Slaton's last day 
in office. This was just the beginning of what was going to be a long day for the 
outgoing governor. When Governor Slaton left the capitol after giving his farewell 
address, a mob descended on his car shouting "Lynch him!" At this point a man 
in the mob tried to assassinate the governor. 

Eventually the governor was able to escape from the mob, but he did not re
turn to his mansion. Instead, he and his wife escaped by train to New York City, 
where upon his arrival, he checked into the Waldorf Astoria hotel and held a press 
conference at which he was "accorded ... the sort of welcome usually reserved for 
war heroes.''97 

In a move that seemed calculated to confirm the citizens of the state of Geor
gia in their suspicion that Slaton had sold out to New York money, Slaton and his 
wife then celebrated a night on the town with William Randolph Hearst after a 
dinner party at the publisher's palatial apartment. After a summer-long vacation 
and cross-country train trip, the Slatons joined up with the Hearsts at San Sim
eon, Hearst's version of Xanadu on the California coast. From there, the Slatons 
sailed to Hawaii. If this was political exile, the Slatons seemed to be enjoying it. 
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As the stories of Slaton being feted by the rich New Yorkers filtered back to 
Georgia, the outrage spiked upward once again. The Georgians who were out
raged at the commutation on Frank's sentence were even more outraged at the 
welcome their traitorous governor received in New York, and at a certain point a 
group of them decided to take the law into their own hands. A group of 150 Mar
riettans joined together on the day the commutation was announced to form the 
Knights of Mary Phagan and vowed revenge on both Slaton and Frank. At around 
the same time a smaller much more influential group of men came to the same 
conclusion and hatched a plan that was nothing if not audacious. They planned to 
abduct Frank from the state prison farm in Milledgeville, transport him halfway 
across the state, and then hang him in Marrietta, Mary Phagan's home town. Tom 
Watson was informed of the conspiracy to murder Frank and kept up the drum
beat of publicity throughout the summer of 1915. On August 12, 1915, in response 
to a blatantly pro-Frank documentary produced by Marcus Loew, Watson wrote: 
"Let the rich Jews beware!... THE NEXT JEW WHO DOES WHAT FRANK DID 
IS GOING TO GET EXACTLY THE SAME THING THAT WE GIVE TO NE
GRO RAPISTS!"98 

Then on August 17, the cabal carried out its threat. Frank was abducted from 
the state prison farm in Milledegeville, transported to Marietta and hanged. The 
lynching of Leo Frank set off an orgy of vituperation in the press of the sort the 
nation had not seen since the hanging ofJohn Brown. Newspaper after newspaper 
condemned the South, in the words of the Chicago Tribune, as "a region of illit
eracy, blatant self-righteousness, cruelty and violence. Until it is improved by the 
infusion of better blood and better ideas it will remain a reproach and a danger to 
the American Republic."99 "If Georgia approves lynching," opined the New York 
Times, "then honors bestowed upon the lynchers would attest to the shameless 
courage of the Georgia public and its willingness to defy public opinion in the 
other States of the Union.'''oo And for good measure, the Akron Beacon Journal 
added, "Georgia is a good place for every decent man and woman to stay away 
from.'''ol 

The outrage continued to grow in New York. Twenty thousand Jews showed 
up for a protest meeting at the Cooper Union, a crowd which overflowed the hall 
onto the surrounding streets. At a meeting at Faneuil Hall in Boston, Jews heard 
speeches whose rhetoric was "equaled in radicalism only in the days before the 
Civil War" and resurrected memories of the abolitionists.'o, Fired by this sort of 
rhetoric the crowds demanded retaliation, and suggestions ranged from boycot
ting peaches and coca-cola to promoting guerilla warfare. Groups of detectives 
were dispatched to Marietta but they uncovered nothing because, "Every stranger 
who comes into town is under observation the moment he arrives. The surveil
lance is not obtrusive, but it is unmistakable. [The town's] mood is one of deter
mination to protect the man who, in its eyes, executed the law after it had been 
trampled on. It is resolved that not a hair on their heads shall be harmed.'''03 
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Tom Watson remained defiant in his defense of the lynching: "In putting the 
sodomite murderer to death, the Vigilance committee has done what the Sheriff 
would have done, if Slaton had not been of the same mould as Benedict Arnold. 
Let Jew libertines take notice. Georgia is not for sale to rich criminals.",04 Watson's 
defiance coupled with the fact that no one was indicted for Frank's murder caused 
The Boston Post to wonder, "Is Georgia in America?"'05 

Sobered by what had happened and now relieved of its duties as what amount
ed to Frank's propaganda ministry, The New York Times tried to make sense of 
Frank's killing and the role it had played in bringing it about. In an article entitled 
"Frank Lynching due to Suspicion and Prejudice," Times reporter Charles Thomp
son finally got to talk "honestly about the sentiment of Georgia, "'06 a verdict which 
implied that hitherto that had not been the case at the Times. Thompson gave 
three reasons for the lynching: 

First-the [citizens of Georgia] believed that the Jews of the country, hitherto 
not the object of any hostility or dislike, had banded themselves together to save 
a criminal because he belonged to their race and religion and thus ranged them
selves in opposition to men of other races and religions. Against this belief no 
argument was effective, no denial was listened to. 

Second-The bitter resentment over what everybody in Georgia to whom this 
correspondent has talked calls "outside interference": and this does not mean 
only the "interference" of the New York newspapers by a long shot, though Tom 
Watson has done his level best to make it appear that the New York newspapers 
are attempting to govern the state of Georgia 

Third-And this is the thing which turned the smoldering fire into a raging 
flame and maddened men who were merely angered-it is believed that from 
one end of the State to the other that Governor Slaton was Frank's lawyer and 
pardoned his client after every court had upheld that client's conviction. The 
ignorant believed that Slaton was bribed, or that at best he received as Frank's 
lawyer a share of the fee paid to his firm: the more intelligent believe that he was 
merely influenced in his judgment by the fact that Frank was his firm's client.'07 

Thompson's article was a rebuke to Adoph Ochs, who was chagrined by what 
he read because it implied that Tom Watson was right and that ultimately it was 
the overreaction of influential Jews like Ochs which had led to Frank's hanging. 
Ochs had gone against his own better judgment in putting the Times at the service 
of Frank's cause and "The Times ... had overstepped its bounds by persistently edi
torializing on his behalf.",08 Ochs had ignored repeated warnings, at first from his 
stringer in Atlanta and then from W. T. Anderson, editor of the Macon Telegraph, 
a newspaper which had consistently opposed lynching. Anderson had written to 
Ochs on behalf "of the decent people of Georgia," claiming that "It was the out
side interference of the Jews, led by the Times, that had made it necessary to lynch 
Frank. The Jews in fact were responsible for what had happened to him .... The men 
responsible are the Strauses, the Ochses, the Pulitizers and other leading Jews of 
New York and the East generally. These men now hold the comfort, safety, peace 
and happiness of the Jews of Georgia in the hollow of their hands.",09 
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Ochs was shaken by the rebuke. Not only had he turned the Times into "a 
Jewish newspaper" by his naked advocacy of Frank's case, he had brought about 
Frank's death as well. Confronted with these arguments at an editorial meeting 
on the Frank case, Ochs appeared "wan and subdued."l1° As one of Ochs associates 
put it at this meeting, the "simple facts" of the case were inescapable: 

Mr. Ochs was the prominent newspaper publisher in the country. He was a Jew. 
The Times had printed more stuff for Frank that any other newspaper and [had] a 
special correspondent in Georgia ... a majority of the people in Georgia approved 
of the law having been taken into the hand of the mob because they believed that 
money had been used to thwart justice. III 

Unable to counter the charges leveled against him and the Times, Ochs de
cided that the Times was going to drop the Frank case. Ochs then spent the next 
few days at home "nursing his nerves .... •• 

In his own post-mortem, Tom Watson claimed that the Frank case was pun
ishment for the sinful economic exploitation of children. "The National Pencil 
Factory, owned by Frank's people, fought our Child Labor bill fiercely and helped 
to kill it-and in God's mysterious way, it cost the Superintendent his life."113 In 
closing ranks behind Frank, the nation's wealthy Jews had "blown the breath of 
life into the Monster of Race Hatred; and this Frankenstein, whom you created at 
such enormous expense, WILL HUNT YOU DOWNl"114 

As a result of the Frank case, the Jews declared war on the South. Louis Mar
shall of the AJC tried to get Watson tried for obscenity, but Watson remained 
defiant, informing the attorney general "you cannot remove me from the South
ern district of Georgia. If I have to give up my life for having incurred the savage 
hatred of the rich Jews, it will be given up right here in the same region where my 
ancestors gave up theirs:"'5 Marshall's attempt not only failed, in failing it prob
ably bolstered Watson's political career, contributing to his eventual election to 
the United States Senate. It backfired in other ways as well. 

On page one of the September 2 edition of The Jeffersonian, Watson called 
for the resurrection of the Ku Klux Klan. "The North can rail itself hoarse, if it 
chooses to do so, but if [it] doesn't quit meddling with our business and getting 
commutations for assassins and rapists who have pull, another Ku Klux Klan may 
be organized to restore HOME RULE:,,·6 The Klan, which Nathan Bedford For
rest had disbanded in 1869, had experienced a surge of renewed interest when D. 
W. Griffith turned Thomas Dixon's novel The Clansman into The Birth of a Na
tion, which premiered in January 1915, when the clamor over the Frank case had 
reached its peak. The NAACP had tried to block distribution of the film, but those 
efforts came to naught when Griffith persuaded his college classmate Woodrow 
Wilson to view the film in the White House. 

Less than two weeks before The Birth of a Nation opened in Atlanta, William 
Joseph Simmons and 34 other men climbed to the top of Stone Mountain, Georgia 
and ignited giant cross which had been soaked in pitch and kerosene, announcing 
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the rebirth of the Klan. Simmons had already filed a petition with Georgia's sec
retary of state on October 16, signaling his intention to resurrect the Klan and be
come its imperial wizard. Leo Frank's role in all of this became apparent when it 
was revealed that several of the 34 men who climbed Stone Mountain that Thanks
giving evening in November 1915 were members of the Knights of Mary Phagan. 
The restored Klan reached the height of its power at the Democratic convention of 
1924, but it too fell into decline as a result of a young woman's murder. 

In 1926, David C. Stephenson, who had ousted William Simmons from the 
leadership of the Klan and was at that time Imperial Wizard, was convicted of 
second-degree murder in the death of Madge Oberholzer, whom with the help 
of other Klansmen, he had kidnapped, raped and abducted to Chicago from Ir
vington, Indiana. The case, which included some revolting perversions, created a 
widespread revulsion against the Ku Klux Klan. Throughout the 1930S, its influ
ence weakened irreparably. In 1944, it was formally dissolved.u7 

The death of Mary Phagan led to the birth of other organizations as well. 
Leo Frank was president of the Atlanta chapter of B'nai B'rith. After his death, 
B'nai B'rith founded the Anti-Defamation League to combat anti-Semitism in the 
United States. The Anti-Defamation League would go on to work closely with the 
NAACP. Murray Friedman calls the Frank case "the defining moment in the part
nership between blacks and Jews" even though he admits later on that the case 
"set Jews and blacks against each other."us Friedman, who spent most of his adult 
life working for the American Jewish Committee, does his best to play down the 
frankly racist statements which Frank's attorneys made during the course of his 
tria1. He also mentions the fact that the NAACP "expressed resentment at what 
they saw as an organized effort to implicate Conley simply because he was black.""9 
He also mentions that the AJe's Louis Marshall joined the board of the NAACP 
and served on its legal defense committee as a result of the Frank lynching. The 
aftermath of the Frank lynching brought Herbert Seligman on board the NAACP 
as well, as its "new Jewish director of pubicity." Together with Joel Spingarn, these 
men "campaigned relentlessly against lynching" and "helped to awaken the na
tion's conscience."110 

Friedman's book on the Black-Jewish Alliance was written, however, because 
another interpretation of events had arisen calling the very existence of that alli
ance into question. In their book Plural but Equal, black revisionists like Harold 
Cruse and David Levering Lewis called the traditional narrative of black-Jewish 
cooperation into question by accusing the Jews of promoting a hidden agenda, 
according to which organizations like the NAACP used front men like W. E. B 
DuBois to destroy any black leader not acceptable to Jewish interests. Cruse ac
cuses Louis Marshall in particular "of using the NAACP to 'salve the bitter defeat 
he had experienced in the Leo Frank case.'''''' 

If that were the case, then Marshall's move to the NAACP takes on a sinister 
hue. Suspicions of this sort first arose during the NAACP's attack on Booker T. 
Washington. They would deepen in the wake of the Frank case when the NAACP 
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devoted even more of its energies to destroying Marcus Garvey. According to 
Cruse's reading of these events, there was no Black-Jewish Alliance. What went 
by that name was really covert Jewish revenge on the South for the role it played 
in the Frank lynching. The simplest way to visit revenge on the South was the 
plan first articulated by John Brown: bring the war to Africa by turning the na
tion's Negroes into revolutionaries. That meant destroying any black leader who 
wanted to steer his people in another direction. That meant destroying Booker T. 
Washington, because he wanted to turn the Negro into a skilled craftsman. And it 
meant destroying Marcus Garvey because he wanted to awaken in the American 
Negro a racial consciousness which was incompatible with the integration which 
Jewish organizations like the NAACP seemed determined to impose, as Cruse 
claimed, on everyone but themselves. 

Tom Watson died in Washington of a cerebral hemorrhage on September 26, 

1922. At his funeral in Georgia, the most impressive floral arrangement was an 
eight-foot-high cross of red roses sent by the Klan. 
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Chapter Eighteen 

The Spread of Bolshevism 

When A. I. Shingarov, a member of the Russian parliamentary delegation 
which was sent to London at the beginning of 1916 to arrange for loans 
for the Czarist government, he was told by the French Baron Rothschild, 

"A great number of influential Jewish personalities now live in America and over 
there they don't like you." Jacob Schiff was one of those" influential Jewish person
alities." Schiff's hatred of Russia had reached such proportions that he would lend 
money to England and France only on the condition that none of it would end up 
in Russian hands. "We are willing to lend money to England and France," Schiff 
told the French MP Bache, "if we can received some assurance that Russia is will
ing to do something to resolve the Jewish question. Otherwise you'll be taking in 
money for Russia, and we have no desire to give Russia anything.'" 

The Jewish Encyclopedia claims that Schiff "exerted pressure on other banks, 
so that Russia didn't get any money." Schiff was not alone among the Jews in sup
porting revolutionary activity, nor were the recipients of that support invariably 
revolutionaries. According to an entry written in his diary in May of 1916, the 
French ambassador to Russia, Maurice Paleologue claimed that the Jews sup
ported Rasputin as well. "A pack of Jewish financiers and dirty speculators, Ru
binstein, Manuse and others," he wrote, "made a pact with him [Rasputin] and 
support him generously. According to their directions, he sends messages to the 
ministers, to the bank and to various influential persons.''' Rasputin became, as a 
result, "a friend and benefactor to the Jews and supported without contradiction 
my attempts to improve their situation.'':! 

It was at this time that the rumors about collaboration between Jewish revo
lutionaries and the German government began to surface. "In 1915," Salon Bar
on wrote, "the most shameful anti-Jewish propaganda was started in the army; 
all Jews in Poland and Galicia were declared the spies and enemies of Russia. A 
disgusting program broke out in Molodechno. It has been established that this 
Jew-baiting originated at headquarters, and, of course, it could not but contrib
ute to the disintegration of the army, in which there were about half a million 
Jews.'- Baron is adverting here to the fact that Jews were considered a fifth column 
both behind the lines and at the front. The English ambassador assumed that the 
wealthy Jewish Banker D. L. Rubinstein, who was later arrested for treason, was 
working for the German secret service.5 According to the report issued by Police 
chiefK.D. Kafowon January 9,1916 

Jews engaged openly in revolutionary propaganda, but also in addition to crimi-
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nal agitation .. engaged in the artificial inflation of the price of daily necessities, 
and the withdrawal of money out of circulation. [The Jews] tried to create inse
curity about the stability of the Russian currency .... 6 

On the western front the Jews were suspected of being German spies: "the 
word on the street was that Jewish soldiers were cowards and deserters and that 
the Jewish population was full of spies and traitors.''7 When the army attacked, 
the Jews always dropped back. When the army retreated, the Jews were always in 
the forefront. The Jews often said that they hoped Germany would win the war.B 
In evaluating the reports, Solzhenitsyn concludes that, in spite of the bravery of 
individual Jews, "It would be unrealistic to conclude that all of these accusations 
were nothing but fairy tales."9 Unable to ignore the rumors any longer, the Czar 
demanded a census of the Jews fighting on the western front, a move which alien
ated the Jews who had been loyal. He then ordered Jews removed from the front, 
which increased the alienation even further, driving the Jewish soldiers into the 
arms of the Zionists and revolutionaries. 

The Germans did whatever they could to foster treason among the Jews of 
the east and tried to portray the war as a crusade against the last despotic and 
openly anti-Semitic regime in Europe. At long last Russia would be punished for 
the pogroms of Kishinyev and Gomel, the philosopher Samuel Hugo Bergmann, 
a Zionist, noted in his diary. He thanked the Lord that as an officer serving in 
the Austro-Hungarian army on the Russian front he would be able personally to 
avenge his people.'o 

Jewish enthusiasm for the cause of Germany during World War I knew no 
bounds. In 1915 Lissauer wrote a poem entitled "The Hymn of Hate against Eng
land" which was quickly put to music and became an immediate success. The 
"Hymn" made hatred of England a popular emotion in Germany. But Lissauer 
soon came to regret the song when he had to leave Germany for exile when the 
Nazis came to power. German Jews responded enthusiastically to the war, but 
Russian Jews had the exact opposite reaction, prompting many Russians to view 
all Jews as potential traitors. A German Jew by the name of Fritz Haber, a chemist 
and friend of Albert Einstein, responded to the Kaiser's call by inventing poison 
gas to be used against allied troops. He also developed Zyklon B, the deadly gas 
that was used on Jews during World War 11.'1 

Many Russian Jews defected and began working for the Germans. According 
to Elon, the "Russian-born Nahum Goldmann, a future president of the World 
Zionist Organization, joined the German War Ministry as a propagandist." (Two 
years later, Goldmann had changed his mind and wrote in Martin Buber's pro
Zionist journal Der Jude, that Jews should have nothing to do with the war.) Max 
Bodenheimer became one of their most effective propagandists by repeating "his 
favorite argument to the effect that Jews had long been pioneers of German cul
ture and commerce in the east. And while the mass of Russian Jews might well 
be primitive and lice-ridden, direct German rule would have a salutary effect on 
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them." Bodenheimer recommended that the Germans promote "Jewish national 
self-determination in the East," lending credence to the Russians who claimed 
that Jews were a fifth column in league with the Germans. Not surprisingly, the 
Zionists living in the Pale of the Settlement "responded positively to this initia
tive drafting an appeal to Jews of the East to rise up in arms against their oppres
sors.'3 As a result when large parts of the Pale came under German rule, Russian 
Jews welcomed the Germans as "liberators.'''4 The Russian authorities, in turn, 
responded by deporting half a million Jews to the interior. 

When Fritz Haber's poison gas failed to rout the Russians on the eastern front, 
the Germans turned to black operations involving their Jewish fifth column. The 
German Jew Schiff had supported the revolutionaries for some time, and at this 
point the Germans turned to Lenin, who was transported across Germany in a 
sealed train with the collaboration of German officialdom like a "bacillus," to 
use Winston Churchill's phrase. Most of the 160 passengers on the famous sealed 
train which arrived at the Finland station were Jews. Trotsky, who was not on the 
train, returned to Russia bearing an American passport and a large amount of 
money as just one of hundreds of Jews who streamed into Russia from the United 
States in the wake of the Bolshevik coup of October 1917. In London alone, 10,000 

Jews expressed the desire to return to Russia.'5 
Once Trotsky and his Jewish friends unpacked their bags, they quickly found 

their way into influential positions in the new government. Jews were represented 
in the new government out of all proportion to their numbers in the population 
at large.'6 Much has been made, pro and con, of the numbers ofJews among the 
Bolsheviks, but the percentage ofJews in the leadership of the Mensheviks and the 
Social Revolutionary Party and the Anarchists was higher than in the Bolsheviks. 
The most significant detail of all, however, invariably gets left out of the discus
sion, namely, the fact that when it became apparent that the Bolsheviks were the 
winners in Russia's civil war, large numbers of Jews abandoned the other revolu
tionary parties and streamed into the Communist Party to take the positions that 
formed the administrative heart of the new regime. A glaring example of this, 
especially in light of the notorious relationship between Jews and agriculture in 
Russia could be seen in the example of the newly formed Executive committee of 
the Farmers; three of 30 committee members were farmers but seven were Jews.'7 

Before long Bolshevism began to be seen in Russian eyes as a Jewish phenom
enon. In the now ubiquitous lines outside stores, "the word Jew was on everyone's 
lips." When Zinoviev and Kamenev were nominated for prominent government 
posts, voices were heard shouting, "Tell us their real names.'''s The revolution of 
February 1917 was Russian not Jewish, but once the Christian bulwark against 
revolution fell, Jews took over, just as the Jesuits at Civilta Cattolica had predicted. 
Solzhenitsyn agreed with the Jesuits' assessment when he claimed that the revolu
tion succeeded because "the Orthodox faith was too weak in us." 

When the Bolsheviks finally succeeded in taking power in October 1917, Jacob 
Schiff, "the most well known leader of the anti-Russian forces in North Amer-
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ica," expressed his approval, saying "I always been a foe of Russian Autocracy, 
which had persecuted my co-religionists mercilessly. Allow me at this moment 
to congratulate the Russian people for the noble deed which they have brought to 
completion."'9 

Schiff, who had actively financed the revolutionaries for years, was not the 
only Jew who rejoiced. A Methodist Pastor by the name of Simon who happened 
to be living in St. Petersburg at the time of the revolution testified before the 
American Senate that "Soon after the February revolution of 1917 groups of Jews 
were everywhere to be seen in Petrograd, on benches, soap boxes and other stands 
giving speeches .... The Jews had limited right to live in Petrograd, but after the 
Revolution they came in hordes, and the majority of the agitators were Jews."'o 

Once the communist hold on power was secure, Jews streamed into the new 
administration. The Jewish Encyclopedia said that "for the first time in Russian 
history Jews occupied high posts in the central and local administrations.">' When 
the fledgling Bolshevik regime was threatened with a dire financial crisis, it was 
the Jews who raised the money which rescued Soviet communism at that cru
cial juncture. In April 1918, 22 million rubles were raised in the Moscow syna
gogue, Schiff and Rothschild contributing a million rubles each. Jewish ethnicity 
trumped class when it came to preserving the revolution against the hated Czar. 

Some Jews claim that Bolshevism wasn't Jewish because the Bolsheviks 
weren't religious. According to Nora Levin, 

Having abandoned their own origins and identity, yet not finding, or sharing, or 
being fully admitted to Russian life (except in the world of the party), the Jew
ish Bolsheviks found their ideological home in revolutionary universalism. They 
dreamt of a classless and stateless society supported by Marxist faith and doc
trine that transcended the particularities and burdens ofJewish existence. Such 
Jews exhibited vehement hostility toward other Jews such as Bundists, Zionists, 
and observant Jews who proudly proclaimed or expressed their Jewishness, and 
became extremely zealous officials in the new regime." 

Trotsky, according to this reading ofJewishness, which vacillates convenient-
ly between religion and ethnicity, depending on the circumstances, wasn't a Jew: 

Leon Trotsky, born Lev Davidovich Bronstein, a central figure in the early years 
of the Bolshevik Revolution, was typical of the Russified, Bolshevik Jew. In his 
autobiography, he speaks about "sailing away" from his petit bourgeois environ
ment with its "instinct of acquisition," and his brief, meaningless contact with 
Hebrew, the Bible, and religious tradition. He was aware of national inequalities, 
the restrictions on Jews and other minorities, and the violent anti-Semitism of 
the Black Hundreds, but these "were lost among all the other phases of social 
injustice" and "intense hatred of the existing order, ofinjustice, of tyranny." "The 
national question [he wrote] so important in the life of Russia, had practically no 
personal significance for me. Even in my early youth, the national bias and na
tional prejudices had only bewildered my sense of reason, in some cases stirring 
in me nothing but disdain and even a moral nausea." In a debate with Vladimir 
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Medem a Bundist leader, in 1903, when Medem asked him, "You consider your
self either a Russian or a Jew?" Trotsky answered, "No, you are wrong. I am a 
Social Democrat and only that."23 

By rejecting their Jewish heritage, Bolsheviks like Trotsky felt that they had 
become models for the Jew of the future. They felt that their fellow Jews should 
emulate them by becoming "Jews by family origin only" and as a result should feel 
"no special ties to other Jews or any interest in specific Jewish problems." Accord
ing to this view, anti-Semitism was "a disease of capitalism which would disap
pear with the destruction of capitalism." 

Solzehnitsyn, however, claims that Trotsky became an idol to the American 
Jews "not for no reason but preCisely because he was a Jew."24 Trotsky was "the 
Prometheus of October" not because he belonged "as such" but because "he was a 
child of this promethean people, who could have done much more for humanity if 
he hadn't been chained to the rock of stupid evil." Trotsky's Jewishness brings up 
the issue of collective responsibility. If Jews can disclaim responsibility for com
munism by claiming that Trotsky wasn't a "real Jew," can't the Germans do the 
same thing, by disowning Hitler? Hitler, after all, had been born in Austria, not 
Germany. Couldn't the Germans just as easily say, "these weren't real Germans, 
they were just the scum."25 

Salo Baron acknowledges Jewish participation in the Communist Party but 
plays down its significance, claiming that it was only "anti-Semites in and outside 
Russia [who] glibly equated communism with the alleged Jewish world conspir
acy." .6 Baron's explanation for Jewish predominance in the party is 1) oppression 
and 2) higher education levels: "Many Jewish intellectuals were attracted to its 
professed international ideals, as well as to its socialist radicalism which promised 
to put an end to the tsarist oppression."'7 If so, the oppression had consequences. 
Even in invoking Jewish suffering, Baron adverts to the dark side ofJewish partici
pation in the new communist regime: 

Perhaps in subconscious retaliation for the many years of suffering at the hands 
of the Russian police, a disproportionate number ofJews joined the new Bolshe
vik secret service. The impression these facts made upon the ordinary Russian is 
rightly stressed by Leonard Shapiro: "For the most prominent and colorful figure 
after Lenin was Trotsky, in Petro grad the dominant and hated figure was Zino
viev, while anyone who had the misfortune to fall into the hands of the Cheka 
stood a very good chance of finding himself confronted with, and possibly shot 
by, a Jewish investigator."2s 

Solzhenitsyn claims that the Cheka, whose nominal head was the Pole Felix 
Derzhinsky, was run by Jews and foreigners like Latvians because Russians were 
reluctant to torture other Russians. After a visit to the Kremlin, one Russian ex
claimed, "Everywhere I looked I saw, Latvians, Latvians, and Jews, Jews, Jews. 
I was never an anti-Semite, but here their number was so obvious."29 Jews were 
heavily involved in food supply, and under the leadership of Lazar Kaganovich, in 

735 



The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit 

his campaign to starve the Ukrainian farmers into submission, "the Jews got to 
satisfy their sexual desires while stealing grain."30 

Jews were also overrepresented in the party that killed the Czar and his fam
ily. After the English denied political asylum to the Czar his fate was sealed. The 
Bolsheviks saw him as a symbol of the possibility of counterrevolution among the 
Russians, who still venerated him as their ruler. Significant in this regard is not 
only the Jew Sverdlov's avidity to do the killing but Trotsky's off-handed remarks 
after the fact. Trotsky did know about the murder of the Czar and his family, but 
after hearing about it, he wrote that "I checked the business off in my mind and 
didn't ask anymore questions .... The execution of the Czar's family was not only 
necessary to terrorize the enemy and to take away all hope but it was also neces
sary to shake up our own ranks as well to show them that there was no turning 
back now, that we were going to have either total victory or absolute defeat.":!' 

The Jews would suffer for their deeds, first at the hand of Stalin in the purges 
of 1937 and then at the hands of Hitler, but both events were only an indication of 
how eagerly the Communists had initially welcomed Jews into their ranks. "The 
Bolshevik ruling class had an urgent need for executive assistance, which would 
remain loyal without question. And the Bolsheviks found many of those people 
among the young, secular Jews, in concert with Slavic and international com
rades."32 

During the 1930S, it became taboo to mention Jewish participation in the Bol
shevik regime, but during the 1920S, the fact was too obvious to be denied and a 
source of pride to the world's Jews. "If the participation of the Jews in the revo
lution is tabooed," the poet Naum Korshavin wrote, "it will become impossible 
to talk about the revolution at all. There were times when one was proud of this 
participation .... The Jews took part in the Revolution in numbers far out of pro
portion to its numbers in the population at large." The simple fact of the matter is 
that "Thousands ofJews joined the Bolsheviks, because they saw in them the most 
determined defenders of the Revolution and the most reliable internationalists." 
In "the lower segments of the party there was an overwhelming majority ofJews." 
D. S. Pamink emphasized that "The birth of Bolshevism was the result of pecu
liarities of Russian history, . . but the organization of Bolshevism arose in part 
from the activity of Jewish commissars."33 The Socialist S. Zinjulnikow wrote, "At 
the beginning of the revolution the Jews ... served as the basis for the new regime.":!4 
The best authority on the issue was Lenin himself, who according to the testimony 
of Semyon Diamantstein, thanked Jews for their efforts in saving the Communist 
regime: 

The Jews, who made up the mid-intelligentsi in Russian cities came to the ser-
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vice of the revolution. They broke the general strike which confronted us right 
after the October revolution and which was very dangerous for us. The Jewish 
element ... sabotaged this sabotage and rescued the revolution, when it was in 
danger.3s 

Lenin, according to Diamantstein, "didn't think it was prudent to mention 
this in the press, .... but he did emphasize the fact that it was thanks to this reserve 
of well educated and more or less sober and intelligent new civil servants that he 
succeeded in taking over the state apparatus and in restructuring it."36 

Lenin, who was instrumental in making anti-Semitism illegal in the So
viet Union, recorded a speech attacking anti-Semitism, but the speech was nev
er printed because the revolution now depended on Jews, especially in middle 
management, and Lenin didn't want the speech published because it would have 
substantiated the claims of the enemies of the revolution. It was proof that the 
Whites were correct in claiming that Jews and Bolsheviks were identicalP Many 
Jewish writers deny this, claiming that only Jewish "renegades" played a leading 
role in Bolshevism, but by now it should be obvious that the revolutionary spirit 
more than religious observance occupied the mainstream of Jewish conscious
ness throughout the ages. The most significant connection between Judaism and 
Bolshevism is Messianic politicS, promoting the idea of social justice leading to 
heaven on earth. 

The subsequent revolutions in Bavaria and Hungary only reinforced the con
nection between Jews and Bolshevism which had been established in Russia. "In 
Hungary Jews made up 95 percent of the leadership in the Bolshevik movement" 
even though "the legal situation of the Jews in Hungary was free of the limitations 
in Russia. The Jews already had positions in Hungarian cultural and economic 
life that could lead one to talk about Jewish hegemony.''38 Ethnicity trumped class 
even though it contradicted ideology. Accused of treason, Dmitry Rubenstein, the 
wealthy Jewish banker, moved to Stockholm, where he became the financial agent 
for the Bolsheviks.39 Revolution spread westward in the wake of war, and as in the 
east Jews were, rightly or not, universally perceived as the agents of revolution. It 
was clear as one observer put it, "not all Jews are Bolsheviks and not all Bolsheviks 
are Jews, but it doesn't take long to figure out how eagerly the Jews took part in the 
abuse of Russia at the hands of the Bolsheviks. '!jo In the end, the four years of mis
ery and bloodshed that characterized World War I led not to peace but to decades 
of revolution and even bloodier counterrevolution. 
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As the Empires of the East collapsed during the final year of the Great War, 
revolution spread west. On November 5,1918 the German navy mutinied 
in Kiel, refusing to fire on the British fleet. Five days later, the Kaiser fled to 

Holland, where he announced his abdication. As in France and Russia, the revolu
tion was welcomed initially with optimism as the German version of the Glori
ous Revolution. Elon mentions German revolutionaries who "wished the uprising 
to emulate the English revolution, the 'model' of all true upheavals, which had 
abolished old idols without brutally smashing them and had respected individual 
rights. A mature and sensible people should now do likewise.'!!! 

As in France and Russia, an orderly revolution on the English model proved 
elusive. Anarchy spread in the wake of a lost war; the new regime panicked and 
lashed out at revolutionaries, invariably Jews from the east. Demobbed soldiers 
murdered Rosa Luxembourg because "she embodied the mythical threat of what 
was called 'Jewish Bolshevism."!!' The disproportionate participation of Jews in 
the German Soviets or workers' councils that sprang up after the war 

provided grist for the mills of conservatives and anti-Semites. The visibility of 
Jews on the soldiers' councils gave rise not only to the legend that the revolution 
was part of a worldwide Jewish conspiracy but also to the assertion that Ger
many had lost the war only because the Jews had "stabbed it in the back."43 

Elon says German soviets "featured a disproportionate number of Jews" but 
contends "the reason was simple: there were relatively few Jewish army officers 
and, among the lower ranks, Jews were generally better educated than others. 
They naturally attracted attention as public speakers.'!!4 

As in Russia, Jews filled the vacuum after the collapse of the Reich, reach
ing "the highest positions of authority" in the Weimar Republic.45 Proclaimed on 
November 9,1918, the Weimar Republic quickly gained a reputation as the "Juden
republik." Twenty-four Jews were elected to the Reichstag, but more importantly, 
Jews became even more prominent in German culture. This would not have been 
a problem if the Jews had, as Mendelssohn recommended, continued the cult of 
Goethe, but Jewish dominance during the Weimar Republic often meant in prac
tice redefining German culture as something most Germans found repugnant. 
Freud's subversion of psychology was one example; Schoenberg's subversion of 
tonality was another. Redefinitions of the canons of artistic expression went hand 
in hand with redefinitions of sexual morality. "Berlin," says Elon, "was the epicen
ter of Weimar culture ... vibrant with sex and intellect.'!!6 Magnus Hirschfeld was 
one of the Weimar Republic's most famous sexual revolutionaries, as was Wil
helm Reich. Elon does not mention the resentment Jewish cultural subversives 
like Hirschfeld and Reich created; nor does he mention the fact that Hitler was 
able to put this resentment to political use. Hitler used Hirschfeld as the example 
of the Jew bent on subverting the morals of the German nation. If the homosexual 
Englishman Christopher Isherwood, who went to Berlin in the '30S to have sex 
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with German boys, felt Hirschfeld's Institut fuer Sexualwissenschaft was a "scien
tific" front for a homosexual bordello, it's not difficult to imagine that the average 
German thought that it was an example of what the National Socialists decried as 
"Kulturbolschewismus." 

In 1918, most Germans were more concerned with ordinary Bolshevism. On 
November 9, three weeks after his release from jail for organizing a strike at a 
machinegun factory, Kurt Eisner, a Jew from Berlin, got 50,000 workers to walk 
off their jobs in Munich, the capital of Catholic Bavaria. By evening, the king 
of Bavaria had fled, and those workers controlled the Wittelsbach palace, most 
army barracks, and all government buildings. Eisner then declared Bavaria a So
viet republic and became its prime minister. By then, the average Russian knew 
that the Bolsheviks were collaborating closely with the German government. Eis
ner's critics soon referred to Bavaria as the "Jewish republic," a sign its days were 
numbered. Munich's wealthier Jews, fearing reprisals, distanced themselves from 
Eisner, who could not go abroad without a bodyguard. When he realized his gov
ernment was destined to fall, Eisner decided to resign, but on his way to the Bavar
ian assembly on February 21, 1919, he was assassinated. The assailant "was a young 
ultranationalist aristocrat by the name of Anton Arco-Valley who had recently 
been thrown out of a proto-Nazi organization for having concealed the fact that 
his mother was Jewish.'lt7 

In the ensuing weeks, panic was followed by anarchy as soldiers, still armed 
with weapons from the lost war, roamed Munich terrorizing the local population 
with random shootings and systematic looting. "Nowhere," Elon writes, "were 
Jewish revolutionaries so visible and prominent as they were in Bavaria .... Con
servatives saw them as so many Dantons and Robespierres. Anti-Semites reviled 
them as 'Jew pigs' and Russian agents.'ltS 

On April 14, another Jew came to power. Eugene Levine, the new prime min
ister, was Russian born, even more alien to Bavaria than the Berlin-bred Eisner. 
Imitating the Bolsheviks, Levine rounded up counter-revolutionaries for execu
tion. Between Eisner's assassination and May, when the White Guards supported 
by troops sent by the government in Berlin began the bloody counter-revolution, 
Munich was gripped by lawlessness. The anarchy was blamed largely on Jew
ish revolutionaries who were seen as puppets of the Bolshevik regime in Russia. 
Levine was eventually executed, but the reign of terror he established as the hall
mark of the "Jewish republic" had lasting effects. "The existential panic it left be
hind corrupted ethical standards, eroded manners, convulsed culture and polar
ized society.'lt9 

In April 1919, when Levine came to power, all diplomats left Munich, except 
the papal nuncio, Eugenio Pacelli, who then became the target of revolutionary 
activity. The nunciature was attacked in a drive-by shooting that pockmarked it 
with 55 bullet holes. Soon, revolutionaries broke into the nuncio's residence. Pacel
li was at home this time and confronted the intruders, who leveled a gun at his 
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head and demanded money and food. "I have neither money nor food," Pacelli 
replied, exhibiting remarkable sangfroid, "For as you know, I have given all to the 
poor of the city."5O After Pacelli reminded the revolutionaries it was never a good 
idea to murder a diplomat, they withdrew, but not before throwing a gun at him, 
denting his pectoral cross. Rychlak says many of the revolutionaries, impressed 
by Pacelli's courage, returned days later to apologize. They also returned the au
tomobile they had stolen. 

Shortly thereafter, Pacelli visited the Wittelsbach palace, headquarters of the 
Levine government. In a report to Cardinal Gasparri, the Vatican Secretary of 
State, Pacelli said he came across a group of women there, led by "Levine's lover, a 
young Russian, a Jew, and divorced.''51 The wretched excesses of the Soviet Repub
lic in Munich, he continued, "outraged the people and caused a dramatic increase 
in anti-Semitism." As in Russia, all Jews were blamed for the excesses of the revo
lutionary few. 

In a critique confected from materials gleaned from Cornwell's Hitler's Pope, 
Daniel Jonah Goldhagen claimed Pacelli, the future Pope Pius XII, was guilty 
of anti-Semitism because he mentioned the leaders of the revolution in Bavaria 
were Russian Jews. As Goldhagen puts it, "the evidence of Pius XII's anti-Sem
itism comes from an unimpeachable source: Pius XII himself." Cornwell quotes 
Pacelli's letter describing a scene of "'absolute hell' from the Communist insurrec
tion in Munich of April 1919."5' Goldhagen then quotes Cornwell's translation of 
Pacelli's letter, referring to "a gang of young women of dubious appearance, Jews 
like all the rest of them, hanging around in all the offices with lecherous demeanor 
and suggestive smiles.''53 

Goldhagen considers this damning evidence, but perhaps not damning 
enough, because he embellished Cornwell's translation by adding the word "all" 
to the phrase "Jews like all the rest of them," which in Cornwell's book was simply 
"Jews like the rest of them." This would seem trivial except Goldhagen repeats the 
word "all" in quotes throughout his work, emphasizing that Pacelli generalized 
from the Russian revolutionaries to "all" Jews. We know that was not Pacelli's 
intent because he never used the word "all." In fact, he never said, as Cornwell as
serts, "Jews like the rest of them." 

Cornwell's translation is itself false. In the original Italian, Pacelli 
described,"una schiera di giovanni donne, dall'aspetto poco rassicurante, ebree 
come i primi, che stanno in tutti gli uffici, con arie provocanti e con sorrisi equivoci." 
The key phrase is not "Jews like the rest of them" as Cornwell claims, and certainly 
not "Jews like all the rest of them" according to Goldhagen's ideologically moti
vated embellishment, but rather "Jews like the first group," "ebree come i primi." 
The only time the word "all" (tutti) appears, it refers to offices, "tutti gli uffici," not 
Jews. Goldhagen says Pacelli referred to "Jews like all the rest of them" when what 
Pacelli really said was "Jews like the first group," referring to people he had already 
mentioned. Goldhagen amplifies his statement later, claiming Pacelli avers "the 
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Communist revolutionaries ... were 'all' Jews." That's not what Pacelli said. Gold
hagen uses the word "all" in quotes to back up his case, but he made it up. 

After deliberately amplifying what was already a falsification of Pacelli's 
words, Goldhagen says "this passage," upon which virtually the entire weight of 
his proof rests, "is Pius XII's only relatively extensive utterance about Jews that 
has come to light."54 Instead of considering Pacelli's voluminous writings, none 
of which remotely point to anti-Semitism and much of which indicate his efforts 
to save Jews, Goldhagen bases his argument on one mistranslated letter which he 
deliberately embellished, saying "it bears the stamp of authenticity, an expression 
of the then-future pope's true views ofJews." Goldhagen sanctimoniously assures 
us "it was not a fleeting opinion, a whimsical lapse into rank anti-Semitism, but an 
abiding sentiment that may be reflected in other similar statements, oral or writ
ten, the evidence of which would have expired with his interlocutors or would be 
secured in the locked archives of the Vatican."55 In other words, the most damning 
evidence Goldhagen can muster is that there is no evidence. Failing to produce 
any evidence, Goldhagen assures the bewildered reader that "the evidence" is "se
cured in the locked archives of the Vatican." 

The only evidence Goldhagen musters is a statement of fact-the Bavarian 
Soviet Republic was run by Russian Jews-which he altered to make it sound in
criminating. Pacelli, according to Goldhagen's reading of this one letter, was the 
author of "vicious anti-Semitic stereotypes" virtually indistinguishable from "the 
kind that Julius Streicher would soon offer the German public in every issue of his 
notorious Nazi newspaper Der Stuermer."56 Frustrated by his inability to make his 
case, Goldhagen thus makes up in invective and innuendo what he lacks in docu
mentation. But in doing this, he unwittingly leads the reader to truth. "Implicit 
in Pacelli's letter," Goldhagen continues, "is the notion ofJudeo-Bolshevism-the 
virtually axiomatic conviction among Nazis, modern anti-Semites in general and 
within the Church itself that Jews were the principle bearers and even the authors 
of Bolshevism."57 

Behind the equivalence between Nazism and Catholicism which Goldha
gen tries to prove, another equivalence suddenly emerges, namely, the relation
ship between Jews and Bolshevism. In the heat of his passion to convict Pius XII, 
Goldhagen inadvertently introduces the issue that contextualizes Pacelli's letter in 
precisely the way Goldhagen does not want to contextualize it. As more than one 
commentator has noted, the main reason people were concerned about Jews dur
ing the 1920S is because they saw them, rightly or wrongly, as the forefront of the 
communist menace threatening Europe. Writing in Outlook, Mordecai Briemberg 
notes "numerous historians ... have been struck by the fact that hatred of Jews is 
almost always coupled with hatred of communism."58 Hitler realized early on that 
attacks on Jews alone reaped him no political benefits. The Jews had to be linked 
to Bolshevism precisely because German Jews had been so successful in assimilat
ing. The perception that they were assimilated Germans meant they would only 
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be perceived as a threat if they were linked with a menacing foreign ideology and 
a menacing foreign power, something like Russian Communism. 

By mentioning Bolshevism Goldhagen undermines his argument. Anti-Sem
itism during the 1920S in Europe was not directed against the existence of the Jews 
but rather against the behavior of Jews, who were widely seen as the force behind 
Bolshevism. Ignoring this, Goldhagen turns his guns on the Catholic Church, 
claiming, "For centuries the Catholic Church ... harbored anti-Semitism at its 
core, as an integral part of its doctrine, its theology and its liturgy."59 In other 
words, responsibility for the Holocaust is to be laid ultimately, not at the feet of of 
the Bolsheviks and not even at the feet of the Nazis, but at the feet of the Catholic 
Church that supposedly made the Nazis possible. 

Goldhagen made similar claims in Hitler's Willing Executioners, which he 
later contradicted in A Moral Reckoning.60 Both subtly exculpate the Nazis as the 
perpetrators of Jewish genocide and propose other candidates for that role-in 
the first instance, "ordinary Germans," in the second, "ordinary Catholics," but 
Pius XII in particular. Were the Jews murdered by "ordinary Germans" because 
they were German or by "ordinary Catholics" because they were Catholic? He 
can't have it both ways. Goldhagen is trapped by the extreme nature of his thesis 
in Hitler's Willing Executioners and put into a bind whereby he must repudiate the 
thesis of his first book in order to propose the thesis of his second book. 

There are other problems. If Germans qua Germans were responsible for the 
Holocaust, Goldhagen has no way to explain why so many non-Germans in east
ern Europe joined avidly in the killing of Jews once the Germans occupied their 
territory. Ruth Birn mentions the Araj commandos in Latvia as one example of 
a local, non-German ethnic group that was more avid to kill Jews than the Na
zis who ostensibly commanded them. If ordinary Catholics qua Catholics were 
responsible for the Holocaust, Goldhagen has no way to explain why Hitler per
secuted Catholics, in particular Catholic clergy, from the moment he took power. 
The concentration camp at Dachau was full of German Catholic clergy, so much 
so that it evolved its own liturgical life, which, since bishops were interned there, 
included the ordination to the priesthood of Karl Leisner. 

Goldhagen also states, "during the Weimar and Nazi period, anti-Commu
nist diatribes and caricatures conflated Jews and Bolsheviks,''61 without indicat
ing that this conflation was not limited to Nazi propaganda. Most people were 
concerned about Communism following World War I, and many felt Jews played 
a crucial role in spreading it. People resented Jews in the '20S primarily because 
of their behavior, their perceived connection with Bolshevism, and the percep
tion that Jews as Bolsheviks promoted revolutionary activity throughout Europe. 
Even Hitler couldn't make his anti-Jewish diatribes stick without associating Jews 
with Bolshevism. By first mentioning "Judeo-Bolshevism" and then prohibiting 
further inquiry into the historical record, Goldhagen undermines his argument 
and simultaneously attempts to save it by declaring off limits the most significant 
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locus of Jewish behavior. Instead he asserts apodictically, as Finkelstein points 
out, that 

anti-Jewish animus [is] "divorced from actual Jews," "fundamentally not a re
sponse to any objective evaluation of Jewish action," "independent of the Jews' 
nature and actions," etc. Indeed, according to Goldhagen, anti-Semitism is 
strictly a Gentile mental pathology: its "host domain" is "the mind."62 

As a result "there can be no question of Jewish guilt or innocence." But then 
Goldhagen says "there was nothing that Pius XII dreaded more than Bolshevism." 
He then wonders whether it would "be unreasonable to believe that his stance 
toward the Germans' persecution of the Jews was colored in some measure by his 
apparent identification of Communism with Jews." 

Goldhagen first indicates anti-Semitism has nothing to do with Jewish be
havior. Then he says Pius XII was an anti-Semite because he drew a connection 
between Jews and Bolshevism, which is to say he was upset by the connection 
between Jewish behavior and Communist behavior. But Goldhagen never says 
whether Jews were, in fact, involved in Bolshevism, much less whether they played 
"a disproportionate role" in its history. 

We thus arrive at the heart of the political role the Holocaust plays in con
temporary discourse. The Holocaust was a unique historical event-so unique, 
according to Goldhagen's Hitler's Willing Executioners, that it was "a radical break 
with everything known in human history ... completely at odds with the intel
lectual foundations of modern western civilization ... as well as the ... ethical and 
behavioral norms that had governed modern western societies.''63 Since the Ho
locaust had no prior history, the behavior of Jews could have no connection to 
the way Jews were perceived in Europe during the '20S or at any other time. So, 
nothing Jews do or don't do can cause people to either like or dislike them. Their 
behavior has no effect on other people's behavior because the fundamental fact of 
life is irrational anti-Semitism based on "a millennium old urge that powerfully 
infected and shaped European history," to give Charles Krauthammer's formula
tion.64 So, Palestinian animus toward Jews has nothing to do with how the Israelis 
have treated them for five decades. And the pogroms in Russia in the 1880s fol
lowing the assassination of the czar had nothing to do with the perception that 
Jews were in the forefront of revolutionary terrorism there. And the specter of 
Bolshevism that haunted Europe during the '20 had nothing to do with Hitler's 
rise to power, because nothing causes anti-Semitism. It just is. 

The historical record tells a different story. The feeling that Bolshevism was 
a Jewish phenomenon was hardly confined to German anti-Semites. Bolshevism 
was a major concern in Europe, and Jews were seen, rightly or wrongly, as the 
driving force behind it. In the February 8, 1920 Illustrated Sunday Herald, Win
ston Churchill wrote: 

There is no need to exaggerate the part played in the creation of Bolshevism and 
in the actual bringing about of the Russian Revolution by these international and 
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for the most part atheistical Jews. It is certainly a very great one and it probably 
outweighs all others. With the notable exception of Lenin, the majority of the 
leading figures are Jews. Moreover, the principal inspiration and driving power 
comes from the Jewish leaders. Thus Tchitcherin, a pure Russian, is eclipsed by 
his nominal subordinate Litvinoff, and the influence of Russians like Bukharin 
or Lunacharski cannot be compared with the power of Trotsky, or of Zinovieff, 
the Dictator of the Red Citadel (Petrograd), or of Krassin or Radek-all Jews. 
In the Soviet institutions the predominance of Jews is even more astonishing. 
And the prominent, if not indeed the principal, part in the system of terrorism 
applied by the Extraordinary Commissions for Combating Counter-Revolution 
has been taken by Jews, and in some notable cases by Jewesses.65 

In a letter to former Prime Minister Arthur Balfour in 1918, the Dutch diplo-
mat Oudendyke wrote: 

Bolshevism is the greatest issue now before the world, not even excluding the war 
which is still raging, and unless, as above stated, Bolshevism is nipped in the bud 
immediately, it is bound to spread in one form or another over Europe and the 
whole wodd, as it is organized and worked by Jews, who have no nationality and 
whose one object is to destroy for their own ends the existing order of things. 

The US ambassador in Moscow, David R. Francis, reported to Washington: 
"the Bolshevik leaders here, most of whom are Jews and 90 percent of whom are 
returned exiles, care little for Russia or any other country but are international
ists, and they are trying to start a worldwide social revolution.''66 

Even after he claimed that only "anti-Semites in and outside Russia glibly 
equated communism with the alleged Jewish world conspiracy,"67 Salo Baron then 
substantiated the role Jews played in the Communist government, claiming that: 

They could easily point out that the first president of the Central Committee of 
the Party was Jacob Sverdlov, a Lithuanian Jew, that this Committee included 
four other Jews in its total membership of twenty-one, and that the long-time 
president of the Third International was Grigorii Evseevich Zinoviev (Apfel
baum). Among the leading diplomats of the period was A. A. Yoffe, Russia's chief 
delegate at the Brest-Litovsk Peace Conference and subsequently ambassador in 
Berlin. Yoffe unabashedly used his diplomatic immunity to spread communist 
propaganda in Germany, then in a desperate mood because of its defeat in the 
First World War. Later Maxim Litvinov (Wallach) helped in various capacities 
to reassert the position of the Soviet Union as one of the great world powers. A 
Galician Jew, Karl Radek (Sobelsohn), helped reorganize the Russian press and 
laid the foundations for communism's highly effective world-wide propaganda. 
From the scholarly point of view it was N. Riazanov (David Borisovich Gold
enbach) who, as head of the new Marx-Engels Institute in Moscow, became the 
outstanding historian of the Marxist movement. 68 

And, realizing ethnic Russian communists often felt solidarity with other 
Russians, Lenin appointed Jews and Poles as commissars and to run the VE-CHE
KA or Cheka, the secret police responsible for revolutionary terror. Even Baron 
notes "a disproportionate number of Jews joined the new Bolshevik secret ser
vice.79 This, of course, was evident to the ordinary Russian.7° 
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The short-lived Hungarian Soviet Republic was even more brutal than the 
one that seized power in Bavaria. Richard Pipes notes, "In Hungary, they [the 
Jews] furnished 95 percent of the leading figures in Bela Kun's dictatorship [and 
were] disproportionately represented among the Communists in Germany and 
Austria and in the apparatus of the Communist International.''?1 Tibor Szamuelly, 
one of Kun's Jewish henchmen, traveled through Hungary in a special train that 

rumbled through the Hungarian night and where it stopped, men hung from 
trees, and blood flowed in the streets. Along the railway line one often found 
naked and mutilated corpses. Szamuelly passed sentence of death in the train 
and those forced to enter it never related what they had seen. Szamuelly lived in it 
constantly; thirty Chinese terrorists watched over his safety; special execution
ers accompanied him. The train was composed of two saloon cars, two first class 
cars reserved for the terrorists and two third class cars reserved for the victims. 
In the latter the executions took place. The floors were stained with blood. The 
corpses were thrown from the windows while Szamuelly sat at his dainty little 
writing table, in the saloon car upholstered in pink silk and ornamented with 
mirrors. A single gesture of his hand dealt out life or death,71 

Szamuelly, like Bela Kun, was known as a Jew and a Bolshevik. His behavior 
was bound to create animus against other Jews, whether Bolsheviks or not. This is 
the real tragedy of the period leading up to World War II. The Jewish Bolsheviks' 
behavior created animus against all Jews. Indeed, since religious Jews were more 
visible because of their clothing and the lives they led, they were more likely to 
bear the brunt of the anti-Semitism the Bolsheviks created; secularized Jews were 
often invisible as Jews because of their secularity. Like Jews in Hollywood later, 
the Jewish Bolsheviks tended to change their names to disguise their Jewishness, 
making themselves less visible and less likely to be the victims of attack when the 
inevitable reaction to their bloody excesses finally came. 

The description of Szamuelly's brutality was published in Paris in 1919, the 
same year Pacelli wrote to Gasparri about the Russian Jews at the Wittelsbach Pal
ace in Munich. The communist revolution was then a very real threat, given more 
urgency because the Jews who promoted it were not just in Russia. The possibility 
of a Soviet invasion of Europe seemed remote, but the overwhelming sympathy of 
Jews to the revolution created suspicion across Europe, where they were perceived 
as a potential fifth column. 

The Frankfurt School, which would wreak havoc in America after World War 
II, was an offspring of the German and Hungarian revolutions. The Institute of 
Social Research, as it was originally called, was endowed by a Jewish grain mer
chant, Herman Wei!, who returned to Frankfurt, the city of his birth, after mak
ing a fortune in Argentina. Rogalla von Bieberstein calls Wei! a "salon bolshevist" 
who inherited his fortune.73 The Institut fuer SozialJorschung was to politics what 
Hirschfeld's Institut fuer Sexualwissenschajt was to sex. Both were shut down when 
Hitler came to power; both were transposed to the United States. Hirschfeld's ma
terials ended up at the Kinsey Institute in Bloomington, Indiana. The Frankfurt 
School ended up as the New School in New York. Gershom Scholem called the 
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Frankfurt School one of Germany's most influential "Jewish sects," but its influ
ence went far beyond 1920S Germany. Theodore Adorno would playa leading role 
in introducing 12-tone music to post-World War II Germany, proving that what
ever was derided as Kulturbolschewismus in the '30S was promoted in Germany in 
the '50S. Adorno also played a leading role in the American Jewish Committee's 
attack on Catholic ethnics in America through its "authoritarian personality" 
project. The Frankfurt School had its biggest effect during the cultural revolu
tion of the '60S when Erich Fromm's books on psychology and Herbert Marcuse's 
books on politics became required reading on college campuses. 

The Frankfurt School's impact on eastern Europe was almost as significant, 
largely because of Georg Lukacz. Lukacz, "the greatest Marxist intellectual of the 
20th century."74 Lukacz was born into the Lowinge family ofJewish bankers in Bu
dapest, who, like Bela Kun (ne Kon or Kohn), later magyarized their name. After 
receiving his doctorate at the University of Heidelberg, Lukacz joined Bela Kun 
and became the Minister of Culture for the short-lived Hungarian Soviet Republic 
in 1918. His ruthlessness earned him the sobriquet "the Robespierre of Budapest."75 
He was condemned to death in absentia after the republic collapsed. In 1924, Lu
kacz was made director of the Institut fuer SozialJorschung in Frankfurt. For the 
next five years, until Lukacz was called to Moscow, where he remained until 1945, 
the Frankfurt School became a clearinghouse for the ideas ofJewish revolutionar
ies, from which "the St. Augustine of Communism" could promote "Messianic 
politics."76 Ernst Bloch, who became famous for Das Prinzip Hoffnung and the slo
gan "Ubi Lenin, Ibi Jerusalem," argued for the" destruction of the Austro-Hungar
ian Empire" with its "Christ-less Catholicism."77 He also argued that "messianic 
longing for a redeemed humanity" dominated Jewish thinking. Lukacz returned 
to Hungary when communists took power after World War II and played the role 
of the reform communist there during the 1956 uprising. 

The bloody excesses of Bela Kun in Hungary, of Kurt Eisner and Eugene 
Levine in Germany, and the Bolsheviks in Russia were bound to cause a reac
tion. The tragedy is that Jews were blamed en masse for the excesses of the Jewish 
Bolsheviks. "What may appear to Mr. [Chaim] Weizinann," one British diplomat 
wrote, "to be outrages against Jews, may be-in the eyes of the Russians-retal
iation against the horrors committed by the Bolsheviks who are organized and 
directed by the Jews."78 Nora Levin notes that when Jews acted as "passionately 
committed Bolsheviks in whatever they did, they reinforced existing anti-Jewish 
feeling, especially among adherents of Russian Orthodoxy."79 

The same was true of Latvians, Ukrainians, and virtually every other ethnic 
group in Eastern Europe. When the Nazis arrived in the early 40S, they found 
many non-German "willing executioners" because of the outrages the Bolsheviks 
had committed after the revolutionary takeover of Russia in 1917. As we noted ear
lier, Ruth Birn mentions the Arajs Komando in Latvia, followers ofViktor Arajs, 
all of whom were Latvians active throughout the German occupation. The Arajs 
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Komando "did nothing but kill Jews," and were so enthusiastic that they sick
ened the SS assigned to command them. Birn notes "camps in the occupied Soviet 
Union were run with a minimum of German personnel." Some "functioned with
out German personnel at all and with only minimal supervision." She notes that 
Goldhagen ignores these facts because they undermine his thesis that Germans 
were "the central and only perpetrators of the Holocaust."80 But he also ignores the 
excesses of Bolshevism that, more than any other single factor, fueled the animus 
of eastern Europeans against Jews. 

Not all Bolsheviks were Jews, not all Jews were Bolsheviks. Ernest van den 
Haag later came up with a rule of thumb: one out of every ten Jews was a revo
lutionary, but five out of every ten revolutionaries were Jews. Many Jews tended 
to view the revolution in Russia favorably, especially when compared to other 
groups, like Catholics. Glazer and Moynihan compare reactions in Beyond the 
Melting Pot. In June 1919 the Catholic World declared: "The excesses of the Bolshe
vik revolution are ... not the exaggeration of otherwise worldly tendencies. They 
are the absolute subversion of all moral principles, the destruction of religion and 
the overthrow of civilization." In September 1920, the American Hebrew declared: 
"The Bolshevik Revolution eliminated the most brutal dictatorship in history. 
This great achievement, destined to figure in history as one of the overshadow
ing results of the World War, was largely the product of Jewish thinking, Jewish 
discontent, Jewish effort to reconstruct."81 

If the beleaguered peoples of eastern Europe tended to conflate Jews and Bol
shevism, so did the Jews, who tended to see the Russian revolution as a Jewish 
event, or at least an event with great significance for Jews. In October 1929, the 
Jewish World wrote 

there is much in the fact of Bolshevism itself, in the fact that so many Jews are 
Bolshevists, in the fact that the ideals of Bolshevism at many points are conso
nant with the finest teachings of Judaism, some of which went to form the basis 
of the last teachings of the founder of Christianity-these are things which the 
thoughtful Jew will examine carefully.8. 

Ten years earlier in 1919, Rabbi J. L. Magnes claimed in a speech in New York 
City that in Germany the Jew 

becomes a Marx and a Lassalle, a Haas and an Edward Bernstein; in Austria Vic
tor Adler, Frederick Adler; in Russia, Trotsky. Compare for an instant the pres
ent situation in Germany and Russia: The revolution there has liberated creative 
forces and admires the quantity of Jews who were ready for active and immediate 
service. Revolutionaries, Socialists, Mensheviks, Bolsheviks, Majority or Minor
ity Socialists, whatever name one assigns to them all are Jews, and one finds 
them as the chiefs or the workers in all revolutionary parties.83 

M. Cohen wrote in the Communist of Kharkov of April 1919 

One can say without exaggeration that the great Russian social revolution has 
been made by the hand of the Jews. Would the somber, oppressed masses of 
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Russian workmen and peasants have been capable by themselves of throwing off 
the yoke of the bourgeoisie. No, it was especially the Jews who have led the Rus
sian proletariat to the Dawn of the International and who have not only guided 
but still guide today the cause of the Soviets which they have preserved in their 
hands.84 

Nora Levin notes the general sympathy ofJews for the revolution, saying Jews 

greeted the March revolution with great joy and hope. Jews spoke of it as "the 
deliverance of a people," "a great tidal wave of democracy," and "a miracle ... that 
will be recorded as one of the greatest events in the history of Israel." A magazine 
for Jewish children compared it to the Passover liberation ofJews from Egypt.85 

Levin notes "Jewish religious beliefs and practices were at variance with Bol-
shevism" and 

the impetus for political action came chiefly from secular movements in Jewish 
life-Zionism and the Jewish labor and socialist movement. Both were move
ments of reaction against religious orthodoxy and against the intensified op
pression and powerlessness of Jews in tsarist Russia, which had reached an in
tolerable pitch after the pogroms of 1881-82 and 1903-6. But they had worked out 
irreconcilably different philosophies and programs as they analyzed the Jewish 
predicament.86 

The large intellectual and psychic space that the evaporation of religious be-
liefleft behind was filled with a fiery secular messianism: 

These Jews were not only burdened by the exaction and strains of an illegal po
liticallife but also by the complex psychological adjustments needed to take on a 
new identity and dissolve out the old .... Trotsky's reactions were similar to those 
of other Jewish Bolsheviks: Zinoviev, Sverdlov, Kamenev, Radek, Litvinov, Ka
ganovich, and others-all russified, cosmopolitan, hostile to the point of vindic
tiveness in their attitudes toward Jewish national culture, Zionism, and religious 
tradition. Lenin seems to have fully and wholeheartedly accepted these non
Jewish Jews for what they felt themselves to be international socialists. However, 
they were always identified as Jews by anti-Bolsheviks everywhere, by the masses 
of people in the Soviet Union, and by the Communist parties inside and outside 
of the Soviet Union.87 

They have sometimes been described as "marginal men," "doubly alienated," 
and "self-hating," creating their own world of revolutionary agitation and formu
las for a socialist utopia. These Jews had no Jewish support or following in any 
segment of organized Jewish life in Russia. Nor did Jews as a whole support Bol
shevik ideas or the Revolution when it came. However, individual Jews loomed 
prominently in the Sixth Bolshevik Congress (July 26-August 3, 1917), in the Cen
tral Committee elected by the Congress, and in the top and secondary leader
ship of the party in the early years of the Soviet regime. It was they who stamped 
Bolshevism as "Jewish" in the prevailing view both of supporters and opponents 
of Bolshevism.88 
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What was true of the Bolsheviks was a fortiori true of their revolutionary 
predecessors. The Jewish areas of Russia were hotbeds of revolutionary activity 
in the second half of the nineteenth century. While not all revolutionaries were 
Jews, many were. The revolutionary movement could not have survived without 
their technical and practical skills as smugglers, printers, explosives experts, and 
masters of living the "underground" life. Haberer says "Jews constituted an im
portant, if not crucial, national element in turning the region into a hotbed of 
terrorist violence."89 

It would be naive, or as Haberer says, "shortsighted" to claim Jews just hap
pened to be revolutionaries just as Abe Foxman later would claim Jews just hap
pened to be involved in pornography. Both are forms of revolutionary activity, 
and Jews were drawn to them precisely because of the hold Messianic Socialism 
acquired over them once they abandoned traditional religious practice. Irving 
Kristol, in youth a follower of Trotsky and now a neoconservative, expresses the 
Messianic, universalist vision that neoconservatism and Trotskyism share. Jewish 
revolutionaries, says Kristol: 

did not forsake their Jewish heritage to replace it with another form of cultural 
identity or ethnic belonging. What they sought can best be described as an ab
stract and futuristic idealism of assimilation qua emancipation in a denational
ized and secularized democratic society, ideally of universal scope. Leaving the 
world of their childhood did not necessarily imply its total abandonment in one 
act of irreversible forgetfulness. For many this departure under the sacred halo 
of socialism was the next best solution to their own existential problems-a solu
tion that was enormously attractive since it also held out the utopian promise of 
the "genuine emancipation" of all Jews in a socialist republic of universal broth
erhood devoid of national, religious, and social discrimination or even distinc
tions.90 

After the war and the failure of the Bavarian Soviet Republic, Weimar Germa
ny could not free itself from the downward pull of political violence. In June 1922 

Walter Rathenau, Jewish heir to the AEG fortune, was assassinated four months 
after agreeing to become Germany's foreign minister. If there were ever a German 
Jew in the mold Mendelssohn had created, it was Rathenau. Yet as a completely 
assimilated German Jew, he had an impossible dual role, which he articulated, 
telling the Zionist Kurt Blumenfeld, "At night I am a Bolshevik; by day I seek an 
ethically regulated society." Blumenfeld and Albert Einstein urged Rathenau to 
resign, claiming, "a Jew should not run the foreign affairs of another people.''91 The 
Nazis claimed Rathenau as a Jew had sabotaged the war effort. "German Jews were 
caught in a vicious circle: the more they embraced the republic, the more it was 
discredited as a Judenrepublik.''92 Elon claims, "every unresolved problem and all 
the world's evils from the crucifixion of Christ to capitalism, Communism, syphi
lis and the lost war were projected onto a tiny minority representing 0.9 percent of 
the population.''93 To play up the irrationality of anti-Semitism, Elon ignores evi-
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dence ofJewish leadership in the revolutionary movement. Golo Mann wrote that 
his classmates cheered news of Rathenau's assassination. Anti-Semitism became 
an issue in Bavaria precisely because of the role Jews played in the revolutionary 
movement there. 

That resentment, coupled with the devastating economic consequences of the 
Versailles treaty, found political expression when Hitler and Ludendorff orches
trated the Beer Hall Putsch on November 8, 1923. The authorities had no desire to 
revisit the anarchic days of the Bavarian Soviet Republic, so when Hitler and his 
supporters marched on city hall, the police opened fire. Sixteen National Social
ists died, and Hitler was sentenced to a year in prison at Landsberg, where he 
wrote Mein Kampf, which proclaimed his racial theories and the idea that Jews 
had a genetic penchant for revolution. 

Hitler rose to power by convincing a significant portion of the German peo
ple that Jews and Bolsheviks were one and the same thing. National Socialism 
was a reaction to communism. Goldhagen's statement that anti-Semitism has 
nothing to do with Jewish behavior renders an entire era incomprehensible. More 
comprehensible is Saul Friedlander's claim that "hatred for communism played a 
greater role in the rise of Hitler than anti-Jewish attitudes."94 Hitler was stymied 
by Jewish assimilation and German acceptance of it; he could not have turned 
people against the Jews without the threat of Bolshevism and the experience of 
the Bavarian Soviet Republic, which he referred to as "temporary Jewish rule."95 
In Mein Kampf, Hitler wrote "in 1918 it was still not possible to talk about pro
grammatic anti-Semitism. I can still remember the difficulties one encountered 
as soon as the word Jew was mentioned. You were either looked at as if you were 
crazy or you encountered the stiffest resistance."96 In 1933 Hitler told Max Planck, 
"I have nothing against the Jews qua Jews. But the Jews are all communists, and 
these are my enemies, and it is against them that I am fighting."97 As evidence that 
anti-Communism trumped racism, von Bieberstein quotes Hitler's saying "Lieber 
sind mir 100 Neger im Saal, als ein Jude." "Better a hundred Negroes in the room 
than one Jew.''98 In a diary entry for February 10, 1937, Hans Frank wrote, "I con
fess my belief in Germany ... which is in truth God's tool for the extermination of 
evil. We are fighting in God's name against the Jews and their Bolshevism. God 
protect US.''99 Hitler always maintained the Jew was his enemy primarily because 
the Jew spread revolution. In a table talk entry dated June 7,1944, he still main
tained "without Jews there would be no revolution.'''oo Nazi theoretician Alfred 
Rosenberg said: "Bolshevism is in its essence the form of Jewish world revolu
tion .... There is no such thing as Bolshevism without Jews.'''OI 

A reaction was inevitable. "The greater the successes of the communist move
ment," Jonathan Frankel wrote in 1988, "the greater the anti-Communist hostility 
to the Jews became."'o2 Hilaire Belloc claimed, "the revolution in Russia was the 
historical starting point of a renewal of the animosity against the Jews in western 
Europe." 
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High on Hitler's list of subversive Jews responsible for the decline of Germany 
was Kurt Tucholsky, who "drove conservatives and Nazis downright berserk with 
his biting satires of every patriotic piety."103 Franz Werfel, a Jewish writer from 
Prague who escaped to Hollywood where he wrote The Song of Bernadette, claimed 
Tucholsky and other Jews were responsible for the rise of the Nazis because they so 
savagely attacked German cultural icons. Werfel did not exclude himself from his 
indictment. "Applauded by the laughter of a few philistines, we stoked the inferno 
in which humanity is now roasting."104 Elon disagrees with Werfel. "Had there 
been no Tucholsky, no Werfel, no Wolff," he writes, "Hitler would have moved to 
seize power anyway,''>O! As before, Elon passes over the effect the revolutionary Jew 
had on the pUblic, and Hitler's ability to manipulate those fears politically. Is Elon 
seriously suggesting Hitler would have come to power had there been no Kurt Eis
ner? No Eugene Levine? No Bela Kun? No Trotsky? Or no cultural bolshevists like 
Magnus Hirschfeld, Sigmund Freud, and Wilhelm Reich? If so, he argues against 
the logic of his own book. 

Werfel was not alone in seeing a connection between Jewish behavior and 
Hitler's rise to power. Ruth Fischer claimed that Munich would never have be
come the birthplace of Nazism without the help of Jewish revolutionaries like Eis
ner and Levine. 

The same was true of Austria. In The Truth about Austria, Guido Zernattos 
claimed "the most important basis for modern Austrian anti-Semitism was the 
part which the Jewish intellectuals played in the leadership of the social demo
cratic party,''106 In /uedischer Bolschewismus, Johannes Rogalla von Bieberstein 
shows convincingly 1) that Bolshevism was primarily a Jewish phenomenon and 
2) that it created a wave of anti-Semitism, the reaction to which swept Hitler into 
power in Germany. 

The same was true in America: Nazism was seen as the reaction to Commu
nism, which was seen as essentially if not predominantly Jewish. According to von 
Bieberstein, Father Charles Coughlin, the radio priest from Royal Oak, Michigan, 
criticized Nazism, but saw it nonetheless as "a defense mechanism against com
munism,',>o7 In this, he differed little from Henry Ford, who feared Jews primarily 
because he felt they were the leading force in spreading revolution throughout 
the world. Jewish writers like Philip Roth turn fear of Bolshevism into something 
suspicious, as iflinking the two were itself proof of anti-Semitism: 

As an anti-Communist rather than a pro-Nazi organization, the Bund was as 
anti-Semitic as before, openly equating Bolshevism with Judaism in propaganda 
handouts ... holding fast to the purposes enunciated in their official declaration 
on first organizing in 1936: "to combat the Moscow-directed madness of the red 
world menace and its Jewish bacillus carriers" .... Gone were the wall banners 
proclaiming "Wake up America-Smash Jewish Communists!"108 

By stating his case this way, Roth gives the impression anyone who linked 
Jews and Communism was a raving Nazi anti-Semite, but this was not the case. 
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In May 1919, Woodrow Wilson proclaimed the Bolshevik movement was "led by 
Jews."109 In 1919, Arnold Zweig, who was a Zionist and a Communist, wrote "Jew
ish blood" gave birth to socialism "from Moses to Lindauer."llo Elie Wiesel wrote, 
"We have to make revolution, because God told us to. God wants us to become 
communists .... ll In 1848, AdolfJellinek wrote, "reactionaries denounce Jews as the 
perpetuum mobile of the revolution."l" In Der grosse Basar, Daniel Cohn-Bendit, a 
leader of the '68 Revolution, referred to Trotsky as "embodying the essence of the 
Talmudic Jew,'''13 In 1934, in Katholizismus und Judentum, the Hungarian Jesuit 
Bela Bangha wrote, "revolutionary Marxism" corresponded "in its essence to a 
particular form of the Jewish soul and his intellectual posture .... l4 In December 
1918, the American Literary Digest asked "Are Bolshewiki mainly Jewish?'''l5 In June 
1920, under the title "The Jewish Peril," the Christian Science Monitor referred to 
an alleged world-wide Jewish conspiracy as demonstrated by the newly discov
ered and widely believed Protocols of the Elders of Zion. On the same day, the 
Chicago Tribune referred to Bolshevism as "an instrument for Jewish control of 
the world .... l6 

Jews were no less inclined to speak this way than the goyim. In 1921 A. Sachs 
wrote, "Jewish Bolshevism has demonstrated to the entire world that the Jewish 
race is not suffering from degeneracy,'''l7 In 1990 in Stalin's War against the Jews, 
Louis Rapoport wrote "men ofJewish heritage" laid "the foundation for Commu
nism and Socialism,'''l8 Franz Werfel, who wrote The Song of Bernadette and who 
participated in the 1919 communist insurrection in Vienna, wrote an article enti
tled "Israel's Gift to Mankind," in which he said "Moses Hess, Karl Marx and Fer
dinand Lassalle" were the "church fathers ofSocialism,'''l9 Jacob Toury claimed so
cialism grew out of traditional Judaism among the uprooted as substitute religion. 
An article entitled "The Jewish Revolutionary" in Neue Juedischen Montsheften in 
1919 stated "no matter how the issue is exaggerated by the anti-Semitic side and no 
matter how anxiously it is denied by the Jewish bourgeoisie, the huge Jewish par
ticipation in the contemporary revolutionary movement is a simple fact. ... •o One 
year later, Franz Kafka, the famous German-speaking Jew from Prague, wrote, 
"You don't forgive the Jewish socialist and communists. You drown them in the 
soup and slice them up when you're roasting them,''''' 

Polish Nobel laureate Isaac B. Singer, who spoke Polish with difficulty and won 
the Nobel Prize in literature for writings in Yiddish, claimed "the communists in 
Warsaw were almost exclUSively Jews, and that they brought fire and sword to all 
parties. They also claimed [after the October revolution] that social justice could 
only be found in Russia,''''' Bundespresident Friedrich Ebert claimed Jews were 
responsible for the revolution in Germany and that "practically every Jew was a 
crypto-Bolshevik .... •3 In 1904, the German Zionist Franz Oppenheimer remarked, 
"nothing is more certain than that the contemporary Jew in eastern Europe is a 
born revolutionary,'''24 What followed from this all but universal recognition of 
Jewish participation in Bolshevism was an unprecedented wave of anti-Semitism. 
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What made a racist organization like the Thule Society a dangerous threat was the 
widespread consensus "there was no such thing as Bolshevism without Jews."'25 

As Erich Haberer makes clear, Jews were the backbone of the revolutionary 
movement in Russia. The social dislocation that followed defeat after World War 
I allowed the revolutionary movement to achieve its greatest successes. The Jews 
could avenge themselves on the traditional Christian monarchies that had per
secuted them. The Jews, according to Lerner "were enthusiastic representatives 
of the collapse of traditional communities because those communities discrimi
nated against Jews."U6 Stanley Rothman and S. Robert Lichter maintain "the goal 
of the Jewish radicals was to alienate the Christians from their society just as the 
Jews had been alienated from those same cultures."127 In 1849, in Israels Herold, 
Karl Ludwig Bernays explained "The Jews took revenge on a hostile world in a 
completely new way ... by liberating mankind from every religion and any kind 
of patriotic sentiment."128 In the November 30, 1917 issue of The Jewish Chronicle, 
Trotsky was described "as the Avenger for Jewish suffering and humiliation" un
der the Czars."129 

Von Bieberstein's survey of contemporary literature on the revolution
ary movement in the period around World War I indicates Jewish involvement 
was bound up with the Jewish attraction to Messianic politics. Houston Stewart 
Chamberlain, the English racial theorist who married into the Wagner family 
and supported Hitler, reproached "Jewish atheists" for "planning an impossible 
socialistic and economic messianic kingdom without any regard for the fact that 
in process of doing this they would bring about the destruction of the civilization 
and culture which we have so laboriously erected."llo Ernst Bloch, who described 
himself in 1918 as a "race conscious Jew," described the promethean project of the 
revolutionary Marxists as a "second incarnation."m Similarly, Eugen Hoeflich, the 
literary critic from Vienna who later changed his name to Mose Y. Ben-Gavriel, 
wrote "the Bolshevik Jew wants to set Europe in flames, not to fill his pockets but 
because he is driven by the purest idea, an idea which manifests an error which 
will lead to tragic consequences, which came about from a mass psychosis born 
of the war." 

The Russian Revolution had nowhere near the psychological effect on public 
opinion that its daughter revolutions in Bavaria and Hungary had on the popula
tions of eastern Europe. Bela Kun and Georg Lukacz did for the Jews in Hungary 
what Kurt Eisner and Eugene Levine did for the Jews of Germany; they created 
a huge wave of anti-Semitism. "Jew" became synonymous with "revolutionary," 
and soon labels like "Umsturzjuden,' "Revolutionsjuden," as well as "RevoluZion" 
made the rounds. Led by Bela Kun, the Hungarian Soviet Republic spread fear 
and loathing among the native Hungarian population, which denounced it as the 
"Judenrepublik." According to Lichter and Rothman's Roots of Radicalism, 30 of 
the 48 commissars in the Hungarian Soviet Republic were Jews. Of 202 top of
ficials, 161 were Jews.'l2 The London Times described the Kun Regime as the "Jew-
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ish Mafia" in 1919. "Bolshevism in Hungary," according to Nathaniel Katzburg, 
was "largely a Jewish enterprise."133 Hence, the soviet republic in Budapest was 
denounced as "rule of the Jews" and "Judenrepublik." Unsurprisingly, a wave of 
pogroms swept Hungary when the soviet republic fell. 

The same was true of Austria, where the dramatist Arthur Schnitzler in his 
diary described the revolutionaries as "a mixture of literary Jewboys, plunder
ing rabble, and idiots."134 The revolution in Hungary made headlines around the 
world. The net result was a rise in anti-Semitism, and not just in Hungary. In his 
book on the holocaust in Hungary, Rudolph Braham claimed the "chiliastic pas
sions'''-35 that promoted world revolution led inexorably to counter-revolution, and 
that the short but brutal communist regime left behind a bitter legacy which had 
devastating consequences for Hungarian Jews. 

The Catholic Church, in particular the Jesuits, was the main opponent of the 
revolutionary movement. Catholics were prominent in pointing out the large Jew
ish participation in the revolutionary movement. An article in the October 21, 1922 
Civilta Cattolica entitled "La rivoluzione mondia e gli ebrei" (World Revolution 
and the Jews), described Communism as "the perversion of a Semitic fantasy" 
emanating "from the Jewish race.'''-36 In his 1926 book Judentum und Christen
tum, Father Erich Pryzwara, SJ, used quotes from Martin Buber and other Jewish 
thinkers to trace socialism to its roots in Jewish messianism, forcing him to the 
melancholy conclusion that the Jew "is driven to become the tireless revolution
ary of the Christian world by an inner necessity." The Jew is "driven to his tireless 
activism by his deepest religious convictions. He is truly the restless Ahasver.'''-37 

In similar fashion, the Polish bishops traced the Bolshevik fury that had been 
unleashed on eastern Europe in the wake of World War I back to the "tradtional 
hatred" which Jews had always felt for Christendom. During Poland's war with the 
nascent Soviet Union in 1920, the Polish bishops released a pastoral letter in which 
they announced that "the true goal of Bolshevism is world conquest. The race 
which has the leadership of Bolshevism in its hands ... is bent on the SUbjugation 
of the nations ... especially, because those who are the leaders of Bolshevism have 
the tradtional hatred toward Christendom in their blood. Bolshevism is in reality 
the embodiment and incarnation of the Antichrist on earth." Like the Commu
nist Parties in Germany and Hungary, the Communist Party in Poland was over
whelmingly Jewish. Sixty-five percent of the Communists in Warsaw were Jews. 
In the 192os, the percentage was even higher, which again fueled anti-Semitism. 

One of the classic instances which we are given of "modern" anti-Semitism 
is the pastoral letter on morals which was issued by Cardinal Hlond, the primate 
of Poland, on February 29, 1936. The part beginning "It is true that Jews ... have a 
corruptive influence on morals, and that their publishing houses are spreading 
pornography .. ." is invariably quoted as proof of Hlond's anti-Semitism, but no 
mention is made of what follows. Far from being an anti-Semitic diatribe, Hlond's 
pastoral letter, as we saw in the introduction, is a classic instance of the two part 
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teaching on the Jews that goes by the name of "Sicut Iudeis non," something which 
becomes apparent when the above-cited passage is quoted in its proper context: 

So long as Jews remain Jews, a Jewish problem exists and will continue to exist. 
This question varies in intensity and degree from country to country. It is espe
cially difficult in our country, and ought to be the object of serious consideration. 
I shall touch briefly here on its moral aspects in connection with the situation 
today. 

It is a fact that Jews are waging war against the Catholic Church, that they are 
steeped in free-thinking and constitute the vanguard of atheism, the Bolshevik 
movement, and revolutionary activity. It is a fact that Jews have a corruptive in
fluence on morals, and that their publishing houses are spreading pornography. 
It is true that Jews are perpetrating fraud, practicing usury, and dealing in pros
titution. It is true that, from a religious and ethical point of view, Jewish youth 
are having a negative influence on the Catholic youth in our schools. But let us 
be fair. Not all Jews are this way. There are very many Jews who are believers, 
honest, just, kind, and philantropic. There is a healthy, edifying sense of family 
in very many Jewish homes. We know Jews who are ethically outstanding, noble, 
and upright. 

After reciting the dangers that Jews pose to a Christian society like Poland, 
Cardinal Hlond goes on to warn the Poles 1) that racism imported from Germany 
poses a danger to Polish culture and 2) that no one has the right to harm the Jews. 
In doing this he is simply restating Sicut Iudais non in its entirety: 

I warn against that moral stance, imported from abroad [he is clearly thinking of 
Germany] that is basically and ruthlessly anti-Jewish. It is contrary to Catholic 
ethics. One may love one's own nation more, but one may not hate anyone. Not 
even Jews. It is good to prefer your own kind when shopping, to avoid Jewish 
stores and Jewish stalls in the marketplace, but it is forbidden to demolish a Jew
ish store, damage their merchandise, break windows, or throw things at their 
homes. One should stay away from the harmful moral influence of Jews, keep 
away from their anti-Christian culture, and especially boycott the Jewish press 
and demoralizing Jewish publications. But it is forbidden to assault, beat up, 
maim, or slander Jews. One should honor Jews as human beings and neighbors, 
even though we do not honor the indescribable tragedy of that nation, which 
was the guardian of the idea of the Messiah and from which was born the Savior. 
When divine mercy enlightens a Jew to sincerely accept his and our Messiah, let 
us greet him into our Christian ranks with joy. 

Beware of those who are inciting anti-Jewish violence. They are serving a bad 
cause. Do you know who is giving the orders? Do you know who is intent on 
these riots? No good comes from these rash actions. And it is Polish blood that is 
sometimes being shed at them.139 

Cardinal Hlond was not expressing racial hatred here; he was warning his 
Polish flock about the dangers of Bolshevism, which, as all of Europe had learned 
during the 1920S, was a largely Jewish movement. Cardinal Hlond was opposing 
Jewish revolutionary activity on the one hand, but he was also opposing the vi-
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cious reaction to Jewish revolutionary activity that was known as Nazism and 
had taken over Germany at that time. The Church was consistent in its oppostion 
to revolution on the one hand, and in defending the Jews against physical harm 
on the other. Both parts of this teaching are necessary. If either one is ignored, 
trouble follows. 

Since the German bishops shared the views of their Polish confreres, they got 
caught up in the same apocalyptic mood. The most famous episcopal opponent 
of Nazism, Clemens Graf von Galen, bishop of Muenster, wrote a pastoral letter 
defending Hitler's incursion into the Soviet Union because it would rid the world 
of the "plague of Bolshevism. "'4° 

The Jewish inclination toward Messianic politics explains the overrepresenta
tion of Jews in revolutionary movements throughout the 20th century. Once Po
land achieved statehood in the wake of the Versailles Treaty, the Jewish population 
in the Soviet Union dropped to around two percent, which in turn dramatized the 
overrepresentation ofJews in the revolutionary parties in Russia. The Bolsheviks, 
with 11 percent Jews, were the least Jewish of all the revolutionary parties, even 
though Jewish overrepresentation was five times as high as the Jewish population 
in Russia. The Social Revolutionary Party by comparison was 14 percent Jewish, 
and the Menshevik Party was 23 percent Jewish. 

If we turn to the leadership of the revolutionary movement, the overrepre
sentation of Jews is even more striking. Of the 21 members of the Central Com
mittee of the Communist Party in Russia in August 1917, six, or 28.6 percent, were 
Jews. The percentage was even higher among the Mensheviks, where eight of the 
17 members of the Central Committee were Jews. Of the list of the seven leading 
members of the Bolshevik leadership compiled by Culture Commissar Anatoli 
Lunatcharsky, four were Jews. When the Austrian foreign minister, Ottokar GraJ 
Czernin wrote about the peace negotiations at Brest-Litovsk in early 1918, he re
ported the Soviets were "practically without exception Jews with crazy ideas."141 

Jews achieved this overrepresentation in the Soviet regime because Russians tend
ed to be "patriotic" and therefore not ruthless enough in attacking fellow Rus
sians, but also because the Jews, again unlike the Russian "peasants and workers," 
were highly literate. By way of illustration, the author of Rossija I Evrei, Russia and 
the Jews, told the following joke: "If six commissars are sitting at a table, what's 
under the table? The answer, the twelve knees ofIsrael."'41 

The percentage ofJews on the staff of the hated Cheka was even higher. As late 
as July 1934, eight years after Stalin's takeover, 34 percent of Cheka leadership was 
Jewish, a figure 17 times higher than the Jewish population of the Soviet Union. By 
1939, after the purge ofJews, the percentage sank to 4 percent. 

On April 20, 1920, Allen Dulles, later head of the CIA, wrote, "as a result 
of the leading role which Bavarian Jews played in communist groups, the toler
ance of the pre-war era has changed and a new strongly anti-Semitic movement 
has come into being."'43 Von Bieberstein writes, "a minority of radical Jews, fight-
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ing for the dictatorship of the Proletariat, set loose an avalanche of aggressive 
anti-Semitism."144 Fearing precisely this reaction, the Frankfurt lodge of the B'nai 
B'rith instructed Bavarian Jews to distance themselves from Kurt Eisner and his 
Bavarian Soviet Republic. In an article on anti-Semitism in Britain in the Jewish 
Journal o/Sociology in 1989, Geoffrey Alderman wrote, "anti-Semitism flourished 
in the '20S as a result of the fear of Bolshevism."145 In his 1996 book Jews and the 
Russian Revolution, Harvard historian Richard Pipes claimed one of the "most di
sastrous consequences" of the Russian Revolution was "the identification of Jews 
with Communism."146 Reinhard Maurach, a legal observer at the Nuremberg War 
Crimes Trials, emphasized what he called a "combination theory," according to 
which "the Jewish problem merged with the Bolshevik problem" to form the basic 
outline of Nazi doctrine.'47 

Solzehnitsyn says that beginning in the 1930S, any mention of the role or 
number of Jews in the Russian revolutionary movement was avoided and people 
reacted with sensitivity when it was brought up: "This intentional suppression of 
the historical truth," he continues, "is both immoral and dangerous, because it 
prepares the ground for later exaggerations of the opposite sort."148 

Jewish historians like to bring up the fact that Communists under Stalin 
eventually turned on the remaining Jewish Bolsheviks in the '30S. Even before 
that, Communists, both Jewish and Russian, tried to eradicate traditional Jew
ish life or bring it under party control during the '20S. Eventually Stalin purged 
most of the original Jewish Bolsheviks, with notable exceptions. Stalin retained 
Lazar Kaganovich to starve the Ukrainians into submission and to run the system 
of concentration camps now known as the Gulag Archipelago. In Hitler's Will
ing Executioners, Goldhagen claims the concentration camp was a uniquely Ger
man invention. But even Hitler noted that the British invented such camps dur
ing the Boer War and that the Soviet Union put them into practice before Hitler 
did. Goldhagen does not mention that Jews ran them for Stalin. It's worth asking 
whether Pius XII, whom certain people call "Hitler's pope," served Nazism the 
way Kaganovich served Stalin and Communism. Or whether we, unlike people 
who lived during the '30S and 40S, would make such a comparison solely because 
we have been swayed by the current campaign to defame Pius XII, Pius XI, and 
members of the German hierarchy like Bishop Graf von Galen of Muenster, who 
warned German Catholics that Hitler's racial ideology was incompatible with 
Catholicism. The following anecdote makes the point as effectively as extensive 
documentation: 

Karl Radek and Grigory Zinoviev ... had come to Germany in 1918 to stoke the 
fires of revolution. Like many other leading Bolsheviks (Sverdlov, Kamenev and 
Trotsky, for example), both Radek and Zinoviev were Jews, as was the foremost 
figure of the German Revolution-Rosa Luxembourg and the head of the new 
revolutionary government in Hungary, Bela Kun. And, of course, the inspirer of 
all their revolutionary exertions, Karl Marx himself, had come from a long line 
of famous rabbis in Trier. 
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Radek was addressing the crowd. "We have had the Revolution in Russia and 
the Revolution in Hungary, and now the Revolution is erupting in Germany," he 
roared, "and after that we will have the Revolution in France and the Revolution 
in England and the Revolution in America." As Radek worked up his passion, 
Zinoviev tapped him on the shoulder and whispered, "Karl, Karl, there won't be 
enough Jews to go around."149 

It's also worth asking whether the preceding two paragraphs are anti-Semitic. 
Suppose this anecdote had been found in Pacelli's handwriting "in the locked ar
chives of the Vatican"? Would it be evidence Pius XII was an anti-Semite? "The 
notion of Judeo-Bolshevism-the virtually axiomatic conviction among Nazis, 
modern anti-Semites in general and within the Church itself that Jews were the 
principle bearers and even the authors of Bolshevism" -Goldhagen's criterion 
of anti-Semitism-is not implicit in this statement, (as Goldhagen claims it is in 
Pacelli's letter); it is explicit. Does that make its author an anti-Semite? If so, then 
David Horowitz is an anti-Semite because he not only tells the anecdote in The 
Politics of Bad Faith, he goes on to say that although it is "apocryphal" the truth 
it points to is "telling," because "for nearly two hundred years, Jews have played a 
disproportionate role as leaders of the modern revolutionary movements in Eu
rope and the West."150 

No Jew of any stature ever issued a similar warning against Communism. 
Jewish commentators instead saw the revolution in Russia as akin to Moses lead
ing the Israelites out of bondage. Similarly, while many Jews, most prominently 
Goldhagen, accuse Catholicism of complicity in the Nazi Holocaust, no Jew of any 
stature apologized for Jewish participation in the Communist Holocaust, which 
took many more lives. David Horowitz, though, comes close: 

In our time, 100 million people have been slaughtered in the revolutions of the 
left with no positive result, while millions more have been buried alive. Beyond 
the iron curtains of the socialist empires, whole cultures were desecrated, civili
zations destroyed and generations deprived of the barest essentials of a tolerable 
life. Yet the epithet "counterrevolutionary" still strikes progressives, who sup
ported these empires, as a term of opprobrium and moral disgrace. What this 
record shows, on the contrary, is that "counterrevolution" is a name for moral 
sanity and human decency, a term for resistance to the epic depredations of 
dreamers like them.'5' 
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Chapter Nineteen 

Marcus Garvey 

On March 23, 1916, a stocky Jamaican by the name of Marcus Garvey ar
rived in New York City. Garvey was the precocious son of a hard-headed, 
litigious mason, who had been inspired by reading Booker T. Washing

ton's autobiography, Up from Slavery. Washington's book set Garvey's "brain ... 
afire" with plans for redeeming the Negro race which included "uniting all the 
Negro peoples of the world into one great body to establish a country and Govern
ment absolutely of their own."' "Where is the black man's government? .. Where is 
his King and his kingdom?" Garvey asked.' When Garvey realized that he "could 
not find them," he came to understand that "there was a world of thought to con
quer''] and that he could conquer that world by applying the tenets of nationalism 
then reaching a fever pitch in Europe to the Black people of the world and propose 
Africa as the Negro equivalent of what Theodore Herzl had hoped to set up in 
Palestine. 

Garvey's plan was Black Zionism, and he was the Black Moses who was going 
to set up a Negro state in Africa. Lying on his back at midnight in England dur
ing the summer of 1914, Garvey decided "that I should name the organization the 
Universal Negro Improvement Association and African Communities (Imperial) 
League. Such a name I thought would embrace the purpose of all black human
ity.'!! On July 20, 1914, Garvey established his organization in Kingston, Jamaica. 
By 1915, Garvey concluded that he could not bring his plan to fulfillment unless 
he included America's former slaves in it. Garvey "unhesitatingly and unreserv
edly" praised people of color in the United States as the "most progressive and 
the foremost unit in the expansive chain of scattered Ethiopia.''s What American 
Negroes had going for them, Garvey decided was white racism-what he saw as 
the "honest prejudices of the [white] South''fj which forced black people to build 
their own segregated institutions and develop a race consciousness that could in 
time gain respect from their oppressors. This was to be a fundamental construct of 
what became Garveyism-the postulate that racial liberation and empowerment 
were inherent in racial opposition and alienation. 

Garvey's plans to meet with Booker T. Washington were thwarted, however, 
by the death of the Wizard of Tuskegee. America now had no universally recog
nized spokesman for the Negro people. Given his vision in England in 1914, it's 
difficult to imagine Garvey not entertaining the thought that he was ordained to 
fill that vacuum. 

Deprived of the opportunity to meet with Booker T. Washington, Garvey de
cided to meet with W. E. B. DuBois, head of the NAACP instead. On April 25, 1916 
Marcus Garvey arrived at NAACP offices at 70 Fifth Ave. at what was the begin
ning of a speaking tour that would carry him to 38 states. 
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Neither Du Bois nor anyone else at the NAACP paid the visitor from Jamaica 
much attention. Du Bois was out of the office when Garvey arrived, and Garvey 
hoping for another meeting left his card. 

Years later Garvey would claim that when he left Du Bois's office, he was "un
able to tell whether he was in a white office or that of the NAACP.'? When rela
tions between the two men deteriorated, Garvey would later criticize Du Bois as "a 
white man's nigger."8 The claim was partially based on the fact that DuBois was a 
mulatto, but it was also based on the fact that many of the NAACP's Negroes were 
quadroons and octoroons, men like Walter White, who looked so white that the 
NAACP used them as spies in the South. 

Garvey was ever the race man, but his racism blinded him to the fact that 
white in this instance meant Jewish. The NAACP was a creation of wealthy New 
York Jews, whose desire to do something about lynching in the South took on 
new urgency in light of the death of Leo Frank. In 1915 Louis Marshall, head of 
the American Jewish Committee and the author of the failed motion to win him 
a new trial, joined the board of the NAACP. Seven years after Frank's death, Mar
shall was still smarting from the insult he had to bear when the Supreme Court 
rejected his plea for a new trial. 

"There has been perhaps no crime committed in our day that can compare 
in lawlessness with the lynching of Leo Frank, whom I represented before the 
Supreme Court of the United States," Marshall wrote in 1922 during the debate on 
the Dyer Anti-Lynching Bill.9 

Marshall was appalled by the lynching of Leo Frank, saying that it moved him 
"to form the resolution to do whatever it lay in my power to do to assist in putting 
an end to so monstrous an iniquity as lynching,'''o The NAACP was against lynch
ing, so it seemed only natural that he would join the board of that organization. 
But that decision was to have fateful consequences for both the nation's Jews and 
the nation's blacks, as well as the nation as a whole. Instead of using the AJC to 
fight lynching, Marshall chose the NAACP as his vehicle and in doing so became 
involved in using the nation's Negroes as proxies in the Jews' war against anti
Semitism. Marshall, in other words, joined the board of the NAACP to get revenge 
on the South by turning the Negro into the nation's revolutionary avant garde. 
Harold Cruse, perhaps because he was a communist and as a result more aware of 
how that group of Jews tried to use the nation's Negroes as their avant garde, es-. 
chews revolutionary terminology in describing the NAACP's philosophy, but the 
accusation of duplicity is there nonetheless. Louis Marshall according to Cruse, 

was inspired to complement the program of the NAACP by virtue of the legal 
ax he had to grind with the Supreme Court over constitutional principles when 
the Court turned down his appeal arguments in favor of Leo Frank .... Black civil 
rights and the NAACP represented the legal instrumentalities by which Mar
shall could salve the bitter gall of defeat he had experienced in the Leo Frank 
case, Frank v. Mangum." 
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Cruse claims that Marshall, as head of the AJC, would never have accepted 
the constraints which Jews placed over black aspirations at the NAACP. But Mar
shall's role at the NAACP only compounded the conflict of interest that began to 
grate on Negro nerves. ''At no time or place, on no issue or circumstance, in the 
duration of this alliance, were Jews of any parochial persuasion ever called upon 
to sacrifice Jewish interests on behalf of civil rights,"" but the Negroes in this al
liance had to forego any form of economic ethnic solidarity (the very thing that 
made the Jews powerful) if they wanted continued Jewish support. 

It was precisely economic ethnic solidarity which Marcus Garvey began pro
posing to Harlem shortly after his arrival there in 1916. And it was precisely W. 
E. B. Du Bois, acting as the agent of the NAACP, which opposed Garvey's vision 
of Black Zionism once he began to attract significant crowds. Murray Friedman 
claims that black and Jewish interests were identical during the '20S and the '30s, 
but the behavior of the NAACP belies this. The first manifestation of the so-called 
Black-Jewish Alliance was Du Bois's attempt to destroy Booker T. Washington. 
The second manifestation was Du Bois's attempt to destroy Marcus Garvey. The 
conclusion seems inescapable. Du Bois's job was to promote integration and de
stroy any black leadership in competition with the NAACP. According to Cruse, 
that meant an attack on anyone who proposed economics as the foundation of 
black ethnic solidarity. Cruse sees irony in the fact that this was precisely the basis 
of the ethnic solidarity which Marshall as the head of the AJC was proposing for 
Jews at the same time he was thwarting it for Negroes. 

According to Friedman, Jews and Negroes were united in the scientific at
tack on racism, but as evidence for this alliance Friedman again cites Du Bois, 
the NAACP, and the school of anthropology which the German Jew Franz Boas 
founded at Columbia University. Du Bois got hired as the editor of the NAACP 
magazine because his book The Philadelphia Negro, published in 1899, linked him 
to Boas's school of environment based sociology. The scientific attack against rac
ism, according to Friedman, "proved enormously significant within the academy 
at a time when it was still widely accepted by white Americans that blacks were ge
netically inferior and therefore undeserving of full citizenship rights.'''3 Friedman 
claims that "DuBois's book broke new ground. In its emphasis on environmental 
factors rather than genetics as the primary cause of black poverty and crime.'''4 
According to Murray Friedman, "The two US leaders of this [the environmental 
sociological] movement early in the century were Du Bois, the black intellectual, 
and Franz Boas, a German-Jewish anthropologist. Du Bois attributed his own 
early interest in Africa to a lecture delivered by Boas at Atlanta University.'''5 

The Boasian school would produce some of the most famous names in Ameri
can sociology during the course of the 20th century, including Edward Sapir, Mel
ville Herskovitz, Ruth Benedict, and Margaret Mead, whose fanatasy about ado
lescent free love in the South Pacific, Coming of Age in Samoa, was done under 
Boas's direction. The Boasian school also had as one of its disciples at the Univer-
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sity of Chicago, Louis Wirth, who would go on to be extremely influential the area 
of social engineering in housing. Wirth would also go on to write at least eight 
chapters of Gunnar Myrdal's book The American Dilemma, which would serve 
as the theoretical justification of Brown v. School Board, the 1954 Supreme Court 
decision mandating school integration. 

Boas saw environmental sociology as part of the revolutionary tradition which 
began with the French Revolution, which later found expression in the German 
Revolution of 1848. Boas, according to Friedman, "was born in Minden, Westpha
lia, and grew up in a home where notions ofliberty and equality-the ideals of the 
1848 revolution in Germany-were still a living force."·6 Like Ottilie Assing, Boas 
found American soil more congenial to revolutionary ideas than his native Ger
many. After landing a teaching position at Columbia University, Boas, with the 
backing of influential German Jews in New York, was able to launch the scientific 
attack on racism. In 1911 he wrote The Mind of Primitive Man, one of the books 
which helped establish the new field of anthropology, in which he wrote that 

the variations in cultural development can as well be explained by a consider
ation of the general course of historical events without recourse to the theory of 
material differences of mental faculty in different races ... a similar error under
lies the common assumption that the white race represents physically the high
est type of man ... anatomical and physiological considerations do not support 
these views.'7 

Boas was pure, left-wing Hegelianism, which ran parallel to Marx's version 
of left-wing Hegelianism, and it became the inspiration for the NAACP policies 
every bit as much as Marx's theories became the inspiration for the Communist 
Party. 

Writing at around the time when Madison Grant's book on race was a best
seller, Boas felt that the concept of race was inherently ambiguous. "In an article 
entitled "What is Race?" published in The Nation in 1925, Boas rejected the idea 
that race consciousness and racial hatred reflected instinctual drives in human 
nature. Each race contained so many variations, he argued, that it was impossible 
to generalize about them." 

One year after its founding, in 1910, Boas became active in the NAACP, writ
ing one of its pamphlets, "The Real Race Problem from the Point of View of An
thropology." In the fall of 1933, Boas summoned a group of intellectuals to "devise 
ways and means for effectively counterattacking Nazi propaganda in the United 
States, and particularly Nazi racial theories."·8 A few years later, Boas would try to 
dissuade W. E. B. Du Bois from traveling to Nazi Germany on a research grant. 
Eventually, Gunnar Myrdal would take Boas's ideas and incorporate them into his 
book An American Dilemma. Friedman claims that Myrdal "was neither Jewish 
nor American," but, even after indicating that Myrdal did not in fact write Dilem
ma,'9 he fails to tell us that Louis Wirth, who wrote large sections of Dilemma, was 
both, and that Myrdal had been brought in to give credibility to what was largely a 
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Jewish project, because, as Friedman himself points out, "the scholarly critique of 
society that evolved into sociology had, like psychoanalysis, earned the reputation 
of being a Jewish science.":!O 

Garvey arrived in Harlem before Boas's influence began to be felt; he arrived 
at the high tide of racial consciousness in America, on the brink of America's 
involvement in the Great War, and at the beginning of the greatest internal mi
gration in American history, the movement of the former black slaves out of the 
agricultural regions of the south into the big cities of the North. The conditions 
for the emergence of racial consciousness among American Negroes were never 
more propitious. 

The migration out of the South would last for another 40 to 50 years and 
would redefine the race issue in America. Like the migration during and follow
ing World War II, two factors would playa role. Negroes wanted to escape the 
Jim Crow system of enforced penury, otherwise known as sharecropping, which 
accompanied the South's redemption, and secondly, the industrial North needed 
cheap labor to replace the millions of soldiers who had gone to Europe to fight in 
the great war. Railroads and the wage differential did the rest. Between 1916 and 
1918 somewhere in the neighborhood of 500,000 southern Negroes headed north. 
Between 1910 and 1920, the number of Negroes living in Gary, Indiana increased 
by more than 1,200 percent. Chicago's Negro population increased from 44,103 to 
109>594 During the same decade, the Negro population rose nearly 150 percent at a 
time when the white population increased by only 21 percent.2l 

This was the era before the imposition of immigration restriction, which be
gan in 1924, and so many of the new black immigrants came, as Marcus Garvey 
did, from the Caribbean. They came to cities like Philadelphia, Chicago, Detroit 
and Boston, but New York (and Harlem in particular), was unique both in what it 
offered its black immigrants and the Negro culture it produced. 

It was in Harlem that the Negro also met revolution in its modern form. Many 
Negroes-Claude McKay, Langston Hughes, Richard Wright-were attracted to 
Communism, and it was primarily through exposure to New York's Jews that the 
Negro made contact with the various forms of revolutionary activity that were 
being promoted there. With Max Eastman, who was not Jewish, as his mentor, 
the Jamaican immigrant Claude McKay began working for The Masses where he 
ended up in conflict (including a fist fight on the sidewalk outside Masses offices) 
with Mike Gold, author of Jews without Money. Unlike the other cities we have 
mentioned, New York's Harlem, which began turning black around 1905 and by 
1930 had 328,000 blacks living there, had a sizeable West Indian population, and 
this became the backbone of Garvey's UNIA movement. 

Eventually, McKay was feted by Lenin in Russia in 1922 during the delibera
tions of the Third International as the symbol of Negro revolution in America, a 
role which he received because he was black and because he was there but which 
he abandoned shortly thereafter in favor of a literary career and ultimately con
version to Catholicism under the guidance of Bishop Sheil of Chicago. 
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More often than not, Jews were the Negroes' mentors in the school of rev
olutionary thought. A. Philip Randolph was introduced to the writings of Karl 
Marx by Morris R. Cohen, a young professor of philosophy at City College of New 
York, an institution which would become a hotbed of revolutionary thought in 
the 1930S. Irving Kristol, father of neoconservativism, would listen in on heated 
political discussions at Alcove B, the Trotskyite lunch table at CCNY, along with 
Daniel Bell and other Jewish thinkers, mainly sociologists, who would go on to 
fame in the 1950S. In 1925 when Randolph went on to organize the sleeping car 
porters into the nation's first black union, he got help from Jewish union leaders, 
as well as from Jewish politicians like Emmanuel Celler, as well as financial help 
from uptown Jews like Herbert Lehman, and spiritual advice from activists like 
Rabbi Stephen Wise." Randolph's organization would go on to become one of 
the main pillars of the civil rights movement of the 1950S and 1960s, when Bayard 
Rustin took it over. Friedman refers to Randolph and Rustin as "as keystones of 
the black-Jewish labor alliance."13 

The third form of revolutionary activity being proposed to Harlem's black 
diaspora was the liberalism of the NAACP, represented by W. E. B. Du Bois, the 
Harvard educated mulatto from Barrington, Massachusetts who was the editor of 
The Crisis. 

Unlike all of the other destinations chosen by the Negro migrants, Harlem 
was unique because of the opportunities if offered. It was in Harlem as well, more 
than any other northern city, that the Negro met the Jew. During the 1920S, Gen
eral Colin Powell's family migrated from Jamaica to Harlem, where he went to 
work for a Jewish shopkeeper and learned enough Yiddish to address Israel's 
prime minister in that language years later. Irving Louis Horowitz, who grew up 
in Harlem, would later say that he spoke English like a black sharecropper. He also 
said growing up in Harlem led him to his love of Jazz. 

There was imitation on the other side of the ethnic equation as well, as Ne
groes started imitating Jews. During the period from 1915 to 1931, "at least eight 
congregations of black Jews were organized in Philadelphia, New York, Wash
ington and other eastern cities.''>.4 One of those black Jews, a man by the name of 
Ford, went to Detroit, where he changed his name to Fard or Farrad and founded 
the Nation of Islam. But the main religion promoted by the Jews, and the one the 
Negroes found most attractive, was modernity. No one place epitomized the new 
era of the northern Negro better than Harlem. Harlem was where the sharecrop
per met the modern world, which as Yuri Slezkine has pOinted out was largely a 
Jewish creation.15 

Because of Jewish influence in the theater and the press, the Jews could pro
mote their own vision of the Negro and ascribe to him a meaning that would 
undermine and eventually countermand the image which the South had been 
promoting in novels like Dixon's Clansman. 

The so-called Harlem Renaissance was one of the better known offspring of 
the meeting between Jews and Negroes which took place in Harlem. If the Ne-
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gro emerged as a cultural icon during the 1920S, it was largely because the Jews 
promoted him as such, and many thinkers-from Henry Ford to Harold Cruse
felt that the Jews never lost sight of their own ethnic self interest when they cre
ated the "New Negro Vogue."'6 Henry Ford felt that the Jews promoted Jazz to 
destroy America's native born musical culture. He felt the same way about the 
Jewish dominated New York theater. Harold Cruse, writing at the other end of the 
political spectrum, felt that Jews "sought to make themselves the interpreter of the 
Negro to American society."'7 This took the form of patronizing Negro art forms 
like Jazz and then colonizing them. Cruse, who spent most of the 1950S in a vain 
attempt to get one of his musicals produced on Broadway, felt that the Jewish take 
on Negro art was unmistakably clear: 

The original Negro jazz was "puerile," "shapeless and chaotic." It was left to Jewish 
musicians and composers to polish up this pristine black music and render it sophis-

ticated enough for presentation to the general public.z8 

Oswald Garrison Villard, who could hardly be classified as occupying the 
same place in the political spectrum as Henry Ford, came remarkably close to 
Ford's conclusions when he as editor of The Nation published an article on "The 
Jew in the American Theater." Recently forced out of his position as chairman of 
the NAACP, by Joel Spingarn in collaboration with Du Bois, Villard published 
an article which contemplated the fact that "by 1923 American Jews had achieved 
domination of the· theater as a corporate institution" with mixed feelings. The rise 
of Jewish influence meant "comparative neglect on the part of the Jew of the artis
tic in favor of the commercial factors of the theater.''>9 

Murray Friedman viewed Jewish patronage of Black artists and writers in a 
positive light, but the examples he cites-Amy (wife of Joel) Spingarn's support 
of Langston Hughes, Joel Spingarn publishing Du Bois at his newly created Har
court, Brace, and World publishing house-all indicate that support in the arts 
was achieved at a price, a price which both Cruse and David L. Lewis felt was too 
steep, because 

The blacks contributed the raw aesthetic ingredients of the cultural vogue in mu
sic, dance, theater and entertainment, but ended upon the short end of the mate
rial rewards, having no economic and corporate control over the vogue, which 
exercised an autonomously creative function that was less than negligible.30 

To Cruse and Lewis, the Jewish patronage of Black artists that characterized 
the Harlem Renaissance appears ambiguous at best. Instead of being a celebration 
of black culture, it was "a diversionary track intended to keep blacks away from 
Garveyism in favor of the milder legalism of the NAACP.'']' 

The end of World War I created a revolutionary situation throughout Europe 
and the United States. Convinced that the success of the revolution in Russia was a 
prelude to its spread throughout the world, Lenin promoted successful revolutions 
in Hungary and Bavaria. It was only his defeat at the hands of Pilsudski and the 
Poles that prevented him from marching into Berlin for a triumphant union with 
the revolutionaries waiting for him there. 
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That same revolutionary fervor soon spread to the United States. With Wood
row Wilson bedridden as a result of a stroke, dealing with the wave of unrest 
generated by the revolutions in Europe fell into the hands of Attorney General A. 
Mitchell Palmer, whose raids exacerbated an already tense situation. As always in 
America, revolution and social unrest became compounded and confounded by 
that country's racial situation. The sight of Negroes in uniform sparked lynchings 
in Mississippi and elsewhere in the South. Once again the South was haunted by 
fears of a Negro uprising, and the NAACP did its best to fan those fears, bringing 
about the lynching of a number of blacks. 

From the time they began in June 26, 1919 until they sputtered out in the fall, 
the race riots of the Red Summer of 1919 would claim the lives of 76 Negro men 
and women. These riots were not limited to the South. The worst race riot began 
in Chicago on July 27, 1919, when a black boy strayed into the all white section of 
the beach at Lake Michigan and was drowned. Blacks roamed the city looking for 
revenge, and the whites retaliated with force of their own. In The Crisis, Du Bois 
fanned the flames of unrest by urging Negroes to prepare for white attack by arm
ing themselves. 

During the entire summer 1919, in fact, The Crisis under Du Bois's editorial 
leadership, stoked the fires of Negro rage. Before long the old vicious circle began 
to reassert itself in the South. Fear of uprising among the Negroes led to lynch
ings, which were then publicized by the NAACP, leading in turn to more fear of 
Negro uprisings in the South. The NAACP did nothing to break this cycle. Their 
inflammatory reporting if anything exacerbated the situation. "In Georgia," we 
are told, "a man was lynched because he was supposed to have said that the Ne
groes of Georgia were going to do what Negroes had done in Chicago.''.!' 

Lewis claims that "Du Bois and the NAACP were civil rights militants, not 
social revolutionaries-defenders of the Constitution, not exponents of class 
war-and like the association he sometimes unpredictably represented, the editor 
occasionally could appear exceedingly sensitive, if not squeamish, about charges 
of espousing political subversion and social unrest.".l3 Lewis bases his claim on 
statements which appeared after the government cracked down: "The editor," he 
tells us, referring to Du Bois, "made it clear, repeatedly, that the Bolshevik Rev
olution was not in his eyes what it was in Asa Philip Randolph's-'the greatest 
achievement of the 20th century.'''.l4 

Du Bois would insist in a June 1921 editorial, "The Class Struggle," that "we 
do not believe in revolution. We expect revolutionary changes to come mainly 
through reason, human sympathy and the education of children, not by murder.".l5 
"Curbing revolution," Du Bois continued, was being used as an excuse to deny 
Negroes "freedom to think.".l6 The chief villain in this regard was J. Edgar Hoover, 
al;lthor of Radicalism and Sedition among Negroes as Reflected in their Publica
tions. High on Hoover's list of subversive publications was Du Bois's The Crisis, 
especially the issues which had come out before Du Bois's turn to the right in the 
wake of the Palmer raids. 
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In fact, "Du Bois's Crisis provided Palmer's Department ofJustice with abun
dant and unambiguous evidence of sedition and conspiracy ... .''37 Du Bois wasn't 
alone in doing this at the NAACP. Joel Spingarn was, if anything, more commit
ted to fanning.the fears of Southerners and taking the war to Africa than Du Bois. 
His statements urging the Negroes to arm themselves led not only to "the new 
fighting spirit among Negroes," but efforts to shut down the NAACP as welV8 

In August 1919, the attorney general of the state of Texas subpoened the books, 
papers and correspondence of the Austin branch of the NAACP on the grounds 
that the NAACP was not chartered to do business in the state of Texas. In order to 
avert a precedent which could shut down the NAACP throughout the South, John 
Shillady of the national office wired Governor Hobby to ask for a meeting. Hobby 
referred Shillady to the attorney general, but by the time he arrived in Austin all 
Shillady could manage was a meeting with the state's acting attorney general dur
ing which he "tried to explain that the NAACP was not engaged in organizing 
Negro uprisings against whites.''39 

On the morning following the meeting, Shillady was attacked and beaten by 
a group of six to eight men, including a judge and a constable who freelyadmit
ted their part in the attack. Both men claimed that Shillady had come to Texas 
to incite insurrection among Texas's Negroes. When the NAACP demanded that 
Shillady's assailants be brought to trial, Governor Hobby sided with his assailants, 
writing that Shillady deserved the beating he had "received by red-blooded white 
men" who did not want "Negro-loving white men" in Texas.4o After administer
ing the beating, Shillady's assailants informed him: "We attend to our own affairs 
down here, and suggest that you do the same up there."41 

One year later, Shillady, who never really recovered from his beating, reSigned 
from his duties as the NAACP's executive officer. James Weldon Johnson later 
discovered that "a prominent Negro clergyman of Austin had brought about the 
attack on Shillady by informing a Texas Ranger that the NAACP was banding 
together to excite sedition and race riots.'l!> This gives some indication that the 
NAACP's reputation as a revolutionary organization determined to foment upris
ings among the Negroes of the South was not just limited to the white population. 
It was almost universal in the South and shared by many Southerners who were 
not white. 

The trouble had begun in 1918 when the Justice Department warned the 
NAACP about the "tone" of its journal. Ignoring the Justice Department's warn
ing, Du Bois had written an article urging Negro soldiers "to marshal every ounce 
of brain and brawn to fight a sterner, longer, more unbending battle" against rac
ism than they had fought against the Hun when they returned to the United States 
after the war was over.43 This was precisely what the South and large segments of 
the North feared, and this fear led the Post Office to impound the May 1919 issue 
of The Crisis. Even if they gave no reason for the action, it was clear to the NAACP 
board that they were following up on the threat from the Justice Department. 
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The spectre of returning Negro soldiers, now trained in the use of modern weap
onry, was scary enough for both the North and the South. When that group was 
incited further by Du Bois's prophecy that "we are doomed eventually to fight for 
our rights,'l!4 the situation became intolerable for moderates on tho.board like Os
wald Villard, who "severely criticized" Du Bois in The Nation, calling his opinion 
"dangerous and mistaken, a counsel of madness that would lead 'nowhere but to 
bloodshed without result.'1!5 

Villard wasn't the only one who was "horrified at the violent tone of the edi
torial.'l!6 Representative James F. Byrnes of South Carolina held The Crisis and 
other Negro publications responsible for the race riots which had occurred dur
ing the summer of 1919 and demanded that the Justice Department look further 
into the matter to see if they had violated the espionage act by inciting Negroes 
to riot and take part in mob violence. By the end of the summer, even the Negro 
press had joined in accusing the NAACP of promoting "Bolshevism.'1!7 The pur
pose of the NAACP, according to Joseph c. Manning, a man who had led the fight 
against disenfranchisement in the South, was to convert the Negro to Socialism. 
The situation for the NAACP worsened considerably when Dean 1. B. Moore of 
the Negro Howard University, claimed that "a colored woman representing the 
national association had advised colored men to go after what they wanted with 
a shotgun.'1!8 

The NAACP tried to finesse the issue by claiming in their 1919 convention in 
Cleveland that Bolshevism would become more and more attractive to Ameri
can Negroes if the white establishment failed to implement the reforms which the 
NAACP was proposing. Villard sprang to the defense of the NAACP in The Crisis, 
claiming. "What the Negro now asked was merely good Americanism, not the 
doctrines of Bolshevists or anarchists, but that of the founders of the American 
Republic,'l!9 but the damage had already been done. 

The NAACP had become fixed in the minds of the establishment as a revo
lutionary organization. Attomey General Palmer claimed that "there was a well
concerted movement" among certain Negroes to become "a determined and per
sistent source of radical opposition to the Government, and to established rule 
of law and order.''so Palmer then made a thinly veiled reference to Du Bois, as 
"holding degrees conferred by Harvard University" and editor of a journal which 
was "always antagonistic to the white race and openly defiantly assertive of its own 
equality and superiority."sl In April 1920, a Crisis agent was beaten and sentenced 
to six months in jail after the state of Mississippi banned the sale of any magazine 
"tending to disturb relations between the races." The situation in the North wasn't 
much better. The Lusk Committee of New York State denounced The Crisis as 
dangerous and trying to involve the Negro in revolutionary radicalism. 

During this time of revolutionary ferment, Marcus Garvey continued to at
tract larger and larger crowds. Marcus Garvey, like virtually every other Negro 
leader in Harlem after World War I had good things to say about revolution, espe
cially if the revolutionaries were black: 
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Garvey proudly recalled for his followers, though not always with com
plete accuracy, the stirring heroism of such leaders of American slave 
rebellions as Denmark Vesey, Gabriel Prosser, and Nat Turner ... and the 
intrepid exploits of Toussaint L'Overture against the French in Haiti were 
not neglected in the effort to make Negroes conscious and proud of their 
racial heritage.!' 

Then in the summer of 1919 Garvey seized on an idea that would give symbolic 
but concrete form to the racial unity of the world's 400,000,000 Negroes when he 
incorporated the Black Star Line on July 27, 1919. When a battered Canadian ship 
known as the Yarmouth but soon to be rechristened as the SS Frederick Douglass 
docked at the 135th St. pier on September 14, 5,000 cheering Negroes greeted its ar
rival as "one of the greatest events in the modern history of the Negro race."53 

Fellow Jamaican Claude McKay had hoped to bring Garvey's growing black 
following to Communism, but Garvey had a better grasp of political reality in 
America after the Palmer raids and disappointed McKay by expelling revolution
aries like W. A. Domingo from his organization. According to Lewis, "the watch
word for Garveyites was now 'race first'" because "the growing number of follow
ers certainly understood Garvey's appeal to ethnic pride better than they would 
have the economics of Marx and Lenin."54 

On August 1, 1920 Garvey followed up on the triumph which the Black Star 
Line created among American Negroes by convoking the first International Con
vention of the Negro Peoples of the World. It was an expression of black nation
alism, the likes of which the world had never seen. On August 3, 1920, 25,000 

Negroes packed into the old Madison Square Garden after watching a parade 
through Harlem that afternoon that featured Garvey himself decked out to look 
like Toussaint L'Overture, preceded by thousands of men in uniform and thou
sands of women in their Black Star nurses uniforms. An entourage of 500 auto
mobiles brought up the rear. Writing some 80 years after the fact, Lewis called 
the first UNIA convention "the greatest demonstration of colored solidarity in 
American history, before or since."55 

Standing before this throng in Madison Square Garden, Garvey announced 
dramatically that he had two telegrams in his hand, one which he had received 
from a Jew and another which he intended to send to an Irishman: 

Reading the message from Louis Michel, a California Zionist-"there is no jus
tice and no peace in this world until the Jew and the Negro both control side by 
side Palestine and Africa"-he waited for applause to die down before reading 
the second message, his own, to President Eamon de Valera: "We believe Ireland 
should be free even as Africa shall be free for the Negroes of the world. Keep up 
the fight for a free Ireland."56 

If nationalism and national self-determination were good enough for Jews 
and Irishmen, Garvey seemed to be saying, then it was good enough for the 
world's 400,000,000 Negroes. "If Europe is for the Europeans," Garvey contin
ued, "then Africa shall be for the black peoples of the world. We say it; we mean 
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it ... The other races have countries of their own, and it is time for the 400,000,000 

Negroes to claim Africa for themselves .... we mean to retake every square inch of 
the 12,000,000 square miles of African territory belonging to us by right Divine .... 
We are out to get what has belonged to us politically, socially, economically and 
in every way. And what 15,000,000 of us cannot get, we will call in 400,000,000 

to help us get."57 
Lewis goes on to add that "there is even a slight possibility that Du Bois may 

have been in the audience that night."58 If so, he did not like what he heard. Con
fronted by a stupendous political fact like the first UNIA rally, the NAACP could 
no longer ignore Garvey. Less than a month after the convention ended, the Sep
tember 1920 issue of The Crisis acknowledged Garvey's existence for the first time, 
in a piece entitled "The Rise of the West Indian." The Crisis hailed Garvey as a 
"new ally in the fight for black democracy,"59 but privately Du Bois was saying 
other things. When contacted by a white man's business association in August 
1920, Du Bois claimed that Garvey's followers "were allies of Bolsheviks and of 
the post-Easter Rebellion Sinn Feiners."6o Du Bois was offended by what he called 
Garvey's "Pigmentocracy,''61 by which he meant Garvey's suspicion of mullattos, 
quadroons, and octoroons. Du Bois also attacked Garvey for his anti-American
ism, accusing him of ingratitude for the generosity which his adopted country had 
shown him. 

But the real issue was integration. In the wake of the Red Scare of 1919, Garvey 
abandoned revolution and became a race man instead. In doing so, he found a 
formula which would appeal to Negroes in a way that the pale abstractions of the 
Leftists did not. From 1918 until 1920, the numbers of new Negro migrants which 
came out to hear Garvey speak at Liberty Hall in Harlem increased dramatically 
in size. Black racism leading to black ethnic separatism was consistent with the 
American political system in a way that black revolution was not. It conformed not 
only to the conventional understanding of Plessy v. Ferguson, the Supreme Court 
decision mandating "separate but equal" educational facilities. It conformed to 
the ethnic separatism which was the unwritten law of the neighborhood in big cit
ies throughout the North. It complemented as well the white racism of the newly 
resurgent Ku Klux Klan and resurgent nationalism in Europe in countries like Ita
ly and Germany. Beyond that, it was completely comprehensible to the new Negro 
migrants of the cities of the North, who saw ethnic neighborhoods everywhere 
they turned and saw no reason why they shouldn't espouse the same principles in 
their communities. 

Garvey would later say that he had no problem dealing with the Klan "and 
other honest white people."6· But before long it became clear that Garvey had a 
major problem with the NAACP because that organization had decided that it was 
not interested in the ethnic pluralism which characterized the neighborhoods of 
cities like New York any more than it had been interested in promoting the eco-
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nomic gradualism of Booker T. Washington. The NAACP was interested in "inte
gration," especially in the South, because they understood that integration would 
mean the end of the South as an independent culture. The same was true of all of 
the other "white" ethnic groups in the North. As Harold Cruse later pointed out, 
the Jews were interested in the integration of every ethnic group but their own, 
and in the Negro, people like Louis Marshall, now on the board of the NAACP 
and still smarting from his defeat at the hands of Southerners like Tom Watson, 
had found the vehicle for that subversion. 

Heimreich says Garvey, who first articulated the cause of black nationalism 
and separatism, brought down the Black-Jewish Alliance, but the opposite was the 
case. The Black-Jewish Alliance brought down Marcus Garvey. Friedman accus
es Garvey of "a robust antisemitism"63 and goes on to claim that "the emergence 
of Marcus Garvey was a decidedly ominous development for black-Jewish rela
tions,"64 but that was largely because of the way the Jews had defined the terms of 
the alliance, which was based on an irrevocable commitment to "integration," no 
matter what the ultimate consequences for the Negro were. Garvey incurred the 
wrath of the Jewish-controlled NAACP because he had the temerity to propose the 
same program for blacks which Jews were proposing for Jews. Friedman notes the 
similarities between the Zionism of Herzl and the Black Zionism of Garvey, but 
fails to note the irony implicit in the fact that Jews ended up persecuting Garvey 
because he was too "Jewish."65 According to Friedman, 

Garvey seemed preoccupied with Jews and Judaism. His call for an African exo
dus bore a striking similarity to the ideas of Jewish thinkers like Pinsker and 
Herzl.... In 1920, Garvey told a UNIA meeting: "A new spirit, a new courage has 
come to us simultaneously as it has come to other peoples of the world. It came to 
us at the same time as it came to the Jew. When the Jew said, 'We shall have Pal
estine!' the same sentiment came to us when we said, 'We shall have Africa."'66 

Friedman gets closer to the truth when he writes that Garvey "quarreled fre
quently with the NAACP, and more often than not, his grievances concerned the 
leadership roles of Jews in what he believed should have been an all-black organi
zation.''67 The issue was not only the "leadership roles of Jews" at the NAACP, the 
issue was "integration," which Garvey saw as debilitating for any group which saw 
that as its highest aspiration. White racism was the best thing that could happen to 
America's blacks, according to Garvey, because it created racial solidarity, which 
was the foundation of economic solidarity, which was the basis of political power. 
Garvey could see that the Jews understood this fact, which is why he urged Ne
groes to imitate Jews. What he could not tolerate was the double standard implicit 
in organizations like the NAACP, which promoted integration for every group but 
the one which controlled the organization. Before long the feelings were mutual 
and the battle was joined as the NAACP, using Du Bois as its agent, set out to de
stroy Garvey and his movement. 
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From the mid-1880s until the end of open immigration in the 1920S, roughly 
two million Jews emigrated to the United States. No other group of immi
grants would have a comparable impact on American culture. When the 

Jews began to arrive, America was Protestant. By the end of the twentieth century, 
it had become Jewish by adopting the tropes of modernity. Heinze claims the peri
od of Jewish migration corresponded to "the rise of modern psychology as a force 
in American society.'" Slezkine argues "the Modern age is the Jewish Age, and the 
twentieth century, in particular, is the Jewish Century," and "Modernization ... 
is about everyone becoming Jewish.'" Nowhere was this truer than in America, a 
country founded by Christians who aspired to be Jews. Slezkine refers to the Pu
ritans as "Max Weber's Protestants," a group of judaizers who had "discovered a 
humorless dignified way to be Jewish.".! Puritans could "remain virtuous" in their 
own eyes "while engaging in 'usury' and deriving prestige from wealth.'1f 

Given the judaizing propensities of the nation's founders and their glorifica
tion of revolution and demeaning of tradition, the Jews flourished "by becoming 
the model 'moderns."'5 Once everyone became "modern," Jews became the nation's 
role models and teachers, because becoming modern meant becoming Jewish. 

This is not to say that the Judaization of American culture proceeded without 
conflict. By the 1920S, Protestants realized the Jews had brought along with them 
the bad habits that caused conflict in Russia. As in Russia, Jewish involvement 
in alchohol production was an issue. Henry Ford articulated nativist Protestant 
concerns in The International Jew, blaming Jews as the makers of "nigger gin," 
cheap and often toxic liquor whose "labels bore lascivious suggestions and were 
decorated with highly indecent portraiture of white women," which "spurred cer
tain Negroes on to ... nameless crime.''!; "Nigger Gin," Ford wrote, was "sold by a 
number of companies all bearing Jewish names," and its consumption led to "Ne
gro outbursts and subsequent lynchings."7 The gin was never sold "in any saloon 
which bars the Negro," and the localities where it was served were "those where 
the disorders prevailed."8 

Ford also faulted the Jews for the corruption of morals in the nascent motion 
picture industry. The Jews had stolen his friend Thomas Edison's invention of the 
movie projector and turned it to immoral purposes. The real issue was pornog
raphy, and there was precedent for claiming Jews had been major players in the 
obscenity trade since they arrived in America, and before that, in Poland and in 
the Pale of the Settlement in Russia. In Bookleggers and Smuthounds: The Trade in 
Erotica, 1920-1940, University of Pennsylvania professor Jay Gertzmann recounts 
coming home from school and watching on television as his uncle was arrested for 
trafficking in obscene material. The battle over obscenity in the 1920S was largely a 
Catholic-Jewish battle as Catholic prosecutors strove to keep Jews from using the 
mails to distribute obscenity. Gertzmann doesn't dispute this. Indeed, he substan
tiates "the ethnic flavor of prewar erotica distribution.''9 However, he concludes 
that only an anti-Semite would bring it up: 
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The ethnic flavor of erotica distribution still exists, although, except for extreme 
right-wing hate groups, critics of sexual explicitness do not exploit it. Many dis
tributors of erotica are Jewish 10 

Von Bieberstein claims the first signs of anti-Semitic reaction in "puritanical 
America"ll were a protest against the nascent Hollywood film industry, created 
and controlled by Jews. In The International Jew, Henry Ford complained about 
the Jewish takeover of Broadway theater. But the Jews, he continued, never had 
"to drive the Gentiles out of" the film industry, "because the Gentiles never had 
a chance to get in it."" Ford claimed "The motion picture influence of the United 
States, of the whole world, is exclusively under the control, moral and financial, of 
the Jewish manipulation of the public mind."'3 The Jews were able to subvert the 
morals of Americans because 

the stage and the cinema represent the principal cultural element of 90 percent 
of the people. What the average young person absorbs as to good form, proper 
deportment, refinement as contested with coarsenes·s, correctness of speech or 
choice of words, customs and feelings of other nations, fashion of clothes, ideas 
of religion and law, are derived from what is seen at the cinema and theater. The 
masses' sole idea of home and life of the rich is derived from the stage and the 
movies.'4 

Any business, Ford continued, that "frankly brutalizes taste and demoralizes 
morals should not be permitted to be a law unto itself."'5 Echoing Ford's concerns, 
many legislatures in the '20S threatened to implement government censorship of 
movies. The threat of a boycott in 1934 prompted Harry Warner to warn MGM 
executive Harry Rapf, "I don't want to talk to no goddamn Communist. Don't 
forget you're a Jew. Jewish Communists are going to bring down the wrath of the 
world on the rest of the Jews.'''6 

In 1929, Hollywood went deep into debt to finance its transition to talking 
pictures. After the stock market crash, the studios were pressured to cut costs 
and simultaneously increase their box office when ticket sales were dropping and 
normal sources of money had dried up as a result. They turned increasingly to sex 
and obscenity as an inexpensive way to get people into the theaters, producing 
films like Diamond Lil, featuring the suggestive Mae West, but in doing this they 
incurred the ire of the Catholic Church, which was to assume the role of censor 
that Protestant denominations no longer wanted. In August 1933, Joseph I. Breen, 
a public relations executive who had established contacts with American bish
ops during the Eucharistic Congress of 1924, invited A. H. Giannini, the Catho
lic banker who headed Bank of America, Hollywood's most significant source of 
credit, to a meeting with motion picture producers. During that meeting, Gian
nini informed Hollywood producers he would no longer fund films "prostituting 
the youth of America." One year later, Dennis Cardinal Dougherty of Philadel
phia announced a Catholic boycott of that city's movie theaters, most of which 
were owned by Warner Brothers. 
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Warner Brothers was losing $175,000 a week at the height of the depression. 
At a meeting of Hollywood moguls to discuss the Philadelphia boycott, the nor
mally pugnacious Harry Warner was "standing up at the top of the table, shed
ding tears the size of horse turds, and pleading for someone to get him off the 
hook. And well he should, for you could fire a cannon down the center aisle of any 
theater in Philadelphia, without danger of hitting anyone! And there was Barney 
Balaban (of Paramount Theaters), watching him in terror wondering ifhe was go
ing to be next in Chicago .... 7 

The man who thus described Harry Warner's plight ran the Production Code 
office for the next 20 years. Joe Breen was a Catholic with no illusions about the 
Hollywood elite: 

They are simply a rotten bunch of vile people with no respect for anything be
yond the making of money .... Here [in Hollywood] we have Paganism rampant 
and in its most virulent form. Drunkenness and debauchery are commonplace. 
Sexual perversion is rampant, '" any number of our directors and stars are per
verts .... These Jews seem to think of nothing but moneymaking and sexual in
dulgence. The vilest kind of sin is a common indulgence hereabouts and the men 
and women who engage in this sort of business are the men and women who 
decide what the film fare of the nation is to be. They and they alone make the 
decision. Ninety-five percent of these folks are Jews of an Eastern European lin
eage. They are, probably, the scum of the earth.'s 

Most historians of Breen's tenure condemn him as an anti-Semite. Virtually 
all only use the word "moral" in quotation marks, indicating they have internal
ized the standards of the victors in this cultural conflict. But Breen's work with 
"these folks" proves, to Mark Viera, at least, Breen was not an anti-Semite: 

Joe Breen, who had railed against the immorality of the Hollywood Jews, had 
learned from them, and they from him. They would not have asked him to run 
RKO Pictures if he had been truly anti-Semitic. They would not have flown him 
here and there. They would not have invited him into their homes. And they 
certainly would not have given him an Academy Award. He had convictions. He 
was a fighter, but he didn't hate.'9 

The outcry against Hollywood's subversion of morals was so great that fed
eral, state and local legislation was proposed as an antidote. To head off legisla
tion, Hollywood's Jews in 1934 entered into a voluntary agreement, the Production 
Code, with the Legion of Decency, a Catholic operation. The Catholics had forced 
the issue by organizing boycotts when the film industry was reeling. 

Henry Ford admired Catholic resistance to Jewish Hollywood, even before 
imposition of the Code. Unlike Protestant clergymen who were regularly ridi
culed in Hollywood films, "The Catholic clergy very soon made themselves felt in 
opposition to this abuse of their priestly dignity, and as a result of their vigorous 
resentment the Jew climbed down. You now never see a priest made light of on 
the screen. But the Protestant clergyman is still the elongated, sniveling, bilious 
hypocrite of anti-Christian caricatures.">.o 
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Ford felt the movies were the rehearsal for revolution in America. The Jews 
were using the screen in their "traditional campaign of subversion .... ' The movie 
screen also served "as a rehearsal stage for scenes of anti-social menace .... Success
ful revolution must have a rehearsal. It can be done better in the motion pictures 
than anywhere else: this is the 'visual education' such as even the lowest brow can 
understand."u 

The Jews brought revolution with them to America. With a Jewish population 
half the size of that in Russia, America had a communist party with 50 percent of 
its members from Jewish families. Many changed their names in America, where 
they continued their revolutionary activity. Some Jewish revolutionaries born in 
America traveled back to Russia. Israel Amter was born in the United States in 
1881. In 1923 he traveled to Russia. He then changed his name to John Ford and 
returned to New York, where he led the communist party. In 1921, Josef Pogany, 
former commissar under Bela Kun in the Hungarian Soviet Republic, joined the 
Komintern, which in 1922 shipped him to America, where he took the name John 
Pepper23 and became de facto head of the Communist Party in America. A Ukrai
nian Jew, Jacob Golos, under the cover name Timmy,24 created a spy network that 
included the Vassar-educated Elizabeth Bentley, who testified before the McCa
rthy committee in the '50S. 

In an interview published in 1934 in Class Struggle, Trotsky claimed "Jew
ish workers of foreign extraction will play a decisive role in bringing about the 
American proletarian revolution .... s Is it any wonder Henry Ford was upset? Anti
Bolshevist magazine wrote that the reaction against Russian Bolshevism was so 
great it was causing "a new wave of anti-Semitism," even in America!6 Even in 
America, the term "Jewish Communism"'7 was making the rounds. 

In the meantime, the federal government had also turned against Garvey. The 
NAACP may have urged the overthrow of state governments in the South, but it 
was docile to federal power, as evidenced by its pro-war stance. Both Spingarn and 
DuBois coveted commissions as officers. Two of the 25,000 Negroes listening to 
Garvey's speech on August 3, 1920 were FBI agents. That agency had been alerted 
to Garvey as a threat after the general counsel of the United Fruit Company had 
written to the secretary of state warning him that Garvey's activities "might repeat 
the French experience in Haiti."68 Fearing the same thing, Britain's foreign office 
had already banned distribution of copies of Garvey's newspaper the Negro World 
throughout British Africa after the opening of UNIA branches in Cape Town and 
Johannesburg. Garvey wrote to Secretary of State Charles Evans Hughes disavow
ing any subversive intent, but the white power structure remained suspicious. 

In November 1920, Du Bois who had been working behind the scenes to un
dermine Garvey's movement, made a significant tactical blunder when he advocat
ed interracial marriage and race mixing as the solution to America's racial unrest. 
Howls of protest emanated from representatives of the entire political spectrum, 
and Garvey's howls were among the loudest. As a result, Du Bois and his colored 
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aristocracy, otherwise known as the "talented tenth" begin to sense that they were 
losing their influence over the mind of the Negro masses. When President Warren 
Harding gave a speech in Birmingham, Alabama and announced "racial amal
gamation there cannot be," he was greeted with cheers, and some of the loudest 
cheers came from Marcus Garvey, who attacked Du Bois as guilty of having com
mitted "racial treason."69 

As some indication that Du Bois's espousal of race mixing was more than just 
an isolated gaffe, Lewis cites a conversation years later between Walter White and 
Joel Spingarn, in which White admitted to Spingarn that "unmixed" Negroes, 
like Garvey and the people drawn to his cause, "were inferior-infinitely inferior 
now," Spingarn quoted him as saying, "whatever they might possibly become in 
the future."70 Garvey had been exiled to England by the time this exchange took 
place in 1934. But, not surprisingly, Spingarn claimed "this is very confidential," 
because it lent credence to Garvey's claim that he was the victim of a quadroon/ 
octoroon conspiracyl' 

By the end of 1921, Garvey had successfully established himself as a viable al
ternative to Randolph's black socialism, McKay's black communism, and the inte
grationism promoted by the NAACP, whose talented tenth seemed to have slipped 
into irrelevance once the black masses showed themselves willing to mobilize un
der Garvey's banner of black nationalism. It was then that Garvey's troubles began 
in earnest. 

After the 1920 rally, Garvey had reached the peak of his power. Things went 
downhill after that largely because of problems with the Black Star Line. The ship
ping venture had turned into a money-gobbling disaster, largely because Garvey 
had bought broken down ships at exorbitant prices. In late October 1919, after 
a rousing send-off given by 6,000 members of the UNIA who had assembled at 
Harlem's .135th Street pier, a battered hulk now rechristened as the SS Frederick 
Douglass set sail for Cuba with $4.8 million dollars of whiskey on board to avoid 
confiscation when the Volstead Act went into effect on January 20, 1920. The bat
tered Douglass made it as far as 23rd St. in Midtown Manhattan when it had to turn 
back because it lacked the proper insurance. 

Setting sail once again the Douglass was plagued by mechanical problems as
sociated with its antiquated boilers. Because it had not been loaded properly and 
was listing dangerously, the Douglass had to throw much of the cargo overboard 
off the coast of New Jersey, where it was picked up by smugglers in boats, lend
ing credence to the belief that the crew was involved in what was the theft of the 
cargo. 

By the time the Douglass limped into Havana Harbor on March 3, most of 
the whiskey was gone, having been either stolen or drunk by the crew, exposing 
Garvey, who had signed a full-liability shipping contract to an enormous loss. 

After three equally disastrous voyages, the rusty Frederick Douglass, which 
had cost the Black Star Line a total of $194,803.08 in two years of operation was 
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sold for $2,320.90 to settle a judgement of $1,625. The financial record of the other 
Black Star Line ships was equally disastrous. The Shadyside, an excursion boat 
that the BSL hoped to use to ferry Harlemites up the Hudson during the oppres
sive months of the New York summer, swallowed another $31,000 of Black Star 
money before it ran aground and was abandoned. In less than a year and a half, 
the Kanawha took in $1,207.63 income after swallowing another $134,681.11 of 
Black Star money. 

By the end of 1920, Du Bois knew enough about the Black Star Line's finan
cial woes to publicize them in The Crisis and eventually use them to bring about 
Garvey's downfall. In December 1920 Du Bois published an attack on the Black 
St~r Line in The Crisis that asked why the Black Star Line had been accepting 
deposits on tickets to Africa on a ship which they did not own. Desperate to get a 
ship that could reach Africa, the Black Star Line had fallen in with a dubious bro
ker by the name of Anthony Rudolph Silverston (aka, Silverstone) who promptly 
appropriated $10,000 of Black Star money intended to be a deposit on the ship. 
"Silverston," according to Lewis, "later sought to claim this $10,000 as his per
sonal property ... despite the fact that the Black Star Line was repeatedly dunned 
for payment of the wily broker's promissory note ... Was there any wonder that 
Garvey belatedly began to suspect treachery in the Black Star camp?''71 

By bringing up the issue of the deposit on the tickets, Du Bois broached the 
issue of fraud in public for the first time. Garvey had fallen in with Silverstone 
because he needed the ship now rechristened as the Phyllis Wheatley for his plan 
to relocate blacks to Liberia. There is no indication that he did not intend to use 
the Phyllis Wheatley for this purpose, which would mean as well that his intent 
was not to defraud. Garvey's failure to carry out his scheme for resettlement could 
be laid sooner and more logically at the feet of his own business ineptitude or 
the machinations of Silverstone, or Du Bois's machinations with the President of 
Liberia. 

Before long the government and the NAACP began acting in concert. During 
April of 1921, Du Bois was working behind the scenes to thwart Garvey's Liberian 
construction and resettlement scheme, communicating frequently with Liberia's 
President King during this period. President King, at Du Bois's urging, made his 
antipathy to Garvey and his schemes clear in his communications with the state 
department in Washington. In its June 1921 issue, The Crisis published a state
ment by President King, announcing that "under no circumstances will [Liberia] 
allow her territory to be made a center of aggression or conspiracy against other 
sovereign states.''73 

In August 1921, William J. Burns, the director of the FBI, wrote to the New 
York shipping board and asked them not to sell the Black Star Line the ship which 
Silverstone, who had already taken $22,500 for the sale, had promised. The ship
ping board, which claimed that Garvey's UNIA was "the communist party which 
is affiliated with the Russian Government" and that Garvey himself was "a rati-
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cal [sic] agitator" who "advocates and teaches the overthrow of the United States 
Government by force and violence,"74 then took six months to issue its sale con
tract and when it did demanded a performance bond that amounted to twice the 
purchase price of the ship. The delay in the purchase of the ship lent credence to 
Du Bois's claims that the BSL was collecting deposits for tickets on a ship it did not 
own, but the fact that the BSL was unable to obtain ownership was due largely to 
the machinations of Silverstone and the shipping board. There was no fraudulent 
intent on the part of the Black Star Line. 

As if Garvey didn't have enough troubles, competing Negro organizations like 
the dubious "Friends of Negro Freedom," began organizing "Marcus Garvey Must 
Go" protests, claiming among other things that Garvey was a "monkey chaser," 
an American Negro term of opprobrium used to refer to blacks from the Carib
bean and Africa and that UNIA stood for "Ugliest Negroes in America."7s Playing 
his own version of the race card, Du Bois denounced Garvey as a "West Indian 
Agitator,"76 in a letter to the State Department in Washington which also solicited 
damaging information which Du Bois could publish in The Crisis. Garvey didn't 
help his case any by aligning himself with white racists like Senator Theodore 
Bilbo of Mississippi and praising groups like the Ku Klux Klan: "Between the Ku 
Klux Klan and the Moorfield Storey National Association for the Advancement 
of 'Certain' People, give me the Klan for their honesty of purpose toward the Ne
gro."77 Garvey made statements like this, according to Lewis, because "he was fed 
up with integrationist hypocrisy,''78 especially the sort promoted by the NAACP. 

When Marcus Garvey was arrested for mail fraud in January 1922 he was 
generous in assigning the blame for his troubles to a long list of persecutors. Be
fore the indictments, Garvey had used the pages of The Negro World to claim that 
"Bolshevist agents"79 had been paid to attack the Black Star Line. Equally guilty 
was the "white shipping industry," which had devoted a million dollar campaign 
to "boycott and pull [the Black Star Line] out of existence.n8o By January 1922, he 
was claiming that certain "Negro Advancement Associations" had "paid men to 
dismantle our machinery and otherwise damage it so as to bring about the down
fall of the movement."8. 

When a year passed without a trial, a group of Negroes wrote an open letter 
on January 12, 1923 to U. S. Attorney General Harry M. Daugherty, demanding 
that Garvey be brought to justice. The letter demanded "that the Attorney General 
use his full influence completely to disband and extirpate this vicious movement, 
and that he vigorously and speedily push the government's case against Marcus 
Carvey for using the mails to defraud."8. The fact that a number of the Negroes 
had ties to the NAACP only deepened Garvey's suspicions. 

Once Garvey cited the NAACP as one of the conspirators determined to 
bring him down, it was only a matter of time before he would bring the Jews into 
the same picture. Garvey's suspicion that he was the victim of an NAACP/Jewish 
inspired conspiracy was strengthened when he learned that the presiding judge at 
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his trial was Julian Mack, in Friedman's words, "a member of the German-Jewish 
aristocracy who also served on the board of the NAACP."83 When Garvey's motion 
to have Judge Mack dismissed for conflict of interest was denied, he became even 
more convinced that he was the victim of an "international frame-up," declaring: 
"I am being punished for the crime of the Jew Silverstone [an agent for the line]. 
I was prosecuted by Maxwell Mattuck, another Jew, and I am to be sentenced by 
Judge Julian Mack, the eminent Jewish jurist. Truly I may say 'I was going to Jer
icho and fell among thieves.'"84 

Garvey's trial finally began on May 18, 1923. Having failed to unseat Judge 
Mack, in spite of the fact that he "admitted having contributed to the NAACP,"85 

Garvey proceeded to fire his own lawyer and went on to represent himself, proving 
right the old adage about the man representing himself having a fool for a client. 
Garvey proved his inexperience in the law and courtroom procedure byautomati
cally objecting to every motion of the prosecution, an action which dragged out 
the trial and antagonized the jury, which returned a guilty verdict four weeks after 
the trial began. Any doubts which Garvey might have entertained about Mack's 
bias in the case must have disappeared at the sentencing. Garvey was sentenced to 
five years in federal prison, the maximum sentence, even though 

There was nothing to indicate that the BSL had been formed for anything other 
than what it purported to be, a Negro improvement venture .... Clearly the col
lapse of the corporation could be attributed chiefly to poor judgment in the pur
chase and maintenance of the decrepit Black Star fleet, and here the real crimi
nals were white culprits who had unloaded rusty hulks on unsuspecting and 
inexperienced Negroes.8o 

Lewis calls Judge Mack, "a model of judicial patience and wise impartiality," 
but the fact that Mack, also in Lewis's words, was "second only to Louis Brandeis 
in the American Zionist movement" and "widely reputed to be both a cofounder 
and active member of the NAACP," causes no suspicion of bias to rise in his mind, 
even thought Lewis finds that "The verdict was somewhat strange in that the other 
three Black Star defendants were acquitted of any complicity in the crime."87 This 
is, indeed, a strange outcome for a conspiracy trial. 

In spite of the fact that "the feeling began to grow among Negroes that Mar
cus Garvey was the hapless victim of white justice and this tended to enhance his 
prestige both in the US and abroad,"88 and in spite of the Jewish/NAACP connec
tion, which the judge himself did not deny, Lewis claims that "Garvey's convic
tion was a self-inflicted tragedy" and goes on to accuse Garvey of anti-Semitism 
because 

Behind Mack's NAACP membership and presidency of the American Jewish 
Congress Garvey divined sinister, clandestine forces bent upon destroying black 
people's best hope of advancement. From this curious moment onward into the 
late 20th century, black Zionism would carry a distinct malodor of ideological 
anti-Semitism.89 
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In spite of his conviction and the concerted attack against him, Marcus 
Garvey's movement was stronger than ever when he spoke in Madison Square 
Garden on the night of March 16, 1924. The 1924 UNIA convention had if any
thing even more pomp and pageantry than the 1920 convention, something which 
caused W. E. B. Du Bois more than a little annoyance since it seemed that Garvey 
was on "the verge of successes that would confound his detractors.''9o Du Bois 
attacked the conference publicly by calling Garvey "the most dangerous enemy 
of the Negro race in America and in the world.''91 He was "either a lunatic or a 
traitor.''9' The fact that Garvey unveiled his Liberian resettlement plan at the 1924 

convention allowed Du Bois to continue to work behind the scenes with the U.S. 
State Department as well. Cronon portrays Garvey's claim that the machinations 
ofW. E. B. Du Bois led to the collapse of the Liberian project as paranoid fantasy: 

He blamed his old enemy Dr. W. E. B Du Bois, who was visiting Liberia at the 
time as the American representative to the presidential inauguration, for the 
collapse of the venture, charging that Du Bois had sabotaged the work of the 
Garvey association in order to further his won Pan African movement. Later 
Garvey's almost pathological hatred of DuBois, whom he called "purely and sim
ply a white man's nigger."93 

But Du Bois was in fact conspiring to destroy Garvey's plan. On July 10, 1924, 

Consul General Ernest Lyons wrote from Baltimore to inform Du Bois that "no 
person or persons leaving the United States under the auspices of he Garvey Move
ment in the United States will be allowed to land in the Republic of Liberia.''94 Two 
weeks after the date of Lyons' letter, a UNIA advance party arrived in Monrovia 
and was immediately placed under arrest and deported on a German ship. When 
The Daily Worker printed Robert Minor's suspicions about Du Bois's collusion 
with Liberia against Garvey, Dubois lied about his involvement, calling the story 
in the Daily Worker "an unmitigated lie." 

The government continued its harassement as well. In a move that seemed de
signed to thwart the 1924 UNIA meeting, a grand jury indicted Garvey for perjury 
and income tax evasion shortly after the convention began. 

As some sign that Garvey's racial appeals were having success among Ne
groes, a group which called itself the Negro Sanhedrin made up of three hundred 
black delegates from 63 organizations met in Chicago in 1924. 

The Negro Sanhedrin was based on the Paris Sanhedrin of 1807, which Na
poleon convoked to get the Jews on his side so that he could invade Russia. The 
Negro Sanhedrin was inspired by Garvey and its proceedings-as set down in 
"The Negro Speaks for Himself," edited by Alain Locke-were a clear rebuke of 
the Jewish paternalism promoted by the NAACP. In spite of the clearly Jewish 
inspiration for this meeting, the Jews ignored it, admitting tacitly, according to 
Cruse, that the "fight for the civil rights of blacks was ultimately a long~range civil 
rights defense of the status ofJews in American society.''95 The Jews remained ada
mant in their refusal to support the Negro whenever he proposed a program that 
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was too close to the program of ethnic and economic solidarity promoted by the 
American Jewish Committee and other like-minded organizations. 

On February 2, 1925, the US Circuit Court of Appeals rejected Garvey's ap
peal of his mail fraud conviction, and six days later Garvey arrived at the federal 
penitentiary in Atlanta to begin serving his sentence. Reacting to the growing 
sense that Garvey had been railroaded, President Calvin Coolidge granted Garvey 
a pardon in late 1927, but since Garvey was not an American citizen and had been 
convicted of a felony, he was immediately deported as an undesirable alien. After 
a triumphal progress through the Caribbean, which not even State Department 
harassment could deter, Garvey made his way back to Jamaica and eventually to 
England where he died all but forgotten in 1940. 

Once he was safely out of the way, The Crisis, in an editorial which appeared 
in 1928, declared "We have today, no enmity against Marcus Garvey.''96 However, 
their enmity against Garvey's "fundamental issue oflife"-namely, "the appeal of 
race to race, the appeal of clan to clan, the appeal of tribe to tribe"97-would con
tinue unabated in organizations like the NAACP, even thought Zionism would 
continue to make the same appeal to Jews. 
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Chapter Twenty 

The Scottsboro Boys 

On March 25, 1931, Victoria Price and her companion Ruby Bates hopped 
on a freight train in Chattanooga, Tennessee bound for Huntsville, Ala
bama. Both women were white; both were dressed in men's clothing, but 

Price was considerably older that Bates, who was still a minor at the time. Price 
and Bates were not alone on the train, nor was it unusual to find that freight trains, 
in the heart of the Depression, had become the poor man's passenger rail. Two 
hundred thousand people could be found riding the rails at anyone time during 
the '30S, and hobo jungles had sprung up at freight yards across the country to 
accommodate the nation's poor and dispossessed on their way to look for work or 
to no place in particular. 

Accommodations on freight trains in the South were not segregated, a fact 
which led to what might be called segregation from the ground up. When a gang 
of white youths met a gang of Negroes on the freight train which was traveling 
from Chattanooga to Huntsville, a fight ensued, and over the course of the fight, 
as the train was slowly picking up speed, the Negro youths who eventually tri
umphed threw the white boys off the train one by one, until finally there was only 
one left and the train was now moving at 35 mph. Rather than throw him off the 
train to what would have been severe injury and possibly death, the black youths 
let the last white boy stay on the train, and then they turned their attention to the 
other two youths, who, it turned out were women in men's clothing. 

What happened at this point has been a matter of conjecture for the past 
seventy some years. When the train pulled into the small town of Paint Rock, 
Alabama, a posse was there to meet it. Angered by their treatment at the hands of 
the black youths who had thrown them off the train, the white boys had informed 
the station master, who telephoned the police, and when the train stopped in Paint 
Rock, the posse surrounded the train and apprehended nine young black men. 
It was then that the posse discovered the two women dressed like men. Victoria 
Price, the older of the two, immediately charged the Negroes with rape. The two 
women were taken to a local doctor to be examined; the Negroes were taken to 
jail, and the stage was set for what would eventually become the most famous 
trial of the 1930S in America, the trial of a group of Negro youths who came to be 
known as the Scottsboro Boys. 

The Scottsboro Boys trial was a golden opportunity for the NAACP because 
of the very fact that it was a trial and the NAACP specialized in litigation. The 
NAACP had experienced one of its greatest victories in January 1923 when the 
U.S. Supreme Court declared that 12 sharecroppers accused of murder and insur
rection in Elaine, Arkansas, had been denied a fair trial. This decision provided 
vindication for Louis Marshall, whose motion to overturn the conviction of Leo 
Frank had been denied eight years earlier. By April of 1925 all of the original de-
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fendants had been released, prompting W. E. B. Du Bois to claim that the release 
of the Elaine 12 was "a complete victory for the NAACP.'" 

By 1931, when the nine Negro boys were apprehended in Paint Rock, Alabama, 
legal victories rang hollow in a world where unemployment, hunger, and the spec
tre of starvation-in short, economics-had become the real issues. The NAACP 
itself had narrowly avoided economic extinction when contributions plummeted 
in the wake of the stock market crash of 1929. By 1930 their situation had become 
desperate, prompting William Rosenwald to offer to donate $1000 per year for the 
next three years if four other donors agreed to do the same. Eventually, Herbert 
Lehman, Mary Fels, Felix Warburg, and Harold Guinzberg, publisher of the Vi
king Press, came forward and matched Rosenwald's grant, and the $16,350 which 
the Rosenwald plan brought in allowed the NAACP to weather the financial crisis 
of the '30S. Murray Friedman points out that Edsel Ford was the only non-Jew 
to respond to Walter White's SOS, a fact which prompted Du Bois to admit that 
"only the strength of communal Jewish resources permitted such a degree of fi
nancial support.'" 

Not even the fact that New York Jews had to band together and save the 
NAACP during the Depression could move that organization away from its reso
lute avoidance of dealing with economic issues. The fact that the Negro in the '30S 

was affected by the financial crisis more than white Americans had no effect on 
the NAACP's philosophy of judicial activism. As a result, in the aftermath of the 
stock market crash of 1929, the Communist Party gained the upper hand over 
the NAACP because they were willing to talk about the economic dimensions of 
racial discrmination in a way that the NAACP was not. Thirty years later, Harold 
Cruse would claim that the Depression revealed the bankruptcy of the NAACP 
approach. 

The economic disaster of 1929 had revealed clearly that the guiding white 
philosophy of noneconomic liberalism was an insidiously debilitating leadership 
ideal to have been imposed on a nonwhite minority group seeking racial par
ity under American capitalism. Worse than that, noneconomic liberalism was a 
seductive entrapment into a fixed psychology of dependence, underdevelopment 
of social intelligence, and intellectual subservience. At best the free market of 
capitalist economic activity was free for whites only, and even then it was free 
only for those whites who controlled the ascending ladder of command posts 
in the class hierarchies of entrepeneurial advantage .... At least a helot, or slave, 
or serf merits the right to be fed, but a freed serf without a master becomes the 
worst victim of the economics of scarcity. The Great Depression was an era of 
artificial scarcity in which the prize of civil rights was the Freedom to Starve to 
death without regard to race, creed color or national origin.3 

In spite of the fact that litigation was its strong suit, the NAACP was reluctant 
to get involved in the Scottsboro Boys case, largely because that organization was 
reluctant to defend a group of Negroes who had been accused of raping two white 
women. Interracial sex was the third rail of political and social life in the South, 
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and the NAACP knew that better than most organizations. Walter White, execu
tive secretary of the NAACP, followed the Scottsboro Boys case in the newspapers. 
If anything, those reports convinced him that "The last thing they wanted was to 
identify the Association with a gang of mass rapists.'!! 

The Communist Party, however, saw their opportunity and seized it. Charles 
Dirba, the assistant secretary of the International Labor Defense and a member of 
the Communist Party's Central Committee, recognized the political value of the 
trial immediately and sent a telegram to the Central Committee urging them to 
get involved in the case. As a result the Communist Party through its legal arm, 
the International Labor Defense, took over the case. 

The Communist Party rightly saw the Scottsboro Boys trial as an opportu
nity to recruit members from the Black Belt. The Party had been trying to turn 
Negroes into revolutionaries, ever since Claude McKay had showed up in Mos
cow in 1922 and the Fourth Comintern Congress, meeting in Moscow discussed 
America's race problem for the first time. Party leaders, for the most part totally 
unfamiliar with the situation in the American South, had no idea how to create a 
program that could capitalize on the unrest there. Since Claude McKay was from 
Jamaica he knew only a little more about the situation in the South than Radek 
or Zinoviev did. But he was certainly black-blacker than W. E. B. Du Bois, who 
would take another 40 years before he decided to join the Communist Party, and 
it was as a black man that McKay made a hit in Russia. Cruse would later say 
that McKay was selected as a "special delegate" representing American Negroes 
"merely because he was the only Negro in Moscow at that moment."5 McKay, who 
eventually contracted syphilis in either Moscow or Berlin and had to travel to Par
is for treatment, was interested in revolution more for the sexual or artistic oppor
tunities it offered, something that was evidently apparent to the official American 
Communist Party delegation, which demanded that McKay be deported back to 
the United States after they arrived in Moscow. McKay, like "Millions of ordinary 
human beings and thousands of writers," went to Russia because he was "stirred 
by the Russian thunder rolling around the world."6 But when he got there Radek 
wanted to know ifhe had a plan, and McKay had to admit that he didn't. 

The simple fact of the matter was that revolutionaries had been wanting to 
turn the Negro into a revolutionary and "take the war to Africa" ever since Tous
saint L'Overture and John Brown, but no one, least of all the American blacks, 
knew how to do it. 

As a result the Negro lost his place at the head of his own revolution, and that 
place was taken by the Jews, who, although they were not black, did know a lot 
about how to start revolutions. Since no one really understood the relationship 
between ethnos and class when it came to the American Negro, the Jews got to 
impose their position on the situation because they were in charge of the revolu
tionary movement. Forty-some years after the fact, Harold Cruse rails against this 
decision as in effect destroying whatever political power the Negro was about to 
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gain under Marcus Garvey. What McKay should have told Radek. 'according to 
Cruse. is 

that the American Party was not a party of the American workers as such but 
an organization in which leftwing political power was exercised and predicated 
on national groups ... particularly the Jewish group that later came to dominate 
leftwing affairs in a degree all out of proportion to its number. Jews were also 
able to playa three-way game inside the Communist leftwing ... Leftwing Jews 
were able to drop their Jewishness and pick it up whenever it suited them. They 
were able to function as American whites without prejudice. especially in the 
cultural fields. They were able. as Jews to wield power through the Jewish federa
tion. Later they were able to function as pro-Zionist nationalists within the left.? 

Because McKay was unable to propose a plan of his own to Radek on how to 
turn Negroes into revolutionaries. "The Communist Left ... allowed Jewish leaders 
who came out of the Jewish Federation to become experts on the Negro problem 
in America."8 

Unlike both Cruse and McKay. W. A. Domingo. who like McKay and Garvey 
also came from Jamaica. felt that if Negroes wanted to become revolutionaries "it 
was necessary first to go to America and learn such advanced thought from the 
Russian Jews" because "With the exception of the few who work in the garment 
industry in New York and come in contact with the wholesome radicalism of Rus
sian Jews. the majority of Negro men and women are deprived of the stimulating 
influences of advanced political thought."\l According to Cruse. the case of W. A. 
Domingo shows how Russian Jews diverted blacks from their natural self-interest. 
into supporting essentially Jewish positions. because 

This advanced political thought was. of course. Menshevik and Bolshevik Marx
ism. However. these Russian Jews knew exactly how to use this advanced politi
cal thought for themselves as Jews first and Marxists second. By his very act of 
toadying and genuflecting before the revolutionary superiority of white Socialist 
philosophy. Domingo revealed that he preferred to be a revolutionary Marxist 
first. a West Indian second. and a Negro last.'O 

Unlike Claude McKay. Domingo had become an unwitting stooge of the Jews 
by failing to see that the Communist Party was really a cover for Jewish ethnocen
trism. McKay would learn this lesson first-hand when he clashed with Mike Gold. 
author of Jews without Money. when both men were on the board of the Masses 
and McKay had to resign. McKay was unprepared for the conflict because he had 
gotten along well enough with Max Eastman and his sister Crystal but never un
derstood Jews as anything other than a subset of white folks. According to Cruse. 
the Jews wrecked revolution in America by their ethnocentric myopia. They failed 
to see the cultural revolution that was possible among American blacks. and. fail
ing to see what was possible. imposed on America a Russia/Jewish vision that 
was doomed to failure: "All that the Michael Golds accomplished was to inject 
a foreign cultural and political ideology into a basically American cultural phe
nomenon. and engender confusion upon confusion."'· 

788 



The Scottsboro Boys 

The situation led inexorably to the period of Jewish dominance in the Commu
nist Party. It culminated in the emergence of Herbert Aptheker and other as
similated Jewish Communists, who assumed the mantle of spokesmanship on 
Negro Affairs thus burying the Negro radical potential deeper and deeper in the 
slough of white intellectual paternalism. I> 

Political life in America was irredeemably ethnic, but that situation was con
fused by the racial terms, black and white, which more than anything else in the 
years of the Black-Jewish Alliance allowed Jews to disguise their real intentions 
and pursue Jewish ethnic goals under the cover of pursuing racial equality. Jewish 
Communists were, according to Cruse, especially good at this because 

These Jewish Communists were often more arrogant and paternalistic than the 
Anglo-Saxons, more self-righteous and intellectually supercilious about their 
Marxist line on America, than any other minority group striving for an ideal 
standard of radical Americanism.13 

Nothing made this more apparent than the Scottsboro Boys case. In defend
ing the Scottsboro Boys, the Communists reached the point of highest public vis
ibility in their campaign to portray themselves as the defenders of the downtrod
den Negro. But the Communists' cynical exploitation of the Scottsboro case also 
brought about the unraveling of the very thing they hoped to achieve by exposing 
the ethnic double standard at the heart of the new version of the Black-Jewish Al
liance. At the beginning of the trial, Jews claimed to be ethnically invisible indi
viduals whose patronizing behavior could be overlooked in light of their expertise 
as revolutionaries. By the time the trial ended, the same group was seen as ruthless 
political opportunists who were willing to send their clients to the electric chair if 
political advantage could be gained. 

By the time the Scottsboro trial wound down at the end of the decade, Negro 
communists like Harold Cruse had come to the conclusion that the ethnic double 
standard was too big to ignore. That meant that the Negroes could no longer tol
erate the fact that The Communist of September 1938 could publish an article by 
v. J. Jerome honoring ''A Year of Jewish Life," but if a black party member were 
to come out with a similar piece honoring "A Year of Negro Life" he would be 
expelled from the party for instigating a Garveyite plot. In spite of their claim 
that revolutionary ideology superceded any form of ethnic idenity, Communist 
Jews used the party to uphold "the historical priority ofJewish cultural identity."'4 
Nothing symbolized this double standard better in Cruse's mind than the fact 
that "As late as the 1930S, the top Communist leader ... in the Harlem communist 
Party was Jewish."'s 

The same verdict could be applied to the ILD's handling of the Scottsboro 
Boys trial, which was heavy-handed and ethnocentrically Jewish and succeeded 
in alienating the very people-i.e., the jury-that the ILD lawyers needed to win 
over. Unfortunately, the position of the NAACP, while marginally better, wasn't 
qualitatively much different. In the end, the jurisdictional squabbles between the 
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NAACP and the ILD over who was going to represent the Scottsboro boys only 
exacerbated the situation in the eyes of Alabamians, who were reduced to calling 
down a pox on the houses of both groups. 

The feud between the NAACP and the ILD did little to change the minds 
of southern observers in this regard. First there was the confusion over who was a 
communist and who was not. At first Walter White said that the NAACP had ""no 
objection to Communists... aiding the defense of the boys,"16 but then Herbert 
Seligman announced that the NAACP would not associate in any way with the 
Communists at the trial. On June 7, William Pickens of the NAACP, accused the 
ILD of engaging in "communistic activity and propaganda among colored people 
in the South, based on the pretext of defending these boys."'7 Pickens implied that 
the communists' cynical attempt to turn the trial into a recruiting campaign had 
put the boys' lives at risk: "If the boys should be lynched, it would further play into 
their hands and give them material for still more sensational propaganda among 
the more ignorant of the colored population.''IS 

The communist press reacted predictably by referring to the NAACP as 
"lickspittles of the capitalist class,''I9 but their reaction was overshadowed by what 
was becoming a generally held consensus in the South. Two groups of New York 
Jews were using the Scottsboro Boys as a way of gaining market share among 
the Negroes of the South. Both the ILD and the NAACP were seen as Yankees 
meddling in the affairs of the South. The NAACP/ILD squabble prompted one 
commentator to opine that only the "liberal, white people of the South" should 
handle the case, since the NAACP and the ILD seemed "engaged in a joint battle 
to secure the exploiting possibilities of the case rather than to defend the boys 
themselves.''>o 

The Birmingham Age-Herald was even stronger in its condemnation of 
both groups. "It is now clear that these darkies do not mean a tinker's damn to 
the organizations which have supposedly been moving heaven and earth on their 
behalf.''>l The entire episode was a "nauseating struggle between the Communist 
group and the negro society, not so much that justice may be done as that selfish 
interests may be advanced though the capitalization of the episode.''>' 

By the time the Scottsboro Boys went on trial, the Communist party 
and its front groups like the ILD had superceded the NAACP as the voice of the 
downtrodden Negro. In order to avert a possible lynching, the first trial began 12 

days after the boys' arrest. The Defense attorneys assigned by the court were Milo 
Moody, a "doddering, senile" septuagenarian who hadn't tried a case in years, and 
Stephen R. Roddy, a Chattanooga real estate attorney who was "so stewed" on the 
first day of the trial "that he could hardly walk straight. ">3 

The unspoken principle which provided the deep grammar for the trial 
had already been articulated in The Clansman: whenever a white woman accuses 
a Negro of rape, the Negro is gUilty. Since race had attained a metaphysical status 
in the South, it challenged morality as the criterion of human action. This meant 
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that white women, because of their racial endowment, were ipso facto virtuous. 
Somehow that didn't seem completely plausible, and so it was left to the successors 
of Thomas Dixon, to come up with the proper forumulation of the relationship 
between race and morals. 

In their apologia for the southern point of view, Crenshaw and Miller in 
Scottsboro: the Firebrand of Communism, claimed that 

Since the first slave was brought into this country by New England traders the 
white race has insisted that the Negro respect the white woman, regardless of 
her position in society, and when he violates the person of a white woman he has 
committed "the unpardonable sin" in the eyes of the Southern white.''>4 

Since sexual activity can be consensual, rape trials often have to deal with 
the character of the woman leveling the accusation. However, race at this point 
intervened in the issue as the South defined it and rendered such inquiry imper
missible. "The character of these Huntsville girls," Crenshaw and Miller wrote, 
"whatever they might be, is not the concern of the authorities or of the courts.''>5 

According to the racial code of the South, the character of the white 
woman was subordinate to her race. If she accused a member of an inferior race 
of rape, her word superceeded the word of the man who was accused on racial 
grounds alone. In 1932 the Winston-Salem, North Carolina Journal noted that 

in the South it has been traditional... that its white womanhood shall be held 
inviolate by an 'inferior race.'" And it mattered not whether the woman was a 
"spotless virgin or a 'nymph de pave.''' There could be no extenuating circum
stances. If a white woman was willing to swear that a Negro either raped or at
tempted to rape her, "we see to it that the negro is executed," declared Arkansas 
poet John Gould Fletcher!6 

When Victoria Price was allowed to tell her side of the story on the stand 
during the first trial, the defense attorneys' cross-examination was so perfunctory 
that the issue of her character simply did not arise. Nor did the issue of the physi
cal evidence supporting her claim of whether she had been raped arise because 
the doctors who examined Price and Bates were not cross-examined. When the 
Scottsboro boys themselves took the stand, three of the boys said a gang rape did 
occur, but six denied it. In the end, no closing statement was offered by the defense 
attorneys. 

Not surprisingly, the jury returned a verdict of guilty, which elicited "a 
loud roar of approval" from the crowd outside the courthouse "that was clearly 
heard by the second jury," which was still deliberating on the fate of the rest of the 
defendants.>7 In the end, eight of the nine Scottsboro Boys had been sentenced to 
death. The judge had to declare a mistrial in the case of ninth defendant, a 12-year
old boy by the name of Roy Wright, because 11 of the jurors held out for death 
despite the request of the prosecutor for life sentence in light of his tender age. 

The Scottsboro trial stirred up all of the old fears, which had been cir
culating through the South since the time of the Toussaint L'Overture rebellion 
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in 1798. In spite of the guilty verdict, the South, having learned that the northern 
press had veto power over its verdicts as a result of the Frank case, was convinced 
that the trial had attracted a horde of revolutionaries, who had moved into Ala
bama to stir up the Negroes. The fears of white Alabamians were, of course, justi
fied because once the ILD got control of the second series of Scottsboro trials, it 
demanded complete subservience to the leadership of the Communist Party, USA. 
William 1. Patterson, the National Secretary of the ILD, had lived for three years 
in the Soviet Union during the 1920S. When he returned to the United States he 
was a complete party man who felt that "The Soviet Union is the only country in 
the world were there is no discrimination, the only country where there is equality 
for all races and nationalities,'''S and that it was his job to implement the party line 
in America. On May 14, 1931, the Communist Party's Central Committee issued 
its "Organizational Directives on the Scottsboro Case," which outlined in detail 
the tactics to be used. In formulating its tactics, the ILD was simply carrying out 
the party line which had been set during the meeting of the Sixth Comintern 
Congress in Moscow in 1928, when the 32-member Negro Commission: 

concluded that American negroes constituted an oppressed nation dwelling 
within the heart of the Deep South. Consequently, the Commission decided that 
the only solution to the American "race problem" was the secession of all black 
people from the United States. "The Communist party must stand ... for the es
tablishment of a Negro republic in the Black Belt." The architect of this resolu
tion was Otto Kusinen, a Finnish born theoretician of Stalin, who had never met 
more than a handful of Negroes in his entire life. Privately, many of the Ameri
can delegates regarded the program as so much nonsense!9 

The New 1928 Party Line-"Self-determination of the Negroes in the Black 
Belt" -effectively cut the Negroes in the South off from their brothers in the 
North, many of whom had just left the South, and aligned them, because of the 
a priori application of class theory, with antagonistic Southern whites, who were 
seen as "workers." Since both the poor whites and poor blacks were "workers," 
there was supposed to be a natural affinity between them that overruled any racial 
antagonism. This was the logic of revolutionary struggle in the South, as articu
lated by Jews and Finns in Moscow for whom the Deep South meant Odessa. It 
had the sort of Russian/Jewish a priori nature that infuriated Harold Cruse, who 
felt that: 

By 1929 .. an unyielding, narrow-minded rigidity permeated the Party's thought 
on all questions. The West-Indian-American Negro braintrust could not utter a 
single theoretical idea about themselves unless they first invoked the precedent 
of the Moscow "line," so that everybody would know in advance that they had 
not the slightest intention of disagreeing with it.3° 

If the tactics of the ILD in racial matters inspired this sort of animosity in 
a left-wing Negro 30 years later, it's not difficult to imagine the effect they were 
having on white Southerners in the aftermath of the first Scottsboro trial. During 
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the summer of 1931 a series of events confirmed the direst predictions of Alabam
ians who argued that the Scottsboro Case was a dangerous vehicle of communist 
agitation. Toward the end of 1930, a Communist by the name of Donald Burke 
opened an office for the Communist Party, USA, in Birmingham and began dis
tributing leaflets and organizing meetings in Birmingham's black district because 
"The Scottsboro case renewed the Party's hopes that it could organize a significant 
number of Negroes in the area."31 Burke and the three assistants who joined him 
during the time preceding and following the trial, distributed leaflets in Scotts
boro, Huntsville, Paint Rock and other areas of Alabama, calling on white and 
Negro workers to "smash the Scottsboro lynch verdict.''31 On April 29, 1931, the 
ILD and the League of Struggle for Negro Rights called an "all-Southern Scott
boro Defense Conference" to meet on May 24 in Chattanooga. Whatever gains the 
ILD hoped to get from organizing the "oppressed black peasantry" were offset by 
the hostility these efforts aroused on the part of the white Southerners, who felt 
that revolution was imminent. The fact that Communists were now openly advo
cating revolution among the area's Negroes "alarmed and disturbed conservative 
Southerners.''33 

When the Chattanooga conference failed to mobilize the local Negroes, the 
ILD sent a number of Communist organizers into Tallapoosa County, one of the 
rural, cotton -growing counties in central Alabama where the majority of the pop
ulation was black. In early June 1931, four white men and one Negro from Chatta
nooga moved without announcement into the most predominantly Negro section 
of the county around Camp Hill. When a Negro tenant farmer informed Sheriff 
J. Kyle Young that Communists were meeting in the Mary Church near Camp 
Hill, Young approached Ralph Grey, to question him about the "radical meet
ings" which were reportedly being held to protest the Scottsboro case. During the 
course of their meeting, Grey opened fire on Young and his deputies, setting off a 
panic that lasted for weeks. By 2:00 AM of the day following the shooting, every 
white man within 20 miles had armed himself, and a posse which numbered more 
than 500 men began rounding up suspects in a atmosphere of panic and alarm. 
Files Crenshaw gives the South's view of what was happening when he states that 
"Thirty four Negroes were arrested in connection with the uprising.''34 Crenshaw 
goes on to add that a Negro church and five Negro residences had been burned 
down in the fall of 1931. Mayor Thomas Russell blamed the arson on "Communist 
sympathizers." Crenshaw also claimed that another Negro minister in Tallapoo
sa County received several anonymous threats that his church would be burned 
down ifhe continued his "crusade against Communism.''35 

The Alabama department of the American Legion called the attention of the 
state to the "horde of communists" who had descended upon Alabama "spreading 
a flood of propaganda opposing our form of government and social conditions, 
our race relationships and all the bases upon which our society rests, advocating 
race equality and destruction oflaw and authority by force and violence."36 
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Before long the panic created rumors which took on a life of their own. Read
ing a report announcing "Negro Reds Reported Advancing" in the Saturday 
morning edition of the Birmingham Age-Herald, 150 armed men formed a block
ade at the highway bridge north of Tallapoosa only to learn that the two dozen ap
proaching cars belonged to a funeral procession on its way to a country graveyard 
north of Dadeville. "Somewhat embarrassed, the men allowed the procession to 
go on and gradually began returning to their homes."37 Superindendent Robert 
Russa Moton of Tuskegee sent several carloads of prominent Negroes to the area 
to prevent Tallapoosa Negroes from "going red.'':l8 Moton warned Alabama Ne
groes "against permitting themselves to be stirred up by agitators from outside ... 
who come with plausible arguments and fair promises creating suspicion and ill 
will between the races."39 

On August 4, Alabamians' fears that the Reds were stirring the Negroes up to 
insurrection seemed confirmed when three young women were raped by a Negro 
who "harangued" them about how white people had mistreated his people. One 
local newspaper felt the rape could be traced to the influence of communist agita
tors bent on stirring up insurrection. 

In retelling the rape story, Crenshaw praised "Negro organizations in Bir
mingham [which] offered every assistance at their command in the search for the 
slayer ... and expressed the belief that the murderer was no product of Alabama" 
and "possibly came to the state for the purpose of making trouble in the further
ance of propaganda to which both races in the South were opposed.'l!Q Crenshaw 
also praised the Interracial Commission in Atlanta for issuing a "warning that 
Communist agitators, by pretending friendship for the Negro, were using him 
simply as a means to an end.'lI' After claiming that the suspect in the crime had 
come from Chicago, Crenshaw cautioned against "condemning a whole race for 
the actions of a few of its criminal members" because the real issue was outside 
communist agitation: "The murder of the two girls and the uprising in Tallapoosa 
County could both be traced to the influx of the reds beginning with their defense 
of the Scottsboro 'Negro rapists .... As long as these 'black fiends' remained alive, 
they would be "used by the reds to incite our colored people to riot, rape and 
kill.'"· 

Crenshaw recounts other rapes and claims that they resulted from ILD agita
tion. When three Negroes were arrested in Tuscaloosa, Alabama, on a charge of 
attacking and slaying Vaudine Maddos, a 20-year-old white girl, in an isolated 
community near the Bibb county line, the ILD got involved in the case "to inflame 
the public mind,'lI) and as a result the suspects-Dan Pippen, Jr., 18, A. T. Harden, 
16, and Elmore Clark 28-were lynched. In his report on the incident, Tuscaloosa 
Sheriff R. L. Shamblin claimed that "feeling aroused by the ILD lawyers" was" di
rectly responsible for this violence.'"4 For the Left, the Scottsboro Boys trial had 
become a symbol of racial injustice; for the White South it became a symbol of 
Communist subversion. 
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The first victims of Communist agitation were the Scottsboro Boys them
selves. One Harvard graduate from northern Alabama claimed "I might have 
been for aquittin' them at the first trial... but now after all this stink's been raised," 
we've go to hang 'em." The main group responsible for the stink was the Commu
nists, who had been talking "about how white folks oppress the niggers and about 
Communism.'lI5 

The struggle to turn the Negro into a revolutionary would continue through
out the 1930S. Garvey, who had expelled the communists from the UNIA, could 
have posed an alternative to communist agitation, but Garvey was in exile in Eng
land at the time. Cruse claims that "Garvey's plans ended in fiasco because of 
opposition in Africa, his own egoism and financial incompetence," but he fails to 
add that the machinations of the NAACP played the major role in Garvey's de
mise. The vacuum which Garvey's expulsion left behind could not have been filled 
by the NAACP, which brought about Garvey's downfall, and so it unwittingly 
opened the door for the openly revolutionary Communist Party, which began its 
campaign to turn the Negro in the Black Belt of the South into the vanguard of 
revolution in the United States with the trial of the Scottsboro Boys. 

The Scottsboro Boys trial, like the Leo Frank trial almost 20 years before, was 
a source of pride to liberal Southerners, who claimed it showed that the South 
no longer needed "Judge Lynch." Alabamians were upset when they learned that 
"outsiders" did not share their views about triumph of the legal system in the 
South over lynching. More characteristic of how those outside Alabama viewed 
the trial was the disgusted outcry of a New York college student. "What kind of 
mindless savage are you?" he asked Judge A. E. Hawkins. "Is condemning eight 
teenagers to death on the testimony of two white prostitutes your idea of 'enlight
ened, Alabama justice?'lI6 

The South, above all else, feared the return of Reconstruction, a time when 
"Unscrupulous outsiders" used "the bayonets of Negro troops" in an effort to "put 
the black foot upon the white neck.'117 Reconstruction was synonymous with "out
side influence," which invariably led to a return to lynch law. 

The Chattanooga Daily Times claimed that the "outside interference" of 
"Northern organizations" into the South's legal processes "can serve no purpose 
other than to make it more difficult to stop lynchings in the South.'''s Oftentimes 
it was only the assurance of a speedy trial that quieted the mob bent on lynching 
the suspect. When the communist propaganda surrounding the Scottboro trial 
ridiculed the courts of Alabama as engaging in officially sanctioned lynching, it 
undermined the very thing the South was trying to uphold, namely the rule of law 
as an alternative to lynching. 

Gradually, fear of Communism became the real issue in the case, and the 
nine defendants' guilt or innocence receded into the background. Judge Hawk
ins told Roddy that "the Communists are more of an issue than are the facts of 
the case.'119 The issue of Communism had made it impossible for the governor to 
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pardon the eight young men. The Rev. Asbury Smith, pastor of one of the largest 
Negro churches in Baltimore, claimed "that the rapid swing of Negroes away from 
their traditionally conservative position was due almost entirely to the Commu
nist campaign for the Scottsboro boys."5o 

''Alabamians were unanimous ... in their firm conviction that the Commu
nists had seized the Scottsboro case for purely mercenary motives." The Alabama 
Interracial Commission charged that there was "brilliant leadership, sleepless 
energy and apparently unlimited money behind the malevolent [Communist] 
activity." These "apostles of revolution" pretended friendship for Negroes, but 
this was only a means to reach their selfish ends. Without a doubt, declared the 
commission, "Race hatred, race discord, murder rape [and] lynchings" were the 
Communists' "immediate object.''5' 

Undeterred by the reaction they were creating, the Communists pressed on 
with their efforts to revolutionize the Black Belt Negroes. In order to better coor
dinate their activities, the ILD moved its offices into the Birmingham headquar
ters of the Communist Party. Aware of this and other moves by the communists, 
the Klan began to revive and began to distribute handbills and placards announc
ing how "the Klan Rides again to Stamp out Communism" and warning Negroes 
to be wary of Bolsheviks.52 

During late 1931 and early 1932, when it was reviewing the first Scottsboro 
trials, the Alabama Supreme Court was inundated by an flood of intemperately 
worded invective that had the effect of hardening them in their resolve to resist 
"outside agitation." "These messages," said Chief Justice John C. Anderson on 
January 21,1932 "are highly improper, inflammatory, and revolutionary in their 
nature," and were "sent with the evident intent to bulldoze this court."s3 When 
Joseph Brodsky quoted from Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes' dissent in the Leo 
Frank case, Supreme Court Justice Knight responded by saying "I have the deep
est reverence for Justice Holmes, but I wonder ifhe had lived a little closer to the 
South whether he would have written these decisions, had he known how jeal
ously we have striven to uphold our rights and protect our womanhood."s4 

Once again the communists overplayed their hand and brought about the 
exact opposite of what they said they wanted. On March 24, by a margin of six to 
one, the Alabama Supreme Court upheld the conviction of all but one of the eight 
defendants. Chief Justice Anderson told the NAACP's Walter White that Com
munist propaganda had "possibly injured the defendants.''55 

Like the Frank case, the Scottsboro Boys case went to the United States Su
preme Court, but this time the Supreme Court ruled in favor of the defense, over
turning the verdict of the Alabama Supreme Court.56 The New York Times hailed 
Powell v. Alabama as a landmark in American jurisprudence. The Supreme Court 
decision, however, never allayed "the general suspicion ... that the ILD was per
fectly willing to sacrifice the [Scottsboro] boys for whatever were deemed to be the 
Party's best interests.''57 

796 



The Scottsboro Boys 

Energized by the Supreme Court decision, the Communists redoubled their 
efforts in the black belt, and as result there was a new outbreak of racial violence 
in Tallapoosa County. When word spread through Tuscaloosa in June that "the 
Communists had come to town,"58 to defend three Negroes charged with raping 
and killing a 21-year-old white woman, an angry mob formed near the courthouse, 
threatening to lynch the ILD lawyers, who needed the National Guard carrying 
rifles with fixed bayonets to get them out of town alive. Appalled by the prospect 
of another Scottsboro Boys style trial in Tuscaloosa, the sheriff's deputies execut
ed the three men in front of a firing squad in a isolated section of the county. The 
ILD lawyers, in other words, brought about the lynching that they claimed they 
were there to prevent. 

The local News blamed the "disturbances" on the "International Labor De
fense, preaching their poisoned communistic propaganda among our contented 
Negro population .... "59 The local press also held the ILD responsible for the sus
pects' deaths. The Tuscaloosa News claimed that "the maggoty beaks of the belled 
buzzards of the International Labor Defense are stained with the blood of the 
three Negroes."lIo As Episcopal Bishop William G. McDowell observed, the ILD's 
decision to defend accused Negro rapists was widely construed as an assault on 
the South's entire social structure. "Apparently the war is on.''IIl 

Crenshaw claims that in its Norris v. Alabama decision the u.S. Supreme 
Court deliberately revolutionized the jury system of the South. In doing this they 
paved the way for the communists, who intended to finish off the job with a violent 
revolution. Crenshaw cited the testimony of Borden Burr, a Birmingham attor
ney and former president of the Alabama Bar Association, who told an Alabama 
Senate Committee on May 16 that "the Communistic Party and its affiliates have 
between 3,000 and 4,000 members in Alabama and I have undisputed evidence 
showing they advocate overthrow of our good State and National governments by 
force."tI· 

"The Communists boast," Burr told the committee, "that they have had great
er success in Alabama in the last few years than in any other State, and among the 
evidence I have are documents proposing that Negroes rise up and establish their 
own government in Black Belt counties where they are in the majority.''113 

Convinced that they could now win the case, the ILD selected two attorneys 
to defend the Scottsboro Boys, Samuel Leibowitz, who was not a Communist, and 
Joseph Brodsky, who was. Less important than their politics in the minds of Ala
bamians was the fact that both men were Jews from New York City. By now the 
concepts of Communist and New York Jew had become interchangeable in the 
minds of the average Alabamian, which is to say the type of person most likely to 
be chosen to serve on a jury. The fact that both defense lawyers were Jews from 
New York, the fact that one of them was an agent of the ILD, and the fact that the 
ILD had total control over the strategy both inside and outside of the courtroom 
only confirmed the idea of outside interference in the minds of the men on the 
jury, a fact that the prosecutor would exploit. 
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It wasn't just Southern racists who felt that the lawyers were dangling from 
strings that reached back to New York City. Clarence Darrow felt the same way 
and said so publicly when he withdrew from the case. "If the cases were to be 
won," Darrow opined, "they ould have to be won in Alabama, not in Russia or 
New York."64 On January 4, the NAACP National Board of Directors announced 
that the Association had decided to withdraw formally from the case. 

The second trial 
On March 13, 1933, Samuel Leibowitz arrived in Birmingham and officially 

assumed command of the case. Patterson of theILD had chosen Leibowitz be
cause of his reputation as the second Clarence Darrow. The resignation of the first 
Clarence Darrow over the ILD's heavy-handedness in the first trial indicates that 
the honor was misplaced. Darrow was smart enough to know that a Southern jury 
was not going to be won over by threats and moral posturing; Leibowitz, however, 
never figured this out. 

The second trial of Haywood Patterson began on March 30, 1933, in Decatur, 
which was 50 miles west of Scottsboro, in the courtroom of Judge James Horton. 
Leibowitz moved to quash the indictments on the grounds that Negroes had been 
systematically excluded from the jury roles, but his motion was rejected, and the 
trial proceeded to cover the same ground it covered in the first trial. The difference 
between the first and second trial lay primarily in the fact that the defendants now 
had lawyers that would subject the state's witnesses to real cross-examination. 

At a little after 9:00 AM on April 3, Victoria Price was called to the stand to 
recount her side of the story for what was now the fifth time under oath. For the 
first time, however, Price was subjected to grueling questioning which called her 
character into question. Leibowitz introduced documents from the city court of 
Huntsville, Alabama showing that Price had been found guilty of fornication and 
adultery on January 26, 1931. 

If Leibowitz expected Price to crack under the strain, he was mistaken, for ac
cording to one woman in the courtroom, Price was not only "tough," she was "ter
rifying in her depravity''65 and brazened out the defense attorney's accusations. 

Liebowitz's cross-examination was merciless. His questions suggested his 
answers. There was no Callie Brochie's boardinghouse in Chattanooga, as Price 
claimed. She was an adulterer who had consorted with Jack Tiller in the Hunts
ville freight yards two days before the alleged rape, and it was his semen (or that 
of Orville Gilley) that was found in her vagina. She was a person oflow repute, a 
prostitute. She was neither crying, bleeding, or seriously bruised after the alleged 
gang rape. She was fearful of being arrested for a Mann Act violation (crossing 
state lines for immoral purposes) when she met the posse in Paint Rock, so she 
and Bates made groundless accusations of rape to deflect attention from their own 
sins. 

798 



The Scottsboro Boys 

Leibowitz introduced various affidavits which cast doubt on her status as the 
Flower of Southern Womanhood, which is how the prosecution tried to portray 
her. McKinley Pitts of Chattanooga said he had seen Victoria "embracing Negro 
men in dances in Negro houses" and heard her talk to Negro men "in the most 
foul and vulgar language and ask colored men the size of his [sic] privates .... "66 

Pitts went on to claim that Ruby Bates bragged to him she could "take five Negroes 
in one night and not hurt her.. .." Oliver Love, who ran a Negro boardinghouse 
in Chattanooga, admitted that, because he needed the money, he had allowed 
Victoria Price to use a room in his house as a base of operation for prostitution. 
Asberry Clay, a friend of Love, said that a white man had approached her at the 
boardinghouse about paying for her services, but Price declined claiming that she 
was occupied that evening because it was "Negro night.''67 

The "filthy affidavits"68 which called the character of Price and Bates into 
question elicited charges of bribery and witness tampering. The Sentinel claimed 
that the affidavits had been gathered by "one Chamlee, a white lawyer in Chatta
nooga employed by the Communist party .... "69 The Sentinel could not imagine that 
such a "filthy attack upon two white girls and supplied by Negroes of the lowest 
class would be given credency by anyone," especially since the Negroes who testi
fied said that "Chamlee had paid them fifty cents for placing their marks on the 
affidavits."?o In the end, the affidavits only increased the general anger against the 
defense attorneys. 

The character issue had already flared up in May of 1931 when the ACLU pub
lished an interview which Miss Hollace Ransdell of Louisville, Kentucky had con
ductedwith Victoria Price. During the course of the interview, Price described the 
rape "with zest slipping in many vivid and earthy phrases," which the local press 
had described as "unprintable" or "unspeakable."71 Miss Ransdell felt that both 
Price and Bates routinely had sexual intercourse with both whites and Negroes, a 
fact which called their claim that they had been raped into question. When Rans
dell met with Deputy Sheriff Walter Sanders in Huntsville, Sanders claimed that 
Price hadn't been arrested because she was a "quiet prostitute.''?' Quiet or well
known, Price had the reputation of being a prostitute among those who knew her 
in Huntsville, and this cast doubt on her testimony that she had been a "virtuous 
woman" up until the time of the rape.73 

Before long doubts about whether the rape had occurred began cropping up 
among the prosecution's witnesses. During the course of the trial, Dr. Marvin 
Lynch, one of the gynecologists who examined the women, took Judge Horton 
aside, and, in a impromptu conference held in the court's men's room, told him 
that he did not believe the girls had been raped. Horton was stunned by the rev
elation and asked Lynch to testify under oath, but Lynch declined, claiming that 
it would destroy the practice he was in the process of trying to found. Thirty-four 
years later, Lynch denied making any statements to Horton, but it was clear that 
doubts were insinuating themselves into the mind of the judge and others. 
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Leibowitz was able to cast doubt on Victoria Price's moral character, but 
eventually the strategy would backfire for reasons we have already discussed. 
Price was seen as a symbol of white Southern womanhood because of her race 
and not because of her morals, which, as Files Crenshaw had claimed, were seen 
as irrelevant. Leibowitz, who was "not accustomed to addressing Southern juries," 
failed to take into account "old Southern chivalry"74 and the corporate sense of the 
South which invariably closed ranks when it felt itself under attack by outsiders. 
Instead of casting doubt on the truth of her testimony, Leibowitz, in the words of 
the Sylacuaga News, made the average man in the jury box "feel like reaching for 
his gun while his blood boils to the nth degree."75 

Instead of capitalizing on Judge Horton's doubts, Leibowitz's courtroom 
manner continued to antagonize the jury. Subsequent statements, made safely 
within the confines of New York City, would confirm Alabamians' suspicions that 
Leibowitz felt that he was dealing with a subhuman species of cretin when he ad
dressed southern whites. When Leibowitz insisted that Attorney General Knight 
call his client "Mr. Sanford" on the stand, he antagonized the spectators who saw 
no slight in Knight's actions. When Leibowitz wondered why there were no Ne
groes on the jury roles, the jury felt that he was engaged in an attack on the jury 
system. The anger quickly spread to the crowd outside the courthouse, which was 
threatening to take the law into its own hands. That threat prompted Judge Hor
ton to remind the court that all were equal under the law and that, like St. Paul, 
"we know neither native nor alien, we know neither Jew nor Gentile, we know 
neither black nor white."76 

Horton's attempts to insist on the rule oflaw were undermined by the tactics of 
the Communist Party, whose organs kept referring to him as a "lyncher in sheep's 
clothing"77 all the while ignoring the fact that Brodsky was paying subordinates to 
suborn witnesses in the case. Upon cross-examination, assistant prosecutor Wade 
Wright was able to elicit damaging testimony from one witness, who admitted 
under oath that "Joseph Brodsky had paid his room and board for almost a month 
and had even bought him the new $11 suit he was wearing.''7B 

The prosecution knew that the two main pillars upon which their case rested 
was the testimony of Victoria Price and Ruby Bates. Now Price had been exposed 
as a prostitute, and Ruby Bates was nowhere to be found. Bates had indicated that 
she was having second thoughts about her testimony as early as June of 1931, when 
she approached defense attorneys with what she claimed was important informa
tion. Then on January 5, 1932, she had written a letter in which she claimed that 
"those Negroes did not touch me ... I was jaze But those white Boys jazed me. I 
wish those Negroes are not burnt on account of me."79 

That testimony, h~wever, was called into question when a boxer by the name 
of Miron Pearlman announced that he had been paid by George W. Chamlee to 
"get her [Bates] drunk and have her write a letter to one of her fellows stating that 
the Negroes did not attack or assault her .... "Bo Bates then signed an affidavit in 
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which she claimed "I was so drunk that I did not know what I was doin" when she 
wrote the first letter under Pearlman's direction.8• According to the new affada
vit, the letter contained "all falsehoods, no truth being in it .... " Chamlee denied 
the charges, but eventually The Chattanooga Bar Association was unmoved and 
called for Chamlee's disbarment for "conspiracy" and interference with pending 
criminal proceedings. Before long it was clear that Chamlee was working as an 
agent of the ILD, which was also instrumental, even though no one knew it at the 
time, in Bates' disappearance before the beginning of the second trial. 

Then, in a move which caused a sensation in the courtroom, the defense 
and not the prosecution called Ruby Bates to the stand, and Bates waltzed down 
the center aisle of the courtroom decked out in a brand new outfit of New York 
clothes. But the jolt which Bates' theatrical arrival gave to the defense's case was 
soon dissipated when she was subjected to the withering cross-examination of the 
prosecuting attorneys, who suspected more witness tampering. 

When asked about her whereabouts for the past few months, she claimed 
that she had hitched a ride to New York City, where she had worked for a "Jewish 
lady"8. for several weeks. During her stay in New York, Ruby's conscience began 
to bother her, and so she sought spiritual solace from Dr. Harry Emerson Fos
dick, the famous New York pastor of the Rockefeller Church. It was Fosdick, Bates 
claimed, who urged her to return to Alabama and testify. 

By the time Bates testified on the stand that she had had sexual intercourse 
with Lester Carter in Chattanooga the night before her departure and that no one 
had raped her on the train, she had already given two contradictory versions of her 
story. Rather than focus on the inconsistency of her testimony, Attorney General 
Knight focused on her new set of clothes. 

"Where did you get that coat?" Knight asked her. 
"I bought it," Bates replied. 
"Who gave you the money to buy it?" Knight continued. 
"Dr. FosdickofNewYork."83 
Eventually, Ruby Bates got lost in the maze of her own self-contradictions. 

Her credibility reached such a low that at one point the spectators in the court
room burst out laughing, something which infuriated Leibowitz and "made it 
clear that Ruby's testimony was not making a favorable impression on the jury,"84 

which was now coming to the conclusion that the defense had spirited her away to 
New York City and had bribed her to change her testimony. 

When Morgan County Solicitor Wade Wright began his summation before 
the jury, New York City would playa large role in what he had to say. In a state
ment that would become the most famous line associated with the trial, Wright 
asked the jurors to "Show them that Alabama justice cannot be bought and sold 
with Jew money from New York."8s Leibowitz immediately jumped up and de
manded a mistrial, but his motion was denied. In the end, Wright was as accurate 
in reading the mind of the jury as Leibowitz was in misreading it, and, intention
ally or otherwise, antagonizing the people who needed to be persuaded. 
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At 10:00 AM on Sunday April 9, 1933, the jury entered the courtroom laugh
ing and announced that they had reached a verdict. Judge Horton then read the 
note in large pencil-written letters which they handed him: "We find the defen
dant guilty as charged and fix the punishment at death in the electric chair."86 
Leibowitz was stunned by the verdict and slumped back in his chair, showing that 
his ignorance of the "psychology of Southern juries" persisted until the bitter end. 
The defense had played right into the prosecution's hands by doing everything 
within its power to arouse the Alabamians' ancestral fears that the South was once 
again under attack by outside agitators. Mary Heaton Vorse claimed that the jury 
had been convinced that Ruby Bates' clothes had been "bought with Jew money 
from New York" and that Bates "had been contaminated" by her trip there.87 Wade 
Wright's statement about "Jew money from New York" was "the most effective 
single statement by the counsel for the prosecution" because, as John Hammond 
pointed out in The Nation, it "registered to perfection the repressed feelings and 
prejudices of the twelve good men."88 

The South, once again, was reacting to the threat of Yankee meddling-this 
time as carried out by New York Jews-by closing ranks, and they were willing to 
do this even if it meant defending two prostitutes as the Flower of Southern Wom
anhood and sending eight Negro boys to their deaths on the electric chair. Several 
southern papers entertained the idea that the verdict was not fair, but virtually all 
of them attributed it to outside agitation. The death of the Scottsboro Boys became 
a certainty once the ILD became involved in the case and began using its agents 
to bribe witnesses and intimidate both judge and jury. "If there has been no fair 
trial, outside pressure on Atlanta is chiefly responsible for it," said the Charles
ton, South Carolina News and Courier. The Charlotte Observer called the verdict a 
"natural reaction" to outside agitation: 

Unless this "Russianized northern element" was defeated there could be no 
peace and tranquility in Alabama. Conceivably, a local defense without the triple 
disadvantage of being radical, Jewish, and "Northern" could have gained a com
promise such as life imprisonment, but the jury's loyalty to its white caste could 
only be proven unequivocally by a guilty verdict. Whether Haywood Patterson 
was guilty or innocent was, at most, a peripheral question.89 

On April 10, 1933, Samuel Leibowitz returned to New York City, where he was 
given a hero's welcome as over 3,000 enthusiastic and cheering supporters, most 
of them black, jammed Pennsylvania Station to greet him. Leibowitz reacted to 
the adulation of the crowds in New York by insulting the entire state of Alabama. 
When asked by a reporter from the New York Herald Tribune how the jury could 
convict Patterson, Leibowitz responded by saying that, "If you ever saw those 
creatures, those bigots whose mouths are slits in their faces, whose eyes pop out at 
you like frogs, whose chins drip tobacco juice, bewhiskered and filthy, you would 
not ask how they could do it.''!!o Leibowitz went on to add that he felt in need of a 
"moral, mental and physical bath,"!!! as a result of the two weeks he had just spent 
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in Decatur, Alabama. Leibowitz, said this, it should be noted, when eight of his 
clients were still facing charges in Alabama, from whose citizens, "whose chins 
drip tobacco juice," their juries would have to be drawn. 

When news of his remarks reached the South, Attorney General Knight de
nounced them as "the wail of a contemptible loser, particularly in view of the fact 
that in his address to the jury he lauded the people of Morgan County and the 
members of the jury to the skies." Knight concluded his remarks by adding that, 
"I, like every other Southerner, resent his despicable slurs.''91 

The Southern press agreed with Knight. "The New York Jew says there is no 
such thing as fair trial in Alabama," said the Athens, Alabama Courier. "It seems 
to this paper ... [that] this recent recruit from Russia is a poor sort of chap to blight 
the good name of Alabama.''93 And the Sylacauga News proudly declared: "When 
these German communists hear of the latest echo from their New York fog horn 
lawyer, they will doubtless learn true blue Americans have not yet grasped the 
meaning of the order to retreat."94 Judge Horton concurred: "The statement of 
itself of necessity must make impossible any just and impartial verdict. The ac
cused Negro must be a victim of this statement. His leading attorney would be a 
millstone around his neck." 

Brodsky defended his colleague, by claiming that Leibowitz had never made 
the statement, but, as usual, Brodsky only made matters worse, especially when he 
put Marxist words in Leibowitz's mouth, claiming that "Leibowitz's view is that 
in Decatur and the South the white workers are imbued with the idea of white 
supremacy and that only in union of the white and Negro workers warring against 
the ruling class can they gain their ends.''95 

Leibowitz refused to back down from what he had said in the Tribune and 
extended his attack to include the prosecution in the recently concluded trial in 
terms that were guaranteed to make a bad situation worse: "as for the rest of 
the braying pack, the wolves of bigotry who raised the Hilter cry of 'Jew money 
form New York' because we dared to demand a square deal for a poor unfortunate 
whose skin was black, I stand pat. They are bigots.''96 

Undeterred by the fact that he had just ruined the cases of the remaining de
fendants and condemned them to the electric chair, Leibowitz spent the following 
Thursday evening at Harlem's Salem Methodist Episcopal Church, addressing a 
cheering crowd of 4,000 Negroes, who hailed him as a "new Moses." 

It was the beginning of many Scottsboro Boys rallies. On Friday, May 5, at a 
mass rally which served as the kick-off for William Davis's March on Washington, 
one-time prosecution, one-time defense witness, Ruby Bates told the crowd that 
she had lied because "I was afraid of the Southern white ruling class people ... .''97 

As some indication of what "Southern white ruling class people" thought of 
Ruby, the Huntsville Times referred to Bates as "Harlem's darling.''98 If she ever 
tired of telling her story of oppression at the hands of "Southern white ruling class 
people" to the fashionable Leftists in New York, Ruby could go "on to a vaudeville 

803 



The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit 

engagement, where the emoluments should be more lucrative than working in 
a cotton mill, riding a boxcar as a hobo, or pursuing her avocation as a 'lady of 
leisure."'99 The Huntsville Times portrayed "being a martyr to the 'cause' of the 
Scottsboro boys" as "more profitable than plying the trade she once did in Hunts
ville ..... oo 

In spite of the communist invective aimed a portraying him as a mindless 
bigot, Judge Horton began to have doubts about the verdict shortly after the sec
ond trial ended. "The conclusion," Horton eventually wrote, "becomes clearer and 
clearer that this woman was not forced into intercourse with all of these Negroes 
upon that train, but that her condition was clearly due to the intercourse that she 
had had on the nights previous to this time ..... 01 Horton then set the judgment of 
the jury aside and ordered a new trial, a move which exposed him to invective 
from the other end of the political spectrum. The same judge who had been fault
ed for being a lyncher in sheep's clothing was now accused of being too lenient and 
"allowing that Jew lawyer who represented the defendants to say and do what he 
pleased.'"o2 By ordering a new trial, Horton was gUilty of "putting wicked thoughts 
in the minds oflawless Negro men and greatly increasing the danger to the white 
women of Alabama.'"o3 

By ordering a new trial on June 22, 1933, Horton put an end to his own legal 
career. He was defeated in the May 1934 primary, but even before that happened, 
the third trial had been taken out his hands and transferred to the courtroom 
of William Washington Callahan, a befreckled septuagenarian who seemed like 
central casting's idea of what a hanging judge from the South ought to be. 

Oblivious to the effect his tirade against the South as a bunch of frog-eyed 
tobacco chewing cretins would have on any possible jury, Leibowitz returned for 
an encore performance. Equally oblivious to how their heavy-handed interference 
with witnesses had convinced the jury to hand down a guilty verdict, the ILD 
decided to make the same mistake twice by bribing the trial's other main witness; 
only this time they were caught red-handed. 

In June 1934, when Joseph Brodsky heard from J. T. Pearson that Victoria 
Price was willing to change her testimony if the price were right, he contacted a 
New York attorney by the name of Samuel Shriftman who was associated with 
the ILD and operated under the name of Daniel Swift. Schriftman/Swift spent 
the summer of 1934 working out a deal with Pearson, who in August offered Price 
$500 if she would change her testimony. When Pearson increased the figure to 
$1000 in September, Price told Pearson he had a deal. What she didn't tell Pearson 
is that she had also gone to the Huntsville police, who encouraged her to "play 
along with the deal.'''o4 

On October 1, Price and Pearson set off by car to Nashville, where they were 
scheduled to meet with Shriftman and Sol Kone, another associate of Brodsky, 
who had arrived at a downtown hotel with a briefcase containing $1,500 in one 
dollar bills. As soon as Pearson and Price passed the Huntsville city limits, their 
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car was pulled over, and Pearson was arrested. At the same time, Nashville policed 
arrested the two New Yorkers and confiscated the "Jew money" they had brought 
with them to buy justice, as Wade Wright had warned, in the state of Alabama. 

Shortly after the arrest of Schriftman and Kone, another lawyer by the name 
of Frank Scheiner arrived from New York city and posted a bond of $2,000 for 
each man after they were bound over to the Madison County grand jury. "After 
gaining their release on bond," Crenshaw/Miller write, "Shriftman and Kone left 
the state and have never returned. Their bonds were declared forfeited."'os 

What followed was an orgy of mutual recrimination in a relationship that was 
already showing severe strain. In the wake of his diatribe in the Tribune, the Com
munists had attacked Leibowitz for "condemning the Southern masses indiscrim
inatelyas morons, lantern-jawed, etc. etc."lo6 Leibowitz heard about the arrests 
shortly after noon on October 1 and was on the phone immediately demanding 
an explanation from Brodsky, who explained that the ILD had been negotiating 
with Price for four months. Brodsky tried to calm Leibowitz down, but by the end 
of the day he was pouring his heart out to the NAACP, claiming that the ILD had 
wrecked his case from the beginning. Leibowitz blamed the Ruby Bates debacle on 
the ILD, claiming that "He had warned Patterson and Brodsky not to bring Ruby 
to New York because of the inevitable Southern reaction."'o7 Leibowitz's reaction 
prompted many to wonder whether he was lying or whether he had no control 
over the case. Many Southerners felt that Leibowitz was guilty of protesting too 
much. Bishop William G. McDowell claimed that Leibowitz's "Public denuncia
tion of the ILD was [a] stage play to save his face when they were caught trying to 
bribe Victoria Price .... ",o8 McDowell felt that Leibowitz "knew all along the ILD 
practices he denounced, and that he would like to recover his prestige by putting 
on another show at Decatur, no matter who pays the bills.",o9 

On October 3, Leibowitz announced that he was withdrawing from the case 
"unless all Communists are removed from the defense."llo One day later the ILD 
fired Leibowitz citing his lack of experience in appeals trials as the reason. On 
October 8, the Daily Worker escalated the conflict by claiming that Leibowitz had 
joined the ''Alabama lynch rulers" in spreading "lying stories of attempts to bribe 
Victoria Price and other slanders."111 

What followed was the judicial version of musical chairs as the NAACP and 
the ILD competed for the privilege of representing the Scottsboro Boys, who in 
turn played one set of lawyers against the other until no one knew who represent
ed whom. On October 16 the Washington Merry-Go-Round picked up the story: 

Northern defenders of he Negro are qUietly looking for a good liberal Southern 
democrat with an Anglo-Saxon name to take over the defense of the seven Ne
groes in the Scottsboro case. Their defenders, tired of supporting lawyers with 
Communist affiliation or foreign names, have made up their minds to get some
one with the standing of John W. Davis .... What has brought this decision? Is it 
the arrest of two defense lawyers for alleged attempted bribery of Victoria Price, 
a white woman who accuses the seven Negroes? The two lawyers are supposed 

805 



The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit 

to be affiliated with the Communist party which unquestionably has used the 
Scottsboro case for its own ends.'12 

On February 15, 1935, the United States Supreme Court heard arguments in 
the Patterson and Norris cases. Six weeks later the Supreme Court in Norris vs. 
Alabama overturned the convictions of Norris and Patterson. Leibowitz claimed 
to be "thrilled beyond words"'13 by the decision, but when Haywood Patterson's 
fourth trial began in January, 1936, in Judge Callahan's courtroom, Leibowitz took 
a back seat to a local, less "Russianized" attorney by the name of Charles Watts. 

In December of 1936, while Patterson's appeal was still pending and the other 
eight blacks awaited their trials, Thomas Knight met secretly with Samuel Lei
bowitz in New York to discuss a compromise. Knight told Leibowitz that the cases 
were draining Alabama financially and politically, and that he himself was sick of 
it all. He offered to drop the prosecutions of three, and give the others no more 
than ten years for either rape or assault. 

Finally, in 1937, in a verdict that satisfied no one, four of the defendants were 
acquitted on the same evidence that had convicted the other four, leaving Ala
bama, as one wag pointed out, "in the "anomalous position of providing only 50 
percent protection for the 'flower of Southern womanhood.'''''4 

In what had become a Southern ritual by now, the Scottsboro boys followed in 
the footsteps of Ruby Bates and traveled to New York City, where they were met by 
Thomas S. Harten, a Negro minister from Brooklyn who offered to become their 
"manager." One of their first stops in New York was the office of Samuel Leibowitz 
whom they attempted to shake down for money after they accused him of making 
millions at their expense. 

Then two weeks later, the four freed Scottsboro Boys appeared on the stage 
of the Apollo Theater along with "a cast of Fifty Fascinating Females.""5 From 1913 
until World War II, the Jews who owned the Apollo Theater had used it as a venue 
to promote sepia thrills to white audiences. Now Sidney S. Cohen, the man who 
opened the Apollo to black audiences in 1934, could add social commentary to his 
All-Girl Review. The Scottsboro Boys, Cohen's handbill opined, had become "the 
symbol of a struggle for enlightenment and human brotherhood which will go on 
and on until it is won!"n6 Unfortunately, neither Enlightenment and human broth
erhood nor Fifty FaScinating Females could earn any money for the Scottsboro 
Boys, who were in debt after their first week of appearances. 

In 1938, a pardon for all of the Scottsboro Boys left in Alabama seemed all but 
assured. Governor Bibb Graves was anxious to end the whole Scottsboro episode 
before he left office, and told Scottsboro Defense Committee head Allan Chalmers 
that the five would be released after he had his traditional pre-pardon interviews 
with each in his office. The interviews, however, could hardly have gone worse. 
First, Haywood Patterson was found to be carrying a knife when he was searched 
on his way to the interview. Patterson claimed he always carried a knife for pro
tection, but authorities assumed the worst. Second, a presumably brain-damaged 
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Ozie Powell refused to answer Graves' questions, saying "I don't want to say noth
ing to yoU.''''7 Third, according to Graves' account, Clarence Norris threatened to 
kill Haywood Patterson, with whom he had been feuding bitterly, after his release. 
Finally, none of the Scottsboro Boys admitted any knowledge or guilt concerning 
a rape aboard the Chattanooga to Memphis freighttrain-a rape that Graves still 
believed occurred. Consequently, Graves left office without issuing the pardons. 

In 1948, Haywood Patterson escaped from the work gang he had been as
signed to and headed north. The FBI finally caught up with Patterson on Decem
ber 13,1950 when he entered a bar in Detroit, Michigan, to sell copies of his newly 
released "autobiography" written with (or by) Earl Conrad with the assistance of 
the Communist Party. When Michigan's Governor G. Mennen Williams refused 
to sign extradition papers, Alabama authorities announced that they would ter
minate all efforts to have him returned to the state. 

In criticizing the Jews' attempt to colonize the Negro mind via their control 
of the Communist Party, Harold Cruse cited Karl Marx's line in Zur ludenfrage, 
"What right, therefore, has he to demand of others the abdication of their reli
gion?"I'8 The line was especially applicable to the Communists' dealings with the 
Scottsboro Boys. Sidney Cohen's tawdry attempt at the Apollo Theater to capital
ize financially on the Scottsboro Boys, paled in comparison to the Communist 
Party's attempt to turn Haywood Patterson into a model atheist. 

According to the account he gave in his autobiography, Patterson "began to 
lose confidence in God" by the time of the third trial, largely because "the more 
talk I heard about God the more I kept seeing the freckles on the face of old Judge 
Callahan.''''9 It was the old argument of evil. "Three times I was sentenced to die 
for something I never did. What was the Lord doing about it. Nothing.'''·9 Un
like God, the ILD lawyers brought Patterson and the other defendants "pops and 
candy and gave them to us boys in the visiting room." Patterson noticed that the 
lawyers "were Jewish," but that "was okay with me," because "I worked for Jews 
in Chattanooga." The Jews told Patterson and the other Scottsboro Boys that "the 
people were up in arms over our case in New York and if they had our say-so they 
would like to appeal our case.''''' Unnamed guards in the prison warned Patterson 
that the support of New York Jews was the main reason he had been convicted in 
the first place and the main reason why he could not get out of jail on appeal. "You 
boys would be free if you kept the New York sons-of-bitches out of the case. You'd 
be free,' .... Patterson was told. But all that Patterson can conclude is "I saw how 
bitter they were about outsiders pressing our case.'''·3 

Patterson's association with Jewish Communists from New York City eventu
ally undermined his faith in Christ, and the autobiography he wrote with their 
help was a calculated attempt to spread atheism among the Black Belt Negroes. 
The strategy was hardly new. The voodoo priests who collaborated with Toussaint 
L'Overture in Haiti had urged the slaves there to throwaway their crucifixes. Ger
man Jews like Ottilie Assing tried the same thing with more intellectually sophis-
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ticated weapons. Her greatest achievement was introducing Frederick Douglass 
to the writings of Ludwig Feuerbach and turning him into an atheist. By the time 
that the thinking of Karl Marx began to dominate the revolutionary movement, 
atheism and revolution were two sides of the same coin. Haywood Patterson's au
tobiography simply transposed this thought into the language and culture of the 
Black Belt in the South: 

I read into the bible long after I began to lose confidence in it. I saw many things 
there, they contradicted themselves .... But the Lord never came there. Nothing 
but his pictures on the walls .... I saw guys pray and cry all hours of the night. 
What they prayed for they never got .... When you are drowning in the death row, 
the Bible is the straw you grab .... Just bang their backsides with a rod in one hand 
and flog their brains with the Bible in the other and say, "Now just you mind that 
white man and do like he say. You get along with him then .... •4 

Christianity, while not antagonistic to ethnos, had undermined the notion 
of a racially based chosen people from the time of St. John's gospel, when Jesus 
rejected the Jews' claim that they were "the seed of Abraham." The simple fact 
of the matter is that both blacks and whites in the South, in spite of all of the 
racial antagonism that divided them, did share a culture that was fundamentally 
Christian and which promoted cooperation on a local level, as during the rape cri
sis that followed the Scottsboro trials. This localized form of Christianity always 
threatened to undermine the racial antagonism that the Communists wanted to 
turn into revolution and class warfare. Like Ruby Bates, who learned to fear the 
"ruling class," Patterson had learned at the hands of his Communist tutors that 
religion was the opiate of the Masses. 

Most of all I saw the white man wanted a black man to get down on his knees 
and be a pray-man. They just loved that. Then you were their "nigger." That alone 
taught me it couldn't be such a good thing for black folks to be so fetched up in 
all that Bible stuff' .... ·s 

When his mother died in 1937, Patterson decided that he had had enough 
religion: "It was then I threw over religion altogether ... for a couple of years now 
a knife had meant more to me than religion. I had faith in my knife. It saved me 
many times .... •6 

Neither Patterson nor Conrad intended it that way, but Patterson's autobiog
raphy provided corroboration for Crenshaw and Miller, whose book, Scottsboro: 
The Firebrand of Communism, "depicted the case as a communist plot to foment 
revolution in Alabama .... •7 The quote is from Carter, who dismisses the Crenshaw/ 
Miller book as "intellectually dishonest" because the authors "stacked the evi
dence in Victoria Price's favor."128 

As we have already indicated, Crenshaw/Miller maintained that Price's moral 
stature was irrelevant to the case, when it clearly was not. But the fact that they 
found themselves imprisoned by the South's sexual/racial code does not change 
the fact that Crenshaw/Miller were right in seeing the Scottboro case as "a com-
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munist plot to foment revolution in Alabama"1>9 and another link in the chain of 
revolutionary, largely Jewish organizations that spent the better part of the 20th 

century trying to wean the Negro from Christ and turn him into a revolutionary. 
Once it appeared in 1950, Haywood Patterson's autobiography provided inde

pendent corroboration of Crenshaw/Miller's thesis when they wrote in 1936 that 
"The Communist party has seized upon this case for only one reason-to stir up 
race antagonism in the Black Belt of the South."l30 Crenshaw/Miller cited as proof 
ILD literature which claimed that "With the Scottsboro case as a spearhead we 
have been able to penetrate broad masses of the Negro people and to extend our 
influence widely among them .... we have been able to organize more than 6,000 

Negro share croppers and a few hundred whites."'3l Carter claims that information 
technology, in particular 

the pervasive sounds and images of radio and television have destroyed the 
physical and intellectual environment that made the Scottsboro case so chilling
ly representative of southern race relations. Racism and parochialism remain ... 
but the rural and small town island community that existed in the 1930S •• has 
drastically shrunk.131 

-without understanding that the "small town island community" might have 
solved its own problems on a local basis without the help of television or commu
nist agitators. Crenshaw/Miller claim that the Tuskegee Institute "has remained 
aloof from the Scottsboro case throughout its spectacular history."'33 Whatever 
modus vivendi that had been attained was swept away by the Communists' delib
erate attempt to foment racial antagonism and revolution: "With one fell swoop, 
Communism shattered a tranquility it had taken the black man's intellectual lead
ership half a century to achieve."'34 

It wasn't just the Communists who ensured that the South would be deprived 
of the opportunity to work out its own problems. The NAACP, the ILD's bitter an
tagonist in the Scottsboro Boys trials, used W.E. B Du Bois to destroy the influence 
of Booker T. Washington, because Washington was insufficiently revolutionary in 
his orientation. Anyone willing to work together over the racial barriers on a local 
level was dismissed as an Uncle Tom by the New York Jews, and their advocates 
in the sympathetic eastern press, who more and more got to determine the terms 
of the racial debate. Indeed, the conflict between the NAACP and the ILD was a 
debate between two largely Jewish organizations over the best way to spread revo
lution in the South. The fact that more people got lynched because of the southern 
perception of "outside influence" was seen by moderates like those in the NAACP 
as unfortunate collateral damage and by the radicals in the Communist Party as 
a positive benefit in radicalizing the Negro population. As Lenin once said, things 
have to get worse before they get better, and Crenshaw/Miller recognized that the 
Scottsboro Boys were the first victims of the implementation of that strategy. "Are 
the communists and their sympathizers even remotely interested in securing jus
tice for the nine Negro defendants, or are they using them merely as tools to create 
animosity between the white and black races?''l35 
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The communists succeeded as well in exacerbating the antagonism between 
the North and the South, widening "a breach between the North and the South 
that had been slowly vanishing since Reconstruction days."'36 Friedman claims 
that "the civil rights interests ofJews and blacks in the 1920S and 1930S were virtu
ally identical."'37 Restating the same thesis in more modest form, Friedman adds 
that "That Jews [who] also benefited from Marshall's civil right litigation did not 
minimize its usefulness for blacks."'38 But in stating his case this way, Friedman 
ignores the fact that when Jewish agitators came to the South to promote revolu
tion it was the blacks living there who got lynched as a result of their actions. Con
versely, when the Jews Schriftman and Kone got caught trying to bribe Victoria 
Price, they did not have to hang around to face the consequences of their actions. 
After their arrest, they simply jumped bail and returned to New York City know
ing that the North had a long history of thwarting extradition requests whenever 
the case involved the race question. Friedman claims that the Black-Jewish Alli
ance collapsed in the 1960s, but in so doing he ignores the fact that this feeling of 
resentment was growing around the time of the Scottsboro Boys trial, when 

Many Negroes felt-as they had in 1931- that once again the ILD was "polishing 
up the electric chair" for the Scottsboro boys by insisting on linking their case 
with the overall program of the Communist Party.'39 

The tensions which led to the collapse of the Black-Jewish Alliance were al
ready evident in the '30S, which Friedman attempts to portray as the golden age 
of their mutual collaboration. As some indication Of the mounting tensions, W. E. 
B Ou Bois resigned from the board of the NAACP in 1934. Cruse claims that eco
nomics was the main reason. Ou Bois felt that the NAACP leadership "recoiled 
from any consideration of the economic plight of the world or any change in the 
organization of industry."'4o But Jewish paternalism played a role as well. Ou Bois, 
who was planning to visit Germany in 1935, reacted testily to Franz Boas's sugges
tion that he was going to be hornswaggled by being treated to the Nazi version of 
the Potemkin Village.'4' 

According to Harold Cruse, the Black-Jewish Alliance ended over 30 years be
fore Murray Friedman said it did. It ended on March 19, 1935 when a young Puerto 
Rican was caught stealing a ten-cent penknife from a Jewish owned store on 125th 

St. in Harlem. Before long, black mobs began a rampage of destruction that lasted 
for days. Mayor Fiorella LaGuardia, who was half-Jewish, went out of his way to 
deny that Jewish stores had been singled out, but, as Cruse adds, "it was clear that 
they had."'4' Irving Horowitz, who lived in Harlem during the riots of 1935 claims 
that "in public discourse this was all viewed as a black-white confrontation; but 
those of us who lived through the events of the Harlem riots knew better."'43 The 
riots were a black attack on Jews that resulted from years of pent up resentment. 

The Harlem riots presented Jews and Communists with a conundrum which 
they could not solve. From the point of view of class warfare, the Communists 
should have praised the Negroes for engaging in what looked like the long-awaited 
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black insurrection, but that would have meant turning their back on their fel
low Jews. The NAACP had no qualms about condemning the riots, but they, like 
their counterparts in the 1960s, had no way of explaining why this insurrection 
took place in the North, where the Negro had comparatively more freedom. The 
NAACP, moreover, did not want to deal with economic issues, especially when 
there was a Jewish subtext to those economic issues as was the case in Harlem. 

Like the situation in the South, which might have been solved on the local 
level if the antagonists had been left alone to work out their differences, the situ
ation in Harlem was largely a product of the interaction between Jews and Blacks 
on a local level. The Negroes of Harlem were not oppressed by Jim Crow laws; they 
were tired of being cheated by Jewish merchants. 

In his memoir about growing up as the son of a Jewish hardware store owner 
in Harlem, Irving Louis Horowitz described the annual ritual of cheating the sh
vartzes when they came into his father's store to get their Christmas tree bulbs 
tested. "Christmas," Horowitz tells us, was "a special occasion on which my father 
wreaked his own revenge on Christendom"144 by cheating black Christians. "The 
scam," Horowitz continued, 

went like this: the unsuspecting customer would bring in all light bulbs for test
ing. Each bulb would be placed against the side of the bulb tester rather than 
against the filament that would light up the bulb. The trick was easily learned 
and passed on to my mother, my sister, and me. I became a master at this special 
bulb test. When the same bulbs were retested after the customer left, they almost 
always were found to be perfect, or least good enough for resale. My father placed 
them into inventory and sold them as new. The special bulbs were resold count
less times each season. Hence, it was no accident that the volume of December 
bulb sales probably surpassed that of any other month. December profits also 
showed remarkably uncharacteristic good health. Twas, indeed, the season to 
be merry.'45 

Harold Cruse never mentions whether he had his Christmas bulbs tested by 
the Horowitz family. The prospect seems unlikely because by the 1930S, Cruse had 
committed himself to the Communist cause. Cruse's resentment goes deeper than 
the few cents here and there which the Jewish merchants gouged out of their black 
clientele. He felt that the Jews stole the Negro cultural heritage by promoting their 
form ofJazz as the authentic form and freezing Negroes like Cruse, who spent the 
'50S trying unsuccessfully to get his musicals produced on Broadway, out of the 
cultural picture. As a Jew growing up in Harlem, who attended Jazz concerts at the 
Apollo Theater with his sister, Horowitz was close enough to the situation to see 
the resentment it caused in people like Cruse: 

Jewish musicians-Goodman, Gershwin, Mezzrow, and Whiteman, among oth
ers-not only played the music, but also served as critics and interpreters. In a 
racially controlled pre-War America, it was the Jew who popularized black life, 
transforming a folk tradition into an art mode .... Although the close proximity 
of blacks and Jews in Harlem allowed for a rich cross-fertilization of cultures it 
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also engendered feelings of rivalry and resentment .... It seemed that the gain and 
fame oftheir culture went to the accursed Jewish cultural middleman, while the 
purity oftheir performance remained undersupported and undernourished.'46 

The Jews, of course, had worries of their own, seeing "this flirtation with 
black culture as nothing short of a desecration of Jewish life-an early warning 
signal that sexuality would displace marriage and undiluted individual expression 
would destroy family solidarity .... 47 

In Harlem Jews and Negroes shared the bitter taste of poverty and little else. 
Horowitz describes his father as "an anti-Jewish Jew" living "in a word of pious 
Christian blacks .... 48 His father's religion was Communism, something Horowitz 
described as "a religion without Christ" and "a church without crucifix" which 
allowed him to live "in the imaginary world of Jewish Bundism and Russian Bol
shevism .... 49 The irony of course is that on the practical level Horowitz pere had to 
live the life of the petty Calvinist capitalist which Marx had criticized in his essay 
Zur Judenfrage. Horowitz was a loser simply by the fact that he came from Harlem: 
"The Jews of Harlem, if my extended family was any barometer, were viewed as 
dregs-social scourges and economic failures-simply by virtue of the fact that 
they remained .... Harlem was the settlement village for Jews completely without 
money."'S0 

But as the century progressed and Jews, unlike blacks, were able to move 
out of Harlem, the resentment began to build. Then all of the submerged tension 
erupted in the Harlem riots of 1935, and the Jewish-black antagonism that the Jews 
at organizations like the NAACP and the AJC had been trying to ignore was sud
denly out in the open: 

Shopkeepers were the visible enemies. For black militants, they were the devil 
whites, for other blacks, Jews ascendant or ghetto profiteers. The "merchant of 
Venice" had come to Harlem. The chemistry was rife for rioting. World War II 
brought an end to depression-everywhere but in Harlem, or so it seemed .... 
Chain stores left the area, small shopkeepers followed, and servicepersons-who 
fixed window panes and repaired locks-vanished. The Harlem community was 
left in charge of itself. It was a self that turned out to be an empty shell, at least 
for the duration of the war. lSI 

The riots, followed by the war, which provided Horowitz's father with a job at 
the Brooklyn Navy Yard as a third class mechanic's apprentice, meant that it was 
time to leave. "We surveyed the wreckage," Horowitz writes, "and with a few tears 
my father simply announced, 'It's over. We move on now.""S2 More than anything 
the riots showed that the so-called Black-Jewish Alliance was largely a fiction in 
the collective mind of the organizations which promoted it. Those organizations 
were largely Jewish and they promoted the alliance as a way of securing Jewish 
interests, but ultimately there was no alliance because ultimately where blacks and 
Jews lived together there was no community. Unlike the South, Jews and blacks in 
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the North simply lived near each other in the same neighborhood for a number of 
years "without community, without shared affection, without love."'53 

Cruse feels that "the gross imbalance between the comparative economic sta
tus of blacks and Jews" is what nullified the Black-Jewish Alliance: 

It was precisely over the issue of economics ... that the Black-Jewish Alliance 
collapsed in 1935 and entered a stage of disintegration leading to the 1960 era 
with its rise in vocal black anti-Semitism. In 1935 the Harlem racial uprising 
directed at white economic exploitation, white shopkeepers, white landlords and 
white organized crime was also directed at Jewish shopkeepers, businessmen 
and landlords. From the end of World War I to 1930, the NAACP was unwilling 
to reorient its program to include the all-important issue of economic organiza
tion.'54 

The Jews, according to Cruse, used the civil rights movement to absolve 
themselves from the charges that the Jew was a "greedy clannish, miser, always 
out for himself."'55 The Harlem uprising, according to Cruse, was able to shatter 
"the flimsy premises on which the Black-Jewish Alliance had rested" because Jews 
had undermined by their behavior and their inability to face up to any negative 
criticism. No matter how much, the story of Horowitz's father repeated itself in 
the lives of ordinary blacks, the Jews could control the press which meant that in 
the final analysis they could "prove themselves generous, selfless, tolerant, and 
humanitarian:"56 

Marcus Garvey died in England on June 10, 1940, and with him died, at least 
for the time being, the idea of black nationalism. During the '40S, Harlem was 
awash in conflicting ideological currents. Communism went into decline after 
1946 to be replaced by the ascendency of the integrationism of the NAACP, but 
that too led to resentment. "The fact remains," as Cruse points out, that Jews in 
organizations like the NAACP remained "pro-integrationist for Negroes and anti
assimilationist for Jews."'57 Since ethnicity in America, according to Cruse's read
ing of the theory known as the triple melting pot, is synonymous with religion, 
integration for the Negro meant that he would remain an ethnic anomaly cut 
off from any grouping which could give him real political, economic or cultural 
power. When he ponders the insistence ofJewish sociologists like Nathan Glazer 
that "Negroes be integrated as fast as possible and by any means," Cruse discerns 
no benevolence, not even misguided benevolence, but rather the fact that "today 
Negroes truly have a Jewish problem:"58 The main problem is that "As a Jew, Na
than Glazer could be said to be most magnanimously free with other people's 
ethnicity."'59 As Communism waned and Zionism took its place as the dominant 
vehicle of Jewish Messianic politics in the latter part of the 20th century, the sus
picion would grow that the Jews were interested in integration for every group 
but itself. The corollary to that belief was that Jewish organizations could attack 
both "black" and "white" nationalists groups as racist, at the same time that Israel 
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promoted the sa~e sort of "apartheid." This double standard was covered over 
during the '50S and '60S by the successes of the civil rights movement, but it would 
reassert itself with a vengeance by the time the 20th century came to a close. 
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Chapter Twenty-One 

Revolutionary Music in the 19305 

In 1915 Elizabeth Gurley Flynn wrote in Solidarity that Joe Hill, then in prison, 
"writes songs that sing, that lilt and laugh and sparkle, that kindle the fires of 
revolt in the most crushed spirit and quicken the desire for a fuller life in the 

most humble slave ... He has crystallized the organization's {IWW} spirit into im
perishable forms, songs of the people-folk songs:" 

Thus began the semantic permutation of the word "folk" from its original 
meaning into its opposite. It comes from the German word Yolk, which means 
race, nation, or ethnos. In lectures in 1932 at Bryn Mawr, collected under the title 
National Music, Ralph Vaughan Williams claimed "conditions in America do not 
admit of folk-songs because there is no peasant class to make and sing them:" 
But the former peasants in Europe became workers after they arrived in America. 
In America in 1915, the workers were unhappy enough to form a significant so
cial movement. Sometimes they even sang about their troubles, as their forebears 
had in Europe, often to the same melodies. Folk music is another word for what 
Vaughan Williams would call national music, but to Socialists and Communists it 
became the "music of the people." And since the term "worker" and "people" were 
synonymous for the Left, that meant music for the revolution: 

Song collections devoted to socialism and the cause of the proletariat soon made 
their appearance, among the earliest in English being Chants of Labour (London 
1888) .•.. Lenin in exile sought contact with the proletariat by occasionally ven
turing out to the cafes and theaters of suburban Paris to listen to revolutionary 
songs. As the Bolsheviks moved toward national power, Pravda printed "The 
Internationale" in its first issue. In the sixth issue, March 11, 1917, there appeared 
an article in bold type entitled "Revolutionary Songs" saying "we call [tol the 
attention of the comrades, that it is desirable to organize collective singing and 
rehearsals of choral performances of revolutionary songs.''3 

In the '30s, when Earl Robinson, "perhaps the most successful composer of 
mass music of the American Left:!! wrote his most famous song, "The Ballad oOoe 
Hill," the Left was heavily involved in the labor movement. So proletarian bards 
of the '30S could sing, "where workingmen defend their rights, it's there you'll find 
Joe Hill." When Bob Dylan started writing songs, the Left was dropping the ban
ner of the working man and picking up the standard of sexual liberation instead. 
That meant that a new kind of music was necessary. Joan Baez singing "I dreamed 
I saw Joe Hill last night" at a Dionysian festival like Woodstock was only a little 
less incongruous than having the warm-up band at a Rolling Stones concert sing 
Palestrina. 
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What was revolutionary music? "The Internationale" is revolutionary even if 
you change the words and use it to sell Subarus. Conversely, the melody for "Wild
wood Flower" is not revolutionary, even if Woody Guthrie turned it into a popu
lar front song. Given this distinction, the first revolutionary songs weren't based 
on revolutionary music. Chicago, "the publishing center for revolutionary music 
prior to 1920," gave us Socialist Songs with Music in 1901, followed eight years later 
by IWW Songs, known as "The Little Red Songbook,''! The Wobblies, as a result of 
their songbooks, were known for effective use of music as propaganda, but neither 
the Wobblies nor Joe Hill wrote what could be termed "revolutionary music." Both 
wrote revolutionary lyrics and set them to traditional tunes. 

The Communists of the Third Period felt world revolution was imminent. In 
July 1928 Nicolai Bukharin announced "All artistic expression was to be politi
cized" and art was to be used "as a weapon," as agit-prop in a worldwide upheav
a1.6 "Artists and bureaucrats were expected to root out any bourgeois influence in 
workers' cultural media."7 At this point in time, it seemed pretty clear that Amer
ica's ethnic music was not revolutionary. Henry Ford, after all, one of America's 
premier capitalists, was also one of America's premier promoters of traditional 
music. Fiddlers in the folk tradition often found employment at Henry Ford's 
Dearborn estate, where he put on elaborate evenings of American folk dancing. 
One year before Bukharin's announcement, Carl Sandburg brought out his best 
selling folk song collection, and John Jacob Niles gave the first formal folk song 
recital to a college audience at Princeton. No revolutionary upheaval followed. 
Indeed, the Reusses claim the IWW songbooks recruited more revolutionaries 
to folk music than ethnics to revolution. As a result, "the American communist 
movement in its first decade (1919-1928) established no firm position, favorable or 
otherwise, on folklore."8 

During the Third Period, the revolutionary chorus was the preferred vehicle 
for communist musical propaganda. The appeal to the American worker was lim
ited, however, because "these choruses were located entirely within the immigrant 
language groups, most East European, which made up the majority of the move
ment's early membership,''9 In other words, the Revolutionary Chorus was large
ly a Jewish phenomenon. The best known revolutionary chorus was the Jewish 
Freiheit Gesang Ferein, the "Freedom Singers' Club," founded in 1923 under Jacob 
Schaefer. According to the Daily Worker in 1934, revolutionary choruses were "one 
of the most popular mediums for reaching the masses" because Americans sang 
in church choirs, a medium the capitalist class used for "lulling the workers.".l7 The 
revolutionary movement, though, "uses it for rousing the workers against [their] 
oppressors,'''o 

The choral music of the Freiheit Gesang Ferein may have been genuinely rev
olutionary, but its appeal was limited because the music was technically difficult 
to perform without rehearsal, but more importantly, because the Freiheit sing
ers sang in Yiddish. "The Freiheit Gesang Ferein does valuable work," the Daily 
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Worker informed readers, "but we have so many comrades who do not happen to 
be born Jews and they simply do not understand Yiddish"" The writer concluded 
it would be perhaps impossible for the workers' movement to grow "if it cannot 
express itself in song,"" meaning, of course, in English. 

Beginning in 1925, the Communist Party reached beyond its Jewish base to 
native-born American workers. In June, 1931, members of the Communist Party 
established the Workers Music League, "to try to formulate a systematic theo
retical approach to proletarian music.''t] In February 1932, the Composers Col
lective was founded to produce and perform revolutionary compositions and to 
formulate guidelines on what constituted proletarian music. Just about everyone 
in the Collective was a serious musician, including Charles Seeger, who had stud
ied at Harvard, conducted the Cologne Symphony in his twenties and became 
the youngest professor (of music) in the history of the University of California at 
Berkeley. It also included Freiheit Gesang Ferein choral director Jacob Schaefer, 
George Antheil, and Aaron Copland, who had won a commission to put a May 
Day poem to music in the '30S. Even in its earliest days, the Composers Collective 
had trouble linking the music it liked to the taste and abilities of the proletar
ian masses. When asked by Charles Seeger whether musically untrained work
ers could sing Copland's prize-winning melody to Alfred Hayes's poem "Into the 
Streets May first," Copland admitted they probably could not. 

The composers' politics were clear. "Music is propaganda-always propagan
da and of the most powerful sort," wrote Charles Seeger, under his pseudonym 
Carl Sands. "The special task of the Workers' Music League is the development of 
music as a weapon in the class struggle.''t4 Workers' music was to be "national in 
form, revolutionary in content.''ts But that was the problem. Because of their musi
cal sophistication, the Composers Collective rightly felt that folk music wasn't rev
olutionary. The American "folk" never took to revolutionary music, which "still 
consisted of the revolutionary choral and orchestral units of the foreign-language 
groups.''t6 Charles Seeger expressed the dilemma in personal terms: Seeger gave up 
composition "because I couldn't approve of the music I liked, and I couldn't like 
the music that I approved, and I couldn't make either one of them connect in any 
way with the social situation I found."'7 

The conflict between revolutionary music which was not popular and popular 
music which was not revolutionary is epitomized by Hanns Eisler, a communist 
composer who studied under Arnold Schoenberg and arrived in America in 1933. 
Eisler was born in Liepzig in 1898, but after World War I, he moved to Austria to 
learn the 12-tone method, which Schoenberg had appropriated from Josef Mat
thias Hauer. Eisler moved to Berlin in the '20S, where he dedicated himself with 
equal fervor to revolutionary music, composing left-wing cabaret hits like "Com
intern" and "In praise of Learning," which the Reuses say were "indisputably suc
cessful" because "in some cases they were actually being sung by workers.''t8 
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Eisler hated folk music-especially when dragooned into the revolutionary 
struggle through affixation to revolutionary texts-calling it "a badge of servitude 
from pre-Revolutionary times .... 9 In the 1940S, Eisler was still annoyed at Alan Lo
max for creating the folk music movement and "for foisting those' damn songs' on 
the working class.''''o More to Eisler's liking were the revolutionary choral pieces of 
Charles Seeger whose lyrics 

We are fighting with a host of foes, we do not fear guns or cannon. 
Fascist promises cannot fool us; we will fight them to a finish. 
Comrade, victory is leading you; to the battle gladly marching 
Mount the Barricades; Mount the Barricades; for the workers' cause 
Carryon the fight for freedom." 

were set to a melody in what Dunaway calls the "Russian-sounding" key of 
F-minor, to a "darkened and dissonant piano accompaniment marked: 'relentless
ly." ... • Eisler and Sands' compositions were undeniably revolutionary, but "had few 
real roots in American culture.">3 The Composers Collective understood the un
revolutionary nature of native American music, but proposed no alternative. "Not 
all folk tunes are suitable to the revolutionary movement," Charles Seeger wrote in 
1934 in the Daily Worker. "Many of them are complacent, melancholy, defeatist
originally intended to make slaves endure their lot-pretty but not the stuff for a 
militant proletariat to feed upon ..... 4 Composers Collective director Henry Cowel 
said the same thing: "One of the great faults in the field of workers music has been 
that of combining revolutionary lyrics with traditional music-music which can 
by no means be termed revolutionary.''''s Both men grudgingly conceded a minor 
role for revolutionary parodies of American folk tunes: "There is still some room 
for occasional parodies of old songs such as 'Pie in the Sky' and 'Soup,' but not for 
many of them.''''6 

The musicologists were right. The revolutionary lyrics of the new proletar
ian folk song contradicted the simple folk melodies upon which they were based. 
Worse still, the folk melodies subverted the revolutionary intent of the lyriCS, 
much as the Dionysian rock and roll of Christian Rock (or Rap) would subvert 
the intentions of the well-meaning but musically illiterate Christian songsters of 
a later generation. But the Collective had no alternative that was as popular as the 
music they criticized or as accessible to the audience they wanted to reach. 

During the 1930S, Jewish communists went to Kentucky and North Carolina 
to organize coal miners and textile workers, returning to New York City with Ap
palachian music on their minds. Often they would return with the Appalachian 
musicians too. In 1932 the Worker's Music League published the Red Song Book, 
featuring "Poor Miner's Farewell" by Aunt Molly Jackson, who went to New York 
in 1933 to attend meetings of the Composers Collective and teach them how to 
write her kind of song. The Composers were not impressed. The Worker Musician 
criticized the Red Song Book for "arrested development" and attributed the songs' 
poor quality to "the exploitation of the coal barons.''''7 Seeger, embarrassed by the 
cold reception Aunt Molly received, told her, "Molly, they don't understand you. 
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But I know some young people who will want to learn your songs."·8 Seeger was 
referring to his son, Pete, who would take a leadership role in a new revolutionary 
music. 

The Composers Collective may not have been impressed with Aunt Molly's 
music, but the communists recognized "indigenous creations were a lot more ef
fective in recruiting and agitating the local populace than were doctrinaire slo
gans and pamphlets written by urban party leaders," i.e., by Jews from New York 
City.'9 More pragmatic CP thinkers, like Mike Gold, saw in the music of the south 
the proletarian music the composers had sought vainly in the 1920S. As a result, 
cultural symbiosis began to occur. The Jews who went to West Virginia to sing 
"Solidarity Forever" with the miners in 1931 returned singing "The Death of Moth
er Jones" at meetings in New York city; "eventually, repeated encounters with liv
ing folk cultures in the US helped reshape urban, left-wing music."30 When Aunt 
Molly Jackson came north to escape being killed by the mining company goons 
and to testify before the Dreiser Committee in December 1931, she exposed the ur
ban Communists to songs like "We Shall not be Moved," first sung at a 1931 West 
Virginia Miners' Union strike. The music, composed to a verse from the book of 
Jeremiah, got put into harness to pull communist propaganda, with dubious re
sults. Whether the music was more effective in radicalizing the miners of America 
or Americanizing the country's radical Jews remained to be seen. 

At around the same time, Mike Gold (nee Granich) author of Jews Without 
Money, wrote a complaint that might be titled "Why Communists Can't Sing." 
"The Wobblies knew how [to sing]," Gold wrote, "but we have still to develop a 
Communist Joe Hill.''3' Gold's son, Carl Granich, would become a mover in the 
'60S folk movement. When Bob Dylan showed up in Madison, Wisconsin in 1961 

looking for a place to stay, he would mention Carl Granich as his entry into the 
Jewish revolutionary brotherhood's network of coffee houses. 

A few years later, Mike Gold praised the singing of Ray and Lida Auvill, say
ing it had "the true ring of American balladry," which made it inappropriate as 
revolutionary music, according to Charles Seeger, who panned the collection for 
its low musical quality.3' "For every step forward in the verse," Seeger opined, "one 
takes a step backward in the music.''33 This, of course, annoyed Gold as an ir
redeemably elitist attitude. "Really, Comrade Sands," Gold wrote responding to 
Seeger's pseudonymous article, "I think you have missed the point. It is sectar
ian and utopian to use Arnold Schoenberg or Stravinsky as a yardstick by which 
to measure class music .... What songs do the masses of America now sing? They 
sing 'Old Black Joe' and the sentimental things concocted by Tin Pan Alley. In 
the South they sing the old ballads. This is the reality, and to leap from that into 
Schoenberg seems to me a desertion of the masses .... I think the composers col
lective has something to learn from Ray and Lida Auville. They write catchy tunes 
than many American workers cans sing and like, and the words of their songs 
make the revolution as intimate and simple as 'Old Black Joe."'34 
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The Communist Party creates folk music 
Alan Lomax was born to folklorist John A. Lomax and Bess Brown Lomax in 

1915 in Austin, Texas. In 1910 John Lomax's book Cowboy Songs garnered a favor
able endorsement by Theodore Roosevelt, which appeared as a frontispiece and 
galvanized sales. Alan graduated from Choate at 15, and, after a year at the Uni
versity of Texas, transferred to Harvard, where he studied under his father's long
time friend, the literary critic, George Lyman Kittredge. Alan, like his dad, was 
more interested in field work than sitting in a library, so after he read Nietzsche 
and "a widening variety of radical thinkers,"35 Lomax pere et fils went on a field trip 
to collect ethnic music after Alan's graduation in 1936. One year later, Alan was 
hired as director of the Archive of American Folk Song in the Library of Congress. 
The salary was modest, but the job allowed him to meet Charles Seeger. The job 
also lent credibility to his communist cultural offensive. 

During summer 1934, Maxim Gorky and Andrei Zhdanov introduced the new 
doctrine of Socialist Realism. After Hitler's rise to power, world revolution took a 
back seat to "a united cultural front against world fascism."36 That meant gaining 
popular support through art accessible to the masses, which meant "a return to 
familiar lyric and melodic forms more acceptable to the masses," which "led to an 
official communist upgrading of folklore as a·positive creative force in the life of 
the people. In time this attitude would lead to the popularization and intellectual 
use of folk songs and traditional melodies of the people on a scale unimaginable 
in the previous decade."37 Those who backed Aunt Molly Jackson and the Auvills 
were now in the ascendancy at the CPUSA as the ideological dogmatism of the 
Third Period gave way to the '~merican" pragmatism of the popular front. In Jan
uary 1934, the Daily Worker praised folk music, even when not politically correct. 
Even Charles Seeger started to complain about the fact that the Freiheit Gesang 
Ferein insisted on singing in Yiddish. To fight the virulent threat of fascism, Com
munists needed new friends. Communists needed to Americanize. They needed 
singers who didn't have Yiddish accents. It was during the period of the Popu
lar Front, that Earl Browder, CPUSA chairman, coined the phrase "communism 
is 20th-century Americanism," and that meant that "nearly all phases of radical 
life-including terminology, dress and social deportment-were revised to con
form more closely to the routine existence of the average citizen."38 

The Popular Front was a reality by summer 1935. Party Members forsook doc
trinal purity in favor of collaboration with other anti-fascist groups, so folklore 
was no longer bourgeois decadence. The folk song was rehabilitated as a vehicle 
for revolutionary ferment: 

By the mid-1930S, though, left-wing organizations, influenced by members or 
supporters of the Communist Party, discovered intrinsic working-class values 
in folk song and other folklore genres. Without question, this radical interest 
initially grew out of the discovery that in certain regions the folk song idiom was 
a convenient musical method for spreading and reinforcing revolutionary ideas, 
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which was what agitation-propaganda, or agit-prop, departments of he commu
nist movement were working hard to accomplish.39 

Alan Lomax implemented the changed party line by discovering the leading 
lights of the first generation of folk singers, Josh White, Burl Ives, Woody Guth
rie, Pete Seeger, and Leadbelly, fostering their careers by guiding them through 
the political eddies of Washington and New York society, "teaching them songs, 
socializing with them and serving as their intellectual guide" and ensuring their 
"unflagging commitment to left-wing ideology.'lIo Lomax was the ideal promoter, 
content to work behind the scenes. By the 1940S, "the urban folk singers he had en
couraged and who shared his worldview were ready to make a substantial imprint 
on American musical life, on the left-wing cultural scene, as well as on the na
tional stage.'lIl It is not an exaggeration to say that Alan Lomax created American 
folk music as we know it today. He certainly created it as it was known from 1940, 

when the radical choruses waned, until 1956, when the Lomax group of folksngers 
fell apart because of disillusionment with Krushchev's denunciation of Stalin and 
suppression of the Hungarian revolt. 

American Folksinger 
In envisioning the ideal American folksinger, Lomax was probably influenced 

by Will Geer, an actor who starred in Let Freedom Ring, a play about striking 
Southern textile workers. Geer, who ended his career by playing the grandfather 
in television's long-running series The Waltons, began performing folk music for 
radical audiences in the 1930S. In November 1935, he sang before striking textile 
workers in Paterson, New Jersey, and was then featured in a flattering article in the 
Daily Worker. By early 1936, "the groundwork had been laid for the American com
munist movement's subsequent ideological and social commitment to folk songs 
and traditional 'people's' culture. The varied work of such larger groups as the 
Almanac singers ... sprang from the void created by the clumsy gropings of radical 
musicians for a 'unique' class music for the proletariat in the early 1930S.'lil 

Later that year, Charles Seeger took his son Peter to a folk music festival in 
Ashville, North Carolina, where he met Lomax. The two men hit it off immedi
ately, andLomax hired Pete as his assistant at the Library of Congress, allowing 
him to travel the country for the next ten years collecting American folk songs 
and to listen to recordings at the Library of Congress. Lomax suggested Pete take 
up the five-string banjo, an instrument unknown to urban audiences at that time. 
Seeger came from an old-line New England Puritan family, and his residual Pu
ritanism made him sympathetic to messianic political movements. "Resistance" 
Dunaway writes, "was part of the New England nature," which "viewed the world 
as a thing to be reformed, filled with evil forces to be abolished.'lI3 Dunaway could 
have said "Revolution," because Puritans were certainly revolutionaries, and Pete 
Seeger saw more clearly the potential for cultural revolution than did the Com
munist Party hacks who gave him tepid support. 
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Pete and the Popular Front were made for each other. As a native-born Amer
ican, he was consumed by a vision of Americans taking music back from capitalist 
owners of radio stations and record companies. For Seeger, folk songs had a pa
triotic undercurrent; the music had been "carved from the rhythm of daily lives, 
the curves of the American land, the outline of its architecture, and its climate.'\4 
Seeger kept the flame burning until a generation of America's youth could be re
educated and emerge as a revolutionary movement. Seeger would eventually be 
run over by the movement he created, but his influence cannot be overestimat
ed. As Dunaway says, an "industry" eventually "emerged from Seeger's enthusi
asms.'\5 He sold thousands of record albums and also educated an entire genera
tion at Communist summer camps in the Catskills, teaching many of the most 
prominent performers of the folk revival of the early '60S. At a single concert, for 
instance, Seeger inspired both Joan Baez and Dave Guard of the Kingston Trio. 

In many ways, the music was the simplest part of the revolution. More dif
ficult was easing communist propaganda into it without offending listeners. That 
required creation of the persona of the folk singer, the man "of the people," which 
is to say, unpolished, forthright, but also not "ethnic," unlike America's industrial 
workers. The folksinger would wean them from ethnocentrism. Historians touch 
on this gingerly, claiming Lomax tried "to develop a similar working class cultural 
totality in the North based on rural folk idioms and content.,\6 The working class 
culture in the North was different from the culture of the south from which Ap
palachian music sprang, and so a persona like the cowboy or the rambler, gambler 
a long way from home was necessary to make the music plausible, if possible, to 
northern workers. 

The answer to the complicated question of how to make Italians from Brook
lyn like hillbilly music was Woody Guthrie. Guthrie, who was named after Wood
row Wilson was born in Okemah, Oklahoma, the third of five children born to a. 
father who did well selling land in the oil boom of the '20S and a mother who was 
eventually carted off to a mental institution. When the boom went bust, the fam
ily broke up. Woody drifted to California, where he starred in a short-lived radio 
program with a woman with the stage name of Lefty Lou from Old Missou. 

After the Paterson textile mill strike, Will Geer returned to California to find 
employment in the movies. There he met Woody Guthrie, California's singing 
Okie. When Geer returned to New York to play Jeeter Lester in the Broadway pro
duction of Tobacco Road, he urged Woody to follow. Guthrie arrived in New York 
City to participate in America's first major folk music production, the "Grapes 
of Wrath" concert to benefit the John Steinbeck Committee for California Farm 
Workers in March 1940. The concert was the public debut of the Alan Lomax 
school of folk music; virtually all whose performers-Aunt Molly Jackson, Lead
belly, Burl Ives, and Pete Seeger,-owed their careers to Lomax. The Steinbeck 
concert ensured Guthrie's induction into the Folksong Pantheon. 
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Guthrie's career then took off. After languishing as the singing Okie in Cali
fornia, Guthrie flourished as the left-wing bard from New York, largely because of 
Alan Lomax who arranged immediately for recording sessions at the Library of 
Congress. Then Lomax used his influence to get a recording contract with Victor 
Records, which produced his album of Dust Bowl Ballads. Woody got his own 
radio program as host for Model Tobacco's weekly program Pipe Smoking Time. 
His earnings allowed him to bring his wife and family to New York, but he did not 
change the bad habits he had acquired as the rambler and the gambler perpetually 
a long way from home. Eventually, Guthrie "got disgusted with the whole sissi
fied and nervous rules of censorship on all of my songs and ballads, and drove off 
down the road across the southern states again.'l!7 

Soon it became apparent that the music that Woody sang brought life-style 
baggage along with it. Woody was avid to lead a life-style anathema to the listeners 
he was supposed to evangelize. Woody's tunes were not revolutionary music, but 
they fast became the music of the uprooted, just as the Negro music of the post
Civil War camps became the Blues and, eventually, Jazz. The Scotch Irish Ballads 
and dance tunes were the music of Okie rootlessness by the 1940S, and Woody 
Guthrie helped accomplish the transformation. His music was so at odds with 
the culturally normative Bing Crosby crooning of the time that a conflict became 
unavoidable. Either the culture would tame the music, and the failed attempt to 
do that was the main reason quit his radio job, or the music would change the cul
ture, which is precisely what happened during the '60S, when the children raised 
on that music came of age .. 

Kristallnacht and America First 
On November 20, 1938, Father Charles Coughlin, a Canadian-born Irish 

Catholic priest, now a pastor in Royal Oak, Michigan, devoted his radio show, 
The Golden Hour of the Little Flower, which reached 30 million people, to recent 
events in Germany, in particular the attack on Jewish businesses known as the 
night of shattered glass or "Kristallnacht." The National Socialists orchestrated 
the attack in retaliation for the Jews' call for an international boycott of German 
goods, and now Father Coughlin, who received more mail in a week than Frank
lin D. Roosevelt, tried to give the Catholic perspective on an issue that both sides 
found equally repugnant. 

An early supporter of the New Deal, Coughlin was now one of Roosevelt's 
most formidable domestic opponents. Coughlin would become known as "the fa
ther of hate radio," but he was an anomaly in American public life. He was a Cana
dian Catholic priest trying to articulate the Catholic position as an alternative to 
both capitalism and internationalist socialism. That involved seeing Kristallnacht 
and the rise of Hitler in their historical context as a reaction against the excesses of 
Bolshevism, a revolutionary movement that was seen as essentially Jewish. Cough-
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lin was attacked not because he sympathized with the Nazis. He condemned their 
racial theories and their brutality. Coughlin was attacked because he brought up 
the taboo connection between Jews and Bolshevism. On November 20, Coughlin 
addressed the Jews directly, asking them to "be not indulgent with the irreligious, 
atheistic Jews and Gentiles who promote the cause of persecution in the land of 
the Communist; the same ones who promote the cause of atheism in America.'!j8 
He said: "Gentiles must repudiate the excesses of Nazism. But Jews and Gentiles 
must repudiate the existence of Communism from which Nazism springs.'!j9 

Less than three years later, on September 11, 1941, Charles Lindbergh gave a 
speech to an America First rally in Des Moines, Iowa, in which he claimed that 
three groups--the Jews, the English, and the Roosevelt administration--were at
tempting to drag America into a war with Germany. "I am not attacking either the 
Jewish or the British people. Both races I admire. But I am saying that the leaders 
of both the British and the Jewish races, for reasons which are as understandable 
from their viewpoint as they are inadvisable from ours, for reasons which are not 
American, wish to involve us in the war."50 Three months later, America was at 
war, and Lindbergh was transformed from an American hero to an anti-Semitic 
villain, who, like Coughlin, would be vilified for decades. To show the deep-seat
ed Jewish animus against Lindbergh, in 2004 Philip Roth made him the villain 
of The Plot Against America, long after the America First movement had disap
peared from popular consciousness. In one of his most bizarre flights of fantasy 
in Plot, Roth has character assassin and gossip columnist Walter Winchell run for 
president after he is driven off the air by Lindbergh's forces. His candidacy drives 
anti-Semites to rage, especially when he appears in Catholic parishes: "Winchell 
proceeded to draw an angry mob chanting 'Kike, go home!' in every single parish 
where he displayed his stigmata to the faithful," Roth writesY Winchell, who "had 
become an out-and-out god and more important by far than Adonoy"52 to Roth, 
would unleash "the worst and most widespread violence ... in Detroit," because 
Detroit was "the midwestern headquarters of the 'Radio Priest' Father Coughlin 
and his Jew-hating Christian Front."53 The Christian Front actually was headed by 
a priest from Brooklyn, but facts are unimportant when writing what Roth termed 
a "false memoir." 

Similarly, Roth links Coughlin with the Ku Klux Klan, but Coughlin began 
his shrine after the Klan burned a cross at his church in Royal Oak. The rioting 
Coughlin allegedly incited, according to Roth, "had begun at Winchell's first stop 
in Hamtramck (the residential section inhabited chiefly by auto workers and their 
families and said to contain the world's largest Polish population outside War
saw)."54 From Hamtramck, according to Plot, the rioting spread to "the city's big
gest Jewish neighborhoods, shops were looted and widows broken, Jews trapped 
outdoors were set upon and beaten and kerosene-soaked crosses were ignited on 
the lawns of the fancy houses along Chicago Boulevard."5s Roth has Coughlin de
fending the American version of Kristalnacht, which never happened in America, 
"as a reaction by the Germans against 'Jewish-inspired Communism."'s6 
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The real Father Coughlin did not defend Kristalnacht. He deplored it for what 
it was. We know this because his November 20, 1938 program was entitled "Perse
cutions: Jewish and Christian." Coughlin deplored violence against the innocent 
in terms Jews had been formulating for years. "The Trotskys make the revolution," 
said one rabbi, "but the Bronsteins are the ones who pay for it." The Jews who 
were visible paid for the excesses of the Jews who had changed their names. In a 
speech approved by his ordinary, Father Coughlin asked his audience "to oppose 
all persecution wherever it may originate."57 Coughlin was unfortunately caught 
up in the collective amnesia of the 20th century. By the late '30S no one could 
mention what the Jews bragged about in the 1920S, namely, their association with 
Bolshevism. Leopold Trepper, the leader of Rote Kapelle, a Nazi resistance group, 
made the connection more succinctly than most, when he claimed, "I became a 
communist, because I am a Jew."58 

February 1941: Founding of the Almanac Singers 
In February 1941, buoyed by the Grapes of Wrath concert and the spate of gigs 

it generated, the Lomax singers formed the Almanac Singers. Woody Guthrie, 
just returned from touring the Northwest, joined Pete Seeger, Lee Hays, Millard 
Lampell, and John Peter Hawes to appropriate the American folk song as a vehicle 
for communist propaganda. The group took its name from one of Guthrie's lines: 
"if you want to know what the weather is going to be, you have to look in your 
Almanac,"87 which Bob Dylan imitated 20 years later, "you don't need a weath
erman to tell which way the wind blows." As some indication of how the times 
had changed, Dylan's line became the source of the name of a group of terrorists 
known as the Weathermen. Of the Almanac Singers, Millard Lampel said, "We 
think this is the first time there has ever been an organized attempt... to sing the 
folk songs of America. We are trying to give back to the people the songs of the 
workers."88 That meant, of course, attaching agit-prop lyrics to standard folk tunes 
like "Billy Boy," "Jesse James," and "Liza Jane." 

In March 1941 Almanacs released Songs of John Doe, their rendering of the 
Communist Party line in light of the non-aggression pact which the Soviet Union 
had signed with Hitler in 1939. The album was pacifist. Franklin Roosevelt and his 
wife were attacked as warmongering imperialists with such gusto that the album 
became a hit with America Firsters, much to the Almanacs' chagrin. "Oh Franklin 
Roosevelt," the Almanacs sang to the tune of the chorus of "Jesse James," 

told the people how he felt 
We damned near believed what he said; 
He said, "I hate war-and so does Eleanor, 
But we won't be safe until everybody's dead.89 

Then on June 22, 1941 Germany invaded Russia, and the Almanacs, ever 
faithful to the Party line, had to drop their peace songs and start celebrating war. 
As Pete Seeger said, two days after the invasion of Russia "we [stopped] singing 
'Franklin D, You ain't going to send Me across the Sea."'90 Ron Radosh, a friend 
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of Seeger and his student on the five-string banjo, recounts "In true Communist 
fashion, Peter and his comrades had to respond immediately to the change in the 
party line that occurred when Hitler invaded the USSR.''91 The Songs of John Doe 
were recalled, Radosh says, and "all pressings were destroyed.''9· Since Stalin and 
Roosevelt were now allies, the Almanacs issued an apology, and just to show that 
they held no grudges, the Roosevelts would, at Lomax's urging, go on to endorse 
their second album. In December, when Japan attacked Pearl Harbor, the Alma
nac Singers' musical limbo ended; they could urge all-out participation in the war 
against Germany as fervently as they had urged peace. 

The abrupt changes in political direction which the Almanac Singers had to 
make, ludicrous as they were, showed that their revolutionary power resided not 
in politics but in lifestyle. Politically, the Almanacs spent their time preaching (or 
singing) to the choir. But in terms of lifestyle, they had far-reaching effects. This 
was a fortiori the case after the war, when the Almanacs reformed as the Weavers. 
Once the war against fascism had been won, geopolitics was replaced by lifestyle 
issues. The Weavers adopted a clothing style the Reusses term "proletarian roman
ticism.''93 Shucking the clothes they grew up with, they wore clothing associated 
with manual labor, i.e., blue jeans and denim shirts. Clothing and music would be 
essential to the sexual revolution of the '60S, and the Weavers pioneered virtually 
all the changes. The irony was great, as Seeger noted: "There I was, trying my best 
to shed my Harvard upbringing, scorning to waste money on clothes other than 
blue jeans."94 Leadbelly, the Negro ex-con from Texas, though, "always had a clean 
white shirt and starched collar, well pressed suit and shined shoes. He didn't need 
to affect that he was a workingman."95 Like Mick Jagger later, the Weavers often 
affected a southern accent while singing. 

Proletarian chic styles of clothing carried sexual baggage with them as well. 
In this regard Pete Seeger took a back seat to Woody Guthrie, whos "uninhibited 
sex life," proved to be off-putting to the very audience they hoped to woo. When 
the "proletarian" Almanacs showed up in the early 40S for a concert for a Long 
Island butchers union, they were driven from the stage by well-dressed butchers 
who booed and threw plates. This prompted one Almanac to say it was time for 
"getting back and singing for real working class people again.''96 

The disparity between "bohemian" folkSingers and the "bourgeois" proletari
at recurred repeatedly. In 1936 Earl Robinson took Leadbelly to a progressive sum
mer camp, where he embarrassed the left-wing but sexually middle-class audi
ence with songs about "bad women and gun-toting Negro gamblers.''97 Leadbelly 
redeemed himself by singing a song about the Scottsboro Boys the next evening, 
saving both himself and Robinson the indignity of being kicked out of the camp 
by outraged Jewish mothers. Because he was a Shvarze, Leadbelly was probably 
too much of a sexual threat to pose lifestyle questions openly. In this regard he 
had to take a back seat to Woody Guthrie, who was even more sexually liber
ated, but white, and, therefore, more American. Woody Guthrie's "uninhibited 
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sex life''98 became the norm and the undoing of the New Left when, after World 
War II, sexual lifestyle issues replaced concern about workingmen's rights. Early 
on, Irwin Silber, a transitional figure in the generational change from Old Left to 
New Left, noticed changes provoked by Guthrie's "uninhibited" poor white trash 
lifestyle. Guthrie abandoned his wife and children and moved in with dancer 
Marjorie Greenblatt Mazia, who was married to someone else. Out of that union 
came Arlo Guthrie, who penned the folk hit "Alice's Restaurant" as the '60S folk 
movement ran out of steam. "The puritanical nearsighted left," Silber noted, refer
ring to Woody, 

didn't quite know what to make of this strange bemused poet who drank and 
bummed and chased after women and spoke in syllables dreadful strange. They 
loved his songs and they sang "Union Maid" ... but they never really accepted the 
man ... they'd just as soon hear Pete Seeger sing the same songs.99 

Irwin Silber wrote later "We believed the world was worth saving and that we 
could do it with songs," which the Reusses call "the best single statement charac
terizing the Lomax tradition."loo They are even more on target when they say "the 
Almanac Singers ... provided a central focal point around which to create a new 
personal lifestyle. Folk songs thus were at the center of ideology for the Lomax 
performers, who promoted them with all the missionary zeal of a new religious 
sect."IOI 

1945 The Morgenthau Plan 
In September 1942 Franklin D. Roosevelt's Treasury Secretary Henry Mor

genthau, Jr. met with Rabbi Stephen Wise and learned about Hitler's genocidal 
plans for the Jews of Europe. Morgenthau was the only Jew in Roosevelt's cabinet, 
and Rabbi Wise had officiated at his wedding in 1916. Morgenthau's grandfather 
Lazarus had immigrated to New York from Mannheim in 1866, but coming from 
Germany and liking Germany were two different things, especially when Morgen
thau's Jewish heritage got factored into the equation. 

While Secretary of the Treasury, Morgenthau imposed onerous tariffs on 
German goods and supported the Soviet Union. When defeat of the Axis powers 
seemed imminent, he turned to his aide Harry Dexter White, a Jewish econo
mist from Eastern Europe and a communist agent, for a plan to punish Germany. 
The paper, whose formal title was "Program to Prevent Germany from Starting a 
World War III," came to be known as the Morgenthau Plan, and as a result of that 
plan, Morgenthau became the most hated Jew in post-war Germany and posthu
mous proof that everything Hitler said about Jewish bankers was true. 

The Morgenthau Plan foresaw the demilitarization and de-industrialization 
of a partitioned Germany. Germany, which vied with England for the title of Eu
rope's chief industrial power during the early 20th century, was to be transformed 
into "a country primarily agricultural and pastoral in its character."'o, According 
to White's draft, the heart of Germany's industry and coal and steel production 
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was to be stripped of all industrial equipment. The Allies were to "retain control 
over foreign trade and capital imports ... and guarantee the breakup of all large 
estates and their distribution among the peasants."103 The fact that there were no 
peasants in Germany at the time must have set off alarm bells in some quarters. 
White's reference to German "peasants" and the breakup of all large estates indi
cated that Morgenthau was using the allies to impose not only pastoral conditions 
on Germany but a Marxist regime as well. In 1949, the man who was to become 
West Germany's Catholic prime minister, Konrad Adenauer, called the "Morgen
thau Plan" a "crime against humanity" that would lead to more deaths than the 
Hitler regime.104 

The WASP foreign policy establishment shared Adenauer's misgivings. Secre
tary of War Henry Stimson opposed the Morgenthau Plan as "Jewish vengeance."105 
Stimson used his assistant secretary of war John J. McCloy, who eventually be
came high commissioner over conquered Germany, to thwart it. As the alternative 
to Morgenthau's planned summary executions of Nazi leadership, Stimson and 
McCloy proposed the Nuremberg War Crimes tribunals. 

General George Patton shared Stimson's views, claiming "the Red Army was 
the real threat and the Germans the real friends" in the changing political situ
ation.106 In a letter to Secretary Stimson, Patton "protested against the pro-Jewish 
clout in the military government. In his opinion, the early American postwar pol
icies were the result of a conspiracy of international bankers, labor leaders, Jews 
and Communists, whereas he regarded the Germans as potential allies against 
the adversary in the East."J07 Shlomo Shafir suggests anti-Semitism caused Pat
ton's removal as head of the third army. The story, though, is more complicated. 
Patton was not removed because he regarded Jewish displaced persons as "lower 
than animals,'''o8 but because he objected to food, clothing, and medical supplies 
"diverted for the maintenance of the underground railway to Palestine. There is 
evidence that the terrorist elements among the Jews have been reinforced from the 
ranks of illegal immigrants.'''o9 The British General Morgan suffered the same fate 
as Patton when he claimed Jewish migration was artificially manipulated as part 
of a Zionist plot to populate Palestine. When Patton's replacement, General Mark 
Clark, became head of the US Occupation Zone in Austria "Jews from Marxist 
indoctrinated Eastern Europe, [began] pouring through the Clark Command into 
our Displaced Persons camps, throwing themselves on the American government 
and taxpayer.""0 

The perfidy of the Allies and their double standard became more apparent 
when details of Operation Keelhaul were made public after the war. Thousands 
of refugees were sent to death Stalin's Gulag when the allies repatriated them to 
Soviet Union or its eastern European satellites. At the same time that they were 
feeding Jewish refugees destined for Palestine, Britain handed over Croatians to 
Tito at Bleiberg, where they were subjected to the death march and show trials at 
the hands of the Communists. Unlike the Croatians, the Jews who found refuge in 
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Austria were in no danger. General Clark, as a result, "rendered a great service to 
the Marxist world power cult in letting-and abiding-the Jews to come into the 
US camps. At the same, time General Clark turned back to certain death or slave 
labour camps, the untold thousands of Genitles ... running for their lives from the 
Red secret police'''u 

Patton died in an automobile accident in December 1945. He, not Morgenthau 
and White, was the prophet of the dramatic change in American policy inaugu
rated by Churchill's "iron curtain" speech and George Kennan's "long telegram." 
In February 1946, Kennan warned the state department the alliance between 
the Soviet Union and America was over. America's former ally was now its most 
dangerous opponent. As part of the new strategy required by that new conflict, 
President Harry S Truman issued Executive Order 9835 to root communists from 
influential government positions. One of the first to go was Harry Dexter White. 
Truman then demanded and got the resignation of Secretary Morgenthau. Harry 
Dexter White died in 1948, long before establishment of commissions investigat
ing communist influence in the government. Morgenthau "was never able to re
solve the question of White's Communist affiliations.''''' 

The main reason for the defeat of the Morgenthau Plan was the Soviet threat 
in Europe. The Morgenthau Plan would have enabled a Soviet takeover by elim
inating Germany as the "Bulwark against Bolshevism:"'3 Although the WASPs 
were in charge of America's foreign policy, the Jewish-Catholic conflict was al
ways close to the surface. The American occupation sector included Bavaria with 
Germany's largest Catholic population. Catholics were suspected of fraterniza
tion with Catholic Bavarians. When Robert Murphy, a Catholic diplomat who 
had antagonized American Jewish groups, was appointed as a political adviser to 
occupation forces, Morgenthau demanded his removal. Catholics were suspected 
of fraternization with the Catholic Bavarians, but Murphy's appointment was not 
revoked. The Jewish desire for vengeance was thwarted by Washington's desire to 
use West Germany as the showcase for the liberal values of the West. 

This meant thwarting Jewish cultural politics in West Germany. One of the 
main Jewish goals after World War II, shutting down the Oberammergau Passion 
Play, seemed within their grasp, but on May 18, 1950, both John J. McCloy, the US 
High Commissioner, and Sir Brian Robertson, the British High Commissioner 
showed up at the first performance of the Passion Play since the war. The Ameri
can occupation forces had just conducted a draconian program of de-nazification. 
Race had been replaced by environment as the key to understanding (and manip
ulating) man and his behavior, and every aspect of German culture was subjected 
to microscopic scrutiny and heavy-handed social engineering. And yet in spite of 
all this, no one but the Jews seems to have noticed any anti-Semitism in the Ober
ammergau passion play, in spite of Shapiro's assertion that "it was pretty much 
the same old play" which Hitler had praised.u4 Michael Cardinal Faulhaber, arch
bishop of Munich, found nothing theologically objectionable in the play, granting 

831 



The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit 

it his approval on August 20, 1949. Ten years later, his successor Joseph Cardinal 
Wendel gave his approval as well. The presence of both McCloy and Robertson at 
the play was an indication that the Jews did not run American foreign policy and 
that America, or the WASP foreign policy establishment, wanted Germany as an 
ally in the Cold War. According to James Shapiro, "Oberammergau's old argu
ment about opposing Bolshevism held a certain appeal.... The villagers and the 
Americans were on the same side after all.""5 

December 31, 1945: Pete Seeger and People's Songs 
After the war, lifestyle became the major concern of the Left. On the last day of 

1945, more than 30 folksingers met in Pete Seeger's Greenwich Village apartment 
to create "People's Songs," a clearinghouse for "disseminating the songs of the 
people [which] truly express their lives, struggles, and their highest aspirations.""6 
Once again, they were to hijack traditional melodies and yoke them with texts like 
"Stalin wasn't Stallin' Any More.""7 

If the .rise of folk music as the cutting edge of the lifestyle revolution depended 
on musical sophistication or poetic skill, the movement would have never made 
it out of Greenwich Village. But Alan Lomax and his sister had worked for the 
Office of War Information, insuring that the movement would gain a favorable 
hearing in the mainstream press as OWl alumni fanned out into jobs publishing 
and broadcasting after the war. The OWl, at Lomax's urging, also recorded over 
a hundred hours featuring the antifascist folksinging of Burl Ives, Pete Seeger, 
Woody Guthrie and other Lomax musicians. In 1946, People's Songs issued its first 
bulletin, which morphed into the folk music magazine Sing Out! in the 1950S. 

The Communist Party in America, however, failed to see the significance 
of the folk song movement, and the fact that within 15 years the People's Songs 
membership would create an underground network of coffee houses, which would 
provide the ideal medium for injecting left-wing propaganda into previously inac
cessible middle America. Typical was party hack V. J. Jerome, who, according to 
Radosh, was "one of the Communist Party's [most] feared leaders.""8 Betty Sand
ers felt Jerome was "fond of folksongs and intimately familiar with the culture 
and traditions of East European Jews," but when it came to American folk music, 
Jerome was "inflexible and rigidly dogmatic."" 9 When Betty Sanders showed him 
the People's Songs folk music anthology "his only comment was to inquire why 
the book contained two Israeli songs but only one Soviet song."uo Jerome insisted 
on including another forgettable Soviet tune, which meant Woody Guthrie's "Roll 
On, Columbia" got left out. 

Jerome was typical of his generation of Eastern European Jew. He was a com
munist who liked Jewish music, and that was end of the story. He failed to see the 
influence American music would have on his children. 

In 1937, most Jews listened to Yiddish music, which was entering popular cul
ture via the Shvartze musicians in Harlem. The first crossover hit was "Bey mir 
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bistu Sheyn," which appeared in a Yiddish musical in 1934 and was then picked 
up by the Negroes of Harlem and played in their jazz clubs. G minor was in many 
ways the blues variation of G, and so Yiddish/Russian tunes lent themselves to 
blues-inspired interpretations. Jewish Jazz was first known as the "oriental fox 
trot," and it soon appeared in the repertoire of Duke Ellington and Fats Waller.''' 
In the mid-'30s, Eddie Cantor had a hit called "Lena from Palestine," based on a 
popular Romanian bulgar, "Nokh a Bisl" (A Little Bit More). The clarinet was a 
natural crossover instrument. In 1939 Artie Shaw released "The Chant," based on 
"the close and presumably incidental relationship" between the "St James Infir
mary Blues" and "Khosn Kale, Mazeltov" (Congratulations Bride and Groom) ...... 

The Jews who came of age immediately after World War II were in a cultural 
conflict that would often manifest itself at weddings when the bride and her par
ents and their parents would battle over whether the band should playa freylekh 
or pop standards like "Where or When." To be commercially viable, Jewish musi
cians had to be able perform both. 

In 1947 Mickey Katz left Spike Jones's novelty orchestra and created his own 
band, Mickey Katz and the Kosher Jammers. Their first album had a picture of 
Mickey in a baby carriage, smoking a cigar and presumably still in pain from his 
own bris. The music for that album was straight, but having cut his teeth with 
Spike Jones, it wasn't long before he got into Jewish parodies, which pointed up the 
awkward fit between Jewish content and American forms. Mickey had touched 
a nerve. The Jews who found assimilation a necessity, often found it inescapably 
comical as well. Hence the success of his records. "I had given the Jewish record
buying public something they evidently wanted and up to now hadn't had," Katz 
said later.123 What followed was a series of revues and albums like "The Borscht 
Capades" he produced with this son Joel Grey and a stint as a "kosher disc jockey" 
in Southern California from 1951 to 1956.124 Many Jews found the idea of setting 
Yiddish lyrics to hit parade tunes offensive, but Katz's success indicates that many 
more Jews found it hilarious. As I have indicated elsewhere, the humor was also 
subversive, and few American institutions would survive the subversion ofJewish 
humor in the coming decades. 

1946: The Cold War Begins 
The Cold War began in 1946. Instead ofMorgenthau's "Jewish vindictiveness,""s 

the Germans got the Marshall Plan. In an address to Jewish leaders, General Lu
cius Clay advised them "to forget what happened."126 The American Jewish Com
mittee, one of the most assimilationist-minded Jewish organizations, took his 
advice because 

Any organized opposition of American Jews against the new foreign policy and 
strategic approach could isolate them in the eyes of the non-Jewish majority and 
endanger their postwar achievements on the domestic scene. In this context the 
AJC also found it necessary to take issue with communist attempts to use Jewish 
anti-German sentiments against Washington's new course ... ."7 
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Sensing the anti-Communist train might leave without them, the AJC ignored 
as Soviet propaganda what later came to be known as the Holocaust. The AJC con
centrated on re-educating Germany instead of punishing it. With America tied 
down in Korea, Jewish vengeance took a back seat to German participation in the 
defense of Western Europe. 

The AJC was heavily involved in social engineering. When John Slawson, a 
social psychologist, became its executive director in 1943, the AJC had already 
sponsored research on race relations by Franz Boas, the Columbia University an
thropologist who was Margaret Mead's mentor. Under Boas, Mead wrote Coming 
of Age in Samoa, a piece of bogus anthropology which became popular in the 
mid-1920S. Boas used Mead as his goyische cat's paw to attack the "Christian" psy
chology of G. Stanley Hall. In his history of the Jewish takeover of American psy
chology, Andrew Heinze refers to Hall's "classic work, Adolescence" as "saturated 
in Christian reference.""S As its alternative, Mead proposed blue lagoon anthro
pology, a fictitious portrait of Samoa as a paradise of uninhibited teen-age sexual 
liberation from Christian-inspired "Sturm und Drang." 

During the 1930S, the AJC brought two British agents (or social scientists)
Sir Solly Zuckerman and Sir Eric Rowle-to the country to help create their own 
domestic intelligence agency. The ADL set up its domestic political intelligence 
operation, which worked with the part of the FBI responsible for "secret meetings, 
sedition and betrayal," at around that time. "9 In 1944, the ADL in collaboration 
with the FBI had 30 America First sympathizers arrested for sedition for weaken
ing America's resolve in the fight against fascism. The ADL also hoped to bring 
Charles Lindbergh to trial but their efforts came to naught when the judge in 
charge of the case died. Claiming to be an ethnic fraternal organization, the AJC 
was in fact an ethnic assimilationist organizaton which "did not shrink from sac
rificing fellow Jews on the altar of anti-Communism" by "offering their files on 
alleged Jewish subversives to government agencies."13o 

As executive director of the AJC, Slawson convened a meeting of the Ger
man emigres who constituted the exiled Institute of Social Research, later known 
as the Frankfurt School. Slawson was worried about fascism and anti-Semitism, 
which he thought firmly rooted in America's "ethnics," largely Catholic recent im
migrants. To combat them and work toward their "re-education," Slawson created 
the Department of Scientific Research at the AJC, headed by Max Horkheimer 
who became the director, along with fellow Frankfurt School alumnus Theodor 
Adorno, of the AJC's five volume Studies in Prejudice series. Adorno was the au
thor of The Authoritarian Personality, the most important volume. 

Links between AJC, the Frankfurt School, and government-sponsored so
cial engineering existed from the beginning. During the war, Herbert Marcuse 
worked for the OSS. After the war, those links became increasingly important 
as the government got involved in more intrusive social engineering. Friedman 
claims the AJC was responsible for the Supreme Court's approval of race-based so-
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cial engineering in education because Slawson hired the black psychologist Ken
neth B. Clark. The Supreme Court declared segregated schools unconstitutional 
in Brown v. Board of Education "in no small part based upon the psychological 
data of Gunnar Myrdal, Clark, and other social scientists in studies introduced by 
the [American Jewish] Committee, the [American Jewish] Congress, and various 
individuals and groups .... 31 

Kurt Lewin, who invented the concept of the "self-hating Jew," created sensi
tivitytraining for the AJC with a grant from the Office of Naval Research. Lewin 
ran experiments in group dynamics to orchestrate peer pressure to engineer con
sent among individuals so groups like the AJC could "change American customs 
and laws that separated people from each other, so as to reduce prejudice against 
Jews and other stigmatized minorities."13' 

The new largely Jewish field of American psychology was a main arena of 
Jewish/Catholic Kulturkampf Bishop Fulton Sheen and Clare Boothe Luce spoke 
disparagingly of Freudianism, forcing Heinze to conclude "Catholics did not rush 
as massively as their Jewish counterparts into psychology, partly, no doubt, be
cause of the more tentative attitude of the Church toward that precocious social 
science."133 

B'nai B'rith was also involved in social engineering. The ADL persuaded Hol
lywood to join in "attitude modification."134 After Bess Meyerson was crowned as 
the first Jewish Miss America, the ADL ensured she would travel around the coun
try explaining to high school students that, "You can't be beautiful and hate."13s The 
AJC and the ADL no longer saw themselves "simply as Jewish 'defense" agencies, 
[they] ... broadened their agendas to support social welfare programs of all kinds 
as a part of the effort to strengthen democracy. Increasingly, they employed social 
science research to combat bigotry against all outsiders in the society .... They came 
to playa central role in shaping the newly developing field of intergroup relations 
as an integral part of the liberal agenda."136 The Jewish defense agencies launched 
"an all-out assault on prejudice and discrimination," carefully avoiding the image 
of being narrow or parochial as they collaborated with the WASP psychological 
warfare establishment to create "a particular kind of social vision built around 
internationalism, liberalism and modernism .... 37 

The ADL was more heavily involved in psychological warfare than the AJC. 
University of Chicago sociologist Louis Wirth was an employee of OWl and on 
the board of directors of the ADL after the war. Wirth was born in in Germany in 
1897 to a family ofJewish cattle merchants who had lived in in the same house for 
four centuries. Wirth's attitude toward Catholic ethnics and social engineering 
was formed early when he was involved with Marxist student organizations at the 
University of Chicago. He was then a dedicated admirer of Josef Stalin, whom, he 
felt, had solved the Soviet Union's "nationalities problem." Wirth was instrumen
tal in bringing Gunnar Myrdal to the United States and wrote eight chapters of 
The American Dilemma, the Carnegie foundation-sponsored book cited as justifi
cation for de-segregation in Brown. 
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After the war, Wirth collaborated with Philip Klutznick to impose housing 
based social engineering on Chicago's Catholic ethnics. Wirth was elected to the 
ADL's board of directors in 1947, the same year the first Levittown was build in 
Hempstead, Long Island. One year later, Klutznick became the administrator for 
Park Forest, Chicago's version of Levittown, the new suburb that was to assimilate 
Chicago's Catholic ethnics when their neighborhoods succumbed to Negro mi
gration. Wirth and Klutznick were on the Board of Governors of the Metropolitan 
Housing and Planning Council of Chicago during its stormiest years between 1944 

when they started to engineer Chicago's ethnic neighborhoods and 1954 when the 
ethnic counter-attack got Elizabeth Wood fired as the head of the Chicago Hous
ing Authority. When B'nai B'rith co-sponsored the Chicago Housing Rally in Feb
ruary, 1950, Wirth was a speaker, along with Wood and Samuel Freifeld, director 
of the Discriminations Department of the Chicago Branch of the ADL. Philip 
Klutznick became head ofB'nai B'rith in 1953, a position he held until 1959. 

1947: The ADA breaks with the Communist left 
In 1947, Eleanor Roosevelt joined Arthur Schlesinger and other disillusioned 

Leftists to form Americans for Democratic Action. America's Left thus broke with 
Soviet-led communists over the new ideology of liberalism. Many former Com
munist front organizations followed suit. The New Republic, created by Herbert 
Croly and Walter Lippman then taken over by Michael Straight, a Soviet agent 
recruited by Anthony Blunt, one of the Cambridge traitors, reverted to liberalism 
before becoming a Zionist organ when Martin Peretz purchased it in the '70S. 

Similarly, the Partisan Review, founded by two Jews in a communist cell in Green
wich Village in 1934, supported Trotsky briefly before evolving into a liberal jour
nal in the 1950S. The New Leader, a magazine with Menshevik tendencies initially, 
became firmly liberal under the leadership of disillusioned Jewish communists 
like Ralph de Toledano and Daniel Bell. 

The mind of the newly emerging anti-Communist liberal also found expres
sion in The Nation, where Unitarian minister Homer Jack complained about 
Catholic ethnic resistance to race-based social engineering. It was also in the 
pages of The Nation that Paul Blanshard first mounted the attack on Catholic 
sexual morals that became the bestseller American Freedom and Catholic Power. 
In the sequel, Blanshard formulated the new liberal creed as anti-Communist and 
anti-Catholic. In both books, Blanshard opined that Catholics had a congenital 
weakness for fascism, precisely the conclusion Adorno and Horkheimer reached 
in their work on the authoritarian personality at the AJe. The dim outline of a 
far-reaching alliance between WASP and Jew in America's new-found ideology 
of liberalism was now evident. In a sense, though there was nothing new about 
this alliance at all. It had already been created in England, where it was known as 

. Freemasonry. Since the United States was a country created by Freemasons, it was 
no coincidence that it would flourish there. 
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The foundation of the edifice of liberalism which housed the ADA WASP/ 
Jewish Alliance was the separation of church and state, a legal fiction created from 
one phrase in a letter by Thomas Jefferson. The immediate cause of WASP/Jewish 
concern was the Everson decision, which permitted Catholic school children to 
ride government-funded school buses. The specter of those children taking over 
the United States and turning it into a "Catholic country" like fascist Spain gave 
new urgency to WASP/Jewish collaboration. The AJC and the ADL pursued the 
separation of church and state as the surest prophylaxis against the fascist take
over of America. 

Elliott Abrams, later influential in the Reagan and Bush II administrations 
and a member of the first family of neoconservatism through marriage to the 
daughter of Norman Podhoretz and Midge Decter, articulated the attraction of 
the separation of church and state for Jews in Commentary. Rather than "stand 
apart as a visibly distinct group," American Jews decided it "would be wiser to 
Americanize and assimilate as quickly as possible and insist that government 
must not support religion at all."13s The Jews came to this conclusion because many 
Catholic immigrants arrived when the Jews did: 

this conclusion was further reinforced by the arrival, just as the German Jews 
were reaching America, of large numbers of Catholics from Ireland and Ger
many. Given the historic link between the Catholic Church and anti-Semitism in 
Europe, it was predictable that Jews would fear to see Catholicism strengthened 
in America. Far better, again to ensure that government would do nothing to 
assist the Church.'39 

Instead of insisting that Judaism have an equal place with Christianity, the 
AJC and ADL decided to "seek a more secular America where religion's role was 
diminished."'40 Abrams says "Jewish immigrants became American Jews by re
defining Judaism and submerging it in Americanism, itself newly defined by 
the Jewish lawyers who came to lead the community .... 41 What he fails to say is 
that promotion of separation of church and state was tantamount to submerging 
America in Judaism. Gradually, America was redefined in Jewish terms, and the 
courts capitulated to the Talmudic redefinitions of American law during the high 
noon of American judicial activism. Abrams claims that through Justices Mar
shall and Brandeis, "the rule of law that governed American Jewish life came to 
depend upon the Constitution, not the Torah,"'4' but it is more accurate to say the 
Talmud replaced the Constitution as the center of American life. 

The man most responsible for de-Christianization of American culture was 
the AJC's Leo Pfeffer, who, says the AJC's Murray Friedman, "advised, planned 
and argued more church-state cases before the U.S. Supreme Court than anyone 
else in American history."'43 Pfeffer's "social revolution'''44 began with Everson in 
1947 and culminated in Lemon v. Kurtzman in 1974. The one constant was Pfeffer's 
animus toward the Catholic Church. Conceding "The promotion of religion and 
morality along with education was seen by the founding fathers as a primary pur-
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pose of government," Friedman portrays Pfeffer's cases as a clear victory for the 
Jewish viewpoint!4S "Everson and McCullum," he writes, "in which the commit
tee, the ADL and Pfeffer's Congress were joined together, were crucial victories" 
because they "vindicated Pfeffer's belief that litigation could be a primary tool 
to achieve the Jewish agencies' objectives."146 In reports to its members, the AJC 
put a less ethnocentric spin on Pfeffer's achievement, declaring "ithad achieved a 
'social revolution' for religious equality," but the word "revolution" let the cat out 
of the bag.147 "Joined now with the ascendant Jewish intellectual and cultural elite 
and with liberal Protestant and civil liberties bodies, Jewish groups had come to 
playa critical role in the 'de-Christianizaton' of American culture."148 Only the 
Catholics complained, especially the Jesuits in their journal America. Friedman 
denounced "such criticism" as "carrying with it a whiff of anti-Semitism," a phrase 
he uses to discredit views he finds repugnant!49 

Friedman does not mention Pfeffer's animus against Catholics. In 1975, when 
Jewish victory in the culture wars of the '60S was all but complete, Pfeffer ex
plained in the liberal Catholic journal Commonweal why he did not like the Cath
olic Church: "I did not like it because it was monolithic and authoritarian and 
big and frighteningly powerful. I was repelled by the idea that any human being 
could claim infallibility in any area, much less in the universe of faith and morals, 
and repelled even more by the arrogance of condemning to eternal damnation 
those who did not believe it."lsO Pfeffer said his feelings were formed when "Pius 
XI and Pius XII reigned over the Catholic world and Cardinal Spellman ruled in 
the United States."lSl The Jewish Apostle of the Separation of Church and State 
was appalled when he "saw [Catholic] children lined up in separate classes as they 
marched in [to Catholic schools]. All the children were white; each group was 
monosexual; all the boys wore dark blue trousers and white shirts, all the girls 
dark blue jumpers and white blouses; all the teachers were white and wore the 
same nuns' habits .... s1 After "the triumph of secular humanism," Pfeffer's term for 
the defeat of Catholics in the cultural warfare, Pfeffer still disliked the Church, 
"but I do not like it less than I did not like it during that period, and the reason is 
that, while it is still what it was before, it is considerably less so, if you can make 
out what I mean."lS3 

1948: Seeger resurrects the Almanac Singers as the Weavers 
In November 1948, Pete Seeger resurrected the Almanac Singers as the Weav

ers, a name derived from the eponymous Gerhart Hauptmann play about the 
English peasant revolt of 1381. One year later, the Weavers secured a two-week 
gig at Max Gordon's nightclub, the Village Vanguard, which was so successful 
it was extended indefinitely. In spring 1950, the Weavers signed with Decca, and 
shortly thereafter had a string of Top 40 hits beginning with Leadbelly's "Good
night, Irene." The Weavers were enjoying the best of both worlds-commercial 
success while promoting revolution, when they were suddenly cut down by the 
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anti-Communist crusade and the Catholic senator from Wisconsin, Joe McCa
rthy. When the war in Korea broke out in June 1950, Alan Lomax, who didn't need 
a weatherman to tell which way the wind was blowing, left America for England, 
where he remained beyond subpoena for eight years. 

In May 1950, Sing Out!, under Communist Party member Irwin Silber, pub
lished what was arguably the Left's greatest hit, "If I had a Hammer," by Lee Hays 
and Pete Seeger. It would become the anthem of the '60S folk revival when Peter, 
Paul and Mary did a Top 40 version in 1963. The left-wing Lomax singers got called 
one by one to testify before the anti-Communist committees in Washington. Burl 
Ives testified before the Senate McCarran Committee in 1952 as a friendly wit
ness to clear his name; as proof of his friendliness, he named fellow-travelers and 
party members. Ives' testimony incensed Sing Out!: "We've never seen anyone sing 
while crawling on his belly before. But maybe Burl Ives will be able to figure it 
out .... Nothing's too hard for a stoolpigeon-except keeping his integrity.''t54 Tex 
Ritter stopped calling himself a folksinger because "for a few years ... it was very 
difficult to tell where folk music ended and Communism began.''t55 Ramblin' Jack 
Elliott, reminiscing about Woody Guthrie in Washington Square, said Guthrie 
would charge a nickel a song for his own material, but if anyone requested a Burl 
Ives song, the price jumped to 15 cents. 

1950: Disillusionment with Communism 
Wartime Jewish collaboration with the psychological warfare establishment 

led to collaboration with the newly created CIA. The main reason for the collabo
ration was Jewish disillusionment with communism, which by the late 40S had 
become "the god that failed," to use the title of an influential anthology published 
in 1949 by former communists. Arthur Koestler, a Hungarian Jew, a contributor 
to that anthology and one of the most disillusioned Jewish former communists, 
described his defection and disillusionment in Darkness at Noon, one of the great 
political novels of the 20th century. 

Koestler, who committed suicide after questioning the Semitic origins of the 
Ashkenazi in The Thirteenth Tribe, had significant impact on American Jews, who 
moved from the Communist Party. Additionally, the attitude of the WASP elite 
toward the Soviet Union had changed. The Soviet Union went from America's ally 
to its prime enemy. Assimiliationists were painfully aware their loyalty as Ameri
cans was questioned. 

The situation in the Soviet Union had changed too. Stalin's anti-Semitism, 
which surfaced in the show trials of 1937 when he purged the Jewish first genera
tion Bolsheviks from the party apparatus, took a turn for the worse after the war 
when he imagined himself the victim of a cabal of Jewish doctors. 

At around the same time, Zionism began to exert its pull on Soviet Jews. Sta
lin had assisted in the creation of Israel by orchestrating pogroms in Poland, spe
cifically the Kielce pogrom, to drive Jews out of Poland to Israel. In doing this he 
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sought to kill two birds with one stone. He would get rid of what he considered a 
subversive fifth column in the Soviet Empire, and he would also establish a Soviet 
beachhead in the middle East by supplying the largely eastern European Jews who 
made up the Zionist establishment with Soviet weapons as a way of thwarting US 
access to Arab oil. 

The fact that the United States was orchestrating its own purge of Jews at the 
same time didn't make the situation any easier for American Jews. As Slezkine 
points out, "in the Soviet Union they were persecuted as Jews, and in the United 
States as Communists .... Senator McCarthy ... knew perfectly well that many com
munists, hostile witnesses and Soviet spies were Jews, but chose not to transform 
this fact into a political 'issue""s6 Either way, in the United States and the Soviet 
Union, "the Jewish association with communism was coming to an end .... s7 

But it was far from over. In fact, in espionage, it was reaching its climax. In 
May 1950, David Greenglass was arrested for espionage. He implicated his broth
er-in-law Julius Rosenberg in a spy ring that had shipped plans on how to build an 
atomic bomb to the Soviet Union. One month later, Greenglass's wife implicated 
Rosenberg's wife Ethel. The Rosenberg espionage trial caused major embarrass
ment to American Jews, who were suspected of being communists simply because 
they were Jews. With Communism America's number one enemy, Jews were taint
ed; the major Jewish organizations were determined to do something about it. 

Sensing the allure of communism was waning among American Jews, and 
that those among whom it was not waning were a serious liability, the AJC rushed 
to collaborate with the government. The Rosenbergs' trial was an entirely Jewish 
affair; the Jewish defendants were prosecuted by a Jewish lawyer before a Jew
ish judge. In the McCarthy hearings, the Catholic senator from Wisconsin often 
seemed a pawn of his Jewish assistant, Roy Cohn. 

Sensing the Rosenberg trial could be a disaster for American Jews, the AJC 
collaborated with the anti-Communist crusade and handed over its files on Jews 
to the US Government. Willingness to take part in the anti-Communist crusade 
required temporary amnesia: The AJC portrayed as Communist dupes those who 
referred to the Nazi holocaust. Once the United States recognized West Germany 
in 1949 arid it became the United States' "bulwark against Bolshevism" in Western 
Europe, American Jewish elites let bygones be bygones and "forgot" the Nazi Ho
locaust to facilitate their "traditional goals of assimilation and access to power:"S8 
Finkelstein claims the Jewish organizations fearfed "any organized opposition of 
American Jews against the new foreign policy and strategic approach could isolate 
them in the eyes of the non-Jewish majority and endanger their postwar achieve
ments on the domestic scene:"S9 As a result, 

American Jewish elites did not shrink from sacrificing fellow Jews on the altar 
of anti-Communism. Offering their files on alleged Jewish subversives to gov
ernment agencies, the AJC and the ADL actively collaborated in the McCarthy-
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era witch-hunt. The AJC endorsed the death penalty for the Rosenbergs, while 
its monthly publication, Commentary, editorialized that they weren't really 
Jews.'60 

The shock waves in the Jewish community in the aftermath of the Alger Hiss 
trial and the execution of the Rosenbergs caused what Slezkine calls "the great al
liance between the Jewish Revolution and Communism" to fall apart.'61 The Jews 
were also motivated by Stalin's Doctors' Plot. Once Stalin turned on the Jews, a 
number of Jews turned on Stalin and joined the anti-Communist Crusade. One of 
the first was Sidney Hook, a co-founder of the Committee for Cultural Freedom 
in 1939, with John Dewey as its head. Hook's operation morphed in the 1940S from 
an attempt to invigorate communism by marrying it to Dewey's pragmatism into 
liberalism, and then into conservatism in the 1950S. 

In March 1949, the Soviet Union used front groups to put on the Cultural and 
Scientific Conference for World Peace at New York's Waldorf Astoria Hotel. Many 
prominent "New York Intellectuals" attended, including Leonard Bernstein, Lil
lian Hellman, Norman Mailer, and Arthur Miller, as well as Negro fellow travelers 
Langston Hughes and Paul Robeson. Russia's most famous fireman (as portrayed 
on the cover of Time in 1942), Composer Dimitri Shostakovich gave a speech de
nouncing America's fascism and "hatemongering."16. 

The CIA responded by holding a Congress for Cultural Freedom in Berlin in 
June 1950, with Arthur Koestler as a main speaker. Sidney Hook also attended. 
When Hook returned to the United States he affiliated his ACCF with the Interna
tional Congress of Cultural Freedom. Composed in large part of former Commu
nists, the CCF, a CIA front, was largely Jewish. Hook took the hard line against the 
Soviet Union. Against the establishment's policies of containment and detente, 
Hook urged all out destruction of the Soviet Empire. 

During its heyday from 1950 through 1958, the CCF used CIA largesse to open 
offices in 35 countries. It also funded magazines that were CIA fronts, among them 
the English magazine Encounter, co-edited by Irving Kristol and the poet Stephen 
Spender in London. After he was outed as a CIA agent in the liberal New York Re
view of Books in 1968, Kristol claimed he didn't know Encounter was a CIA front. 
Murray Rothbard thought Kristol disingenuous if not downright dishonest. As 
Rothbard points out, Tom Braden, then head of the CIA's International Organiza
tions division, "wrote in a Saturday Evening Post article, a CIA agent always served 
as editor of Encounter."'63 Later Kristol changed his story. According to Murray 
Friedman, 

Kristol summed up this sentiment later in an article in the New York Times mag
azine in 1968, following the pubic exposure of secret CIA financial assistance to 
the CCF and Encounter magazine. He argued that he had no objection to CIA 
funding or certain projects and under certain circumstances. He had no more 
reason to despise the CIA than he did the post office, he wrote. Both were exas
peratingly inept.164 
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Kristol's explanation was disingenuous and implausible. He was an alumnus 
of Alcove One at the City College of New York and a protege of Hook. When 
CCNY Trotskeyite Jews weren't attending class, they would hang out in Alcove 
One at the college cafeteria. Alcove Two was the Stalinist enclave, where Julius 
Rosenberg could be found. There were also alcoves for Catholics, Zionists, and 
Orthodox Jews, but none of their alumni attained the prominence of the Jews 
from Alcoves One and Two. Alcove One also produced Sejmour Martin Lipset, 
Melvin Lasky, and Irving Howe, who could "remember getting into an argument 
at ten in the morning [in Alcove One], going off to classes, and then returning at 
two in the afternoon to find the argument still going on but with an entirely fresh 
cast of characters,,"65 

In 1947, years before he edited Encounter, Kristol was appointed junior edi
tor at Commentary, the mouthpiece of the AJC, and a close collaborator in the 
government anti-Communist crusade. His association with Commentary, not 
the CIA front Encounter, gave the true coordinates of a career that became "a 
virtual road map of the path taken by some liberals on their way to becoming 
Neoconservatives .... 66 

1953: Julius and Ethel Rosenberg executed 
Just about one year after Ives' testimony, Julius and Ethel Rosenberg were 

executed for espionage. Ron Radosh stood in Union Square on June 19, 1953, listen
ing to "Negro ballads sung by Communist Party folk singers" as tears streamed 
down his face.'67 Radosh considered the Rosenbergs as Jewish martyrs to fascist 
America, then in the throes of a witchhunt ably described by another Jew, Arthur 
Miller, in The Crucible. Miller would later marry Marilyn Monroe, the world's 
most famous shiksa, after he dumped his social worker wife. Art and life con
spired in the Rosenberg case to convince Jews they were at the center of an apoca
lyptic drama, in which good Jews, i.e., Communist Jews, were preparing for an
other holocaust. Radosh had a personal stake in the case because two of his fellow 
campers at Camp Woodland were Michael and Robert Meerpol, the Rosenbergs 
soon-to-be adopted children. As Communist Party historian Herbert Aptheker 
would say, anti-Semitism "played and plays a part" in the Rosenberg case.'68 It was 
up to young Jewish Communists like Radosh, 

to convince New York's Jewish population ... that America was now "fascist" and 
was trying to execute two Jews for their "progressive" political beliefs. And for 
second and third-generation Jews like my friends and myself, the Rosenbergs' 
fate could just as well been that of our own parents. My mother and father, after 
all, were also progressive activists steeped in the secular Yiddishkayt culture, 
people who cared for the Russians, who favored civil rights for Negroes, and who 
had fought in or supported the valiant fight of the Abraham Lincoln Brigade 
against fascism in Spain.'69 
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When the sun set that June evening, Radosh knew, in keeping with Jewish rit
ual, the Rosenbergs had been executed. The weeping turned into "a wail of heavy 
crying and moaning, and the singers started chanting the old hymn of slavery 
in Egypt land, 'Let my People GO."'170 When mounted police appeared, Radosh 
saw them as "a reprise of the Russian Cossacks attacking the Jewish poor of the 
shtetl."171 When Radosh attended the funeral of the spies who had given atomic 
bomb secrets to Stalin, the "moment would remain etched in my memory forever 
to be the symbol of what awaited good, progressive Jews who dared to stand up 
for their beliefs."17' 

Thirty years later, learning that the Rosenbergs were indeed spies, Radosh 
wrote an article with Sol Stern C"a colleague from my University ofIowa graduate 
school days and a former Ramparts editor and New Left Activist. Stern was a smart 
writer and shrewd political observer, and we shared a common background and 
perspective. We were both left-wing Jews from New York, for whom the Rosen
berg case had been a central concern")173 to that effect for the New York Times, only 
to learn that Abe Rosenthal spiked it because he didn't want to offend a Jewish 
judge deliberating in a case affecting the Times. The Rosenberg myth-David Rieff 
would claim "the Rosenbergs are the American Left's only true martyrs" -was 
evidently still important to "our crowd."'74 

Radosh was a high school student at Elizabeth Irwin School in Greenwich 
Village when the Rosenbergs were executed. "Was there anyone of note," Radosh 
asks, "who was part of the Old Left or the New Left who did not attend Elizabeth 
Irwin?"'75 The only people who didn't fit in there were the children of Trotskyites 
and Reichians. EI was known as "the little Red Schoolhouse for little Reds," and 
the faculty were every bit as Left-wing as the students, arranging a class trip to 
coal mines in Pennsylvania so the budding young communists could experience 
the proletariat and imbibe its wisdom.'76 The ethnic reality, however, was dramati
cally different from the Marxist fantasy. In their introduction to the working class, 
the EI students were taken to a working-class Catholic Church, where the priest 
talked about "the Miracle of the Lady of Fatima, who appeared to local Polish [sic] 
peasants to warn them about the coming threat of communism." 

Elisabeth Irwin counted among its graduates an equal number of famous 
folkies and famous Reds. Among the latter were Victor Navasky, editor and pub
lisher of The Nation and Angela Davis. Among the former, Eric Weissberg, the 
banjo picker, Toady and Nora Guthrie, and, most famous of all, Mary Travers, of 
Peter, Paul and Mary, who never graduated. Radosh traveled to Washington with 
classmate Travers as part of the Youth Committee for the Rosenbergs to picket 
the White House. Radosh remembers Travers most for her precocious devotion to 
sexual liberation, which continually got her in trouble, leading to her expulsion 
from the school. Mary Travers caused a scandal by posing in a sex photo tabloid, 
which she boldly passed around to her classmates. Travers came from a radical 
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family that lived across the street from EI, which enabled her to harangue and 
insult her former classmates after her expulsion. 

Jewishness, communism, and folksinging combined to form a seamless cul
tural garment for Radosh and his peers in New York in the '50S. During high 
school, Radosh hung out at Washington Square in the Village on Sundays where 
he met "the luminaries of the early folk scene."177 Radosh was there when Ram
blin' Jack Elliott showed up with Woody Guthrie. In fact, he's visible in one of 
the famous pictures of those two seminal folk musicians. Mingling with the folk 
legends were Radosh's radical peers-Carl Granich, the son of Mike Gold, and 
Bob Starobin, son of Joe Starobin, the foreign affairs editor of the Daily Worker. 
Between the Sunday afternoon sessions in Washington Square and the parties in 
the Village and its environs, Radosh met "the first generation of city-bred country 
pickers and folk singers whose names would later become household words."178 

It was Pete Seeger, however, who continued to exert the most influence on 
him. Seeger taught Radosh to play the five-string banjo. Seeger entertained Ra
dosh and his peers at Camp Woodland, and Seeger's legendary 1948 folkways 
album inspired them to adopt his take on America's traditional melodies. Pete 
Seeger is the reason so many Jews played the five-string banjo, an instrument vir
tually unknown before Pete Seeger started playing it. Seeger was the Elvis Presley 
of the Jewish Left, and Radosh knew him intimately enough to call him his hero. 
When Seeger needed a place to spend the night, he was always welcome at the 
Radosh apartment. He would reciprocate by inviting Ron to spend weekends at 
his Beacon, New York, refuge. Mike Gold would often spend weekends at Seeger's 
mountaintop retreat; he was struck how the New York teenagers "worshipped" 
Seeger, whom Gold called "the Karl Marx of the teenagers."'79 

Seeger was extremely popular at Elisabeth Irwin. Like the Blues Brothers, 
who played both kinds of music, "Country and Western," the music department 
at EI ran the socialist gamut from Third Period chorales to Popular Front folk 
tunes. The school's music director Bob DeCormier, later became director of the 
New York Choral Society, the Harry Belafonte Singers, and, under the name Rob
ert Corman, musical arranger for Peter, Paul and Mary. During Radosh's years, 
Cormier also directed the Jewish Young Folk-Singers, which was affiliated with 
the Communist Party's International Workers Order. Radosh was a member of 
the JYF. 

In 1954, an Israeli actor by the name of The odor Bikel arrived in New York to 
perform in a Broadway play called Tonight in Samarkand. Within days, Bikel, "a 
gifted impersonator,"180 introduced himself to Pete Seeger. Israeli folk songs soon 
joined the repertoire of the Left. Nine years later, Bikel was at Newport singing 
"We Shall Overcome." Bikel added a new note, Zionism, to the American folk 
repertoire. It was an act of supererogation, because by 1954, folk music was a Jew
ish phenomenon. "Jewish repertoire may not have been central to the folk song 
revival," Kirshenblatt-Gimblett writes, but 
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Jews certainly were. They owned and managed clubs and record companies. 
They were composers, performers, agents, and managers. They were writers and 
critics. Moses Asch, son ofSholem Asch, established Folkways. Jac Holzman and 
Leonard Ripley ran Elektra. Kenneth S. Goldstein issued innumerable record
ings of songs from the field. Israel Young ran the Folklore Center on MacDougal 
Street. Aliza Greenblatt, the mother of Woody Guthrie's former wife Marjorie, 
was a published Yiddish poet; she wrote "Der fisher," which has become a favor
ite in the Yiddish song repertoire. Jean Richie's husband, George Pickow, a Jew 
from New York, made her an improved mountain dulcimer. The list goes on.,8, 

The Weavers didn't remain blacklisted for long. In December 1955, the Weav
ers celebrated their return to respectability with a successful concert at Carnegie 
Hall. Ron Radosh was not there. In September, Ron, unlike most of his Jewish 
Communist Comrades from the LYL who "more or less automatically'''82 enrolled 
in City College of New York, had left for Madison, Wisconsin, where he enrolled 
in the history program. His purpose was not learning, but subversion. The Com
munist Youth League gave him "a ready-made community'''83 in Madison, and 
Radosh began "burrowing from within.'''84 In his memoir Commies, Radosh de
scribes his purpose as "classically Leninist": 

to gain influence in, and if possible take over, other existing student groups. 
One of our 'secret" members was a paunchy New Yorker named Jeff Kapow, who 
admitted in Paul Buhle's book: "There was no other choice but to work within 
the framework of other organizations whose aims were in some way compatible 
with our own. The words used to describe this activity-"infiltration" and "bur
rowing from within" -have an essentially negative connotation and are, as such, 
unjust. For we were not so much using those organizations for our own ends as 
we were helping them fulfill their stated aims.",8S 

Radosh and his communist friends infiltrated "the NAACP, the Young 
Democrats, the Students for Democratic Action (youth arm of the fiercely anti
Communist ADA), the Film Society, the Student council, the Student League for 
Industrial Democracy (a social-democratic group)" and tuned them into orga
nizations "to overthrow our capitalist democracy and replace it with a socialist 
revolution modeled on the USSR.'''86 Radosh and his friends were evidently suc
cessful in subverting these organizations, assuring us that "The old Commie tactic 
of 'burrowing from within' really did work.",s7 

Once again, Radosh, even thought he was hundreds of miles away from home, 
was ensconced in a seamlessly Jewish community, Communist in its politics, and 
involved in folk music. Radosh met his first girlfriend at the campus branch of 
Hillel, a Zionist who danced Israeli folk dances and criticized Radosh's politics 
as "adolescent rebellion against parental authorities,"'88 even though Radosh's 
parents were as radically communist as he. Soon Marshall Brickman and Eric 
Weissberg, folkies Radosh knew from Washington Square, arrived in Madison. 
The Jewish Communist folk scene replicated itself in one of the many coffee hous
es that would spread Greenwich Village across the country. Although Brickman 
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"came from a bona fide Red-diaper-baby family,"'89 he and Weissberg, Radosh's 
bunkmate at Camp Woodland, were relatively apolitical, spending their time lis
tening to Earl Scruggs' records, trying to imitate his banjo licks. Radosh looked 
down on Brickman and Weissberg because of their indifference to politics; they 
looked down on Radosh because of his lack of skill on the banjo. They performed 
together on Theodore Bikel's radio program, broadcast live from the Gate of Horn 
in Chicago, which was part of 

a network of tiny clubs [which] stretched form coast to coast, establishing a kind 
of alternative entertainment circuit. Folksingers with talent could develop quite 
a reputation as they worked their way across the country, playing popular clubs. 
Coincidentally, a handful of coffeehouses emerged as the "important rooms" one 
had to play on the way up. There was Folk City in New York, the Gate of Horn 
in Chicago, and in San Francisco, the hungry i and Ash Grove became essential 
links to the big time. Each major city had a coffeehouse or two where enthusiasts 
came to see folksingers on the brink of success.'90 

At this point, it's worth asking whether subversion, "burrowing from within" 
was essentially Communist or Jewish. The answer, of course, is that it is impossi
ble to distinguish the two qualities. Subversion is something that Jews did because 
they were Communists, but it is also something that communists did because they 
were Jews. Just as Radosh and his LYL buddies subverted the campus branch of 
the ADA, so Weissberg and Brickman subverted Earl Scruggs in their way, first 
by slavishly imitating his technique and then appropriating his music just as Pete 
Seeger had subverted other American music during the '30S. Earl Scruggs was 
now part of the Jewish revolutionary coffee house folk-music scene, whether he 
wanted to be or not, and that music would be transformed into the revolutionary 
Dionysian anthems of the '60S willy nilly. 

During summers, Radosh returned to New York to work as a counselor at an
other camp for Jewish communists, this time for adults. He became the folk music 
leader at Wingdale on the Lake, previously known as Camp Unity, "an adult resort 
for party members."'9' Radosh's duties "involved little more than leading songs at 
the campfire once a week and being MC at the Saturday night shows." As a result, 
he had plenty of time to socialize.'92 He took a liking to a high school student four 
year his junior, Alice Schweig, the daughter of a wealthy dentist from Pelham, 
"the only area" in New York, Radosh says, "that would vote for Barry Goldwater" 
in 1964.'93 There, "Alice had felt something of an alien.'''94 Radosh was worried 
about how her parents might react to their daughter marrying a communist. But, 
rummaging in their attic, he discovered they too had been communists in their 
youth. "Although no longer open about it," Alice's parents were in "the communist 
orbit," and "would not look askance at a partner for Alice who was committed to 
the dreams and hopes of their own left-wing youth.'''95 

Radosh's in-laws did have reason to worry, but not about Communism. The 
Left was turning from the concerns of the working class and becoming involved 
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in the sexual revolution instead. The Jews took a leading role in this subversion, 
unaware that in succumbing to the siren song of Dionysos, they would destroy 
their own little world. Wingdale on the Lake, Radosh says, 

had a well-earned reputation as a den of free love, a place where uptight apparat
chiks abandoned all pretenses and let their libidos loose. In particular, the adult 
female campers seemed to indulge in behavior that was never openly acknowl
edged or condoned, but appeared to be the favored sexual activity of the camp: 
sex with black male staff and campers, which could not be condemned because 
of the party's ongoing campaign against "white chauvinism." It was also the first 
I had ever heard of group sex and wife-swapping, with the highly prized black 
lifeguard and his white roommate regularly switching partners as part of their 
camp routine.'96 

1953-54: Ramblin Jack Elliott and Woody Guthrie 
The cowboy-in particular, the singing cowboy-was one of the most sig

nificant cultural casualties in the communist campaign of burrowing within the 
traditions of American folk music. Mel Brooks presided over his funeral in his 
mid-70s film Blazing Saddles. But the singing cowboy was also one of the first 
roles New York Jews appropriated to become American. The best example was 
Elliott Charles Adnopoz, a Jewish cowboy from Brooklyn. Adnopoz ran away as 
a teenager and joined the Colonel Jim Eskew traveling rodeo. Adnopoz was em
barrassed about his New York origin and his Jewish name, so he told rodeo folks 
to call him Buck. After meeting Woody Guthrie, Adnopoz changed his name to 
Ramblin' Jack Elliott and became the model for a generation of singing Jewish 
cowboys, including Bob Dylan. Elliott moved in with Guthrie and, over a few in
tense months, adopted his guitar and singing styles and every other aspect of his 
life, including his penchant for rambling. 

As the documentary directed by his daughter demonstrates, the prime at
traction the singing cowboy persona had for Elliott was its absolution from fam
ily responsibility. The rambler protested agaomst monogamy. No longer was the 
cowboy an awkwardly chivalrous John Wayne or a defender of the rights of the 
workingman. Instead he was a proponent of sexual liberation. Ramblin' sexual
ity became the prime attraction of Lifestyle Leftism during the '50S. During the 
warmer months of 1953 and 1954, Elliott and Guthrie would serenade teenagers in 
Washington Square in Greenwich Village. Elliott sported his trademark cowboy 
hat, and Guthrie looked like an escapee from a flophouse. Guthrie was having 
increasing difficulty physically, suffering from the early stages of Huntington's 
chorea, the nerve disorder that killed his mother and eventually killed him. His 
drinking didn't help. Nor did his ramblin' womanizing. Guthrie abandoned his 
second wife and took up with Anneke Van Kirk Marshall, a 20-year-old he met 
near Geer's farm in California. Ramblin' Jack would emulate his mentor, going 
through four wives by the time his daughter made her documentary. 
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Chapter Twenty-Two 

Lorraine Hansberry 

On October 25, 1940, the Supreme Court heard arguments in the case of 
Hansberry v. Lee, a case which challenged restrictive covenants, a real 
estate ploy which prevented blacks from moving into all-white neighbor

hoods. Carl Hansberry, a black Chicago businessman, was looking for property 
to buy on the south side of Chicago. In 1937 he found James Joseph Burke, a dis
gruntled former member of Woodlawn Property Owners Association, who had 
vowed revenge on the organization that had done him wrong. Burke made good 
on his threat to "get even with the Woodlawn Property Owners' Asociation by 
putting niggers in every block'" of the Washington Park subdivision, beginning 
with Carl Hansberry, who conspired with Burke to buy a three-flat brick building 
at 6140 South Rhodes Avenue, which he knew the law barred him from buying. 
Historians have concluded that "Indeed, a conspiracy existed," but they have also 
concluded that Hansberry was involved "a necessary conspiracy," because the "in
trigue" was "aimed at righting a wrong.''' 

Necessary or not, this conspiracy to deprive a Negro of his rights did not in
clude the usual suspects. This time there were no frog-eyed southern bigots with 
tobacco juice dripping from their chins. This time the enemies of racial equality 
were the Supreme Life Insurance Company, which "pumped more than a hundred 
thousand dollars .. .into fighting this case" and Robert Maynard Hutchins, presi
dent of the Rockefeller-endowed University of Chicago, who told Hansberry's 
lawyers, "It's a matter of economics .... The university has a huge investment in 
the South Side, and I've got to protect it.... Why don't you people stay where you 
belong?''.! 

The language of the covenant was frankly racial, defining a Negro as "every 
person having one-eighth part or more of Negro blood, or having any appreciable 
mixture of Negro blood and every person who is what is commonly known as a 
'colored person."!! But the situation in Chicago was different than the situation in 
the South. Chicago was a city of ethnic neighborhoods. The race riot of 1919 con
vinced the city fathers that the best way to keep the peace in an ethnically diverse 
city was ethnic pluralism, with each neighborhood its own quasi-independent 
fiefdom. In the wake of the first wave of black migration up from the South during 
World War I, southern blacks were treated like one of the many immigrant ethnic 
groups which had already come to Chicago by being assigned their own ethnic 
territory in the same way that the Germans, Poles and Irish had in the past. 

The Catholic Church in Chicago, which would later be blamed for promoting 
segregation, simply adopted the ethnic neighborhood pattern when it set up its 
parishes. According to the official history of the Archdiocese of Chicago, 
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a local parish was far more than a place of worship; it was also a community 
center, where immigrants could congregate and inter-marry with people of the 
same language and customs. Throughout the 19th century, therefore, each Catho
lic ethnic group built a separate community in Chicago.! 

The instruction in parochial schools was in the language of the immigrant 
group which settled in that particular neighborhood, something that highlighted 
the fact that "Not just education, but every aspect of Catholic life and worship 
was subdivided along ethnic lines," with the Irish, Germans and Poles forming 
the "major leagues" of ethnic Chicago.6 Black Catholics were no exception to this 
rule and "were considered an ethnic group like any other. If they could raise the 
money, they could have their own church and ethnic parish.''7 Segregation is a 
word that emerged during the time of redemption in the South, but it got applied 
to the situation in the North nonetheless, often by people who knew that the two 
situations were different, as when Kantorowicz writes that Black parishes were 
"segregated," because "most ethnic groups at the time were segregated, at least 
in part of their own volition."8 Segregation in the South, needless to say, was not 
voluntary. 

In Chicago immigrant groups banded together in particular neighbor
hoods for mutual support. Ethnicity and not laws created to bring about sepa
ration of the races determined the make of up of Chicago's neighborhoods and 
therefore its parishes: 

In 1916 the Catholic Church in the city of Chicago consisted of 93 territorial 
(mainly Irish) parishes with 235,600 members; 35 German parishes with 62,700 
parishioners; and 34 Polish parishes, counting 208,700 parish members. The mi
nor leagues accounted for an additional 53 parishes and 139,200 parishioners. 
The 646,200 active members of the Catholic Church in Chicago formed about 30 
percent of the city's population .... Ethnic divisions were all-pervasive, wherever 
one looked throughout the archdiocese.9 

Cardinal Mundelein, "a third-generation German-American and a confirmed 
Americanizer," tried to revoke "the ethnic peace treaty" that was the model for the 
Chicago Archdiocese, but the neighborhood was such an integral part of the warp 
and woof of Chicago that no one man could change it. to Mundelein declared a 
moratorium on the establishment of new ethnic parishes, insisted that the lan
guage of instruction in all subjects (except catechism and reading) in parochial 
schools had to be in English, and steadfastly refused to name any Polish auxiliary 
bishops, but Chicago remained stubbornly ethnic in spite of his efforts. Munde
lein's Americanizing may well have exacerbated the racial situation, because in 
refusing to allow new ethnic groups to found their own parishes, he denied black 
Catholics from the South the same rights that every other ethnic group had en
joyed, when the black migrants needed them the most, namely, during the great 
period of migration up from Mississippi which stretched from 1919 to 1960. 
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In Americanizing Chicago Catholics, the Catholic bishops adopted racial cat
egories that were alien to their European immigrant flock. Mundelein, like his 
contemporary Cardinal Dougherty in Philadelphia, refused to see black Catholics 
as just another ethnic group and insisted upon their integration into existing par
ishes. This was not only disruptive, it also brought about Americanization in a way 
that neither man intended by introducing recently arrived European Catholics 
to the racial system of the American South and convincing them that they were 
"white." This, in turn, thwarted the very integration that Mundelein's integrative 
Americanizing wanted to foster. It was a problem that would grow with time as 
both black migration and covert government sponsored social engineering grew 
during the war years. 

Knowing that he was in for a hard legal fight, Hansberry and his attorney, 
C. Francis Stradford, approached Earl Dickerson, the star legal counsel for the 
NAACP. By the time Hansberry and his lawyer contacted them, the NAACP, as 
well as the AJC, had decided to move beyond fighting discrimination on a case
by-case basis. The change in strategy was largely the result of a report written in 
1931, the same year that the Scottsboro Boys went on trial for the first time, by 
Nathan Margold, a Romanian-Jewish immigrant who had studied law at Har
vard. Margold's report proposed "an unprecedented all-out attack on segregation 
itself,"" including attacks on restrictive covenants and housing discrimination in 
the North, where segregation was not de jure. By the time Hansberry and his law
yers contacted Earl Dickerson, Nathan Margold's report had become "the bible of 
the NAACP."" 

During the 1930S and 1940s, Jews at organizations like the American Jewish 
Committee began to apply the principles of Boasian environmental sociology and 
anthropology to the burning questions of the day, the most burning of which were 
the rise of Nazism in Germany and the continuing hegemony of white racism in 
the American South. American Jews continued to be haunted by the spectre of 
Leo Frank, and the emerging world situation during the 1930S did little to calm 
their fears. The other side was just as anxious. As the circumstances surrounding 
the Scottsboro Boys trials became better known, the South began to fear that once 
again they were the victims of outside agitation. "The Niggers and Jews of New 
York are working hand in hand," Senator Theodore Bilbo was quoted as saying in 
the Jewish Exponent.'3 

Whether he actually said that or not, the Jews of New York were hard at work 
turning Boasian social science into weapons they could use against their enemies. 
The weapons were largely legal and would be put in the service of what later came 
to be known as social engineering. War, as John B. Watson had said when his book 
Behaviorism appeared in 1915, was itself a form of social engineering that would 
provide the perfect cover for what they had in mind. The Second World War also 
corresponded to a changing of the guard in which the previous generation of Ger-
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man-Jewish patricians-Jacob Schiff, Louis Marshall, Julius Rosenwald and Joel 
Spingarn-were replaced by a younger generation drawn almost exclusively from 
the ranks of the Ostjuden who had arrived during the period of upheaval in Russia 
following the assassination of Czar Alexander II in 1881 and before immigration 
quotas were imposed in 1924. 

In 1943 John Slawson, who had been born in the Ukraine, became head of the 
American Jewish Committee and one of the leaders in what Murray Friedman 
calls "the Jewish phase of the civil rights revolution."'4 The Jewish phase was heavily 
involved in the promotion ofJewish social science as the main weapon in the fight 
against fascism. Under Slawson's leadership, the AJC "was the primary organizer 
of the social science-based attack on religiOUS and racial discrimination.'''5 In his 
capacity as head of the AJC, Slawson began promoting the work of the Frankfurt 
School refugees who had found their way to America during the 1930S. In addition 
to the work of Erich Fromm, Theodor W. Adorno, and Max Horkheimer, the AJC 
also sponsored the work of noted psychological warfare expert Kurt Lewin, who 
under the auspices of the AJC organized the Commission on Community Inter
relations, whose principles would get put into practice in places like Chicago after 
the war by people like Louis Wirth and Philip Klutznick, who went from being 
manager of Park Forest, one of the first experiments in using the car suburb as a 
form of social engineering, to being head of B'nai B'rith. Lewin was also instru
mental in creating the form of social coercion known as the T-group or sensitivity 
group, which he hammered out with the help of a grant from the Office of Naval 
Research at his National Training Laboratory in Bethel, Maine. In promoting the 
work of the Frankfurt School refugees in America, Slawson saw himself as follow
ing in the footsteps of Cyrus Adler, the AJC's third preSident, who 

thought it was essential to mobilize public opinion in the United States against 
Hitler and his party without any reference to Jews at all. His views were shared 
by the group's other German-Jewish leaders, who had helped to subsidize the 
work of Boas and related social scientists in the interest of demolishing the Na
zis' master-race mythology.'6 

The main difference between Slawson's and Adler's approach lay chiefly in 
the group which got targeted. After the war, the attack on fascism and racism that 
came to be known as social engineering was broadened to include not just Nazis 
but a whole group of unwitting American citizens who would have been outraged 
if they had known that their own government was collaborating with groups like 
the AJC to change their behavior. 

In May 1944 Slawson convened a conference on anti-Semitism at the Biltmore 
Hotel in New York. At that conference members of the AJC's psychological war
fare team-including Adorno, Horkheimer and Lewin-joined up with promi
nent members of the American social science establishment like Gordon Allport, 
John Dollard, Paul Lazarsfeld, Talcott Partons, and Lloyd Warner to identify "an
ti-Semitism as a central element in the antidemocratic personality.'''7 The culmi-
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nation of Slawson's efforts came in 1949-50 with the publication of the Studies in 
Prejudice series. "These enormously influential books," Friedman tells us, "were 
sponsored and paid for by the American Jewish Committee. The series central vol
ume, The Authoritarian Personality, extended and strengthened Fromm's ideas."'s 

What followed was a barrage of covert social engineering unleashed on un
suspecting Americans, who were now accused of turning their children into little 
fascists if they ignored the Frankfurt School version of how to raise them. When 
Bess Myerson became the first Jewish Miss America, she joined the ADL's roster 
of speakers and went from school to school spreading the message, "you can't be 
beautiful and hate." 

The Studies in Prejudice series never really got around to naming the do
mestic enemy who was now the successor of Nazism, but before long it became 
clear that the AJC was promoting an attack on two groups in particular. Southern 
whites and Catholic ethnics in the big cities of the north had become the prime 
candidates for the authoritarian personality award. As some indication of the 
groups that the AJC and their social science arm did not like, Leo Pfeffer, lawyer 
for the AJC and other Jewish organizations in the school prayer decisions of the 
'60S, once said that whenever his daughter wanted to get back at him, she threat
ened to marry a Catholic army officer from Alabama.'9 

As if on cue, Joe McCarthy, the German/Irish Catholic senator from Wiscon
sin emerged as the" dangerous demagogue, who perfectly epitomized the authori
tarian personality described in the classic study,"'o proving if nothing else that the 
psychological warfare techniques which got developed during the war were now 
going to be used against the opponents of the Black-Jewish Alliance under the 
guise of social therapy. 

Soon Frankfurt School messages began cropping up all over the place. The 
readers of Collier's magazine (which later published "The Body Snatchers," which 
got made into the film The Invasion of the Body-Snatchers, an early protest against 
social engineering) got to read "The Outcasts" by B. J. Chute, which presented in 
fictional form "an indictment of anti-Semitic covenants in real estate.''>' Not even 
Broadway musicals were exempt from doing duty as covert social engineering. 
Theatergoers who went to see South Pacific were treated to "Carefully Taught," 
which Friedman describes as a "show stopping song ... stating that children had 
to be taught to hate," which "made the point in a way that Theodore Adorno and 
his colleagues at the AJC could never have dreamed possible.''>' It was during the 
postwar period, when Boasian anthropology began to be applied, via the Frank
furt School, as part of the mechanism which used social engineering to combat 
"prejudice," that the modern civil rights movement began to take shape. 

Lorraine Hansberry was ten years old when her father won his Supreme 
Court case. Carl Hansberry, who would later claim that he had made a killing on 
the Rhoades Avenue building, would go on to make an even greater killing ex
ploiting his new-found leverage in the Chicago real estate market. Now each time 
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his or any other black family moved into a previously white neighborhood, panic 
ensued, and as white families dumped their houses on the market, black entrepe
neurs like Hansberry could buy them up for a song and then sell them at the pre
mium prices the housing market could then command to the new migrants from 
the South. "Black real estate speculators made a killing," wrote Truman K. Gib
son, whose other client, Claude Barnett, director of the Associated Negro Press, 
"bought three buildings and confided to me that they were the best investments 
he ever made because they came at so little COSt."13 

Hansberry was a Republican who ran unsuccessfully for Congress in the No
vember 1940 election. He was also the black version of the American Calvinist Jew 
Marx described in Zur ludenfrage. Hansberry was a member of what W. E. B. Du 
Bois would have called the "talented tenth," and the nation's "colored aristocracy," 
including Du Bois, felt welcome in his home. But Hansberry was also a slum land
lord who had no qualms about exploiting his own people. Biographies of his more 
famous daughter sometimes list him as the inventor of the "kitchenette" apart
ment, which is another way of describing how he destroyed the large homes on the 
south side of by putting sinks and toilets in what used to be bedrooms and living 
rooms and then renting them at exhorbitant prices to the newly arrived share
croppers from Mississippi. Carl's sons, under the name of Hansberry Enterprises, 
would carryon the same tradition in the 1950S after Carl, Sr.'s death, demand
ing large deposits from Mississippi sharecroppers and then evicting them so that 
Hansberry Enterprises could cash in on the next wave of unfortunate Negroes. 

Lorraine Hansberry's biographer suggests that Carl, Sr.'s death at age 51 "was 
arguably caused by the strains of racism."24 She also speculates that racism led 
to Lorraine's death of duodenal cancer at the age of 34. But in the case of Carl, 
Sr. bad business deals and extramarital affairs probably caused as much stress in 
his life as racism did. In the case of his daughter, class conflict was a bigger issue 
than racial conflict, because the Hansberrys were well off by anyone's definition 
of the term in the 1930S and 1940S. If anything, the Hansberry family profited 
handsomely from their exploitation of the racial situation in America. Carl, Sr. 
made a killing in real estate after the Supreme Court allowed him to cause panic 
in white neighborhoods with impunity. Lorraine's sister Mamie claims that her 
father "made quite a fortune during the depreSSion because the white landlord 
simply couldn't collect the rent and he could.",5 And Lorraine Hansberry went on 
to became America's foremost black playwright in her day. 

The Hansberrys were so well off in fact that they could afford to buy Lor
raine an ermine coat for her fifth birthday. Lorraine wore her fur coat, not to 
church on Sunday, but to school during the week, with unfortunate consequences. 
Hansberry's fellow students, who considered themselves lucky if they had shoes 
on their feet and a bologna sandwich for lunch during the depths of the Depres
sion, were so outraged by the Hansberrys' ostentatious display of wealth that they 
threw ink on Lorraine's fur coat and beat her up. If, as her biographer contends, 
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Lorraine Hansbery was "an outsider,"26 it was her wealth and not her race which 
made her one. 

If anything contributed to Lorraine's sense of herself as an outsider, it was 
the stigma of coming from a family of slum landlords. Consciousness of this fact 
made both generations of Hansberrys uncomfortable in Chicago and eager to 
leave. When he died suddenly at the age of 51, Carl, Sr. was planning to move to 
Mexico. Lorraine left Chicago at the age of 18 and never returned. In A Raisin in 
the Sun, the play which made her famous, Hansberry could allow Beneatha to 
distance herself from Chicago by fantasizing about an imaginary African past 
in which she conflated all of that continent's black ethnic groups into one proto
revolutionary mass, but her knowledge of Africa was limited at best and not first 
hand. Panafricanism may have been a fact of life in Chicago, but it never really 
caught on in Africa, as the numerous ethnic wars and genocides there indicate. 
At one point, Hansberry claimed that "Muzungu" was the Kikuyu name for Eu
ropeans and that it derived from "he who is dizzy." Mzungu, the word for white 
person, however, is Swahili not Kikuyu, and it is etymologically related to the verb 
to wander. 

In 1950 Hansberry dropped out of the University of Wisconsin at Madison, 
and moved to New York, where she took writing classes at the New School for So
cial Research and worked as an assistant editor at Paul Robeson's new magazine, 
Freedom. It was at this point that she became the "intellectual revolutionary''>7 that 
she would be for the rest of her short life. Cheney sees a duality in Hansberry's life, 
claiming that she "never fully resolved the duality of her life and works-upper 
middle class affluence and black heritage and revolution,''>s but she leaves out the 
main source of dichotomy. 

Like Claude McKay, W. A. Domingo, Richard Wright, and many other black 
writers, Lorraine Hansberry learned about revolution from the Jews she met in 
New York. The dichotomy is evident in her major works. Hansberrry's first play, 
A Raisin in the Sun, is suffused with a Chicago that is both black and Christian, 
and as a result suffused with moral indignation against abortion and atheism. The 
Window in Sidney Brustein's Window, her second play, is suffused with bohemian 
Jewish New York but also with Hansberry's attempt to come to grips with this 
alien culture. 

On June 20, 1953 Hansberry married Robert Nemiroff, a Jewish literature stu
dent and songwriter, whom she had met on a picket line protesting discrimination 
at New York University. Together they worked at odd jobs in the publishing indus
try and lived la vie boheme in Greenwich Village. Then in 1956, Nemiroff wrote a 
hit song, "Cindy, Oh Cindy," which earned him $100,000. Financially secure with 
the money from her husband's song, Hansberry quit her day job, devoted herself 
to writing full time, and completed a play about her experience growing up in 
Chicago, which she tentatively titled "The Crystal Stair," after a line in a Langston 
Hughes poem. 
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It wasn't an auspicious moment for the Black-Jewish Alliance. Friedman 
claims that "there was nothing phony or contrived about the commitment of most 
Jewish Communists to black civil rights.">9 To counter that claim, Cruse men
tions that around the same time that Hansberry arrived in New York, the Jewish 
communists in charge of the Harlem branch of the party had ordered Harlem's 
Negro party members to protest Ninotchka at the Apollo Theater even though it 
was obvious that the Negroes had nothing to gain from the protest. Who but a 
Russian Jew would have been offended by Ernst Lubitsch casting Greta Garbo as 
a commissar who falls in love with her counterpart from the west in Paris? Cruse 
makes it clear that the Negroes had no dog in that fight. 

Harold Cruse provides an interesting counterpoint to the career of Lorraine 
Hansberry. Like Hansberry, Cruse was a black migrant to New York. Cruse was 
born in Petersburg, Virginia on March 8, 1916 and moved to Harlem as a teenager. 
Like Hansberry, Cruse was an "intellectual revolutionary" who spent a number of 
years in the Communist Party learning revolution at the feet of Russian Jews. In 
this particular instance, Cruse was a member of the Communist Party from 1945 

until 1952. When he left the party at the age of 36, Cruse had gained "a position of 
considerable respect among Harlem communists."3O Like Hansberry, Cruse was 
interested in the theater and spent the 1950S, like Hansberry, trying to get a musi
cal produced on Broadway. Like Hansberry, Cruse lived among the Bohemians of 
Greewich Village. 

At this point the profiles begin to diverge. Le Roi Jones remembers Cruse as a 
"writer," not a political activist, who would frequent the Cafe Figaro in the Village 
and "was always complaining about how Broadway producers were turning down 
the musicals he was writing.''.!' Unlike Hansberry, Cruse never made contact with 
anyone who wanted to back his plays, confirming his belief that Jews controlled 
Broadway for their own interests. 

By the early '50S it had become clear to people like Cruse that the only reason 
the Jews who controlled the party were interested in Harlem was to turn Negroes 
into revolutionaries and use them to fight their battles. Cruse mentions the head
line in the Amsterdam News of September 29, 1951-"Communists Woo Harlem
Open big drive in local area" -as a clear indication "that the Communists had 
retreated to Harlem because 'this belabored, belittled community is considered 
to be American's weakest link of resistance against the movement.'''3> Friedman, 
who wrote his book on the Black-Jewish Alliance to refute Cruse, admits the same 
thing when he writes: "During the period of he Cold War, the tendency was to 
describe American communists as tools of Moscow utilizing the grievances of 
blacks for party interests alone."33 Friedman gives even more evidence to support 
the thesis that Jews were using Negroes as revolutionary cannon fodder from the 
life of Richard Wright, even though he seems unaware that he is undermining his 
own thesis that "there was nothing phony or contrived about the commitment of 
most Jewish Communists to black civil rights"34 in the act of presenting it: 
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In The God that Failed, Wright describes the presence of so many Jew
ish artists and writers in the movement as exhilarating. A Jewish writer 
invited him to a meeting of the John Reed club on Chicago's south side, 
where he was introduced to a group of young men and women who were 
to become leading painters, composers, novelists, and filmmakers. These 
men and women-all Jewish-formed with him the first sustained re
lationships of his life, and although he looked hard, he found no con
descension in them. Wright, who twice married Jewish women, has a 
Jewish Communist, Boris Max, defend his black protagonist in Native 
Son. When the protagonist refuses to cooperate in a police investigation 
because police "hate black folks," Wright has Max reply, "They hate oth
ers too. They hate me because I'm trying to help you. They're writing me 
letters calling me a 'dirty Jew."'35 

Shortly after Hansberry and Nemiroff moved into their apartment in on 
Bleecker Street in Greenwich Village, the Supreme Court handed down Brown 
v. Board of Education, and what has come to be known as "the civil rights move
ment" came into existence. Brown struck down Plessy v. Ferguson's concept of 
"separate but equal," which was the cornerstone of the South's redemption and 
the North's withdrawal from Reconstruction. Brown, in turn, found its theoreti
cal basis in Gunnar Myrdal's book An American Dilemma, which was a creation 
of the psychological warfare establishment under the direction of Samuel Stouffer 
and Louis Wirth, the University of Chicago sociologist who worked for the Office 
of War Information during the War. 

As Murray Friedman hints, Myrdal did not and could not have written An 
American Dilemma. Nor did he need to since it was going to be based on the 
Boasian school of environmental sociology and anthropology anyway, and there 
were plenty of Boasians in the United States. The Boasians needed Myrdal as their 
front man because otherwise the Brown decision ran the danger of being derided 
as based on "Jewish science.''36 The Jews, particularly those at the NAACP were, of 
course, intimately involved with the Brown decision. Felix Frankfurter, ChiefJus
tice on the Court which handed down Brown, was a German-speaking Jew from 
Vienna who had served on the NAACP's legal committee. Jack Greenberg of the 
NAACP, Friedman tells us, "drew the assignment to find experts in the Midwest 
for the landmark case Brown V. Board of Education of Topeka, Kansas."37 Kenneth 
B. Clark, the black psychologist whose study of black and white dolls indicated 
that students were harmed by segregated classrooms was cited in Brown, had been 
funded by the AJe. Clark's study led the court to conclude that "the average black 
American had been scarred by self-hatred," and that "segregation .. .inflicted vast 
psychic damage on both white and black children.''38 AJC-sponsored psychologi
cal studies festoon the decision from one footnote to another. Friedman concludes 
after the fact that "Clark's research ... was flawed,"39 but 50 years after the fact the 
point was moot. Flawed or not, the Jewish-sponsored research that made up the 
theoretical underpinning for the Brown decision had gotten the job done. Brown 
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created both an atmosphere conducive to revolution and a weapon that could be 
used against the South for what it had done to Leo Frank. "The Court's May 17, 
1954 decision," as Friedman put it, "would spur the civil rights revolution that fol
lowed.'ljo Friedman claims that "the Black-Jewish Alliance did not exist in Dixie 
for good reasons.'lj1 First of all, the South lacked Jewish revolutionaries ("There 
were no Joel Spingarns there," is how Friedman put it.)4' Secondly, southern Jews 
had been intimidated by the lynching of Leo Frank, who remained a "ghostly idol" 
into the '50S.43 Northern Jews, who like their Southern counterparts, "grew up 
with the thought of Franks' lynching never far from their minds,'1f4 had no qualms 
about antagonizing Southerners because they didn't have to live with them, and 
soon began to harass the South in an increasingly overt manner, one which cul
minated in the Freedom Summer of 1964, immortalized by the line from the Alan 
Sherman song, "How's your sister Ida?lShe's a freedom rida.'l!5 

When 19 rabbis from the North arrived in Birmingham in 1963 to take part 
in protests against segregation and teach the local Negroes how to sing "Hava 
Nagilla,'l!6 a delegation of southern Jews met the "19 Messiahs" (as they were called 
by local Jews) and asked them to go home.47 Ironically or not, Friedman concludes 
that "it was not racists but rather the Jewish civil rights protesters from the North 
and West whom southern Jews feared the most.'lj8 

This sort of revolutionary meddling soon created the reaction in the South 
which southern Jews feared. Before long "Jew" and "Communist" had become 
synonyms in the South. Unlike the good southern Jews, the New York Jews had 
come south with one purpose in mind, to stir up the Negroes and turn them into 
communist revolutionaries. Rep. John E. Rankin, who introduced legislation in 
Congress to outlaw the ADL, claimed that 

the "better element" of Jews throughout the South and West was not only 
ashamed but also alarmed by the activities of Jewish Communists, who were 
responsible for the rapes and murders of white girls by "vicious Negroes.'\9 

In addition to that, Friedman notes that 

In 1948 a prominent member of the Daughters of the Confederacy's North Caro
lina chapter circulated a letter charging that most of the Communists in the 
United States were Jews and that most agitators stirring up southern Negroes 
were ofJewish origin. Jews also supplied most ofthe money for such activities.SO 

The suspicions of the Southerners were justified, but they were demonized for 
having them nonetheless. In Travels with Charley, a book which John Steinbeck 
dedicated to New York publisher and NAACP supporter Harold Guinzberg, Stein
beck runs into a cab driver in Louisiana, who tells him that "them goddamn New 
York Jews come in and stir the niggers Up."!1 When Steinbeck picks up a cracker 
hitchhiker, who tells him he sounds like a "Commie nigger lover,'''' Steinbeck loses 
no time in expelling this man from the RV which has come to symbolize deraci
nated America for saying the same thing that Murray Friedman would note with 
pride 30 some years later. By the time Friedman got around to writing his book in 
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1995, the civil rights movement was not only a good or necessary conspiracy; it was 
the Black-Jewish Alliance's finest hour. 

Up until the Montgomery bus boycott of 1955, the Jews dominated the civil 
rights movement. Indeed, the NAACP, which was founded in 1909, did not have 
one black lawyer on its staff until 1933. After Montgomery, however, "The black 
masses now became the shock troops and the central force in the civil rights revo
lution.''53 

As if to prove that Steinbeck's cab driver was right all along, Friedman cites 
the case of Bayard Rustin, a Negro Quaker homosexual, who attended City Col
lege of New York, with its Stalinist and Trotskyite alcoves in the lunch room, and 
"joined the young communist league" after he arrived in New York.54 In the sum
mer of 1956 Bayard Rustin introduced Martin Luther King, Jr. to Stanley Levison, a 
"political radical who had worked on behalf of the convicted atom spies Ethel and 
Julius Rosenberg" who was also "a financial pillar of the Communist Party and 
other radical causes.''55 Levison would go on to become "enormously influential 
behind the scenes and throughout King's career.''56 Friedman claims that Levison 
became "King's closest white friend and most reliable colleague for the remainder 
of his life" and "would epitomize the Black-Jewish Alliance's new look."57 

Levison got his start in politics shortly after the war when he became a finan
cial contributor to the Communist Party. By 1953 he was aSSisting in the manage
ment of party finances, a job which included creating business fronts which would 
earn or launder money for the party. J. Edgar Hoover believed that Levison was 
under party discipline when he entered the King movement. 

When Martin Luther King announced the creation of the Southern Christian 
Leadership Conference in 1957, it was Levison and Rustin who "labored behind 
the scenes in New York" to provide the $200,000 a year the SCLC needed for 
its operations in the South.58 Eventually, Rustin and Levison were joined by two 
more members of the Black-Jewish Alliance-Jack O'Dell, a black communist, 
and Harry Wachtel. Together they came up with a list of 9,000 donors who were 
willing to make semiannual contributions to the SCLC to fund its operations. In 
1963, the Kennedy brothers, Jack and Bobby, persuaded King to cut his ties with 
Bayard Rustin, but King never broke with Levison, and in fact spoke with him on 
the phone until King's death in 1968. Friedman gives conflicting accounts of the 
amount of Jewish money that ended up in the coffers of the SCLC. After citing 
Levison's claim "that only some 10 percent of SCLC's money came from Jews," 
Friedman goes on to say that "Jewish support" was "so important ... that King's ad
visers considered dropping the word 'Christian' from the organization's title" and 
that Bayard Rustin "never failed to remind King to mention the Judeo-Christian 
tradition in his speeches.''59 

On March 11, 1959, the play Lorraine Hansberry had been working on since 
1956 opened in New York at the Ethel Barrymore theater as A Raisin in the Sun 
and became an instant success. In addition to winning that year's New York Crit-
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ics Circle Award as best drama of the year, Hansberry received congratulations by 
telegram from Tennessee Williams, was named "most promising playwright of 
the year" by Variety in June 1959, and sold the movie rights to the play to Columbia 
Pictures. 

Hansberry's new-found fame allowed her to become a spokesman for the civil 
rights movement, which had reached a new phase of revolutionary development. 
Now instead of simply waiting for incidents to develop which could lead to litiga
tion, the civil rights movement had taken to provoking incidents, which would in
variably get televised and generate more revolutionary fervor by creating a violent 
backlash. In February 1960, four black students created the sit-in movement when 
they sat down at a whites-only lunch counter in Greensboro, North Carolina and 
demanded service. The students were then beaten when they refused to leave, and 
the sit-in movement was born as a form of passive-aggressive behavior, and the 
movement took another step toward violent revolution. 

The sit-in movement soon found wide support among the nation's Jews, a 
fact that James Farmer of the Congress for Racial Equality exploited in his fund
raising speeches. On the advice of his fundraiser Marvin Rich, Farmer never gave 
a speech without reciting what Rich called "the quote," Hillel's admonition: "If I 
am not for myself, who will be for me? But if! am only for myself, what am I? And 
if not now, when?''6O Farmer relied on another Jew, Morris Milgram, for organi
zational assistance, and together Milgram and Farmer recruited Jews from the 
Workers' Defense League and the Young People's Socialist Alliance to fill the top 
administrative posts at CORE. 

Once the success of the sit-in movement became apparent, Stokely Carmi
chael, another black Jamaican from New York City, broke with the SCLC and 
created the Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee in 1960 to escalate the 
movement. Marion Barry, who became famous later as the first Mayor of Wash
ington, DC to be arrested on a charge of cocaine possession, was elected first 
chairman of SNCC. 

In the spring of 1961, Farmer and CORE called for a series of interracial "free
dom rides" on public buses throughout the South, and the Jewish Freedom Rid
ers headed South to spread revolution. Friedman estimates that "Jews probably 
made up two thirds of the white Freedom Riders into the South in the summer of 
1961 and about one third to one half of the Mississippi Summer volunteers three 
years later.''61 Even Arthur Spingarn, then in his eighties, got into the act. Unlike 
the SCLC, SNCC did not bar Communists from membership, a fact which en
abled still more New York Jews to pour into the movement. The massive numbers 
of arrests that the sit-movement and the freedom riders generated required an 
army of lawyers, and "More than half of them," including Edward 1. Koch, future 
mayor of New York City, "were Jews.''6· Of the three civil rights workers murdered 
in Mississippi-Goodman, Schwerner, and Chaney-two were Jews and one was 
black. Schwerner, who "was the primary target of the killers, because of his longer 
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involvement with civil rights workers in Mississippi,"63 was an atheist who saw 
the civil rights movement as cutting edge of Messianic politics, which had always 
sought to create heaven on earth by wielding the sword, even if the revolutionary 
sword was disguised by the tactics of nonviolence: 

It was because Schwerner had no hope of heaven that he held such extravagant 
hopes here on earth. And for many the pursuit or racial justice became a kind of 
secular religion ..... Rabbi Philip Bernstein made the point that the Jewish radical 
who ignored his Jewishness was still the product of messianic fervor: Though he 
might not be aware of it, he was spiritually wearing his yarmulke as he headed 
South.64 

"Eventually," Friedman concludes, "virtually every segment of the Jewish 
community enlisted in the civil rights struggle .... Nothing would be the same 
again in the South, but a true revolution was under way''65 (my emphasis). 

As in Harlem in the '20S, many of the black leaders of the movement had 
learned their tactics from revolutionary Jews. Robert Moses, the charismatic black 
leader of the SNCC's Mississippi Summer Project, "was a product of the black
Jewish radical culture, having attended a Jewish socialist camp as a child and be
come friends with Jewish young people from similar radical backgrounds.''66 

The Black-Jewish Alliance reached its moment of triumph during the famous 
1963 March on Washington when Bob Dylan, the world's most famous Jewish 
folksinger, sang and Martin Luther King gave his famous "I have a dream speech." 
Three months earlier, however, when King met with John and Robert Kennedy in 
the White House on June 22, he was told in no uncertain terms that his organi
zation had ties to, and was possibly controlled by, the Communist Party. Robert 
Kennedy claimed that SCLC's fundraiser Stanley Levison "was acting on Soviet 
orders to weaken the United States by manipulating the civil rights movement.''67 
John Kennedy, who was under pressure from Southern Democrats to rein in the 
civil rights movement, named O'Dell as "the number five Communist in the Unit
ed States''68 and claimed that Levison was his handler. Acting under pressure from 
the Kennedys, King fired O'Dell on July 3 but maintained covert contact with the 
less dispensable Levison, whom Friedman refers to as King's "closest white advi
sor.''69 Deprived of the Jews and Communists that provided the backbone of its fi
nancial and administrative support, the SCLC, which was now staffed by southern 
Negroes who sat around the office talking to each other, started to fall apart. 
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Chapter Twenty-Three 

The Birth of Conservatism 

In 1947, Henry Regnery, scion of a wealthy Chicago industrialist who had a been 
a pillar and major funder of the America First movement, founded a publishing 
house for a new "conservatism" espoused by Russell Kirk and William F. Buck-

ley. Kirk's The Conservative Mind and Buckley's God and Man at Yale appeared 
under the Regnery imprint in 1951. Of the two, Kirk was more original. Kirk cre
ated modern, post-World War II conservatism by resurrecting the conservative 
Whiggery of Edmund Burke, emphasizing Burke's emphasis on local autonomy 
and the moral underpinnings of the social order, and omitting, as had Burke, 
mention of the Whigs setting the wheels in motion for the French Revolution. 

Like the Whigs of theearly and mid-18th century, the American conservatives 
of the mid-20th century had a penchant for black operations. In 1955, two years 
after Irving Kristol became co-editor of Encounter, Buckley launched National 
Review, "which soon became a rallying point for the new conservatism."! Years 
later, Revilo Oliver, who was an early contributor to NR, would claim that it, like 
Encounter, was a CIA front. Murray Rothbard, an irrepressible libertarian who 
grew up among the Messianic Jewish sects of New York City, also felt NR was a 
CIA front. 

As Rothbard and others have made clear, the CIA was always in the busi
ness of media manipulation. "Not long after the Central Intelligence Agency was 
founded in 1947," Rothbard writes, "the American public and the world were sub
jected to an unprecedented level of propaganda in the service of US foreign policy 
objectives in the Cold War .... At its peak the CIA allocated 29 percent of its budget 
to 'media and propaganda."" 

Because of intense internecine communist hatred, the Trotskyites were will
ing, if not positively eager, to grasp the levers of the anti-Stalinist propaganda 
machine. According to Rothbard, the Neoconservatives "moved from cafeteria 
Trotskyites to apologists for the US warfare state without missing a beat.''l The 
CIA established the Congress for Cultural Freedom as its premiere anti-Stalinist 
organization, but that organizaton's credibility was destroyed when it became 
known it was a CIA front. James Burnham, a former Trotskyite and CIA agent 
who co-founded National Review, worked for the Congress. He was also a former 
Trotskyite and a CIA agent. When Peter Colemant Exposed Enconter as a CIA 
front operation in his largely sympathetic book The Liberal Conspriacy, Irving 
Kristol , the father of neoconservatism, at first denied knowing that Encounter 
was a CIA front. Later, in his autobiorgrpahy, he admitted knowing that the CIA 
was involved but tried to play down the scale of his involvement. Rothbard, how-
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ever felt that Kristol was being disingenuous if not downright dishonest. As Roth
bard points out, Tom Braden, then head of the CIA's International Organizations 
Division, "wrote in a Saturday Evening Post article, a CIA agent always served as 
editor of Encounter." 

If National Review, like Encounter, was a CIA front, what purpose did it serve? 
National Review existed to destroy competing conservatisms, especially those in
compatible with the internationalist foreign policy establishment. National Re
view used conservatism to mobilize certain ethnic groups, e.g., Catholics, behind 
government policies. It existed to colonize certain groups, to divide and conquer, 
and then get them to act against their own interests. NR was created to destroy 
isolationist conservatism. Conservatives who criticized America's march to em
pire were demonized and decertified. National Review has shown undeviating 
conSistency in this regard, the most recent example being David Frum's diatribe 
against the paleoconservatives, "Unpatriotic Conservatives," in the March 19, 

2003 issue. According to Rothbard, "the idea for National Review originated with 
Willi Schlamm, a hard-line interventionist and feature editor with the Old Right 
Freeman," who was "at odds with the isolationism of the right.'l! Friend of the 
Buckley family Revilo Oliver said NR "was conceived as a way to put the isolation
ist Freeman out of business. A surreptitious deal was cut with one of the Freeman 
editors (presumably Schlamm) to turn the magazine over to Buckley.''s 

By 1955, when National Review was launched, Buckley had long been a CIA 
agent. In his biography of Buckley, Judis claims Buckley served under E. Howard 
Hunt in Mexico City in 1951. Rothbard claims Buckley was directed to the CIA by 
Yale Professor Wilmoore Kendall, who introduced him to James Burnham, then 
a consultant to the Office of Policy Coordination, the CIA's covert-action wing. 
While at Yale, Buckley had served as a campus informant for the FBI, "feeding," 
Rothbard says, "God only knows what to Hoover's political police."fi 

Buckley's sister Priscilla also worked for the CIA, as did almost everyone as
sociated with founding National Review, including William Casey, who would 
later head the CIA. Casey drew up its legal documents. Of the $500,000 needed 
to launch NR, $100,000 came from Buckley's father. The source of the rest of the 
funding is unknown. Frank Meyer, author of the "fusionist" ideology that in
formed NR, confided privately to Rothbard that he believed National Review was 
a CIA front. 

In his history of neoconservatism, The Neoconservative Revolution: Jewish In
tellectuals and the Shaping of Public Policy, Murray Friedman claims even more 
convincingly that National Review was run by Jews. As the career of Irving Kris
tol demonstrates, we are not talking about mutually exclusive alternatives here. 
Following the lead of Jewish organizations like the AJC and the ADL and their 
avid support of America's anti-Communist crusade, many American Jews went 
to work just as avidly for the CIA as their parents and grandparents had worked 
for the CHEKA. 
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National Review could grow out of and absorb The Freeman because that 
magazine had already been absorbed by "conservative Jewish activists''7 like 
Frank Meyer, Frank Chodorov, Morrie Raskin, and Willi Schlamm. In this re
gard, young Yale graduates Buckley and 1. Brent Bozell, his brother-in-law to 
be, were both junior partners and goyische front men in the venture. Friedman 
calls Willi Schlamm one of "the forgotten Jewish godfathers"8 of NR. Schlamm 
worked at Time, but hearing that Buckley had access to funding, suggested that he 
bring out an opinion magazine. With a promise of $100,000 from Buckley's father, 
Schlamm co-wrote the business plan that drew in other investors. Buckley later 
described Schlamm, who possessed "all the patronizing charm of the Viennese 
cafe intellectual along with the cultural solemnity of the Jew brought up under 
German culture," as one of "his two closest partners" in founding NR.9 The other 
was Sidney Hook's protege James Burnham, also a CIA agent. Friedman notes 
"Although National Review has often been characterized as militantly Catholic 
and Irish-Catholic, five Jews served on the original editorial board including 
Meyer and Schlamm.'''o "Buckley's circle ofJews"" included Frank Chodorov, who 
appointed Buckley president of the Intercollegiate Society of Individualists (later 
changed to the Intercollegiate Studies Institute) only to remove him because it was 
"Easier to raise money if a Jew is president.'''' lSI would produce neoconservative 
activists like Edwin J. Feulner, Jr., later president of the Heritage Foundation, and 
Irving Kristol's son, William, who would become Vice President Quayle's chief of 
staff and editor of the neocon flagship The Weekly Standard. 

Another of "Buckley's circle of Jews" was Frank Meyer, whose fusionism 
was the philosophical underpinning for National Review. Meyer was a student of 
Louis Wirth at the University of Chicago. Like Wirth, he was a Stalinist who had 
second thoughts. The result was "fusionism," an eclectic ideology that sought to 
combine the best (or least incompatible) elements of the conservative movement. 
As senior editor at National Review, Meyer tried to combine the libertarianism 
of the Randians and the Austrian school with the traditionalism of Russell Kirk 
in his column "Principles and Heresies." The only thing that kept this radically 
incoherent mixture together was anti-Communism, and, when Communism fell 
apart in 1989, conservatism fell apart too. 

What conservatism lacked in philosophical coherence, it made up for in or
ganizing techniques its "founding Jewish fathers'''3 remembered from their days 
in the Communist Party or in Zionist terrorist organizations. The most influential 
organizer in Buckley's "circle of Jews" was Marvin Liebman, a former commu
nist who came to conservatism via Zionism, in particular via the terrorist orga
nization Irgun Zvai Leumi. In 1946, Liebman was captured smuggling Jews into 
Palestine and held in a British detention camp on Cyprus for 15 days. When the 
Korean War killed his enthusiasm for Communism, Liebman discovered conser
vatism. Liebman created a public relations firm that fronted for anti-Communist 
crusades, and it was in this capacity that he became the moving force behind the 
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publishing of National Review. It was Liebman who mobilized the young Republi
cans who were disillusioned in the aftermath of Nixon's defeat in 1960 into Young 
Americans for Freedom, and it was Liebman, with the help ofYAF, who mobilized 
New York for Barry Goldwater in 1964. It was Liebman who invited those activists 
to his farm in Sharon, Connecticut, for a meeting that issued the Sharon State
ment, which was more influential than the more well-known Port Huron State
ment of the SDS. Liebman's Sharon Statement was a philosophically incoherent 
blend of traditionalism and libertarianism, held together by anticommunism and 
political organizing. "Liebman," according to Friedman, "was the key figure in 
the creation of what one historian has called 'the most important organizational 
initiative undertaken by conservatives in the last 30 years.''''4 Buckley, often cred
ited with founding YAF, credited Liebman, saying, "my midwifery ... was purely 
ceremonial.'''5 

Much of what is attributed to William F. Buckley was the work of Jewish 
thinkers and financiers who, working behind the scenes, created a foil to the so
cialism that held the allegiance of the majority of American Jews. Buckley was 
the goyische front man for Trotskyite conservatism in the same way Gus Hall 
was the goyische front man for American Communism. Hall reportedly was cho
sen to head the Communist Party in America because he was the only member 
who didn't have a Brooklyn accent. Buckley's role, however, was more specific 
and more related to his Catholic identity. Buckley was the ideological enforcer 
who would pronounce the political cherem on competing conservative sects and 
expel them from the synagogue. He was also the model for the Catholics he was 
to control by transforming them from recalcitrant ethnics into docile movement 
conservatives. "Buckley's most important contribution to the conservative move
ment," Friedman says, was "his purge of its most extreme and bigoted elements. 
'Conservatism,' he wrote, 'must be wiped of the parasitic cant that defaces it.""6 
Never a deep thinker, Buckley relied on Jews for the heavy lifting, whether getting 
him subscribers (Liebman) or coming up with a conservative philosophy (Meyer). 
Buckley's job was to serve as a model for the Catholic students from Villanova and 
Fordham who flocked to the YAF. His other job was to destroy any conservative 
movement not toeing the line of the internationalist establishment. All forms of 
"isolationism" were anathema. It also meant an all out attack on anything "anti
Semitic." 

In October 1965, National Review attacked the John Birch Society, using 
Barry Goldwater and Frank Meyer to claim "the Birch's Society's 'psychosis of 
conspiracy' threatened American interests.'''7 The attack, according to Friedman, 
"proved to be a critical moment in the development of a more responsible conser
vative movement.'''s Shortly after dispatching the Birchers, Buckely received his 
own TV show, Firing Line, which he used to attack George Wallace, then a sig
nificant threat to the two-party monopoly. Buckley also attacked Ayn Rand and 
Objectivism, which Whittaker Chambers portrayed as a competing sect that was 
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the mirror image of Soviet Communism. Chambers, in a NR piece, "Big Sister Is 
Watching You," likened "Randian man" to "Marxian man,"-each was the center 
of a godless world.'9 "From almost any page of Atlas Shrugged, a voice can be heard 
commanding: 'To a gas chamber-go!""O Rand fired back, denouncing NR as "the 
worst and most dangerous magazine in America.'''' In 2003 Alan Greenspan, a 
Randian, was still critical of Buckley. "Someone has finally defined the rational 
morality underlying capitalism," the economic savant wrote, "and you treat it in 
such a vulgar manner.'''' 

Some of the Jews associated with Buckley at National Review eventually con
verted to Catholicism. Friedman claims that all of the Jews associated with NR 
were philo-Catholic without stating what was equally obvious, namely, that Buck
ley undermined the Catholic positions on of the crucial issues of the age, from 
contraception to economics, under the motto "Mater si Magistra no!" He was also 
the agent of choice when it came to blacklisting and/or publicly denouncing Cath
olics who dared to stray from the conservative reservation. 

National Review's purpose was to purge "bad" conservatives by running the 
conservative blacklist. The first to go were isolationists and anyone with residual 
sympathies for the America First movement, including followers of Father Cough
lin. Then the John Birch Society was purged. Then the Ayn Rand cult. Then Joe 
Sobran and Pat Buchanan after Buckley denounced them as anti-Semites. Most 
recently, David Frum excommunicated paleoconservatives as traitors during the 
run-up to the war in Iraq. Paleocon columnist Sam Francis was purged as a col
umnist at the Washington Times largely because of Buckley's efforts. Before his 
death, Francis claimed Buckley was responding to a memo from the ADL. 

Before long it became clear that conservatism became whatever certain Jews 
defined as conservatism, and any conservative who disagreed was expelled from 
the synagogue of organizations like the Philadelphia SOciety by being labeled an 
anti-Semite. Russell Kirk, founder of the conservative movement, experienced 
Midge Deeter's ire when he bemoaned Jewish influence in the movement. Even 
the philo-Catholic Jews at National Review were unable to get beyond the rhetoric 
of Messianic, revolutionary politics, and unable to tolerate anyone who disagreed 
with their essentially Talmudic understanding of conservatism. After Richard 
Nixon's presidential nomination, Frank Meyer lectured a group of students on 
the difference between real and false conservatism. Real conservatism was Jew
ish. Real conservatism was Talmudic. Real conservatism was revolutionary. Or, 
as Friedman puts it: 

Meyer declared, in a manner Jewish Neoconservatives would adopt later, "a revo
lutionary force" had shattered "the unity and balance of civilization." Conserva
tism should not be limited to an uncomplicated reverence for the past, which is 
the essence of natural conservatism. The conscious conservative, he proclaimed, 
was required to become, in a nonpejorative sense, an ideologue, with a clear un
derstanding of how principles and institutions and men affect each other to form 
a culture and a society!3 
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1955: Ramblin' Jack Elliot heads for England 
In 1955, Ramblin' Jack left for England, which was going through the Skiffle 

Craze, and became a sensation overnight. Wizz Jones remembers him, strutting 
around Piccadilly Circus in his cowboy outfit. "He was larger than life. With his 
cowboy boots and hat, he would stop traffic. But one day we realized that he really 
wasn't what he claimed to be. He was Elliott Adnopoz. And one day his mother 
and father came to the gig. That's amazing.""4 Instead of being disillusioned, Jones 
was filled with admiration for Adnopoz posturing as a cowboy, because it proved 
to a generation of Englishmen, including Mick Jagger, Keith Richards, Donovan, 
John Lennon, and Rod Stewart, "You can choose to be whatever you want to be. 
You can turn your back on your roots. You don't have to be what your parents 
wanted you to be.""5 

The generation born to the Communist New York Jews during the 1930S and 
40S came to be known as "red diaper babies." Their parents didn't want them to 
grow up to be cowboys. They wanted them to grow up to be decent upstanding 
Jewish Communists like Julius and Ethel Rosenberg, and to insure that this would 
happen, the Communists and their fellow travelers created a group of summer 
camps in the Catskills where they would be sheltered from the red-baiting of the 
Irish Catholics who taught them in New York's public school system. These sum
mer camps were the laboratory in which the new personal lifestyle was created. 
In the late 1940s, Ron Radosh attended Camp Woodland for Children, "one of the 
myriad alternative institutions founded by the Communist Party in its effort to 
construct an alternative to America.""6 Woodland was technically independent 
although," Radosh notes, "it drew its staff from the Communist world."27 

The most radical of all of the Catskill red-diaper baby camps was Camp Wo
Chi-Ca, a name derived from the first syllables of the words, Workers' Children's 
Camp. Campers recited a pledge "to combat the influence of jokes, comic books, 
newspapers, radio programs that make fun of any people."28 As the anti-comic 
book pledge makes clear, the Jewish communists of the 1940S seemingly had more 
in common with the Legion of Decency than with, say, the Fugs, a Reichian sex
pol rock band formed in the '60S by Tuli Kupferberg, which is to say, by their own 
children. Camp Kinderland was more Jewish in its orientation; it tried to hand on 
"to the children of Eastern European Jewish immigrants the legacy of the secular 
Jewish radical culture developed in the Old Country."29 Camp Kinderland fea
tured an appearance by the widow of the Yiddish writer Sholom Aleichem, "whose 
portraits of shtetllife in Poland became the basis for the musical hit Fiddler on the 
Roof," as well as "modern dance classes led by Martha Graham protege Edith Se
gal, a hard-core Communist who tried to blend modern dance with Marxism.".lO 
Soviet holidays were Jewish holidays for the Jewish communists who lived in this 
milieu. Radosh recounts a joke: "What Jewish holidays do you celebrate?" The 
answer: "Paul Robeson's birthday and May Day.''.!l 
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When Radosh joined the Communist Party, "the reasons had little to do with 
politics and a great deal to do with the need to find an identity."32 He could just as 
easily have said that Communism was part of his ethnic identity as a New York 
Jew. Communism was a way of being a Jew. The Labor Youth League offered "the 
camaraderie of a tight-knit group of ready-made friends along with a sense of 
moral superiority" because it was ethnically homogeneous, something he takes up 
at another point in the same narrative when he says, "most of the members of ... 
the Upper West Side LYL, were all Jewish.''33 A salient aspect of the Communist or
ganization was "a purely cultural Yiddishkeit that emphasized Yiddish literature 
and theater, the folk writing of Sholom Aleichem, the parables of freedom that 
abounded throughout Jewish culture, and most important a complete rejection of 
anything to do with religion."34 

More important than Jewish religion were Jewish morals, which were in flux 
during Radosh's teen years. The LYL, says Radosh, "offered the possibility of what 
every teenage boy seeks: a girlfriend. God bless the Communist movement for 
giving me my very first sexual experiences from among a group of 'liberated' girls 
whom I found time to romance."3S Radosh makes light of his generation's sexual 
experiences, but they would have far-reaching consequences for the Left. The sub
verters were unwittingly subverted by their own penchant for subversion. At the 
Upper West Side Chapter of the LYL, Radosh met David Horowitz, who would 
become his lifelong friend, introducing him late in life to the Jewish subversion 
known as neoconservatism. 

Freed from the constraints imposed on them by the then largely anti-Com
munist public schools, counsellors at Camp Woodland could promote "progres
sive education," which, Radosh says, "meant the creation of a new personality 
to fit the new kind of culture which we saw developing in America."36 At Camp 
Woodland the Jews learned they were in America but not of it. The counselors 
were "to liberate children not from their parents but from America;''37 because if 
the camp liberated campers from their parents, they would have no longer been 
communists. The Jews sent their children to Camp Woodland to internalize what 
the camp director called the "new emerging culture of democracy," which meant 
"the ethos of the Popular Front, the Communist Party's attempt to domesticate 
itself after the disastrous, revolutionary Third Period, when it had demanded a 
break with liberals and social democrats."38 Camp Woodland was creating "the 
new socialist man," a "new democratic personality," that was "molded to fit the 
socialist paradise to come."39 

Since its educational philosophy was based on the Popular Front, folk music 
played a major role at Camp Woodland. There Radosh met Pete Seeger, who also 
had lasting effect on his life, determining what instrument he played and the poli
tics that went along with it. According to Radosh, 
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The highlight of many Sunday meetings was to have Seeger gather before the 
camp at the outdoor amphitheater, where he first sang what much later would 
become hits for the Weavers, including his version of Leadbelly's "Goodnight, 
Irene" and "Kisses Sw:eeter Than Wine." The camaraderie one felt in sitting with 
friends and singing the beautiful words and melodies produced a belief that all 
would be good in the world and that the lovely music we were creating would 
help us build that better world.40 

Largely because of the Catskill commie summer camps, folk music became 
the revolutionary lingua franca for a generation of Jewish revolutionaries: 

I am convinced that much of the radicalism that Woodlanders would carry with 
them in later years came from the illusions they developed as a result of the 
weekly sing-alongs with Seeger. Songs are weapons, he often said. And during 
the years of the commercial top 40 "Hit Parade," before rock and roll, songs 
were helping us to build an alternative culture mirroring the alternative politics 
that Seeger was trying to create during the 1948 presidential campaign, when 
he accompanied Henry A. Wallace throughout the country and sang wherever 
Wallace appeared for his new Progressive Party,41 

Seeger also educated a generation of predominantly Jewish five-string ban
jo pickers like John Cohen, of the New Lost City Ramblers and Eric Weissberg, 
whose "Dueling Banjos" became a hit from the movie Deliverance. 

Summer 1959 
Alice and Ron Radosh got married in summer of 1959. Before heading off to 

one more Left-wing, Jewish, folk music enclave at the University of Iowa, they 
spent an extended honeymoon at Wingdale on the Lake. It was not a good omen 
for their marriage. 

Arriving in Iowa, the Radoshes found a ready-made community, namely, "the 
bohemian and political fringe" at "the university's first off-campus, Greenwich 
Village-style coffee shop." 'There Radosh met poet Bob Mezey, "a master guitar 
picker and folk singer" and Sol Stern, later editor at the '60S icon, Ramparts.42 

Stern, Radosh says, "was another New York Jew who had attended the City Col
lege of New York and had been active in its left-wing milieu.'!!] By now, the Jewish 
left-wing milieu had outposts in almost every university town in the country, a 
network that promoted folk music, proletarian-chic clothing, sexual liberation, 
and radical politicS ad libidem. Radosh could differ with Stern, who "ridiculed my 
orthodoxy," but they shared the same "basic socialist assumptions.'!!4 Even that 
misstates the case. 'They shared cultural and ethnic assumptions that would make 
the revolution of the '60S as inevitable as it made the politics of their fathers ir
relevant. Radosh and Stern were 'revolutionary Jews, and they had a nationwide 
network of folkmusic coffee houses from which to promote revolution. 'The other 
details were irrelevant. More importantly, the music at those coffeehouses would 
soon be promoted by the mainstream media, magnifying the revolutionary effect, 
bringing revolution to the children of the goyim, who thought they were listening 
to an authentic alternative to Nelson Riddle arrangements of Frank Sinatra. 
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The situation in Philadelphia was no different from that in Madison, Wis
consin or Ames, Iowa. The Philadelphia folksong society was formed in 1957 by a 
group who mirrored the Philadelphia ADA, i.e., Left-wing Jews and WASPs united 
to keep the city from falling into the hands of Catholic ethnics. The Jews ran the 
folk music clubs, the Gilded Cage, run by Ed and Esther Halpern, and The Second 
Fret, run by Manny "Money" Rubin, and the premier radio show in town, hosted 
by Gene Shay, whose real name was Ivan Shaner. They quickly took over the move
ment and redefined it to suit their tastes as a vehicle for cultural revolution. 

Shaner was born into a Russian Jewish family in the Nicetown section of Phil
adelphia, where his father owned a women's lingerie store. Shaner was drawn to 
Jazz after World War II, but then he met Ken Goldstein, who in 1959 became pro
fessor of anthropology at the University of Pennsylvania. Goldstein had the most 
impressive folk record collection in town and exerted enormous influence. Gold
stein was instrumental in creating the Philadelphia Folk Festival in 1962. He also 
arranged recording contracts, and from his position at the University of Penn
sylvania he had a major say over how things ethnic got defined in Philadelphia. 
"Ken," according to one folk devotee, "put Philadelphia on the map as a folk city.'lI5 
Goldstein determined "one doesn't find traditional musicians in Philadelphia,'lI6 

so he imported acts from the network of clubs across the country but largely from 
New York. Ironically, Philadelphia, because of its traditionalism, was a bastion of 
traditional Jewish music. Klezmer didn't mutate in Philadelphia as it had in New 
York, but in the late '50S Klezmer didn't count as "traditional," which, paradoxi
cally, had become a synonym for revolutionary. 

When he met Ken Goldstein, Ivan Shaner switched from promoting Jazz to 
promoting folk. He changed his name too. "In those days," Shaner explained lat
er, "ethnic names had to be changed.'lI7 Since Shaner "found myself getting into 
Anglo-American folk music, Scottish ballads, etc.,'lI8 he adopted the Scotch-Irish 
sounding Shay, which also referred crypticly to the first syllable of Shaner. "I ... 
found I liked traditions,'lI9 explained Shay ironically. 

Through Goldstein, Shaner met Tossi Aaron and ended up managing her 
career. Her albums Jewish Folk Songs for the Second Generation and Tassi Sings 
American Folk Songs and Ballads, evince, we are told, "an original Philadelphia 
folk sound.''5O It was Ivan Shaner who brought Bob Dylan to Philadelphia for his 
first performance there. While in town, Dylan and his girlfriend stayed at Tossi 
Aaron's house. 

1961: Bob Dylan arrives in New York 
After Bob Dylan signed his first contract with Columbia Records, someone 

from the publicity department, whom Dylan identifies as Bill, "dressed Ivy League 
like he could have come out ofYale''51 interviewed Dylan for material to promote 
the album. To get Dylan "to cough up some facts," Bill asked Dylan about his 
family, "where they were," etc., only to find that the 19-year-old folksinger had "no 
idea," telling Bill that they were "long gone."5> 
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This was untrue. Mr. and Mrs. Zimmerman, Bob's parents, were alive and 
well in Hibbing, Minnesota. He had spoken with them recently on the phone. Dy
lan said he had just arrived in New York City via boxcar, which was also not true. 
He had driven there with students from Minneapolis, where he had been a student 
and part of the folk scene. The reference to the boxcar set up the best question: 

"What kind of music do you play?" Bill asked, and without batting an eye, Dylan 
responded "Folk music."53 

When Bob Dylan uttered the term, folk music was another word for Jewish 
cosmopolitanism or deracination. Bob Dylan, according to Bob Spitz, one of his 
many biographers, "was haunted by his lack of roots."54 Dylan "claimed little con
nection to an ancestral bloodline''55 and changed his name, settling on the first 
name of a Welsh poet who died of alcohol poisoning. Dylan says the one thing 
he "didn't have too much of" was "a concrete identity."56 So he made one up from 
snatches of folk songs: "'I'm a rambler-I'm a gambler. I'm a long way from home.' 
That pretty much summed it Up"57 is how Dylan described his "concrete identity" 
or lack thereof in his autobiography. Dylan would claim he was an orphan, and he 
would deny being Jewish. (At another point, he accused the disapproving mother 
of a girlfriend of being an "anti-Semite" because she didn't view him as the ideal 
son-in-law.) There was, of course, a certain amount of irony in this because by the 
time he arrived in New York City in January of 1961, folk music had become pretty 
much a Jewish enterprise, certainly in New York City. Bob Dylan was a genius 
at creating and projecting an image. He was also the quintessential Jewish folk
singer, but that image involved a certain amount of crypsis, lest the idea become a 
source of mirth rather than mystery. Myth was Dylan's only reality. 

Fabrication of image, mythic or not, was in some sense a necessity because 
Dylan was a third-generation Jew, i.e., a Jew on whom the triple melting pot had 
done its work. Bob's grandparents came from Odessa, but his grandmother, his 
only surviving link to that past, was living in Duluth, a predominantly Polish 
patchwork of ethnic neighborhoods typical of cities across the northern tier of 
the United States. Bob Dylan's ethnic identity was now dependent on religion not 
country of origin, and since he had no religion to speak of, he had to create an 
identity out of the materials at hand. That meant music because he aspired to be 
a musician, and, in particular, it meant constructing an identity out of snatches 
from the folk songs of the '60S. Bob offhandedly indicates his musical heritage was 
Polish, most certainly not Appalachian Scotch- Irish, whose deracinated deriva
tive passed as folk music when he arrived in New York. "Polka dances," Dylan 
says, "always got my blood pumping. That was the first type ofloud, live music I'd 
ever heard. On Saturday nights the taverns were filled with polka bands."58 

Dylan would say this after he was famous. It was not hip to be pro-polka 
in New York City in 1961, especially among those Dylan wanted to impress. Is
rael Young ran the Folklore Center, "the citadel of Americana [sic] folk music."59 
Young, "an old-line folk enthusiast," was "very sardonic and wore heavy horn-
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rimmed glasses, spoke in a thick Brooklyn dialect."60 His Center was "a crossroads 
junction for all the folk activity you could name and you might at any time see real 
hard-line folksingers in there.''6· Bob Dylan wanted to become a "real hard-line" 
folksinger, like the lapsed Catholic from Brooklyn, Dave Van Ronk, who showed 
up at the Folklore Center during Dylan's conversation with Izzy Young. 

Dylan would not be satisfied being a second-rate Dave Van Ronk. He wanted 
to become a second-rate Elvis Presley; or better, he wanted to become the Elvis 
Presley of folksingers. To do that, he had to impress Izzy Young, and to do that he 
had to keep his mouth shut about the Polka joints in Duluth and Hibbing. Dylan 
wasn't going to become as famous as Elvis by playing polkas. After Dylan scandal
ized the folk world in 1965 by playing amplified instruments at the Newport Folk 
Festival, Young, the folk music maven, said in Sing Out!: "Next year he'll be writ
ing rhythm & blues songs when they get high on the charts; the following year, the 
Polish polka will make it, and then he'll write them too."6· By 2004, Dylan was so 
hip he was beyond hip; he could even say he liked polkas. It was clear that he could 
not say this in 1961, not if he wanted to make it in New York City. 

But that doesn't mean ethnic connections weren't helpful. Bob Dylan told his 
first New York girlfriend, Suze Rotolo, that he was an orphan who "had run away 
from his foster parents in Fargo, North Dakota.''63 It might have been a good line 
for picking up chicks, but he had something more sophisticated for Young, as he 
"thumbed through a lot of his antediluvian folk scrolls''64 at the Folklore Center. 
When "Izzy ... asked me about my family," Dylan talked about his grandmother 
from Odessa: "I told him about my grandma on my mom's side who lived with 
US.''65 It was easy to string along a dumb goy like Bill from Yale, but Jewish identity 
had its perks when played right. Dylan's identity had to appeal to those who con
trolled the media and the folk-song establishment. This meant coming up with 
something Jewish, but cryptically so. Dylan was the consummate artist of iden
tity. Dylan was in the "long tradition in show business that permits a performer to 
adopt an ethnic identity not necessarily his own.''66 As Al Jolson put on black face, 
so Bob Dylan put on white face, literally, during his days with the Rolling Thunder 
Revue. Figuratively, the scion of Odessa Jews put on both black face and white face 
in his search for a compelling, marketable identity. First, black face, as, accord
ing to Spitz, "he embodied Little Richard's black gospel performance,''67 and then 
"white face," as he imitated Okie Woody Guthrie. It soon became impossible to 
distinguish the mask from the face behind it. 

The most obvious identity for Bob Dylan in the early '60S, the singing Jewish 
cowboy, had already become a standing joke that got Lenny Bruce lots of laughs. 
Dylan had to come up with something more subtle without disguising himself so 
thoroughly that he would lose the benefit of knowing Izzy Young and Irwin Silber 
and all of the other singing Jewish cowboys. So Bob Dylan went to work assem
bling an identity from the sources available. There was, of course, Woody Guthrie 
but there was also, at least according to the autobiography, Bertold Brecht, Alber-
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tus Magnus (who "seemed like a guy who couldn't sleep, writing this stuff late at 
night, clothes stuck to his clammy body")68, Sophocles, who wrote the Oedipus 
trilogy, but who, according to Dylan, was the author of a "book on the nature and 
function of the gods" which also explained "why there were only two sexes," and, 
of course, Thucydides.69 How could we leave out Thucydides? Albertus Magnus, 
Dylan the polymath tells us, "was a lightweight compared to Thucydides."7O 

Dylan never explains the link binding Albertus Magnus and Thucydides, ex
cept that translations of their books sat next to each other on some bookshelf in 
some apartment in Greenwich Village. However, when Dylan expounds on the 
influence of other seminal figures, a pattern emerges. "Picasso," he says, "had frac
tured the art world and cracked it wide open. He was a revolutionary. I wanted to 
be like that.''?1 Dylan projected as much into this disparate group of thinkers as he 
drew from them. He drew from them what he thought would play well with Izzy 
Young. That meant, in short, a penchant for revolution. 

Dylan says he spent long hours hanging out with Liam Clancy of the Clancy 
brothers at the White Horse Tavern on Hudson Street (Jack Kerouac's hangout 
ten years earlier), which by the '60S had become "mainly an Irish bar frequented 
mostly by guys from the old country."72 Bob was thus exposed to another form of 
ethnic music as genuine as the polkas. Dylan says "All through the night," he and 
the Clancys and their Irish buddies "would sing drinking songs, country ballads, 
and rousing rebel songs that would lift the roof.''?3 Ever the chameleon, Dylan "was 
beginning to think I might want to change over," i.e., become Irish, but he re
strained himself because "The Irish landscape wasn't too much like the American 
landscape."74 Before he could appropriate ethnic Irish music, he would "have to 
find some cuneiform tablets, some archaic grail to lighten [sic] the way.''?s Dylan 
discovered in the Irish music at the White Horse what he had already discovered 
in Picasso, namely, revolution. "The rebellion songs," Dylan says, "were a really 
serious thing. The language was flashy and provocative-a lot of action in the 
words, all sung with great gusto .... They weren't protest songs, though, they were 
rebel ballads ... even in a simply melodic wooing ballad there'd be rebellion wait
ing around the corner. You couldn't escape it. ... Rebellion spoke to me louder. The 
rebel was alive and well, romantic and honorable."76 

Like Captain Ahab who stared at the coin he nailed to the mast and saw in it 
only himself, Bob Dylan sailed to New York, and everywhere he looked he saw the 
revolutionary Jew staring back at him. Dylan was the '60S version of Jay Gatsby, 
another Jew who reinvented himself according to American myths and expecta
tions. If you take America and place the Clancy Brothers on top of it, and place 
Woody Guthrie on top of that, and place Picasso over him, what you come up with 
is revolution. The only persona-what Dylan calls the "Archaic Grail" -that could 
unite these disparate personae was the revolutionary Jew. Suddenly the singing 
Jewish cowboy had become plausible in a way Lenny Bruce could not understand. 
Bob Dylan took the popular front persona Woody Guthrie had created and up-
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dated it to meet the exigencies of college students plunging toward the sexual rev
olution. But the persona of the revolutionary folksinger didn't begin with Woody 
Guthrie. It began with Joe Hill, the Swedish immigrant who fought in Mexico and 
later wrote songs for the Wobblies. "Joe," Dylan says, "wrote the song 'Pie in the 
Sky' and was the forerunner of Woody Guthrie. That was all I needed to know.''75 

New York 1961 

As we have seen, when Bob Dylan arrived in New York City in 1961, he found 
a world as avid to publish his fantasies as he was to spin them. New York Times 
folk music critic Robert Shelton was Dylan's most avid acolyte. Spitz says, "Shelton 
played the indulgent straight man as Bob shoveled it on thick."76 Dylan recounted 
the ''I'm a rambler; I'm a gambler; I'm a long way from home" line with every cli
ched variation imaginable. Shelton dutifully regurgitated what he heard to credu
lous Times readers. Shelton was to Dylan what the Bosnian Franciscans were to 
the seers of Medjugorje. He was the authority that gave an air of plausibility to the 
secular equivalent of the phony apparition-the urban Jew as the avatar of the 
'30S Okie. The important thing was not what Dylan said but that someone with 
the credibility of the secular clergy believed it. Once the secular clergy accepted 
his myth, his myth became a reality. That happened on September 28, 1961 when 
Shelton's article appeared in The New York Times. According to Spitz, Dylan read 
and "reread the words in a state of shock.''77 The first article ever written about 
him appeared in no less august a forum than the New York Times "and it was a 
goddamn rave.''78 

A day later, Dylan went to the Columbia recording studios to play harmonica 
for Carolyn Hester, knowing producer John Hammond would be there to offer 
him a recording contract on the strength of Shelton's review. Hammond "liked 
what he saw-the whole Dylan package, the angry young folksinger. It hit the 
right chord.''79 Dylan got the contract. 

Dylan knew who were the players in the folk music scene and how to appeal to 
them. There was something artful about his deceptions and something methodi
cally calculating about them too. Within weeks, Dylan was sleeping with a 17-
year-old Italian girl, Suze Rotolo. He was also sleeping on the couch at her sister's 
apartment, and her sister, Carla Rotolo, was secretary to Alan Lomax. 

1961: Rambling Jack Elliot returns 
In 1961, Ramblin' Jack Elliott returned to America after a six-year sojourn 

in England and Europe. The folk music movement was a cultural craze "sweep
ing the nation." Elliott's timing was exquisite. A new generation born after the 
war and bred in prosperity was looking for a leader on whom they could shower 
money and adulation. Elliott, 15 years their senior, looked the logical candidate. "It 
was like the Messiah coming down from heaven,"8o said Izzy Young, broker of folk 
music and messianic politicS, describing Elliott's return to Greenwich Village. 
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When Ramblin' Jack traveled to New Jersey to visit Woody in the hospital, 
he found considerable competition for Woody's mantle as the uncontested leader 
of the folk music movement. While attending the gathering that the Gleasons ar
ranged every Sunday so Woody's army of fans could serenade him, Elliott met Bob 
Dylan. Dylan ingratiated himself with the returned idol. He told Elliott he had all 
of Jack's records. He then began to hang around with Elliott as obsequiously as 
Elliott ten years before had hung around with Guthrie. Dylan couldn't move in 
with Elliott's family because Elliott didn't have one. So he moved in next door to 
him at the Earle Hotel. When Dylan played his first gig at Gerde's Folk City, he was 
billed as "The Son o£1 ack Elliott,"8. which wasn't particularly flattering to Dylan or 
to Elliott either. When Dylan's career took off and Elliott's stalled, Elliott bore his 
young imitator no ill will because he was simply following in Elliott's footsteps. 
Sounding like Woody Guthrie had become a Jewish tradition by 1962. 

What distinguished the two men was not their musical styles as much as their 
attitudes toward their careers. Elliott seems to have taken to heart the essential 
message of deracinated folk music-"I'm a rambler, I'm a gambler, I'm a long way 
from home" by living that life himself. Elliott had rambled all over Europe and 
lost his first wife when she put down roots in a Kibbutz in Israel. Ramblin' Jack 
just kept on rambling, which meant he didn't stay put even when he got back to 
Greenwich Village, which was not a smart career move at the time. He stayed only 
long enough to be greeted like a god at a series of sold out concerts. He was anoint
ed by the secular clergy, praised by Newsweek as "authentic." He was anointed by 
the high priest of the folk movement, Robert Shelton, who claimed this son of a 
Jewish doctor from Brooklyn had "a remarkable ear for the speech and sounds of 
the American plains," and that he had "thoroughly mastered the idiom of genuine 
American folk music."8. "Mr. Elliott," Shelton concluded, "doesn't know where the 
road of the future will take him. Some observers think that with stern direction he 
could channel his drifting and parlay his colorful demeanor and rich musical tal
ents into a stage personality of great popular appeal."83 "Stern direction," however, 
was the last thing on Ramblin' Jack's mind. 

Unlike Ramblin' Jack, Bob Dylan was smart enough not to believe his own 
lyrics or take the persona he was cultivating for public consumption too seriously. 
Dylan's obsession with persona and image made him inscrutable, which further
enhanced his image. "I never knew when he was playing a role or being himself," 
said folk singer Mark Spoelstra.84 Dylan read the lifestyle needs of his audience 
and tailored his music to them. The folk music of the popular front did not fit the 
lifestyle of the babyboomers. When Henry Ford died in 1947, his grandson broke 
with the family tradition of hiring goons to beat up union organizers. With the 
autoworkers as a model, the nation enjoyed cooperation between labor and man
agement, which brought unparalleled prosperity. The workers' children raised 
during the Dylan era would have a hard time relating to the "Ballad OOoe Hill" 
and "Solidarity Forever." They needed new music or at least new lyrics to address 
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the big issues of the day, and, as Ron Radosh indicated, the avant garde of the cul
tural proletariat had decided to get involved in sexual liberation. 

In September 1961, Rod Radosh and his wife returned to Madison, where he 
hoped to earn a Ph.D. in history under William Appleton Williams, whom he de
scribes as "an authentic American radical,"85 i.e., not Jewish. Soon, a "very thin ... 
young kid ... with traces of baby fat on him" showed up looking for a place to stay.86 
The young kid, Bob Dylan, got Radosh's name and address from Carl Granich, 
"a friend and awesome guitar picker from the young Communist circle in New 
York City."87 Dylan and Radosh shared a desire to subvert what they saw as the 
inhuman institutions of an incipiently "fascist" America. Dylan did not stay with 
Radosh-he was sent down the road to the apartment of Danny Kalb, who later 
formed the late '60S variation on the Jewish folksinger, the Jewish blues band. 

Where Bob Dylan spent the night was irrelevant. In Madison, he lived in the 
Wisconsin equivalent of Jewish Bohemia. He fit in by playing the guitar at the 
regular impromptu Hootenanny sessions at "a small new cafe on State Street ... 
modeled on Greenwich Village hangouts."88 Dylan wasn't yet a star. Indeed, he 
took a back seat to Radosh, who performed an agit prop ballad by Irwin Silber, 
"Talkin' Un-American Blues," which attacked the House Un-American Activities 
Committee in the style of Woody Guthrie. The song delighted Dylan, who added 
it to his repertoire. Dylan then sang a few Guthrie songs, including "New York 
Town," which must have resonated with Radosh, the New Yorker in exile. Radosh 
says Dylan was actually too ready to pick up his guitar. At one party, he was told 
"Bob, would you put that damn guitar away already? Nobody wants to hear you 
anymore!"89 Dylan meekly put his guitar away and left Madison for New York. 

Dylan claimed he was a rambler and a gambler and a long way from home, 
but only when it fostered his career. Radosh was understandably skeptical when 
Dylan told him "with a tone of complete assurance," that he was "going to be as big 
a star as Elvis Presley.''9O Dylan insisted, "No, you'll see. I'll play the same and even 
bigger arenas. I know it.''9' "Destiny," Dylan said of his life in 1961, "was about to 
manifest itself.''92 It "was looking right at me and nobody else.''93 Often, as in the 60 

Minutes interview following the release of the first volume of his autobiography, 
Dylan spoke as ifhe had been singled out by the "powers of this world''94 to fulfill 
some cosmic design. 

The Zeitgeist needed someone bright enough to put two and two together, or 
at the very least, to write new lyrics to the old melodies. The sexual revolutionaries 
would soon run into the same problem that their parents encountered. "Wild
wood Flower" still wasn't a revolutionary melody. And it was even less appropriate 
for sexual revolution than it had been for the popular front. To update the music of 
the popular front, Bob Dylan had to tap into the cultural aquifer that produced the 
tourists that inundated the Village every weekend. The Kingston Trio was popular 
but culturally irrelevant. Pete Seeger had been relevant, but the Popular Front was 
long dead and gone. Because he was a Jew working in the Jewish folk music subset 
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of the Jewish popular music industry, Dylan could count on a sympathetic hear
ing when he articulated his deepest feelings of rebellion or revolution. "Nothing 
seemed to delight Bob more than undermining the power of an authority figure," 
one biographer says.95 In this regard, Dylan was only doing what other Jews had 
done before him-Marx and Freud and Reich-and what they were going to do 
with more gusto as he redefined folk music in places like Manny Roth's (uncle of 
rocker David Lee Roth) club The Wha? as the vehicle for the cultural revolution, 
with a little help from his friends. 

Dylan's biggest friend in this regard was a self-described "Jewish business
man"96 from Chicago by the name of Albert Grossman. Grossman, according to 
Spitz, was "neither a gentleman nor political," but rather a "Jewish businessman," 
who was "a cagey operator who lived by the Teutonic [sic] theory that those who 
struck first and fastest usually eat best."97 Grossman claimed to have graduated 
from the University of Chicago, which was not true, and to have walked away 
from a career in Chicago city government, which was also not true. He did, how
ever, manage a folk club there and was astute enough to understand that the fu
ture of that musical movement lay in Greenwich Village, where he arrived shortly 
after Ramblin' Jack Elliott and Bob Dylan. Dave Van Ronk, approached early on 
by Grossman, called him "an astute but very cruel man-extraordinarily cruel in 
a very cold and calculated way," who went out of his way to corrupt the performers 
he represented.98 Grossman played "a kind of Mephistophelian role"99 with young 
village folkSingers. He guaranteed them stardom "in return for their integrity .... oo 

Grossman approached Van Ronk to see if he were interested in becoming 
part of a folk supergroup trio which he planned to manage. Grossman saw a large 
gap between commercially successful but insipid groups like The Kingston Trio 
and the "authentic" but commercially unappealing imitators of Woody Guthrie. 
Grossman's solution was a trio, Peter, Paul, and Mary. PP&M combined the tal
ents of a stand-up comic, Noel Stookey (who changed his name to the vaguely 
religious sounding Paul), a singer, Peter Yarrow, and Mary Travers, the sexually 
liberated, platinum blonde bombshell from the Elisabeth Irwin School. Van Ronk 
was Grossman's' first choice as Mary's foil, but to get into the act, Van Ronk had 
to "change my name to Olaf the Blues Singer ... wear a helmet with horns growing 
out of it, and pretend to be blind."lol Van Ronk had to be willing to make a fool of 
himself on stage because "Integrity bothered Albert," who "used to say that there 
was no such thing as an honest man, and it was merely a question of finding out 
what my price was, even if it cost him $300,000 of his own money. That was the 
kind of guy Albert really was."102 

Dave Van Ronk, five years older than Dylan, was an established figure in the 
Village when Dylan arrived. In his autobiography, Dylan describes meeting Van 
Ronk under the watchful eye ofIzzy Young. Dylan describes Van Ronk as singing 
songs "originally sung by singers who seemed to be groping for words, almost in 
an alien tongue,''t03 Van Ronk had recorded his first album in 1959 for Folkways 
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Records, a company founded by Moses Asch, and one of the critical links between 
the Popular Front and the folksong revival of the '60S. From a broken family in 
Brooklyn, Van Ronk was taught by "vicious Irish nuns'''04 in Queens. Originally 
a merchant seaman who sang songs and played the guitar, the blossoming folk 
music craze changed that. Odetta listened to him and suggested he "make a demo 
tape" and "send it to Albert Grossman.'''05 Van Ronk hitchhiked to Chicago to 
present the tape and perform for Grossman, but their personalities never meshed, 
prossibly because of ethnic differences, although the suggestion that he change 
his name to Olaf the Blues Singer didn't help. The persona of the urban folksing
er had already been set, and it was cryptically Jewish, not Dutch/Irish Catholic. 
Van Ronk abandoned the religion of his youth for socialism, but abandoning his 
ethnic identity proved more difficult. Paradoxically, the compatibility between 
Grossman and Dylan lay in the shared ethnic identity they had abandoned, or, 
perhaps, reworked with the Zeitgeist in mind. Spitz says Grossman, "much like his 
protege Bobby Dylan," developed a new persona by concocting "an apocryphal 
autobiography."106 And he helped Dylan do the same thing. 

Bob Gibson, a successful folksinger managed by Grossman, didn't come up 
with the proper image either. The goyim were finding it difficult to compete as 
cultural revolutionaries. The revolutionary Jews had an advantage, especially 
since music promoters shared their views. According to Gibson, Grossman gave 
"highest priority" to "class," which meant that "you had to ... embody Albert's 
elitist tendencies, which also meant taking regular instruction and criticism from 
him and assuming aspects of his personality.'"o7 That meant combining the "Jew
ish businessman" with messianic cultural politics, because, as Gibson notes, "Al
bert envisioned himself as a cultural messiah.'''o8 Grossman wanted to get rich 
off his singers, but in order to do so he first had to "create a legend,'''09 to elevate 
the enthusiasm of the folk music fans flooding into college campuses to "a level 
that separated his new client from every other performer, so that no comparisons 
could be drawn.'''l0 "The cultural revolution had officially begun, and God help the 
folk Singer who couldn't conceptualize his own myth."111 Bob Dylan "was in a class 
all by himself," and Albert Grossman was "going to make damned sure that he 
remained there," by promoting "'the Dylan mystique,' as he refered to it.''''' 

Bob Dylan's first album was released in March 1962, earning a glowing pseud
onymous endorsement by the fawning Robert Shelton. He wrote under the name 
Stacy Williams because "it would have been regarded as un-ethical for a New York 
Times critics to objectively review an album that carried his byline on the back 
cover,'''13 especially in light of payola scandals. The album consisted of covers of 
folk tunes popular in Greenwich Village, including a version of "House of the Ris
ing Sun," appropriated without permission from Dave Van Ronk. His only origi
nal piece, a tribute to Woody Guthrie, lifted Woody's melody from a song written 
about a 1913 mining disaster that Ramblin' Jack Elliott popularized. 

Dylan's original music first appeared in spring 1963 when The Freewheelin' 
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Bob Dylan album was released with a picture on its cover of him and Suze Ro
tolo walking down Great Jones Street together. "Don't Think Twice It's All Right" 
was the album's biggest hit, and, like the cover photo of the two, it involved Suze 
Rotolo, who had gone to Europe at the urging of her mother. Dylan was desolate; 
the song has a clear emotional and musical focus that disappeared from his mu
sic when Dylan later joined the sexual revolution. He would then sing indistin
guishable songs about indistinguishable women. But in 1963, the revolution hadn't 
taken place yet. He could still focus one song on one woman. 

When Dylan's third album, The Times they are a Changin', was released in 
February 1964, the revolutionary cat was out of the bag. Even though written in 
the folk mode, the title song had clear revolutionary intent, tailored specifically 
to the generation that was then coming of age and buying lots of records in their 
search for a new lifestyle identity. The music was different enough (a weird G chord 
to an insistent strum and forthright harmonica which disguised the standard G, 
C, D progression) to add urgency to the lyrics, which were undeniably power
ful. No more Popular Front working men, but rather a denunciation of parents! 
"Your sons and your daughters are beyond your command/Your old road is rap
idly agin'/Come get out of the new one if you can't lend a hand/ For the times they 
are a changin." 

It wasn't the Fugs. It wasn't Dionysian excess, but it didn't throw cold water 
on the disordered passions either. It ennobled those passions by associating them 
with the civil rights movement, messianic politics, and a host of equally revolu
tionary themes. Everyone was blown away by the bard who made Jewish revolu
tion plaUSible in a peculiarly American way. Dylan's next four albums established 
him as "the spokesman of his generation."U4 To explain how Dylan revolutionized 
folk and popular music, Spitz mixes metaphors: "Natural selection," he writes, 
"had chosen Bob Dylan to be the high priest of protest singers."us Then he calls 
Dylan "an enlightened prophet."u6 Finally he settles on business metaphors, say
ing "beneath his scruffy folk exterior beat the heart of a Jewish businessman from 
Minnesota" who "knew the value of self-promotion," and "in an offbeat way he 
courted the establishment crowd when he thought that could help his career. ""7 In 
a plutocratic SOciety, it's unnecessary to distinguish between businessmen, politi
cal messiahs, and revolutionaries; one person can be all three. Or, to put it suc
cinctly, to succeed with your cultural revolution, you have to be all three rolled 
up in one. In America, it was all three rolled up in two-Bob Dylan and Albert 
Grossman. 

Once Peter, Paul and Mary proved folk music could pull in mainstream mon
ey, recording contracts began to pour into Greenwich Village. Dave Van Ronk 
noticed that "all of a sudden there was money all over the place."us From 1960 to 
1965, recording company executives began: 

handing out major label recording contracts like they were coming in Cracker 
Jack boxes. People who had been sleeping on floors and eating in cafeterias a year 
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or two before, all of a sudden had enough money to buy a suit, if they wanted 
to."9 

Mark Spoelstra pinpoints the change in folk music from something practiced 
by sincere amateurs to something controled by the music "industry" to a specific 
week in 1962. He went to visit friends in Canada, and when he got back, Bob Dy-
lan and his friends "were sitting around talking Big Bucks .... You'd have thought 
I'd walked in on a dinner party of wealthy industrialists .... What the hell hap-
pened while I was in Toronto? ... The object of our closely knit folk community 
had always been to sing and have fun. And suddenly it seemed as if everything had 
changed .... •o Spitz claimed that the point "at which folk music merged with show 
business ... could actually be seen by the human eye .... 21 The notion that folksing-
ers and money were incompatible became "obsolete .... •• Bob Dylan was to become 
the well-paid "poet-philosopher of his generation,""3 someone who could satisfy 
"Young middle-class Jewish intellectuals' ... hunger for someone to put ideas into 
their heads."1'4 

Bob Dylan's revolutionary music arrived not a moment too soon, because the 
other side of the collective Jewish personality in America, the Jewish comedian, 
had been subverting the folk scene by making it look ridiculous. In 1962, Allan 
Sherman released his album My Son the Folksinger. Dylan was no stranger to par
odies ofJewish folksingers (his "Talkin' Hava Nagila Blues" is a case in point) but 
Sherman took the tradition established by Mickey Katz and his Kosher Jammers 
to a new level precisely when the folk bubble was threatening to burst. Jewish in
volvement in the resurrection of Popular Front Appalachian or Negro Music was 
a satirical target too big to ignore, and many scored direct hits, including Shel Sil
verstein in his parody, "Folk Singer's Blues," which talked about what to do when 

And the only levee you know is the Levy who lives on the block, Yes 
The only levee you know is the Levy who lives on the block125 

The disparity was too big to ignore. Young middle class Jews singing about 
picking cotton in Mississippi was prime comedy material. If folk music was to sur
vive the assaults of Alan Sherman singing "Catskill ladies sing your song, doo dah 
doo dah," it needed different lyrics, and a more Dionysian music to fit the mores 
of the new generation of Jews who went to camp not to sing folksongs around a 
campfire but to have sex with the Negro lifeguard. 

Bob Dylan provided that music. More importantly, Dylan provided the new 
persona of the folksinging revolutionary that enabled others to make the music 
too. "What folk music needed," according to Spitz, "were performers who were 
willing to invest in it something unique and intensely personal," rather than sim
ply recycling labor movement songs in the style of Woody Guthrie.126 That music 
was "no longer vital to the younger generation."127 Bob Dylan was the Zeitgeist on a 
motorcycle. "By writing new folk songs, Bob had a chance to say something com
pelling about the current scene and comment on his own life and times ..... 8 
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Chapter Twenty-Four 

The Second Vatican Council Begins 

In 1960, shortly before Boby Dylan arrived in New York City, a French Jew by 
the name of Jules Isaac went to Rome to discuss what he saw as the Catho
lic Church's 2000-year-old "teaching of contempt''' against his people. Isaac 

was the former inspector general of France's public schools and a historian who 
had written two books on Catholic attitudes toward the Jews after losing a num
ber of family members during the war. In Jesus et Israel (1946) and Genese de 
l'Antisemitisme (1948), Isaac made two points that would dominate Catholic Jew
ish dialogue for the rest of the century. Isaac claimed 1) the Catholic Church had 
preached an anti-Semitism for 2000 years which 2) found its ultimate expression 
in the mass murder ofJews during World War II. 

Father Paul De Mann from Paris and Father Gregory Baum, a Jewish convert 
from Canada, spread his thesis in Catholic circles. Baum called Jesus et Israel, 
"a moving account of the love which Jesus had for his people, the Jews, and of 
the contempt which the Christians, later, harbored for them.'" In 1947 Isaac par
ticipated in a conference in Seelisberg, Switzerland, that issued a memo on "The 
rectification of Christian teaching concerning Israel.''] 

In 1949, Isaac met with Pope Pius XII. Isaac wanted the pope to write an 
encyclical condemning anti-Semitism, but nothing came of the meeting. It's not 
difficult to understand why. Despite the openly pagan ideology of National Social
ism and the havoc it wrought, Isaac felt the most dangerous form of anti-Semitism 
was the oxymoron known as Christian anti-Semitism. Because it was theological 
and not racial, it perdured much longer than Hitler's racial views. Its roots went 
back to Christianity's fundamental texts, in particular, the Gospels of Matthew 
and John and the writings of Church Fathers, St. John Chrysostom, St. Ambrose, 
St. Augustine, and Pope St. Gregory the Great. 

When Isaac arrived at the Vatican in 1960 for his second visit, the times had 
changed dramatically since 1949. The genial Giuseppi Roncalli had succeeded the 
austere Eugenio Pacelli, but the changed atmosphere was traceable to more than 
just a difference of personality. 

Roncalli had lived through the war, but Pacelli had been nuncio to Germany 
during the rise of National Socialism. He had been in Munich during the First 
and Second Bavarian Soviet Republics. He had seen the Levine administration 
and their slutty hangers on when he visited the Wittelsbach Palace in 1919, and he 
knew the rise of Hitler in Bavaria in 1923 was predicated on the excesses ofJewish 
Bolshevism there and not on readings of the sermons of St. John Chrysostom or 
the Gospel of St. John. 
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Pacelli had emerged from World War II as a hero, a status the world's Jews 
confirmed at his death in 1958. But now a new spirit was blowing through the 
Vatican, and Isaac saw a window of opportunity for his ideas. Aside from its posi
tion in Communist countries, the Catholic Church was an object of universal es
teem in 1960, and it wanted to use that esteem to promote unity among Christians 
and reconciliation with the Jews. The Vatican Secretariat for promoting Christian 
Unity had been set up months before Isaac's visit under the leadership of Augustin 
Cardinal Bea. Bea had known Jews from his days as a student and teacher in Ber
lin. From the Jewish perspective, the time was ripe to press for a condemnation of 
all it disliked about Catholic teaching on the Jews. 

The French Embassy, knowing the people behind Isaac, arranged a meeting 
with Cardinal Tisserant, who gave Isaac' the run around. Isaac wanted to meet 
with Pope John XXIII, but he was sent instead to the prefect of the Holy Office, 
Alfredo Cardinal Ottaviani, who then sent him to 83-year-old Andrea Cardinal 
Jullien, hoping that a meeting between two old men, both hard of hearing, would 
lead nowhere. Ottaviani was wrong. After pleading his case, Isaac sat in silence, 
waiting. Jullien finally said the word that provided the key for the door Isaac 
wanted unlocked: "Bea." Augustin Cardinal Bea, the German Jesuit and Biblical 
scholar who had authored Pius XII's encyclical on biblical scholarship, Divini Af
flante Spiritu. 

On June 13, 1960, Isaac got his meeting with Pope John XXIII. The only ac
count comes from Isaac, who introduced himself to the pope "as a non- Christian, 
the promoter of l'Amities Judeo-Chretiennes, and a very deaf old man.'!! The pope 
took the initiative by discoursing on his devotion to the Old Testament. Sensing 
an opening, Isaac told the pope this "kindled great hopes in the people of the Old 
Testament.''5 It was time to fulfill those expectations by issuing a condemnation of 
anti-Semitism. Pope John had been thinking along those lines, but he could not 
do this unilaterally because the Church was not a "monarchie absolue."6 

Not long thereafter, Isaac "learned with joy''7 that the pope had conveyed his 
suggestions to Cardinal Bea who had been commissioned to work toward "a firm 
condemnation of Catholic anti-Semitism.''tI Bea would draft a text about Jewish
Christian relationships for the Council's consideration. Thus was born what came 
to be known as the Jewish Declaration. 

The pope's desire soon was transformed into something radically different 
when it made contact with the realities of 20th century Jewish interest groups and 
pUblicity organs. Before long "the people of the Old Testament" were represented 
by international Jewish organizations like the American Jewish Committee and 
the Anti-Defamation League. Rather than formulating the Catholic position on 
the Jews in light of Catholic tradition, Cardinal Bea became a go-between between 
the Jewish organizations and the Council Fathers, who initially were also under 
the impression they were dealing with the "people of the Old Testament." Because 
the Council Fathers were favorably impressed by Jules Isaac's petition (as opposed 

884 



Vatican II and Malachi Martin 

to his books, which they had not read), Isaac was allowed to determine the terms 
of the debate, becoming the principal theorist for the Vatican's statement on the 
Jews. Isaac's friend Bishop Provencheres tried spin this positively by claiming it 
was the first time a layman and a Jew had initiated a council document, without 
bringing up the nagging question of who benefited from this break with tradi
tion. Viscount Leon de Poncins was less reticent, claiming Isaac was "the principal 
theorist and promoter of the campaign being waged against the traditional teach
ing of the Church."8 Nostra Aetate was destined to become "a weapon designed to 
overthrow traditional Catholicism, which they consider the chief enemy.''9 

Such thoughts were far from the minds of the participants in the early dia
logue between Catholics and Jews. The goal of condemning anti-Semitism seemed 
noble enough, but the spirit of the times precluded close theological examination 
of the terms of the discussion. Just who was going to determine the precise mean
ing of "Anti-Semitism"? Popuarized in Germany in 1870 by the racial thinker Wil
helm Marr, the word had a racial meaning. This was not problematic for German 
racists, but it was problematic for the Catholic Church, especially if she were to 
incorporate uncritically an essentially a-theological and ideologically racial term 
into a conciliar document. It would contradict a crucial assertion of the Catholic 
faith, the age-old admonition Sicut Iudeis non: Jewish converts were to be accept
ed "without prejudice." If Jewish identity was based on race or blood or DNA and 
not on rejection of Christ, then baptism lost its efficacy. 

By the time Jules Isaac finally got his meeting with the pope in June 1960, Al
fredo Cardinal Ottaviani had already commissioned the preliminary documents 
for the Second Vatican Council. The conventional explanation of the council is 
summarized in one word: aggiornamento; which was taken to mean bringing the 
church up to date. From Ottaviani's point of view, the Church referred to the Cu
ria, which had reached a state of near paralysis during the last days of Pius XII and 
was seen as inadequate to the challenges facing it. In the hands of the revisionists, 
aggiornamento has taken on another meaning, namely, getting the Church to ac
cept the tenets of the Enlightenment Pius IX condemned in his syllabus of errors. 
According to this view, aggiornamento meant "reversing the craziness that had 
compelled Pope Pius IX to produce his famous Syllabus of Errors, which con
demned a number of almost self evident propositions-including this one: 'The 
pope can and must try to achieve a reconciliation and a settlement with progress, 
liberalism and modern civilization.""o From an American point of view, the term 
meant support for the theories of John Courtney Murray, who wanted "to baptize 
America's religious freedom and make it a part of Pope John's aggiornamento."l1 

According to the Americanist reading, "there was that rumor that Giuseppe 
Roncalli, Pope John XXIII, had been a covert sympathizer with the Modernists.'''' 
Ottaviani's involvement in the preparatory stages of the council tells another story, 
supported by a close reading of the preliminary documents. Judging from them, 
the point of the Council was not to baptize the Enlightenment, but to reform the 
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Curia and make Catholics aware of a threat to faith and morals coming from the 
West, in particular, the United States, more particularly, Hollywood. 

In January 1962, the preparatory document on "The Moral Order" was sub
mitted to the Council for deliberation. In it, Cardinal Ottaviani sketched out the 
moral challenges facing the Church. The Church needed to challenge 

The attempt ... to substitute the useful, the agreeable, the good of the race, the 
interests of a class, or the power of the state, as the criterion of morality. Thus, 
philosophical systems, literary fashions, and political doctrines have been cre
ated and propagated. These try to substitute for the Christian moral order the so
called morality of situation or individualistic morality, often condemned by Pius 
XII and finally condemned by a decree of the Holy Office in February of 1956. 
These also try to substitute the morality of independence (Le., divorced from the 
Christian morality) for the idea of God, sanction and obligation.'3 

The reference to moralities of race and class referred to Nazism and Com
munism. But they were conjoined in condemnation with "the so-called morality 
of situation or individualistic morality,"'4 which could only refer to errors emanat
ing from America. There was risk involved here, since American Catholics were 
overwhelmingly pious church-goers at the time (in comparison to their brothers 
in Europe) and contributed Significantly to the Vatican's finances. 

As the Council progressed, the condemnation of the American threat to 
Catholic morality became more and more overt. To "defend ... the immutable 
principles of Christian modesty and chastity,"'5 the Council warned of the ener
gies spent by the world of fashion, movies, and the press to shake the founda
tions of Christian morality, as if the Sixth Commandment was outmoded and free 
rein should be given to all passions, even those against nature. The council was 
to clarify and eventually condemn attempts to revive paganism and the abuse of 
psychoanalysis to justify even things directly contrary to the moral order.'6 

In May 1962, Ottaviani issued The Esteem of Virginity and Chastity, which 
he said, "reflects the most acute and discussed moral problems of our day."'7 As 
Italian director Federico Fellini was saying in films like La Dolce Vita, American 
films as the vehicle for American mores were undermining the traditional way 
of life in Catholic Europe and in Italy in particular. If the Church lost its hold 
on sexual morals, it would lose control of "the ordinary way of sanctification for 
the majority of the human race .... 8 Far from baptizing modernity, the preparatory 
documents condemned it as one long, drawn-out occasion of sin: 

Modern life, without doubt, multiplies invitations to evil by such distractions 
as beauty contests, spectacles, billboards, songs, illustrated magazines, beach
es, places of vacation, promiscuity, and certain forms of sport. This is why the 
Church never ceases to recall to each one the principles of prudence, conscience, 
and responsibility, the rights and duties of liberty, and the obligation of vigilance 
and precaution on the part of parents, educators and civil authorities. This is also 
why the church points out as dangerous and condemns as erroneous all theories 
that are then translated into practice concerning the cult of movie stars, natural-
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ism, the so-called sexual education, pansexualism, and certain injurious aspects 
of psychoanalysis.'9 

It didn't take a genius to know who in America was prominent in support
ing "the cult of movie stars, pansexualism, and psychoanalysis." It was the Jews. 
So the Council became a battleground over whose interpretation of the Jews was 
going to be normative. Were the Jews the "people of the Old Testament" as Jules 
Isaac portrayed them? Or were they, in practice, the avant-garde of modernity and 
the promoters of sexual deviance as a covert form of control, as Ottaviani implic
itly portrayed them? 

The American hierarchy was plagued with its own Jewish problem ever since 
they began censoring Hollywood in 1934 with the creation of the production code 
and the Legion of Decency. Psychoanalysis had also come in for condemnation 
at the hands of the famous TV priest, Fulton J. Sheen. In March 1947, Sheen gave 
a sermon on "psychoanalysis and confession''>o in St. Patrick's Cathedral in New 
York City. In it, Sheen derided Freudianism as a philosophy based on "material
ism, hedonism, infantilism, and eroticism.''>l In the February/March 1947 issue 
of McCall's, Clare Booth Luce told of her conversion to Catholicism. Luce had 
undergone psychoanalysis by a Jewish psychiatrist shortly after divorcing her first 
husband. After exposure to confession, Luce resented her treatment at the hands 
ofJews. "We Christian innocents," she wrote, "have been duped into our present 
godless condition by the unholy triumvirate of communism, psychoanalysis and 
relativity. These three symbolized by Marx, Freud and Einstein, are the result of 
the messianic impulse of the religiously frustrated Jewish ego .... • 

It didn't take long for the Jews to react to this shot across their bow. Both 
Sheen and Luce were accused of anti-Semitism in 1948 in the American Scholar 
because they "leave the careful reader an impression that responsibility for our 
present spiritual inadequacy rests not only on Freud but as well on the other out
standing thinkers of Jewish origin.''>3 Time, run by Mrs. Luce's husband, tried to 
patch things up by contrasting Sheen with Father Coughlin, but the cultural battle 
lines had been drawn; as in the Hollywood obscenity battle of the '30S, the Jews 
were on one side and the Catholics on the other. 

By the time the Vatican Council convened, the American bishops were show
ing signs of battle fatigue in their culture war with the Jews, and the council looked 
like a way of declaring a separate peace. Or like a battle between Americans who 
wanted an accommodation with the Jews versus traditionalists like Ottaviani who 
saw Hollywood Jews, Reichian pansexualists, and Freudian psychiatrists as the 
main threat to Catholic morals in a Europe weakened by two catastrophic wars. 
Given Jewish dominance in the media, it was easy to see who was going to be por
trayed as the villain in this scenario. 

If someone had pointed out that the preparatory reports had used Hollywood, 
pansexualism, and psychoanalysis as code words for Jewish subversion of morals 
it would have exposed the ethnic dimensions of a struggle generally perceived 
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as an intra-Catholic struggle between liberals and conservatives. So no one por
trayed it in those terms, not in the major media anyway. As in most ethnic battles, 
political surrogates replaced the real players. The Vatican Council was portrayed 
as a battle between the forces of darkness and reaction, symbolized by Cardinal 
Ottaviani, and the forces of light and progress, symbolized, in American journals, 
by the Jesuit John Courtney Murray, who appeared on the cover of Time when 
contestation over the Council began. 

If there was one man responsible for this Manichean scenario it was Robert 
Blair Kaiser. If there was one organ responsible for the dissemination of those 
views it was Time Magazine. Kaiser entered the Jesuits in the late '40S and was 
out by the mid-'50S, convinced by modernism and the evolutionary thought of 
Teilhard de Chardin that he could better achieve the goals of the Jesuits by leaving 
the order. Given what became of the Jesuits, this was at least an arguable proposi
tion, but not as Kaiser wanted to argue it. He soon became a bachelor reporter in 
California, driving from one sexual encounter to another in his '56 Thunderbird. 
Then he married and landed a job at Time. 

When the Second Vatican Council opened in October 1962, Kaiser was there 
to cover it. Kaiser takes credit for converting Time to the "global vision"14 he 
learned as a young Jesuit scholastic by reading de Chardin and Cardinal Suhard. 
"By making information available to an international community of men and 
women who had an uncommon say in running the planet, Time was contributing 
to a better world, by opening up channels of communication that had long been 
clogged. That was a worthy cause."lS Kaiser's reporting bespoke a meeting of the 
minds, mostly of Jesuits, who had committed themselves to "Church reform"z6 
through the media. Kaiser was so zealous in "coming down in favor of the liber
als,"'7 that he was reprimanded by his bureau chief. who sketched Time's editorial 
policy in a memo to Kaiser: "We have clearly opted in print for the reformation 
of the Catholic church undertaken by Pope John, and now presumably being car
ried forward by Pope Paul. My caution is this: we should not make our stories and 
our reporting so one-sided that we become naked partisans in this rather than 
skeptical spectators.'>Zs Time's "reformation of the Catholic church"z9 involved le
veraging the pope's genial personality into sympathy for everything the modern 
world hated about the Catholic Church. So Kaiser portrayed the pope as "a secret 
Modernist all along, and then, when he became pope, an open one.''3o 

The one area in which the Church was most glaringly out of sync with the 
modern world was its attitude toward the Jews. To remedy that, John XXIII, ac
cording to Kaiser, "asked Cardinal Bea to prepare a schema for the Council that 
would revise the old Catholic story about the Jews killing Christ, and thus bring
ing eternal damnation on them and on their children too. It was a myth that had 
nurtured anti-Semitism for centuries.''31 One of the tenets of Roncalli's modern
ism, according to Kaiser, was the belief that Jews did not need to convert in order 
to be saved. Kaiser related an anecdote he got from Msgr. Loris Capovilla, the 
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pope's personal secretary. When a young Jew came to Roncalli and asked to be
come a Catholic, the future pope put him off, saying, "Be a good Jew" because "be_ 
coming a Catholic would kill your parents."30 Roncalli eventually relented and had 
the man baptized in secret. After Roncalli became pope and the man asked the 
pope to confirm him, the pope allegedly replied: ''All right, all right, but you've got 
to continue being a good Jew in your own synagogue, support the Jewish schul, 
because by being a Catholic, you do not become any less a Jew."33 

If true, the anecdote reveals a fatal ambiguity at the heart of the Jewish ques
tion as discussed at Vatican Council II. The question was simple: Did a Jew remain 
a Jew after he was baptized? The traditional Catholic answer was no. The Jew, a 
rejecter of Christ, ceased being a rejecter of Christ upon baptism. Jews should be 
admitted to the Church "without prejudice" because through baptism they ceased 
being Jews. If, on the other hand, becoming a Catholic meant "you do not become 
any less a Jew," then Jewish identity was bound up with blood, race, and DNA, the 
very view which Christ rejected in the Gospel of St. John, At this point it wasn't 
clear which view the Church was going to espouse in its schema on the Jews. 

In August 1962, Cardinal Bea granted an interview to the Jewish Chronicle, in 
which he stated unequivocally that the Church intended to use the Council to is
sue an official and radical condemnation of anti-Semitism. After the first session of 
the Council, Bea used the hiatus before the second session to consult with Jewish 
groups. The major Jewish organizations used the opportunity to lobby for conces
sions from the Church. Rabbi Abraham J. Heschel, who met Bea when both were 
students in Berlin 30 years earlier, collaborated with the American Jewish Com
mittee, which had issued "The Image of the Jews in Catholic Teaching," which Bea 
had read in preparation for dialogue with the Jews which began in earnest in Janu
ary 1963. Heschel wanted the Vatican to ban what he termed proselytizing, which 
meant a revocation of the belief that Jews had to accept Christ as their Savior to 
enter the Kingdom of Heaven. He also wanted the Council to ban any reference to 
the Jews as an accursed race. The "cursed race''34 claim was a Jewish extrapolation 
from Matthew 27:26 in which the Jewish people "to a man shouted back [to Pilate, 
after he offered to release Jesus], 'His blood be on us and on our children.'" 

The real issue, the issue the Jews did not want to face, was the Jewish rejec
tion of Christ, which was on-going not by occult force but because ofJewish will. 
By portraying this rejection as a curse, the Jews trivialized it and placed the onus 
not on their rejection of Christ but on the Church as the perpetrator of some oc
cult voodoo spell, which, while harmless of itself, had caused prejudice, which led 
to persecution, culminating in the Holocaust. B'nai B'rith wanted the Church to 
delete any language it deemed anti-Semitic from the Catholic liturgy. This was a 
tall order because the liturgy was based on Scripture that was, if not anti-Semitic, 
then certainly anti-Jewish. Virtually the entire Gospel of St. John and the Acts of 
the Apostles revolved around the conflict between the Jews who accepted Christ 
as their savior and the Jews who rejected him. Since those texts were central to any 
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Catholic liturgy and full of invidious comparisons between the New Israel, the 
Catholic Church, and the Old, repudiated by Christ for its blindness and obstina
cy, it was hard to see how dialogue could succeed. Unless, of course, the purpose 
of dialogue was something other than what it claimed to be. 

Those who came to oppose the schema on the Jews claimed that ulterior mo
tives had been driving the discussion from the beginning. Their fears were con
firmed (three years after the fact) in March 1963, when a limousine picked Car
dinal Bea up at the Plaza Hotel in New York and deposited him at the offices of 
the American Jewish Committee six blocks away. When Bea arrived, "a latter-day 
Sanhedrin''35 was waiting to greet him. The meeting, of course, was "kept secret 
from the press.''36 It was also kept secret from the Vatican Council fathers. "I am 
not authorized to speak officially," Bea told the Jews. "I can, therefore, speak only 
of what, in my opinion could be effected, indeed, should be effected, by the Coun
cil.''37 The Jews, Bea continued, were accused of deicide and "on them is supposed 
to lie a curse.''38 According to the only account of the meeting, Bea repudiated both 
charges. "Because even in the accounts of the Evangelists, only the leaders of the 
Jews then in Jerusalem and a very small group of followers shouted for the death 
sentence on Jesus, all those absent and the generations of Jews unborn were not 
implicated in deicide in any way," Bea said.39 As to the curse, it could not condemn 
the crucifiers, the Cardinal reasoned, because Christ's dying words were a prayer 
for their pardon. 

Bea concluded by claiming it was "wrong to seek the chief cause of anti-Sem
itism in purely religious sources-in the Gospel accounts, for example. These reli
gious causes, in so far as they are adduced (often they are not), are often merely an 
excuse and a veil to cover over other more operative reasons for enmity.'lIo Bea did 
not identify the more operative reasons for enmity, or if he did, his explanation 
went unreported. 

As a result of the meeting, the Jewish organizations assigned two lobbyists to 
monitor the progress of the "Jewish schema" at the council, Joseph Lichten of B'nai 
B'rith's Anti-Defamation League and Zachariah Schuster of the American Jewish 
Committee. Both men had lost relatives to the Nazis during World War II. Both 
were determined to bring "the strongest possible Jewish declaration'l!' back from 
Rome so their respective organizations could claim credit for it. 

In addition to lobbying the Church Fathers in Rome, the Jews sought to change 
the climate of public opinion by other means. In February 1963, Rolf Hochhuth's 
play, Der Stellvertreter (The Deputy), opened in Berlin. Hochhuth portrayed Pope 
Pius XII as criminally negligent because of his silence on the deportation of the 
Jews during World War II. After it opened in London, Giovanni Battista Montini, 
archbishop of Milan and soon to be Pope Paul VI, attacked it as a defamation of 
Pius XII, whose secretary he had been. The pope was probably aware that Erwin 
Piscator, a Jewish communist, along with the already mentioned Jewish organiza
tions, provided financial backing for the play. Msgr. John Oesterreicher, the Jew-
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ish convert responsible for the Jewish schema under Bea, accused the AJC and 
the ADL of poisoning the waters by promoting the play. "Jewish human-relations 
agencies," he wrote in America, "will have to speak out against The Deputy in 
unmistakable terms. Otherwise they will defeat their own purpose.'lJ2 The press 
ignored Oesterreicher's warning, playing up Hochhuth's accusations instead. 
Hochhuth's message was clear. If the incoming pope (John XXIII was dying; who 
would succeed him was unknown) didn't want to go down in history as another 
Pius XII, guilty because silent, he better pass the schema on the Jews. 

As Oesterreicher warned, the Jewish media campaign caused a reaction. Am
leto Cardinal Cicognani, a powerful conservative in the Curia and former delegate 
to the United States, expressed fear that issuing a statement on the Jews might not 
be in the Church's best interest. Bea countered that he had already assured the 
Jews that a statement was forthcoming, so failure to produce one would be con
strued as mendacity. As resistance grew among the conservatives grew, Bea kept 
claiming he had created a growing tide of expectation in Jewish circles and in the 
pluralistic society of America and Germany, and that now he had to meet that 
expectation. The Jewish lobby was not going to take no for an answer. 

Hochhuth's play did not begin the campaign against Pius XII. In France, 
Francois Mauriac had attacked him in 1951, for which he received a Nobel Prize. 
Mauriac would later be instrumental in cleaning up Elie Wiesel's violently anti
Christian Yiddish memoir Un di Velt hat geschwigen and turning in into La Nuit, 
which earned Wiesel a Nobel prize as well. In 1958 the Jewish Communist Fran
coise Cousteix-Drohocki elaborated on Mauriac's charges. "Why," she asked, "call 
Pius XII 'the Pope of peace' rather than of war? He no more stopped the latter than 
he imposed the former .... Pius XII's pontificate was totally bankrupt: war, torture, 
the annihilation of the individual, and cruelty in all its forms, reached a level 
never before attained. It's a shame that Pius XII never got around to excommuni
cating Nazis with the same level of indignation that he had for excommunicating 
Communists. If he was not aware of what was going on in Germany, then all the 
Vatican's listening posts are useless. Ifhe was aware .... " 

In June 1963, Pope John XXIII died, and Montini, who had already attacked 
The Deputy in his defense of Pius XII, was elected his successor, taking the name 
Paul VI. Paul VI was aware of the expectations Bea had aroused, but he was also 
aware of the growing conservative resentment, especially over the slander of Pius 
XII and equally aware that he had to reconcile increasingly hostile camps. 

The second session of the Council opened on September 20, 1963. Its main 
concern was the schema De Ecclesiae. Hearing the schema on the Jews had been 
incorporated into a larger document on ecumenism, the Israeli ambassador to Ita
ly, Maurice Fischer, called on Pope Paul VI to find out whether the document dealt 
with the Jewish question. Sensing he must do something to ease the disappoint
ment of the Jews, Paul VI and his advisers came up with the idea of visiting Israel 
during a trip he was planning to the Middle East. In recognizing the existence of 
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the Jewish state, Paul VI hoped that the disappointment would be lessened. The 
Jewish lobby, however, was not going to take no for an answer, and resistance to 
the document was growing among the bishops for precisely that reason. The trip 
to the Holy Land suggested that the tensions had become more than mere mortals 
could resolve. From the Jewish perspective, the second session, which ended on 
December 4, 1963, was a distinct disappointment. The media barrage, however, 
continued unabated. Schuster and Lichten were experts at getting their views into 
the New York Times. Fritz Becker, lobbyist for the World Jewish Congress, special
ized in quiet diplomacy. "We don't have the American outlook," he said, referring 
to Lichten and Schuster, "on the importance of getting into print.'l!3 

The Deputy opened in Paris on December 9. Four days later it opened in Basel 
in Switzerland. The Jewish Lobby kept up the pressure with three more openings: 
in Vienna on January 22, 1964, in New York on February 28, and in Tel Aviv, on 
June 20. Outraged that the second session ended without passage of the Jewish 
schema, the Jewish Lobby demanded that the American cardinals pressure the 
pontiff for a declaration on the Jews, but at no stage did a delegation of American 
cardinals go to him and insist on the discussion of religious liberty and the Jewish 
document. 

By this point the Jewish lobbying was beginning to cause a reaction. Pam
phlets on the Jews began to appear at the council. The Jews and the Council in 
the Light of Holy Scripture by Bernardus offered the most rational presentation 
from the official Church standpoint. Its message: Scripture states clearly that the 
Jews were voluntary deicides; the Fathers of the Church supported this doctrine. 
St. Thomas Aquinas wrote that the attitude of the Roman Pontiffs can only be 
interpreted as an affirmation that the Jews partake of a world-wide plot to destroy 
the Church. Hence, all should be wary of the Jew and not destroy a fundamental 
dogma of the Church. The tract of Bernardus was followed by Complotto contro la 
Chiesa, four thousand copies of which were distributed to the Council Fathers. 

Fortified with a heavy-duty expense account by Time, Robert Blair Kaiser 
turned his spacious Roman apartment into "a gathering place for conciliar pro
gressives ... those who were pushing hardest for updating everything, and doing so 
with a high hilarity.'l!4 In addition to regular Sunday night soirees of progressives, 
Kaiser held intimate dinner parties where Church leaders could talk about their 
hopes with people they would otherwise never meet. Bishop Mendez of Cuer
navaca in Mexico, for example, found himself opposite the Hollywood director 
Otto Preminger over dinner one evening. Joining them were Kaiser and Gregoire 
LeMercier, prior of the Benedictine monastery in Cuernavaca, who explained to 
Kaiser's dinner guests how he had profited from psychoanalysis. He explained to 
Preminger how Freudian psychoanalysis had transformed his monks into better 
Benedictines. Preminger, who like Cardinal Ottaviani and Bishop Sheen, felt that 
Catholicism and Freudianism were like oil and water, asked LeMercier where he 
had found a Catholic psychiatrist. It turns out that LeMercier couldn't find a Cath-
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olic psychiatrist, and so he brought in one who was an atheist and Jew instead. 
That psychiatrist brought along a woman assistant who convinced many of the 
monks that the only reason they had joined the monastery was their fear of sexu
ality. Once they understood that, many of the monks then abandoned the order. 
LeMercier's claim that Freudian psychoanalysis had strengthened the monastery 
left Preminger shaking his head in wonder. At this point, Kaiser turned to' Bishop 
Mendez and asked his opinion on the abbot's use of Freud to empty out one of the 
monasteries under his jurisdiction. "With Gregorio's help," Mendez replied "I am 
preparing an intervention for the Council. I think it's time we baptized Freud.'!!5 

One wonders how Cardinal Ottaviani would have replied to Kaiser's ques
tion, but Ottaviani was not invited to his apartment. One Council father who 
showed up regularly was the Irish Jesuit Malachi Martin. Martin, like Bea, was 
connected to the Biblicum, the Jesuit-run university for scripture scholars in 
Rome. Like Bea, he was working behind the scenes on the Jewish schema. Kaiser 
felt Martin was "one of the good guys," who "cut a fine figure of a priest" in his 
tailored suit.46 Martin, Kaiser heard, had been sent to Rome "to save the Biblicum 
from the conservatives who wanted to shut it down.'!!7 The admiration was mutual, 
or so it seemed. After one Sunday evening, Martin "whispered conspiratorially" 
in Kaiser's ear "how important these Sunday nights have become to the progress 
of the Council .... Every cleric I've met is talking about these parties. They're say
ing this is where ideas are incubated, friendships struck, new national alliances 
formed, strategies laid, plans formed for each coming week.>lj8 Kaiser appreciated 
the flattery because he believed he had been sent to Rome to influence the events 
he was supposedly reporting on. Martin's access to key personae made him a valu
able source of inside information; it also allowed Kaiser to feel he was influencing 
the outcome of the council. 

Before long Kaiser would come to doubt both propositions. The first to go was 
his reliance on Martin. Martin was forever feeding him inside information, but 
when Kaiser's reporting was challenged Martin couldn't or wouldn't back it up. 
Other people were learning the same lesson. After Father Gus Weigel was quoted 
in the New York Times saying the Jewish schema was in trouble, he was repri
manded by Cardinal Bea for spreading lies and blacklisted. Kaiser knew Martin 
was Weigel's source: Martin had tried to peddle the same story to him for Time. 
Martin maintained the story was true in spite of the denials of Willebrands and 
Bea, much to Weigel's perplexity, since he lost his credibility due to Martin's false 
report. Kaiser by this time had stopped using Martin as a source, but was still un
able to figure out the agenda behind his actions. 

As Bea's assistant, Martin's main concern was the "Jewish schema." Martin 
supplied Kaiser with a steady diet of stories to show he was thwarting reactionar
ies in the Curia who allied with prelates from Arab nations to "sabotage Catholic
Jewish relations by scuttling the 'schema on the Jews."!!9 To do this, they were not 
above sending phony telegrams from Bea's office to the AJC in New York or forged 
letters on Bea's stationery to the Council Central Commission. 
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After the Weigel incident, Kaiser was convinced that Martin was circulating 
false stories about the "Jewish Schema." Once burned by using Martin's informa
tion in stories he had filed for Time, Kaiser soon began to feel that Martin was 
manipulating him for his own ends. What those ends were became apparent one 
Sunday evening when Martin showed up at Kaiser's apartment "with a. pair of 
important American Jews, representatives of the American Jewish Committee" in 
tow.SO Suddenly, Martin's reason for circulating the stories that had ruined Wei
gel's reputation became clear. "Martin," Kaiser now realized, "was their lobbyist. 
'These Jews were using him and paying him well for his help, which they thought 
they needed because they were reading those stories in the New York Times.''sl 
Martin had planted the stories to give the Jews the impression his efforts were in
dispensable in saving a document that wasn't in trouble. 'The Jews had been taken 
in by Martin's ruse, and they rewarded him handsomely for his duplicity. During 
the summer between the second and third session, Kaiser "noted that Malachi had 
always had a wallet stuffed with hundred-dollar bills.''so Now Kaiser knew "where 
he was getting them.''s· 

Kaiser told his wife, but he was taken aback by her response.· "What's the 
matter with that?" she askedP "Well," Kaiser stammered, "if he's a paid lobbyist, 
at least he ought to register, so people know where he's coming from."s3 Regaining 
his composure, Kaiser went on the offensive. "Have you ever wondered why he 
is always with Zachariah Schuster? He used to get spending money from me. He 
doesn't get it from me anymore. I think he's getting it from the American Jewish 
Committee .... I think he's keeping the pot boiling just to make himself more in
dispensable to the Jews.''s4. 

Kaiser found his wife's response unsettling. Martin had given Mary Kaiser 
a copy of Betty Friedan's The Feminine Mystique, underlining portions denigrat
ing husbands and writing comments in the margins. Seeing Friedan's book as a 
seduction device, Kaiser suspected that Martin had designs on his wife. Michael 
Novak, another American correspondent at the Council, aggravated Kaiser's fears 
by claiming Martin and Mary were having an affair. During one of his wife's in
creasingly frequent absences, Kaiser, consumed with suspicion, discovered birth 
control pills while rooting through his wife's lingerie. Kaiser had been research
ing a birth control story he hoped would help overturn Church teaching. In his 
misguided way, Kaiser thought his "reporting might help overturn the tyranny of 
an authority with a very limited view of marriage, one that I believed was having a 
damaging effect on millions of Catholic marriages."ss Instead, it looked as if it had 
facilitated his wife's adultery. 

'The pill, however, wasn't the only facilitator that Kaiser had to worry about. 
It turned out that Jewish activists, in exchange for Martin's contribution toward 
a Jewish schema favorable to their interests, were willing to facilitate the Irish 
Jesuit's adultery with Mary Kaiser. While hoping for a reconciliation for his wife, 
Kaiser noted that instead of coming to the hotel where he had arranged to meet 
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her in Paris, his wife, "stopped off to see Zachariah Schuster and two other friends 
of Malachi Martin's in the Paris offices of the American Jewish Committee."56 The 
American Jewish Committee had agreed to (or led Mary to believe) give her a 
job when she ran off with Malachi Martin. Mary, Kaiser writes at another point, 
"planned a European rendezvous with Malachi in Paris, where she thought she 
would be given a job by the American Jewish Committee."57 Zachariah Schuster 
was not only paying Martin to subvert the Jewish schema, he was also helping him 
commit adultery. 

Blinded by his commitment to views he considered progressive, Kaiser failed 
to see that the Council was providing an opening for all of the Church's tradi
tional enemies. At around the same time that Kaiser's wife began taking birth 
control pills to conceal any possible effects of her affair with Malachi Martin, Kai
ser discovered that the Church was thinking of changing its teaching on birth 
control. Predictably, he considered it a good thing "if frozen Catholic attitudes on 
birth control would start melting under the great reforming heat of this Council," 
because "then the Council would start meaning more to American Catholics''s8 in 
the same way that it was having more meaning for Kaiser's wife. 

Kaiser also came into possession of a memo written by Planned Parenthood 
Federation of America Chairman, Donald B. Straus, describing his visit to Rome 
in February 1963. Straus met with Msgr. Cardinale, who told him "that the church 
had no quarrel with Planned Parenthood over its goals, only wanted its assurance 
that the organization was not pushing 'all kinds of contraceptives without regard 
for moral considerations.''s9 Straus was taken aback by the "liberal views expressed 
by Msgr. Cardinale" and "wondered if the word could be passed along that discus
sion with Planned Parenthood representatives did not amount to consorting with 
the devil.''6o Two years later, in the summer of '65, Rev. Theodore Hesburgh, CSC, 
president of the University of Notre Dame, arranged a meeting between John D. 
Rockefeller, 3rd, and Pope Paul VI, during which Mr. Rockefeller offered to write 
the pope's birth control encyclical for him. This "openness to the modern world''61 
also led to the Commission on Birth Control which Paul VI rejected when he is
sued Humanae Vitae in 1968. 

Kaiser soon discovered that Martin was writing his own book on the Council 
under the pseudonym of Michael Serafian. Kaiser was taken aback by the news but 
hardly in a position to object since much of his own book on the Council had been 
written by Martin as well. Martin would later become a prolific author of books 
of dubious accuracy. His book on the Jesuits purportedly was based on inside 
sources but was riddled with obvious factual errors. By the end of his career, Mar
tin confined himself to romans Ii clef, like Windswept House, a purported expose 
of corruption in the Church from a conservative viewpoint. 

During the Vatican Council, Roger Straus, "one of the most distinguished 
guys in the New York publishing world,''6· took on Martin as an author and es
tablished publishing connections for Martin that lasted for the rest of his life. No 
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matter how savagely his books were panned, Martin never lost access to big name 
pUblishing houses. When Jack Shea showed Kaiser the manuscript of Martin's The 
Pilgrim, Kaiser "turned quickly to a passage concerning the schema on the Jews," 
and concluded, "It's Malachi all right, and it looks like a fabrication."63 From the 
Jewish perspective, however, The Pilgrim was far from a fabrication. It was a faith
ful rendition of the Jewish indictment of the Catholic Church launched by Jules 
Isaac. "From the tolerance of an Innocent III to the attitude of most Catholics 
toward Jews today," Martin wrote, "there is a direct line of filiation. Between the 
burning and plundering of all Jewish synagogues in Mesopotamia in 388 AD on 
the order of the Bishop of Callinicum and the destruction or desecration of all 
synagogues under the recent Nazi regime, we cannot but see a relationship of ori
gin."64 Martin continued: 

no one conscious of what has made modern Europe can deny that the pyres and 
the crematoria, the mephitic smoke and stench of the extermination camps in 
Nazi Germany, were, if not the logical conclusion, at least one extremist conse

quence of the normal Christian attitude to the Jews.6S 

In June 1964, The New York Times reported that the denial of Jewish respon
Sibility for deicide had been cut from the latest draft of the schema. Bea's office 
quickly denied the charge; the source of the rumor was most likely Malachi Mar
tin. The Jews, however, were upset. Richard Cardinal Cushing of Boston arranged 
a personal meeting between Rabbi Heschel and Pope Paul VI. Heschel, who at
tended the meeting with Zachariah Schuster, wanted the pope and the council to 
ban proselytizing Jews. Sensing in mid-interview that Heschel's chutzpah offended 
the Pope, Schuster switched to French, freezing Heschel out of the conversation. 

The conservatives at the Council were even more offended by Jewish effron
tery. The AJC tried to distance itself from Heschel's remarks, but the conservatives 
used the incident to discredit their opponents, especially the American bishops, 
who were seen as Jewish lackeys. As if to prove the conservatives were right, Cush
ing demanded that the deicide denial be put back in the document, and Bishop 
Steven Leven of San Antonio called for a ban on converting Jews. 

In the end, the heavy-handed Jewish lobbying tactics backfired. Heschel 
maintained that his chutzpah did some good, but the consensus began to emerge 
that Jewish effrontery had harmed the Jewish cause. Even a devoted supporter of 
the Jews like Cardinal Cushing was forced to conclude that "the only people who 
could beat the Jewish declaration were the Jewish lobbyists."66 
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Folk Music 

Chapter Twenty-Five 

Folk Music Meets the Civil Rights 
Movement 

In 1963 the personal became political, or politics became personal. In February 
of that year, Ron Radosh's wife gave birth to their first child, but the arrival of 
that child did not help their marriage, which in distinction to his "exciting" in-

tellecutallife, "involved constant bickering and fighting .... Raddosh repressed the 
recurring thought they should have never married by throwing himself"into what 
we were beginning to call 'the Movement' and into folk music.'''" By this point in 
time, that "movement" was defined more by Freud than by Marx. When Radosh's 
wife insisted they undergo therapy, Radosh didn't know how to say no, because 
"besides Marxism, our other chosen -ism was Freudianism, which we thought 
could do for the individual psyche what Marx could do for society.''3 So Radosh 
and his wife made a weekly pilgrimage to Chicago where a cut-rate shrink named 
Alan Robertson initiated them into the mysteries of "sleep therapy," something 
"that allowed the patient to reach the deepest levels of the unconscious.'!! This par
ticular form of therapy involved Robertson charging Radosh and his friends for 
the naps they took in his office, during which Robertson also napped. Needless to 
say, the therapy didn't help Radosh's marriage. When his wife developed a "seri
ous medical problem,''s she moved back to New York to her family. 

The personal became political for Bob Dylan too. On May 2, 1963 Gene Shay 
picked up Dylan and his girlfriend Suze Rotolo at the 30th Street Station in Phila
delphia and drove them to Tossi Aaron's home in Cheltenham, where they rested 
in anticipation of Dylan's concert the following day at the Ethical Society build
ing on Rittenhouse Square. The release of Freewheelin' Bob Dylan with Suze on 
the cover was a month away, but Dylan and Suze were already having problems. 
Dylan had met Joan Baez and they had fallen in love-she with his music and he 
with her career. An affair ensued, and a concert tour followed. On tour, Joan Baez 
would sing a few songs and then invite Dylan on stage, where he stole the show. 
The culmination of the affair and the tour was the 1963 Newport Folk Festival 
where Dylan was inducted into the folk music pantheon. A picture shows Dylan 
linking arms with Peter Paul and Mary, Baez, Odetta, Pete Seeger, and Theodore 
Bikel-all singing "We Shall Overcome" with unidentified Negro representatives 
of the Civil Right Movement. 

Bob's legendary mystique took a major hit shortly after that festival when 
an article entitled "I am MY Words," appeared in Newsweek. The article exposed 
Dylan's roots as a Jew named Zimmerman from the Midwest. He could no longer 
deny the existence of his parents because they had been seen at his recent con
cert at Carnegie Hall. People with middle-class Jewish parents from the Midwest 
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didn't arrive in New York City in boxcars, certainly not in 1963. According to 
Spitz, Dylan "flew into a rage" because "he had been unmasked as a fraud."5 'The 
unmasking, however, would have little effect, because by this time Robert Shelton 
had become a member of Dylan's entourage, hanging out, drinking, and partying 
with Dylan and Grossman. Shelton still had the New York Times at his disposal to 
repair Dylan's myth whenever it go threatened by impious outsiders. Shelton ac
cused Newsweek of "a hatchet job on Dylan,"6 and that laid the roots issue and the 
issue of Dylan's truthfulness about those roots to rest. 

Actually, what the New York Times defense of Dylan did was simply repress 
the truth so that the protest which it fueled would appear in another form. 'The 
success of Peter, Paul and Mary ensured that a reaction would occur, especially 
when one of the biggest hits of 1963 was their cover of "If I Had a Hammer," a song 
which HUAC condemned as "communist inspired''7 in 1955. In 1963, millions of 
high school students "from San Diego up to Maine, in every town and mill" were 
singing it. Pete Seeger had been sentenced to prison for writing the song, and now 
Albert Grossman and his proteges were making millions off it. Some people inter
preted the situation as a sign of how far the country had fallen. 

In summer 1963, Pete Seeger showed up to perform in Los Angeles, only to 
be denounced by "'The Fire and Police Research Association of Los Angeles, Inc.," 
for using folk songs as "an unidentified tool of Communist psychological or cy
bernetic warfare to ensnare and capture youthful minds."8 Perhaps sensing folk 
music had become a leading tourist attraction, New York's Senator Kenneth Keat
ing denounced the California cops and fire fighters, announcing he was "stunned 
by the revelation that folk music is part of the Communist arsenal of weapons."9 
Keating labored under "the impression ... it was thoroughly American in sprit, 
it was American folk music,'''o indicating that he was either naive or pandering 
for the Jewish vote in Manhattan. Jere Real, writing for the John Birch Society 
periodical American Opinion, disabused Keating of any naivete. Folk music, ac
cording to Real, was "a very subtle but highly effective presentation of standard 
Communist Party propaganda" in spite of, or perhaps because of, "the handdap
ping, the guitar strumming, the banjo-picking the shouting and the howling" 
accompanying it." As a result, "Not since the 1930S have so many people of the 
United States been so directly, so cleverly, deceived into a widespread parroting of 
the Communist line .... • 

'The Birch Society was right about the subversion, but, as usual, they were 
wrong about who was subverting whom. Even Party hacks like Irwin Silber, still 
editor of Sing Out! in 1963, had resigned from the Communist Party in 1958. 'The 
Birchers failed to understand that people like Silber were revolutionaries not be
cause they were Communists, but because they were Jewish folksingers. 'The Right 
always had a difficult time distinguishing between form and content and the part 
and the whole. 'The form in this instance was the revolutionary Jew. 'The revolu
tionary content was no longer communism; it was folk music. What the commu-
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nists construed as a vehicle for Popular Front era propaganda had taken on a life of 
its own. The party no longer directed the revolution, nor did it define its content. 
People like Dylan did that based not on any party line but on the lives they were 
leading, as seen through the lens of the ancestral Jewish penchant for revolution
aryactivity. Bob Dylan was not a communist, but he was a revolutionary Jew, and 
as such he could redefine the revolution to meet the needs of the Zeitgeist, which, 
as Norman Mailer, another revolutionary Jew, announced in his essay "The White 
Negro," were increasingly sexual. 

Right-Wing Critics 
Other right-wing critics were equally obtuse. Rather than risk accusations 

of anti-Semitism, they beat the dead horse of Communism. In The Marxist Min
strels: A Handbook on Communist Subversion of Music, David Noebel wrote "The 
Communist infiltration into the subversion of American music has been nothing 
short of phenomenal and in some areas, e.g., folk music, their control is fast ap
proaching the saturation point under the able leadership of Pete Seeger, Sing Out!, 
Folkways Records and Oak Publications, Inc."'3 Three years earlier, Serge Denisoff, 
in his book Great Day Coming, had documented "the Old Left's discovery and use 
of folksong materials."'4 Irwin Silber could resign from the Communist Party, but 
he never stopped being a revolutionary Jewish folksinger, and that was precisely 
the persona which the Revolutionary Jew adopted when it got tired of defending 
the largely irrelevant dogma emanating from Moscow in the years after Krush
schev denounced Stalin. Music may very well have continued to be a vehicle for 
revolution, but the revolution was not Communism, nor was it run by commissars 
from Moscow. It was run by the children of the commissars from Moscow, who 
now considered themselves Americans, largely because of all the folk music they 
had played at summer camp. The Reusses explain the fate of the revolutionary 
Jew when he made contact with American folk music but only obliquely when the 
say that "to the extent that participants in the communist movement came from 
recent immigrant stock, absorbing American folk song and folk lore is one way to 
assimilate into American society."'5 So Communism didn't, in the final analysis, 
subvert folk music; folk music subverted Communism. The real continuity was 
ethnic, not political. The Revolutionary Jew would redefine the revolution to suit 
his needs, even ifhe destroyed himself in the process. 

The Summer of '63 was folk music's "moment of glory,"·6 and nothing epito
mized that moment more than the duets ofJoan Baez and Bob Dylan. Those duets 
also unfortunately signaled the end of Dylan's relationship with Suze Rotolo. The 
lady who had marched down Great Jones Street adoringly hanging on Dylan's arm 
was now history, in more than once sense of the word. After Dylan left on his con
cert tour with Baez, Rotolo moved out of their apartment and got a job working as 
a waitress at a luncheonette on 12th Street. Rotolo was now finished with Dylan, 
or so she thought, until she discovered that she was pregnant. Bob Dylan dealt 
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with his paternity by having Albert Grossman arrange for an illegal abortion at a 
doctor's office on the Upper East Side. It was a defining moment both for Dylan 
and for the movement he would lead. The emotional clarity of ballads like "Don't 
think twice" would now become muddied by a torrent of surrealistic imagery. The 
imagery of songs like "Mr. Tambourine Man," are usually and correctly traced to 
drugs, but the increased use of drugs is rarely traced back to one of its most com
mon functions, namely, anesthesia, specifically anesthesia of conscience. Bob Dy
lan was notoriously cruel with anyone around him. His favorite targets were folk 
singers who admired him, people like Eric Anderson and Phil Ochs, who idolized 
Dylan in spite of the abuse he took at his hands. Eventually, Dylan turned on Joan 
Baez as well during their tour of England. Dylan and his buddy Bobby Neuwirth 
ridiculed Baez so mercilessly-some of which is caught on the Pannebaker film 
Don't Look Back-that she eventually dropped out of the tour. This is the way that 
Dylan repaid her kindness in fostering his career a few years earlier. 

As a result, Dylan's music began to take on the characteristics of his deformed 
soul. The music became harsh and electronically amplified and the lyrics became 
increasingly opaque, as Dylan fell more and more under the influence of degener
ates like the Beat poet Alan Ginsburg, whose poetry mirrored an equally depraved 
soul. Since the people who bought his records were undergoing the same sort of 
moral degeneration, each innovation in his music was greeted as an artistic break
through. 
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Chapter Twenty-six 

The Sign in Sidney Brustein's Window 

As if in recognition of her new-found fame, Hansberry and Nemiroff left 
Greenwich Village in 1962 and moved to a country estate in Croton on 
Hudson. At this point in her life, Hansberry, because of her marriage to 

Nemiroff, had become a living embodiment of the Black-Jewish alliance. She had 
also become increasingly involved with SNCC, which began to attract significant 
amounts of Jewish money because "a small coterie of radical northern Jews ... were 
attracted by SNCC's militancy and by its willingness to take help from sourc
es viewed with suspicion by more moderate civil rights groups.'" Because of her 
Jewish husband and her new-found fame as a playwright and politically engaged 
intellectual, Hansberry was poised to become a spokesman for the black-Jewish 
alliance at the moment of its greatest success; it was at precisely this point, how
ever, that the theoretical issues which would eventually lead to its demise began 
to emerge. 

In February 1963, Norman Podhoretz published "My Negro Problem, and 
Ours" in Commentary, the official organ of the American Jewish Committee, dis
puting the official view of the nonviolent Negro based on his own experience with 
Negro gangs in New York. Podhoretz, like Irving Louis Horowitz, who had grown 
up in Harlem under similar circumstances, grew up in a world where Negro vio
lence was a daily fact of life. Hansberry, whom Friedman describes as "one of the 
most convinced exponents of Negro-Jewish unity,''' was blindsided by the Jewish 
attack and could only retort lamely that Podhoretz had "to hold his nose"3 in deal
ing with Negroes because of some personal aversion. Podhoretz's piece prompted 
Harold Cruse to write "My Jewish Problem and Theirs," in which "Cruse described 
his mistreatment by Jewish teachers as he grew up in Harlem and the subordina
tion later of black intellectuals to Jewish control.'11 

But Norman Podhoretz wasn't the only Jew who was calling the terms of the 
Black-Jewish alliance into question. Hansberry had had a similar run in with Nor
man Mailer, whose essay "The White Negro" had effectively defined the Negro as 
a Jewish fantasy of liberation from sexual morals. Hansberry suddenly found her
self caught in the middle. She believed in sexual liberation because she was a revo
lutionary, but she didn't like the way that Jews like Norman Mailer defined the 
Negro as a paradigm of sexual liberation. Setting a precedent which she would fol
low in her second play, Hansberry saw Mailer as "symbolic of all who fashion their 
particular fantasies and "Take the '/\ Train" to Harlem to find them ... and go back 
downtown and write essays not on the prostitutes they met, but on-'Harlem,'''5 
but she did not bring up the Jewish issue. Instead she faulted a phantom group 
known as "The New Paternalists." Even though she mentioned the fact that "the 
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most lowly of the barflies in Harlem" would start talking about the Jews the mo
ment a writer like Sejmour Krim or Norman Mailer "left the room," she ended her 
essay on a consciously irenic note urging Mailer "not to write of the greatness of 
our peoples-yours or mine-in the past tense," because better days for the Black
Jewish alliance were just around the corner.6 In a move that must have set Harold 
Cruse's teeth on edge, Hansberry ended her essay with a quote in Yiddish, "Vail 
kumen et noch undzer oysgebenkte sho," which Hansberry rendered in English as 
"Because the hour we have hungered for is near" after lifting it from "Song of the 
Warsaw Ghetto" by Hersch Glick? 

Hansberry was learning the hard way that if she aspired to be an official 
spokesman for the Negroes she was going to have to do it on Jewish terms. It was a 
lesson that James Baldwin had already learned. James Baldwin was 

another black writer whose talent was first recognized and nurtured by Jewish 
editors of small but influential magazines: Elliot Cohen and Robert Warshaw at 
Commentary, Saul Levitas at the New Leader, and Philip Rahv at the Partisan 
Review. In 1946 Levitas gave Baldwin his first book review assignment, an act 
the grateful author never forgot; indeed, in 1961 he told his biographer that these 
editors had helped save his life.8 

Baldwin repaid the favor to the Jews who launched his literary career by mis
construing the conflict in Harlem as Black vs. White. "The Negro facing a Jew," 
Baldwin wrote in Commentary in 1948, 13 years after the Harlem riots had caused 
a mass exodus of Jewish merchants, "hates at bottom, not his Jewishness but the 
color of his skin. It is not the Jewish tradition by which he has been betrayed by 
the tradition of his native land. But just as society must have a scapegoat, so hatred 
must have a symbol. Georgia has the Negro and Harlem has the Jew."!! Baldwin, 
who apparently never had his Christmas bulbs tested in the Horowitz hardware 
store in Harlem, claimed that "The Negro identifies himself almost wholly with 
the Jew. The image of the suffering Christ and the suffering Jew are wedded with 
the image of the suffering slave:"o 

Cruse claimed that Baldwin was being disingenuous when he referred to the 
conflict in Harlem as Black v. White. Even when he admits that the Jews in Har
lem are guilty of exploiting the blacks there economically, Baldwin attempts to 
exonerate the Jews by claiming that they are only operating "in accordance with 
the American business tradition .... l Baldwin's essay on Harlem in Commentary 
forces Cruse to conclude that he wants "to avoid dealing with the facts of Harlem 
as they exist." This means "bending over backward to avoid criticism ofJews while 
pretending to be angry with whites," as well as overlooking the fact that he over
looks "American Jews ... are very much in control of their situation and have their 
enemies well 'cased' from all directions:'" 

In concluding that the battle in America is ethnic not racial, Cruse has dis
covered the triple melting pot, which claims that there never has been nor never 
will be one homogeneous mass of Americans. The same theory goes on to state 
that, after three generations, religion replaces country of origin as the source of 
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ethnicity in America. By claiming that the Negro was in effect a separate ethnic 
group, and by denying (or ignoring) the role which religion plays in defining eth
nicity in America, Cruse effectively cut the Negro off from their most important 
allies in America's Kulturkampf, namely, their co-religionists, and it is precisely 
this issue which Hansberry explored in her second and final play, The Sign in Sid
ney Brustein's Window. 

It was after public brawls with Jews like Norman Mailer and Norman Podho
retz, when a younger generation of Jews was spreading revolution in Mississippi 
during the Freedom Summer of 1964 that Lorraine Hansberry decided it was her 
turn to speak out on the Black-Jewish alliance. Her vehicle was the play The Sign 
in Sidney Brustein's Window, which opened on Broadway in the fall of 1964. As 
an omen that this exploration of the black-Jewish alliance was not going to go 
well, Hansberry and Nemiroff divorced in 1964. Cruse claimed that Hansberry 
was "making ... noisy, but superficial integrationist propaganda"'3 when she wrote 
Raisin. His criticism of Brustein is even more biting. Harold Cruse claimed that 
Hansberry had in effect become a Jew when she married Nemiroff: 

Witness the jesting "ethnic" idea behind the bit of dialogue in Brustein's Window 
to the effect that Brustein was an "assimilationist Jew." But this line has serious 
"folksy" intent as far as the playwright's ethnic sentiments went. Lorraine Han
sberry had not simply married a man who "just happened to be of Jewish ante
cedents" as the liberal-humanist-moralists would have it: she had "assimilated" 
into white Jewish culturallife.'4 

If so, Hansberry was not a happy Jew. Lorraines's sister Mamie tried to mini
mize the Jewish/Black antagonism that comes out in the play by claiming that Ne
miroff's family, "in their ethnic way, was very similar to our family."'5 Ossie Davis 
tried to pour oil on the troubled waters of the black-Jewish alliance after Brustein 
riled them up by claiming that "all subcultures share the common bond of be
ing outsiders .... 6 Cruse's analysis of the play is better than the generally clueless 
interpretation of Brustein as reflecting "harmony and acceptance between blacks 
and whites, Jews and Christians, and people of varied backgrounds" that has suc
ceeded it, but even a cursory reading of Brustein indicates that the situation, as the 
divorce indicates, isn't as simple as he portrays it either. 

Fourteen years after arriving there, Hansberry had discovered that she didn't 
like Bohemia or its American incarnation, Greenwich Village, which she describes 
as "the preferred habitat of many who fancy revolt or at least detachment from the 
social order that surrounds US."'7 Sidney Brustein, the main character in the play, 
is an unhappy Jew, and he is unhappy because he has turned his back on the only 
identity a Jew has, namely, being a revolutionary. Brustein longs to "smite evil" 
with "the sword of the Maccabees," but instead he says L'chaim and "takes a pill" 
for the pain in his "oozing intestine .... s 

The oozing intestine image is especially interesting in light of the fact that it 
was Hansberry and not Nemiroff who was dying of duodenal cancer at the time 
the play was being written, in rehearsal, and being performed on stage. By conflat
ing her own very real cancer with Brustein's fictional "oozing intestine," Hansber-
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ry identifies herself as having internalized the Jewish revolutionary spirit, but not 
leaving it at that goes to hint symbolically that it is precisely the internalization of 
the principles ofJewish revolution that ends up killing her. 

Hansberry claims to be grateful for what she has learned from the Jews. 
Speaking through the persona of Iris she tells Sidney, "I have learned a lot after 
five years oflife with you, Sidney. When I met you I thought Kant was a stilted way 
of saying cannot; I thought Puccini was a kind of spaghetti....Thanks to you, I now 
know something that I wouldn't have learned if it hadn't been for yoU."19 

In spite of her gratitude, Iris, speaking for Hansberry, feels that she has lost 
more than she has gained. The Jews have exacted a price for their participation 
in the black-Jewish alliance that was far higher than the one which Harold Cruse 
complained about. The price the Negro has to pay for marriage (both literal and 
figurative) with the Jews is 1) loss of faith in God and 2) moral corruption. At the 
end of her life, clutching her "oozing intestine" Hansberry suddenly realizes that 
the price she paid was too high but is unclear what to do about the fact. 

Hansberry could invoke the name of John Brown, but her diary entries toward 
the end of her life indicate that she was an ambivalent revolutionary at best. "Do I 
remain a revolutionary?" Hansberry wrote in her journal seven months before her 
death. "Intellectually-without a doubt. But am I prepared to give my body to the 
struggle or even my comforts? This is what I puzzle about.""O One month later she 
seemed determined to resolve the issue by throwing herself "back into the move
ment," but no sooner are the words out of her mouth (or pen) and the native hue of 
resolution is once again sicklier o'er with the pale cast of thought and 

that very impulse is immediately flushed with a thousand vacillations and for
bidding images .... Comfort has come to be its own corruption .... Comfort. Ap
parently I have sold my soul for it. I think when I get my health back I shall go 
into the South to find out what kind of revolutionary lam ...... 

Rather than allowing her to find out what kind of revolutionary she was, 
Brustein allowed her to find out what kind of revolutionary she was not. As W. A. 
Domingo pointed out 40 years earlier, any Negro who aspired to be a revolution
ary had to sit at the feet of Russian Jews. But Hansberry soon discovered that the 
revolutionary spirit was spiritually destructive, to Jews and Negroes both. In be
coming a Jewish revolutionary, Hansberry alienated herself from her own people, 
who were for the most part devout Christians. As in the past when Ottilie Assing 
introduced Frederick Douglass to the writings of Feuer bach and the Communists 
collaborated with Haywood Patterson in the writing of Scottsboro Boy, the Jews 
in Hansberry's day were still busy trying to turn Negroes into atheists as a way of 
completing their revolutionary education. 

The conflict had already appeared in Raisin which was written four years 
after Hansberry married Nemiroff. When Mama says, "God willing," Beneatha 
launches into an atheist tirade: 

"God hasn't got a thing to do with it. ... God is just one idea I don't accept ... I get 
tired of Him getting credit for all the things the human race achieves through 
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its own stubborn effort. There simply is no God-there is only man and it is he 
who makes miracles."ll 

At this point, Mama slaps Beneatha violently in the face and instructs her, 
"Now you say after me, in my mother's house there is still God." The stage direc
tions for Raisin indicate that Beneatha has been "defeated," when she repeats, "In 
my mother's house there is still God." In Brustein, Hansberry indicates that the 
Negro revolutionary has been defeated for the exact opposite reason. Iris and Ma
vis have been defeated by revolutionary Jews like Brustein, who "have all so busily 
got rid of God for US.""3 

Hansberry would later tell Mike Wallace "Beneatha is me, eight years 
ago," because, as her biographer puts it: 

At twenty, Beneatha is very much the new woman: she is planning to become a 
doctor, she will delay marriage until she completes her training, she doubts God, 
and various institutions and she toys with diverse forms of self-expression
playing the guitar, acting and horseback riding.24 

But by now it should be obvious that every character was Hansberry, espe
cially by the time she got around to writing Brustein. So perhaps Hansberry is 
also Ruth, who "considers having an abortion in order to prevent adding another 
financial burden to the family." The issue is formulated in a way that bespeaks ra
tionalization, for no one in the Hansberry family was ever in financial straits, dire 
or otherwise. And yet, in spite of all of the talk about race, Raisin revolves around 
the abortion issue. Mama has her plant, which is associated with life; it is she who 
is determined that Ruth not have an abortion; it is she who decides that a move is 
necessary, no matter what the cost, because, as she puts it, "We was going back
wards 'stead of forwards-talking 'bout killing babies and wishing each other was 
dead ... When it gets like that in life-you got to do something bigger .... "25 

The conflict of ideas in Raisin is between Lena and Beneatha, not between 
Lena and Ruth. Lena believes in God and is against abortion, reflecting the Chris
tian roots of America's blacks; Hansberry once described herself "as not being 
"hostile" to religion "unless it happened to be Catholic,"'6 but Beneatha is hostile 
to religion. Beneatha is an atheist who believes in free love and as a result would 
be more likely than Ruth to get pregnant and feel that abortion was a way out of 
that dilemma. So the question the play brings up is whether Ruth is standing in for 
Beneatha, who is standing in for Hansberry, who wants to talk about the sexual 
issues troubling her conscience in disguised form. We know from her biographer 
that Hansberry made a conscious decision not to have children. "Lorraine's deci
sion not to have children," she writes, "evolved from her nurturance of her art .... 
Lorraine the artist triumphed over Lorraine the Mother."27 Again the very formu
lation of the issue smacks of rationalization. 

In fact, in trying to explain her atheism, Hansberry tells one interviewer, "We 
only revert back to mystical ideas-which includes most contemporary orthodox 
religious views, in my opinion-because we simply are confronted with some 
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things we don't understand yet .... s When the interviewer counters by saying that 
Mama "gets so much sustenance from this ... kind of faith," Hansberry goes on the 
defensive, claiming that she doesn't "attack people who are religious at all, as you 
can tell ,from the play." Man, however, no longer needs religious crutches because 
now "Man exalts himself by his achievements ... and this power to rationalize-or 
excuse me-his power to reason!''>9 

At this point, either Hansberry or her interlocutor burst out laughing after 
Hansberry committed what the folks in Greenwich Village in the 1950S referred 
to as a "Freudian slip." Then as if to cover over what this gaffe revealed about 
her state of mind, Hansberry added after the laughter died down, "Well, now, of 
course, his rationalization has its benefits too. I don't know if he could get along 
without either."30 

At this point we'll never know whether Hansberry got pregnant as a result 
of the affairs she fantasized at the University of Wisconsin or whether the trip 
to Mexico was to procure an abortion, or whether an abortion had anything to 
do with the cancer that eventually killed her. An "oozing intestine" was a com
mon complication arising from abortion, all of which were illegal at the time. 
Sometimes it led to death by septicemia within days of the abortion, sometimes 
the damage was repaired in time. Whatever the case, the link between a possible 
abortion and cancer is no more far-fetched than Mamie Hansberry's post mor
tem, which claims that "The black experience creates a lot of stress, and ... a form of 
cancer can evolve from the emotional stress of racism.''.l' 

All of that gets covered over by the announcement that Hansberry was a lesbi
an. The New York critics attacked Hansberry for Brustein's homophobia after Han
sberry had Alton say, ''After a while, hanging out with queers gets on my nerves." 
Hansberry, according to her biographer, wrote anonymous letters to various gay 
and lesbian publications, but the main evidence comes from Nemiroff, who claims 
that Hansberry's homosexuality "was not a peripheral or casual part of her life but 
contributed significantly on many levels to the sensitivity and complexity of her 
view of human beings in the world.".l· 

A husband attesting to his late wife's lesbianism has an odd sort of ring to it. 
But when it comes to the posthumous Lorraine Hansberry we are dealing almost 
exclusively with the mind of Robert Nemiroff. This meant, of course, that what
ever misgivings she had about the influence of Jewish revolutionaries on her life 
got expunged from the public record after she died, which is when Nemiroff took 
over her literary estate. 

When Brustein opened at the Longacre Theater on October 15, 1964, the play 
was met with mixed reviews, which meant financial problems. By November the 
play was already in financial trouble. To counter the possibility that the play might 
fold, a number of writers, artists, actors and actresses took out an ad in the New 
York Times telling New Yorkers that "Miss Hansberry's new play is a work of dis
tinction .... We the undersigned ... urge you to see it now.".l3 Many of those who 
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signed the ad were Jewish; many were black; one, Sammy Davis, Jr. was Jewish and 
black. In November 1964, comedian Mel Brooks and his wife, actress Anne Ban
croft, opened their home for a midnight strategy meeting to keep Brustein alive. 

The fact that prominent Jews like Mel Brooks tried to save the play could not 
disguise the fact that most Jews did not like it. The New York Times did not like sit
ting through two hours of listening to, as Hansberry put it "the tortures of the en
gage," her way of describing "the generation which grew up in the swirl and dash 
of the Sartre-Camus despair of the postwar years" as they "crossed each other 
leaping in and out of the Communist Party."34 Norman Nadel claimed that "this 
play sinks under its own sordid substance."35 The worst news of all, however, was 
that "Hadassah hasn't bought a single theater party."36 Before long it was pretty 
clear that Hadassah stayed away in droves, because it did not like what Hansberry 
had to say about Jews. In the end all efforts to keep the play on life support failed, 
and Brustein died on the same day that Lorraine Hansberry did, on January 12, 

1965. 
After Hansberry died, Robert Nemiroff. now her ex-husband, chose as the 

epigraph for her black marble tombstone Brustein's hosanna to the Jewish revolu
tionary spirit: "I care. I care about it all. It takes too much energy not to care ... The 
why of why we are here is an intrigue for adolescents; the how is what must com
mand the living. Which is why I have lately become an insurgent again."37 

After Hansberry's death, Nemiroff took over the promotion of her writing. 
When he did, all the ambivalence toward Jewish revolutionaries disappeared. In a 
letter to Lisbeth Vuorijaervi, a Swedish scholar, Robert Nemiroff wrote that "Jews 
have played an extraordinary role, out of all proportion to their numbers ... in all 
democratic, liberal and radical, humanizing and liberating movements" and that 
"other oppressed peoples-especially in the Hitler years and their aftermath
have recognized this tacitly and often explicitly, and have tended to look to Jews 
for greater understanding. As allies or potential allies or, at least, as the least hos
tile ethnic group in the SOciety at large.''38 This mayor may not be true. The ques
tion, however, is, if Hansberry felt this way, why did she write Brustein? Young 
Gifted and Black, Nemiroff's redaction of her writings, won a Golden Globe award 
in 1973. 

Unlike Young, Gifted and Black, which was the Jewish reading of Hansberry, 
Brustein was a prophetic play because it foreshadowed the collapse of the Black
Jewish Alliance. Friedman sees the first signs of the collapse at the 1964 Demo
cratic convention in Atlantic City, which was soon followed by a riot in Harlem, 
which was followed by riots in the ghettoes of cities across the country. As in Har
lem, so also in Philadelphia, which had its own riot, blacks targeted small shop
keepers, almost all of whom were Jews. Friedman who was head of the Philadel
phia branch of the AJC, claims that 22 Jewish merchants were killed and 27 were 
shot or beaten in Philadelphia alone over the course of the four years from 1968 

to 1972. From 1964 until 1968 there were 329 riots in 257 cities across the country, 
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and in just about every instance it was blacks attacking Jews and accusing them of 
price and rent gouging.39 It was the riots and the black attack on Jewish merchants 
which prompted many Jews to pull out of the civil rights movement. When Israel 
went to war in 1967, many Jews pulled out for good and devoted their energies and 
their money to supporting Israel. 

Malcolm X was murdered on February 21, 1965, but by the time he died there 
were many who were willing to take up the tattered banner of black national
ism and return to a more virulent version of the vision which everyone had pro
nounced dead when the NAACP succeeded in silencing Marcus Garvey. It was 
Harold Cruse, however, and not Lorraine Hansberry who wrote the definitive 
book on the Black-Jewish Alliance, so definitive in fact that it caused the collapse 
of the alliance. When The Crisis of the Negro Intellectual arrived in bookstores in 
1967, "the civil rights movement was quagmired in a crisis of purpose from which 
it would never emerge.'ljO Of course, one of the reasons it never emerged from its 
crisis lies in how well Cruse documented Jewish involvement in Negro affairs. 
Cheryl Greenberg argues that Cruse's claim that Jews "deliberately manipulated 
the movement for their own ends" is "not simple anti-Semitism" because "a look 
at the historical record suggests that Jews did have a great deal of self-interest in 
promoting a civil rights movement based on integration, and they did indeed turn 
away from the movement in the 1960s as their self-interest increasingly conflicted 
with it.'lj' Greenberg concludes by saying that "The 'golden age of a black-Jewish 
alliance never existed.'II' Rather than try to refute what Cruse said, the Jews just 
lost interest in the plight of black folk. When Israel warred with Egypt in the same 
year, that loss of interest became permanent. 

When Lorraine Hansberry died on January 12, 1965, her family received a 
letter of condolence from Martin Luther King which praised "Her creative ability 
and her profound grasp of the deep social issues confronting the world today" 
and claimed that it would "remain an inspiration to generations yet unborn.'113 
Martin Luther King had just rented an apartment in Chicago's black belt and was 
planning an assault on what he saw as segregation in housing in that city. One of 
the great mysteries of the civil rights movement was why Martin Luther King got 
involved in the housing situation in Chicago, a decision that would bring about 
the biggest debacle of his career. His letter gives some indication that A Raisin in 
the Sun was on his mind when he made the decision. 

After months of preliminary work, Martin Luther King arrived in Chicago 
to kick off his housing drive in June 1966. As one of his first acts, King, drawing 
on the symbolism of his namesake, attempt to nail the housing equivalent of 95 
theses to the door of Chicago's city hall, but had to settle for taping his theses after 
he discovered that the door was made of steel. 

Chicago had been a racial battlefield since the Chicago Housing Authority, 
the Quakers, B'nai B'rith/ADL and Louis Wirth redoubled their efforts to com-
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plete the social engineering of Chicago's ethnic neighborhoods that had begun 
during World War II. Beginning in 1946 at Airport Park and spreading across the 
South Side, racial war raged throughout the 1950S and 60S. The local politicians 
reached a modus vivendi in 1954 when the mayor fired the head of the Chicago 
Housing Authority, but the issue was not local. The federal government was pro
moting racial migration and the ethnic cleansing of Catholic neighborhoods in 
all of the major cities of the North and East. The Catholic Church, which had a 
huge financial stake in the outcome of this battle, was, if anything, divided on the 
issue, with rank and file Catholics throwing rocks through the windows of newly 
arrived Negroes while at the same time the hierarchy and much of the clergy wel
comed the civil rights movement with open arms. 

In 1963 Chicago's branch of the Catholic Interracial Council organized a cen
tennial celebration of the Emancipation Proclamation which featured speeches by 
Martin Luther King and Chicago's ordinary, Albert Cardinal Meyer, who told the 
assembly, "Our whole future as a nation and as a religious people may be deter
mined by what we do about the race problem in the next few years:lI4 

Meyer's successor, John Cardinal Cody, continued this rhetorical and sym
bolic support for civil rights, and many priests, nuns and lay people played an 
active role in the growing civil rights movement. Cody met privately with King 
on February 2, 1966 and gave his tacit support to King's housing campaign. When 
King held his mass rally at Soldier Field that summer, tacit support became open 
support when Auxiliary Bishop Aloysius Wycislo, representing the Archdiocese 
of Chicago-read a statement from Cody affirming that "your struggle and suffer
ings will be mine until the last vestige of discrimination and injustice is blotted 
out here in Chicago and throughout America:lIs Since Chicago had acquired a 
reputation as "a Catholic town,'lj6 King's success there seemed assured. 

But things started to go wrong from the beginning, and they never ended up 
going right. When King stepped out of his car to lead a march through "segre
gated" Marquette Park, he was greeted by a hail of rocks and bottles, one of which 
hit him on the head and made him stagger to his knees. The Lithuanians who 
would later set fire to the marchers' cars and chase Jesse Jackson down 63rd St. were 
outraged by the fact that people from another part of the country would come into 
their neighborhood and tell them to sell their homes. That wasn't precisely King's 
message, but the simple fact of the matter was that no one, not even the Chicago 
Tribune, knew exactly what King's message was. According to an editorial in the 
Chicago Tribune, the message of the "paid professional agitators" who made up the 
march was "give up your homes and get out so that we can take over.'lj7 

King was befuddled, as Mayor Daley indicated, because he didn't understand 
Chicago. One of King's lieutenants only strengthened this suspicion when she 
said, in effect, Chicago was different that what they had expected. "Down South," 
the SCLC's Dorothy Tillman opined, "you were black or white. You wasn't Irish or 
Polish or all of this:lI8 
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Mayor Daley was quick to capitalize on SCLC ignorance of Chicago. When 
King announced that he intended to end slums in Chicago, Daley announced that 
Chicago already had a slum clearance program staffed by people who knew more 
about the city than he did. "What the hell is [King] doing here anyway?" Daley's 
staff wanted to know. "Does he think we don't care about slums? Why Chicago, 
instead of Atlanta or Harlem? King has no knowledge of Chicago."49 When King 
announced that the SCLC planned to march in Gage Park, Daley countered by 
saying that King was "very sincere" but lacked "all the facts on the local situa
tion" because "after all, he is a resident of another city."50 When Daley suggested in 
April 1966 that King go home to Georgia, seven Negro committeemen seconded 
his suggestion. 

King's Jewish backers had a sense of foreboding about Chicago as well. Both 
Bayard Rustin and Stanley Levison "sensed disaster.''51 Friedman claims that "Le
vison sought to restrain his friend but failed to do so."5· The main problem was 
King's unfamiliarity with the situation in Chicago. King's knowledge of the hous
ing situation in Chicago was based largely on A Raisin in the Sun. When King 
vowed that "he would lead a rent strike unless the city's landlords improved their 
properties immediately''53 he failed to understand that many of the landlords were 
black, and that Hansberry Enterprises was one of the biggest slum landlords in 
Chicago. King was caught up in a world he did not understand, and his ill-fated 
Chicago campaign soon turned into the disaster that Levison and Rustin feared 
it would become. 

Friedman claims that Levison was "the voice of moderation in King's circle," 
claiming that Levison had told King, "You don't call for insurrection in a place 
where you're outnumbered, outgunned,"54 but it was equally obvious that Levi
son wanted King to succeed for ethnocentric reasons. King "was the last major 
black leader to promote the legitimacy of Zionism within the black community."'·4 

If King were to be discredited in Chicago, his defeat would open the door for 
King's black nationalist competitors, who were no friends of Zionism. Like Mar
cus Garvey before them, and like Malcolm X and Harold Cruse, the black power 
advocates of the mid-'60s realized that integrationism and black nationalism were 
incompatible. They also realized that Zionism and Black Zionism were incompat
ible according to the terms of the Black-Jewish Alliance. After his failure in Chi
cago, King's assassination was merely anticlimactic. The "beloved community" 
that King and others in the Black-Jewish Alliance had tried to create during the 
'50S and early '60S had died two years before he did. 
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Chapter Twenty-Seven 

The Third Session of the Council 

~
e third session of the Second Vatican Council began in fall 1964. On No

vember 19, the Council passed a document on the Jews so heavily influenced 
by Jewish lobbying that many thought it repudiated traditional Catholic 

teaching. The Jews rejoiced, but their rejoicing was short-lived. Paul VI refused 
to promulgate the schema. The approval of a flawed document by many bishops 
awoke conservatives to the dangers ofJewish lobbying. As a result, the conserva
tives now launched their own campaign. The salient issue concerned the Council 
Fathers' misunderstanding of who they were dealing with. Were the Jews "the 
people of the Old Testament" or the source of Hollywood star cults, pansexualism 
and Freudian psychoanalysis, and as a result a danger to Catholic morals? Ac
cording to Poncins, "The majority of the Council Fathers" were "under a serious 
misapprehension as to what constitutes the very essence ofJudaism" because they 
"only applied themselves to the humanitarian aspect of the problem, skillfully 
submitted by the spokesmen of World Jewry and by a Press largely favorable to 
Jewish interests .... 

Once the November 1964 document was withdrawn from consideration, Pope 
Paul VI returned it to the" conciliar commission in charge of the preparation of the 
schema," where it was "profoundly reshaped" once again.' According to Poncins, 
"The new text submitted for the approval of the council was distinctly less favor
able to Jewish demands and more acceptable to conservative consciences; how
ever, it still contained a few ambiguities which could be interpreted as promising 
a prudent revision but a revision, nevertheless, of the traditional Catholic attitude 
toward Judaism, which has remained unaltered for 15 centuries."3 Poncins claimed 
"the conservative majority had been taken entirely by surprise'lj by the November 
1964 document. If so, they were regaining their composure, now that they "had 
time to take stock of the situation.''s With a better understanding of "the extreme 
gravity of this vote" the conservatives were able to "energetically combat ... the 
Jewish-Catholic coalition, which was able to dispose of a press almost entirely 
at its service.''6 Led by Mgr. de Proenca Sigaud, archbishop of Dimantina, Brazil, 
Mgr. Lefebvre, Superior General of the Holy Ghost Fathers, and Mgr. Carli, Bish
op of Segni, Italy, the conservatives began to influence the mind of the council Fa
thers. In February 1965, Bishop Carli wrote an article for his diocesan newspaper 
claiming that the Jews of Christ's time and their descendants down to the present 
were responsible for Christ's death. 

The most devastating blow came on Passion Sunday, 1965, when the pope 
preached a homily that held the Jews responsible for the crucifixion. "It is an ex
tremely solemn and sad page which recalls for us the meeting between Jesus and 
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the Jewish people," the pope said. "This people was predestined to receive the Mes
siah and has long been waiting for him for thousands of years and was completely 
absorbed in this hope and certitude, but at the very moment, that is to say, when 
Christ came and spoke and showed himself, not only did they not recognize him, 
but fought him, slandered him, abused him and finally put him to death.''7 

The Jews were dumbfounded, then furious. The Chief Rabbi of Rome, Elio 
Toaff, and Dr. Sergio Piperno, President of the Union of Italian Jewish commu
nities, immediately sent a telegram to the Vatican, published in II Messagero de 
Roma: 

Italian Jews express their sorrowful amazement at charge Hebrew people in death 
ofJesus contained in Sovereign Pontiff's homily, delivered shortly before Easter 
Roman parish Our Lady of Guadeloupe and reported official Vatican press, thus 
renewing deicide accusation, secular source tragic injustices towards Jews, to 
which solemn affirmations Vatican Council seemed to terminate for ever.8 

The Jewish schema was causing unprecedented division at the Council. The 
more the Church dealt with the Jewish issue, the more contentious it became. The 
Jews accused the pope of reneging on their agreement with Cardinal Bea. Conser
vatives accused Bea of "simony,"9 trafficking in sacred things. Bea was accused "of 
having accepted Jewish capital for the functions of his secretariat for unity:"'o Bea 
was "accused of having imprudently promised, per contra, a declaration which 
would, as far as it concerns the Church, be the epilogue to the Nuremberg tri
al: that she should demand pardon from the Jews for all the persecutions which 
Christian doctrine has caused them throughout the centuries (deicide Jews, the 
people accursed by God, etc.) .... • 

The conservatives were "ready to take the necessary steps to save the church 
from such an ignominy" by "appeal[ing] to the Council Fathers who have not 
yielded to Jewish pressure, or who have not sold themselves in simony to Jewish 
gold ... to repeal the perfidious declaration."" Paul VI was faced with the unen
viable prospect of fighting both the Jews and their conservative opponents. To 
rescue the schema, he now had to rescue Cardinal Bea from "the grave insinua
tions"'3 raised against him, largely, one suspects, because of the machinations of 
Father Martin. 

In April 1965, a New York Times report claimed the Jewish schema was in 
trouble. Robert C. Doty cited "an authorized leak from the Vatican .... 4 By now this 
had become a code word for Malachi Martin. Nine months later, Martin was iden
tified in Look as the "double agent" responsible for "Similar stories in the Times 
[that] foretold Council failings before they happened.'''s Look identified the priest 
under another pseudonym, "Timothy Fitzharris O'Boyle, S.J.,"'6 an Irish Jesuit, 
who wrote books under the name Michael Serafian, articles in "The American 
Jewish Committee's intellectual monthly, Commentary,"'7 under the name F. E. 
Cartus, and confidential memos leaking inside information to the press under 
the name Pushkin. Pushkin was the "inside tipster"'s for Time and the New York 
Times, as well as the author of much of Kaiser's book on Vatican II. 
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Martin, in other words, was Pushkin, who was "Michael Serafian in book 
length, F.E. Cartus for the magazines, and a translator in the Secretariat for 
Christian Unity, while maintaining a warm friendship with the AJe. At the time, 
Pushkin-Serafian-Cartus was living in the Biblical Institute, where he had been 
known well since his ordination in 1954."'9 Martin was a ladies' man "known to 
be working on a book at a young married couple's flat," a living arrangement that 
"finished ... half of the friendship."·o Joseph Roddy pinpointed his identification of 
Martin as a "double agent," by telling his readers whom Martin worked for. In his 
job at Bea's Secretariat, Martin was "valuable to the AJC and is still thought of by 
many around Rome as a kind of genuine savior in the diaspora. Without him, the 
Jewish declaration might well have gone under early.">' 

So Martin was considered "a genuine savior" among New York Jews. He was 
quoted in the Times, discrediting Bishop Segni as an anti-Semite and also the 
pope, who had said Jews were responsible for the death of Christ because he "was 
speaking to ordinary and simple faithful people-not before a learned body."" 
Reading Martin's self-serving anonymous account of the council's proceedings 
in the Times, Morris Abram of the AJC professed to be reassured. If so, he was 
deceived too. The Jewish schema was, indeed, in trouble. Martin had cried "Wolf" 
so many times that no one recognized the truth of what he was now saying. 

1964: Fiddler on the Roof 
Germany and America became more Jewish after the world wars because 

they became more modern. Modernity, as Yuri Slezkine argued, was Jewish. Mo
dernity was "about ... dismantling social estates for the benefit of individuals, nu
clear families and book-reading tribes (nations). Modernization, in other words, is 
about everyone becoming Jewish.">3 Friedman says much the same thing. The Jews 
transformed American SOciety after World War II, remaking it in their image. The 
older generation of Protestant novelists and poets, many of whom-e.g., T.S. Eliot 
and Ezra Pound-had serious reservations about modernity even though their 
writing was "modern" in form, were replaced by almost exclusively Jewish writers. 
Ernest Hemingway, F. Scott Fitzgerald, Ezra Pound, and T.S. Eliot, who came to 
prominence in the '20S, were replaced in the '50S by Saul Bellow, Aaron Copland, 
Leonard Bernstein, Philip Roth, J.D. Salinger, Norman Mailer, Arthur Miller, 
Herman Wouk, Bernard Malamud, and Alan Ginsberg. Leslie Fiedler called it 
"the great takeover by Jewish American writers.''>4 Friedman says the Jews not 
only wrote books, they also 

taught Americans how to dance (Arthur Murray) how to behave (Dear Abby and 
Ann Landers) how to dress (Ralph Lauren), what to read (Irving Howe, Alfred 
Kazin and Lionel Trilling) and what to sing (Irving Berlin, Barry Manilow, Bar
bara Streisand).·5 

Lionel Trilling embodied the ambivalence of American Jews toward Ameri
can culture. Trilling, through The Liberal Imagination, created Liberalism as a 
way of being Jewish in America. Trilling began his literary career writing for the 
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Menorah Journal in the '20S. Once his career took off, Trilling distanced himself 
from his "provincial and parochial"·6 Jewish roots. Cynthia Ozick recalled being 
made to feel shame for noting in one of Trilling's classes at Columbia that Marx, 
Freud, and Einstein were significantly Jewish in their thought. According to Nor
man Podhoretz, also Trilling's student at Columbia, Trilling was unable to defend 
the traditional culture "because on some level he himself secretly resented or de
spised it, or at least he reserlted and despised that muted form of it that he himself 
embodied in his own writing and persona."'7 

Hollywood was a Jewish creation. There were always Jewish actors, like John 
Garfield, ne Garfinkel, but they invariably changed their names. Beginning in the 
'60S, stars like Barbra Streisand portrayed overtly Jewish characters like Fanny 
Brice. On the eve of breaking the Hollywood Production Code, Hollywood in
troduced the showpiece of Jewish triumphalism, Fiddler on the Roof Tevye the 
Milkman of the Sholem Aleichem tales, was proudly Jewish but also open-minded 
and American, except on the issue of intermarriage: "Tevye stood for tradition, of 
course, but he also understood the value of progress, freedom of choice, individual 
rights, and the nuclear family."·8 Tevye brought about a curious change in Ameri
can culture and Jewish identity. As Jews became more overtly Jewish, Judaism 
became more American, and America became more Jewish. Fiddler on the Roof 
gave a lot of attention to pogroms but made no mention of the fact that they were 
connected with the assassination of two Czars and the rise of the revolutionary 
Jew in Russia. There is no mention of Jews like Sverdlov murdering the Czar and 
his family in the aftermath of the revolution that never got mentioned either, be
cause by then Tevye was living on the lower East Side of New York. 

During the 1950S, Jews taught Americans to become "specialists in alien
ation.'''9 In promoting alienation, Jews projected their image onto American cul
ture and weakened the mores of the Christian majority. It was only years after 
their works had become American icons, that Arthur Miller and Joseph Heller 
admitted that Willy Loman and Yossarian were essentially Jewish characters. Jews 
had a difficult time dealing with American culture. They began by subverting it 
and then began to transform it in their image and finally imposed their own dra
conian speech codes on it in the age of political correctness. In each instance the 
relationship was instrumental and manipulative. 

During the '50S, New York Intellectuals imposed their image of themselves
the lonely, alienated outsider-onto the culture. The Jews imposed their image on 
American culture not by making Americans Jewish by religion, but Jewish by way 
of alienation. The new Jewish elite was "judaizing''3O America by turning it into a 
nation of alienated strangers. They imposed "their own condition-their loss of 
religious faith and a sense of estrangement-upon the society.")' 

If the modern age was Jewish, then it was only logical that Jews should be
come the experts on how to live in that age successfully. "Jews acquired a mystique 
after World War II" because 
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their experience of dislocation and persecution seemed to confer upon them a 
special sagacity about the human condition. An older myth of Jewish "genius" 
gave way to the new concept of the Jew as the prototypical "marginal man" who 
achieved insight into the social order from standing outside itP 

Like the European Jew before him, the modern American was "someone who 
had to live in two worlds at the same time."33 As a result of dislocations due to two 
wars, Americans were "cosmopolitans and strangers"34 in their own country. Be
fore long, many would feel it was not their country. 

Freudianism became a "salvation religion,"35 with a priesthood and sacred 
texts, shortly after Protestantism handed the policing ofJewish Hollywood to the 
Catholics in the 1930S. Ministers became therapists, and therapists became min
isters, and America became what Philip Reiff called the therapeutic state. "Freud
ianism, which was predominantly Jewish, proclaimed the beleaguered loneliness 
of the newly 'emancipated' to be a universal human condition.''.!6 

Psychology also became a locus of the struggle between Catholics and Jews 
over who would control American culture, because it 

provided a perfect focal point for a culture clash between Jews and Catholics 
as they moved from the periphery toward the center of a society traditionally 
dominated by Protestants. For many Jews, psychology and Freud represented a 
path toward a more sophisticated, cosmopolitan America; for many Catholics, 
Freud signified a heretical departure from fundamental religiOUS values.37 

The rise of psychology as a substitute for religion was linked to the de-ethni
cization at the heart of the psychological warfare campaign. In ethnic America, 
religion "dictated what people knew about human nature.''.!8 "Christian followed 
Christian and Jew followed Jew."39 Once psychology replaced religion, ethnic com
partmentalization was no longer valid, and the Jew, who was a "genius," became 
the guide to how everyone should live in the "modern" world. 

The redefinition of psychology was a revolution in the truest sense of the 
word. What was up went down, and what was down went up. Before that revolu
tion, reason sat on instinct like a rider on a horse. After reading in the After School 
Library: "It is the untrained horse that balks or that shies; but the thoroughbred 
horse stands still the moment his master speaks, and he turns to the right or left 
at the lightest touch of the bridle," the student of pre-Jewish American psychology 
was admonished, "Keep your hand firmly upon the helm of thought.'lIO Jewish psy
chologists tended to see passages like this as Christian, even though they derived 
from Greek sources, such as Plato and Euripedes' Hippolytus. Jewish psychology 
was either covertly, as with Freud, or overtly, as with Wilhelm Reich, instinctual. 
As a result, the definition of mental illness changed from passion out of control 
to passion repressed. This unleashing of sexual passion from the bonds of reason 
corresponded with Jewish involvement in pornography and the constant chafing 
at prohibitions against nudity in Hollywood films. The Jewish takeover of psychol
ogy put instinct in the saddle, where it was used as cultural control, as explicated 
by Reich in The Mass Psychology of Fascism. 
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Under Jewish influence, American psychology became Talmudic as well. 
University of Wisconsin psychologist Joseph Jastrow, whose father "was a distin
guished rabbi and scholar whose lexicon of the Talmud, completed in 1903, re
mains a standard tool for English speaking students" saw psychology as the mod
ern equivalent to the rabbinic responsa, in which the rabbi answered questions 
"about the many rituals and actions governing the daily life of Jews.'!!' Modern 
psychology would become Talmudic in other senses too. It was seen as a weapon 
against Christian culture. Willi Muensterberg, an early Jewish psychologist in 
America, found his psyche expressed this impulse in a dream in which "a young 
Jew rises to an awesome height in society'!!' and then "crushes buildings" includ
ing "a church steeple-the symbol of Christian dominance above which no syna
gogue roof was allowed to rise.'!!3 

Jastrow's attitude toward the overwhelmingly Christian student body he 
taught at the University of Wisconsin was similarly aggressive. Jastrow 

targeted Christianity... as the prime example of the forcible imposition of 
thought on a community of people. In his course at Wisconsin on the "Psychol
ogy of Belief" and in his popular writings, he spoke of the "sad page of history" 
that records the Church's techniques of censorship and suppression of thought. 
He also used the biblical and rabbinic phraseology of "the remnant" of Israel 
when he referred to the dissident few who fight in all times and places for free
dom of thought: "There will always be a saving remnant," he wrote, "who are 
willing to give up dogma."44 

If Freudianism was Jewish, behaviorism was the refuge of divinity students 
who abandoned religion. The third way of Erich Fromm, Carl Rogers, and Abra
ham Maslow was less aggressively atheistic but still retained Jewish animosity to
ward the unthinking goyim, who needed to be liberated from repression. In The 
Art of Loving, Erich Fromm "married Mamonides to Freud in order to criticize 
the infantile conception of God to which, in his view, most people adhered.'lIs 
Fromm 

wanted to reconnect secular Jewish idealists with the "revolutionary" prin
ciples of their ancestors. He believed that 'the universalism and humanism of 
the prophets blossomed in the figures of thousands of Jewish philosophers, so
cialists and internationalists, many of whom had no personal connection with 
Judaism.46 

Abraham Maslow debated changing his name to something less identifiably 
Jewish, but decided not to because "Jewishness encouraged intellectual indepen
dence and even rebelliousness.'117 Like Carl Rogers, Maslow took Kurt Lewin's re
search into group dynamicS and turned it into a weapon against unsuspecting 
goyim. In April 1962, Maslow lectured to nuns at Sacred Heart, a Catholic women's 
college in Massachusetts. Maslow noted in his diary that the talk had been very 
"successful,'118 which he found troubling. "They shouldn't applaud me," he wrote, 
"they should attack. If they were fully aware of what I was doing, they would [at
tack].'119 
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Once the theories of Jewish psychologists like Freud, Reich, and Maslow 
gained respectability in academe, they were advanced by a hoarde of female Jew
ish advice columnists, who popularized and spread the tenets of Jewish psychol
ogy in the mass media, contributing to the decline in sexual morals and the rise 
of feminism: Joyce Brothers rose to fame in the '50S after winning The $64,000 
Question as an expert on boxing. Brothers introduced "millions of homemakers 
to the new feminism of the 1960s"50 by popularizing the ideas of Betty Friedan 
(nee Goldstein), a Communist who transmuted class warfare into gender warfare 
in The Feminine Mystique. Heinze claims Brothers' In Defense of Selfishness was "a 
homemaker's version of Adam Smith's philosophy of economics,''s' but it derived 
more directly from the Objectivism of another Jewish guide to modern life, Ayn 
Rand (nee Alissa Rosenbaum), a Russian Jew who created another largely Jewish 
sect known as Objectivism in the '50S through best-selling novels like The Foun
tainhead and Atlas Shrugged. 

Brothers' advice was invariably Talmudic. She favored "contracts between 
spouses" and "psychological techniques of manipulation" to teach women How to 
Get Whatever You Want out Of Life (the title of her 1978 book)." Brothers turned 
to Judaism for solace after her husband's death, but that did not prevent her from 
appearing in a comedy skit on a TV show during the traditional Jewish mourning 
period. Brothers, in fact, agreed to appear on Pat Sajak's TV show the day after 
her husband's funeral. 

Joyce Brothers was the first of a long line of female Jewish advisors who told 
American how to negotiate the shoals of an increasingly Jewish and Talmudic 
culture. By the 1970S, "If a woman were going to end up as a psychological ad
viser to Americans, the odds were very good that she would be Jewish."s3 The Jew
ish twins from St. Paul, Minnesota, Esther Pauline Lederer and Pauline Esther 
Phillips, became advice columnists Ann Landers and Abigail Van Buren. They 
invariably advised "seek counseling" whenever a troubled reader brought up a 
problem involving sexual morality. They and Joyce Brothers contributed to the 
decline in American morals by psychologizing behavior that had previously been 
considered under the purview of faith and morals. America's largely Jewish advice 
columnists had become experts in persuading goyische America to ignore what 
their consciences and their ministers were telling them and to engage in Talmudic 
rationalization, abetted by the psychologists, instead. 

When advice and attitude formation shifted to AM talk radio, Jews moved 
there too. The most famous radio advice show host was Dr. Laura Schlessinger. Un
like Joyce Brothers and Ann Landers, Dr. Laura was an anomaly in the American 
Culture Wars of the late 20th century. Dr. Laura identified herself as an Orthodox 
Jew, but she invariably ended up taking Catholic positions on controversial issues 
like abortion and homosexuality. The split mirrored her family heritage. Born in 
Brooklyn to a Jewish father, her mother was Catholic. As a result, her positions 
frequently offended the Jews whose views she claimed to promote. According to 
Heinze, Schlessinger's 
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sense of "mission" and accusatory style were not characteristic of Modern Or
thodox Jews, with whom she identified until her sudden break with Judaism in 
August 2003. She spoke of homosexuality, in particular, with a strident tone 
that most modern Orthodox rabbis would have found objectionable. Her pro
nouncements against abortion also obscured the complexity of traditional Jew
ish thought .... Because she tied her views so closely to Judaism, Schlessinger 
became an anomalous figure: the only Orthodox Jew ever to gain such an im
mense audience, yet one whose success in the "shock jock" style of 1990S radio 
distanced her from rabbinic standards of propriety.54 

1965 Newport Folk Festival 
The best proof of Plato's statement "No change can be made in styles of mu

sic without affecting the most important conventions of society" (Republic, 242C), 
was the 1965 Newport Folk Festival, the locus ofthe artistic "breakthrough" that 
ushered in the cultural revolution of the '60S. In typically subversive fashion, Dy
lan had named his album of revolutionary music (as opposed to the albums of 
revolutionary lyrics set to traditional folk music) "Bringing it All Back Home." It 
was supposed to be a return to his roots, and in a sense it was-not to his roots in 
Hibbing but rather his psychic roots as the quintessential revolutionary Jew, only 
at home in some form of subversion. 

If the audience in 1965 was expecting a replay of the 1963 "We Shall Overcome" 
sing along, there were signs early on that they were going to be disappointed. In
stead of Fannie Lou Hamer, fresh from a voter registration drive in Mississippi, 
the crowd was treated early on to a white guy by the name of Paul Butterfield, 
playing the blues of the post-War black migration to Chicago, which is to say, with 
loud amplified instruments. 

Bob Dylan exploited the behind the scenes chaos to set up his own band on 
stage. By now hewas a man who needed no introduction at Newport. As Peter Yar
row, the MC, scurried from the mike after performing that act of supererogation, 
Dylan unleashed a wave of sonic assault on the audience. Technically the song was 
known as "Maggie's Farm," but since Dylan had instructed his road manager to 
crank up the amps, no one could hear anything but wave upon wave of electronic 
distortion over a pounding Dionysian beat. Scandalized by what he heard, Pete 
Seeger rushed backstage and demanded that the power to their amplifiers be cut. 
When no one complied, Pete grabbed a fire ax from off the wall and threatened to 
cut the cable himself. What ensued was the classic revolutionary moment in which 
the subverters were subverted by their own revolutionary ideology. The confronta
tion boiled down to a dispute between the old guard and the new, in this instance, 
a dispute between the WASP Pete Seeger-the Old Left Commie with Puritan 
American roots, the man who turned folk music into a lifestyle that circumvented 
American materialism-and Albert Grossman, the "Jewish Businessman," who 
felt that Messianic politics and making money were two sides of the same coin. 
Alan Lomax, also backstage, sided with Seeger ideologically, but he also wanted 
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him to put down the fireaxe, even if, some people feel, it was so that he could chop 
the cable himself. When George Wein, another festival director, suggested that 
they turn the power off and have a discussion, Grossman threatened in typical 
fashion, "You do that, and I'll sue yoU."s5 Finally, it was Theodore Bikel who got 
Seeger to put down the ax, and he did it by appealing to the "tradition"s6 of revolu
tion. "This band these rebels" he stammered, "they are us. They are what we were 
twenty years ago. Remember?''s7 Peter Yarrow threatened to have Seeger arrested 
for assault, but in the end the musical din prevailed. 

The musical modes had changed, and, as Plato predicted, political revolu
tion followed. At the post-festival party in 1965, rather than the traditional hoote
nanny, festival attendees experienced the Negro Dionysian music of The Cham
bers Brothers. Dionysos is the god of music, intoxication, and sexual excess, and 
by the early hours of the next day, he was in charge. The revelers were drunk or 
stoned, sweatily pounding out Dionysian rhythms not on guitars, which seemed 
suddenly inappropriate, but on chairs, trash cans, and whatever else was available, 
and those rhythms, new to the folk music crowd, "had a wild effect on the group's 
already steamy passions.''s8 The party, Spitz says, was "unusually loose and infor
mal ... as if someone had given them a tremendous shove, turned their heads in 
another direction. A new world awaited them. As such, the party was marked by 
the kind of wanton promiscuity that one experiences after a revolution, a sense of 
'anything goes.' ... There were no rules anymore .... The whole place was drunk on 
cheap booze and excitement.''s9 

The 1965 Newport Folk Festival was a metaphor for what happened to the 
country over the next ten years. As in the Dionysian festivals described by Eu
ripedes, after passions got out of control, Agave would dismember her child; and, 
as Plato indicated, the ruling class imposed subtle but inhumanly draconian po
litical control on the revolutionary nation blinded by its passions. Maria Muldaur, 
Spitz says, "remembers dancing like it was the first time she'd been set free.''tIo But 
being set free also meant destroying the community that had nurtured her, the 
folk music network, especially Greenwich Village, which had been "a wonderful 
place to come of age in ... full of music and foolishness and camaraderie.''tIl That 
ended in the waning hours of the 1965 Festival. Everyone was now looking for a re
cording contract. Everyone was in it for himself. "Even the music had changed."61 
Once the music changed, morals followed, and once morals were subverted, the 
state was ripe for revolution, and once the revolution succeeded, tyranny would 
follow. "That night everything seemed up for grabs," Muldaur said later. "Life as 
we had known it, was out of control.''tI3 

Folk music was replaced by Rock 'n Roll, now fitted with revolutionary po
liticallyrics as opposed to Negro complaints about V-8 Fords and untrustworthy 
women. Rock 'n Roll itself was Negro slang for sexual intercourse. "Rock 'n roll," 
according to Spitz, "was meant to shake foundations; it was musical terrorism, a 
revolutionary, attention-grabbing sound."64 Everybody was determined to imitate 
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Bob Dylan's political amalgamation of revolutionary lyrics and Dionysian Negro 
music. Known as "folk rock," one of its first hits was the Byrds' cover of Dylan's 
"Mr. Tambourine Man," a song, appropriately enough, about intoxication. Dave 
Van Ronk called it "the hippie nightmare."65 To show he was amenable to the cor
rupting influences of Albert Grossman, in 1965 Dave Van Ronk formed the Hud
son Dusters, a band which went nowhere. The advent of folk rock meant the folk 
revival was officially over, so, as Van Ronk put it, "business got very bad."66 In the 
early 1970S, "the rooms were closing down, record labels weren't signing acoustic 
acts any more.''67 

The demise of folk music also meant the final demise of the old left. Woody 
Guthrie died in October 1967 at 55. Pete Seeger outlived him by decades, but he be
came increasingly irrelevant. "Everywhere he looked," Seeger's biographer says, 

a new culture spread among young people, one he barely understood. Why 
should anyone want to take LSD? Why had Abbie Hoffman left civil rights for 
Revolution for the Hell ofIt? When people handed him flowers and beads at con
certs, Pete didn't know what to say. Pete kept his distance from marijuana, long 
hair, and free sex. In the middle of one concert, the audience filed out one by one 
to smoke grass on a darkened balcony. Pete didn't even realize they had gone.6S 

Soon Seeger's politics became as irrelevant as his music. Seeger promoted 
peace by inviting Jews and Palestinians to a hootenanny at the Tel Aviv Hilton. He 
dedicated a verse of "Guantanamera" "to exiles of two thousand years and exiles 
of nineteen years,''69 a gesture that went over like a lead balloon. Seeger, Dunaway 
says, "was out of his depth;" he broke off in the middle of the song "close to tears. "70 

Three days later the Arab-Israeli Six-Day War began. The Six-Day War signaled 
the moment the Jews pulled out of the Left and devoted themselves to Zionist 
causes. It also marked the moment the Left began attacking Zionism as racism. It 
also signaled the demise of the Jewish folksinger. Ethnicity began to reassert itself 
in politics and music, but the revolution was still in progress. 

Fall 1965: Poncins shows up at the Council 
In October 1965, Poncins showed up at the Council with thousands of copies 

of his pamphlet Le ProbIeme luif face au Candle, which "contained a brief history 
of the role of Jules Isaac in the preparation of the conciliar schema on the Jewish 
question and a summary of the theses.''71 In an article in Le Figaro in October 
1965, Rene Laurentin, later the foremost promoter of the phony Medjugorje appa
ritions, cited Poncins' tract as a "vigorously anti-Semitic document" which "had 
been liberally distributed to the [Council] Fathers.''71 The message of Laurentin's 
attack was obvious: as Poncins put it, "these 'anti-Semites,' who use a formidable 
weapon, the texts of Jewish authors themselves, must at all costs be silenced.''73 
Poncins was indignant. Isaac could call the Evangelists liars, but "because I sim
ply quote Jules Isaac, Joshua Jehouda and others, I am described as a despicable 
anti -Semite.''74 
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Convinced the Council Fathers who passed the schema had not read their 
writings, Poincins had the novel idea of reprinting what Jews like Isaac, Jehouda, 
and Memmi wrote about the Catholic Faith. Poncins was equally certain 

when Jules Isaac and his associates went to Rome, they were careful not to men-
tion these passages in their books; they spoke of Christian charity, of ecumeni-
cal unity, of common biblical filiations, of Judeo-Christian friendship, of the 
struggle against racism, of the martyrdom of the Jewish people, and their efforts 
met with success since 1651 bishops, cardinals, archbishops and Council Fathers 
voted to reform Catholic teaching according to the desires of Jules Isaac, the 
B'nai B'rith, and the World Jewish Congress?5 

Missing from the discussion were passages like Memmi's diatribe against Ca
tholicism: "Your religion is a blasphemy and a subversion in the eyes of the Jews. 
Your God is to us the Devil, that is to say, the symbol and essence of all evil on 
earth."76 

Jules Isaac is only slightly less intemperate. After making unsupported 
claims-"No, Pilate did not wash his hands according to the Jewish custom .... No, 
Pilate did not protest his innocence .... No, the Jewish crowd did not cry out: 'His 
blood be upon us and upon our children.'" -Isaac has the temerity to call the Gos
pel of St. Matthew "obviously tendentious."77 After claims based on nothing more 
than his ipse dixit, Isaac appends a "therefore" to his non-conclusion: 

Therefore the total responsibility of the Jewish people, of the Jewish nation and 
of Israel for condemning Jesus to death is a matter of legendary belief and not 
based on solid historical foundation .... To maintain the opposite viewpoint, one 
would have to be intractably and fanatically prejudiced, or have a blind belief in 
a tradition which, as we know, is not 'normal' and thus ought not to be laid down 
as a rule of thought for even the most docile sons of the Church-a tradition 
which, moreover, is infinitely noxious and murderous, and which, as I have said 
and shall repeat, leads to Auschwitz-Auschwitz and other places. Some six mil
lion Jews were liquidated solely because they were Jews and thus brought shame 
not only upon the German people but upon the whole of Christianity, because 
without centuries of Christian teaching, preaching and vituperation, Hitler's 
teaching, propaganda and vituperation would have been impossible.''78 

Forty years later, rabbis were repeating Isaac's charge almost verbatim at Nos

tra Aetate celebrations. In fall 2005, Israel's Chief Rabbi Yona Metzger wrote in 
America 

Not only ignorant peasants or monks but also eminent theologians and spiritual 
teachers had attacked the Jews as the "killers of Christ," as a people now aban
doned by God, a race deserving not its envied wealth but revenge for plots and 
acts against innocent Christians .... Not only had the Jews of Rome been forced 
to live in a ghetto until the pope no longer governed that city ... but almost ev
erywhere in Europe, Jews had been made to seem strange, sinister and repulsive. 
A long road of disgraceful preaching was one of the paths across the centuries 
which led to the Nazis' death camps and in the end, not Judaism but Christianity 
was discredited?9 
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Isaac dealt with the Church Fathers in simili modo. They were "all persecutors 
filled with anti-Jewish hatred, the inevitable forerunners of Streicher and others, 
morally responsible for Auschwitz and 'six million innocent Jewish victims."'79 

Poncins maintained in his tract that the Schema of November 1964 passed 
because the bishops were ignorant ofIsaac's true feelings toward Christianity, but, 
more broadly, they were ignorant of the difference between the Torah and the 
Talmud. The former is the Word of God; the latter is its antithesis. The Talmud, 
Poncins pointed out, was a post-Christian confection designed to keep Jews from 
converting to Christianity. After the destruction of the Temple, "The Talmud ... 
replaced the Torah as the foundation of all wisdom and the guide in every detail 
of daily life."80 The point of the Talmud was "to consummate the definite break 
from triumphant Christianity.'lI94 So "The imposition of the ideals of the Talmud 
on the new branch ofJudaism has been the calamity of the Jewish people even to 
this day."8. 

The Council Fathers did not understand the Jews had a fundamentally differ
ent understanding of what was going on at the Council than they did. What the 
bishops saw as a gesture of reconciliation, the Jews saw as "a weapon designed to 
overthrow traditional Catholicism, which they consider the chief enemy."8. 

The schema was dangerous because "it put the Church in the position of the 
accused, guilty of the permanent, unjustifiable and unatonable crime of anti
Semitism for two thousand years."83 Beyond that, it questioned "the good faith 
and truthfulness of the Evangelists; of St. John and St. Matthew in particular; it 
discredited the teaching of the Fathers of the Church and of the great doctrinar
ians of the papacy by depicting them in distasteful' colors; in short, it threatened 
to demolish the very bastions of Catholic doctrine."85 

Given the gravity of the charges Poncins laid at the feet of the Jews, it was 
not surprising that the pope withdrew the 1964 text. The 1964 text was Jewish, 
not Catholic. Poncins cites Malachi Martin's hapless Jesuit confidante, Gus Wei
gel, as claiming "the declaration condemning anti-Semitism which was accepted 
by Cardinal Bea in 1964, was suggested by Zachariah Schuster, President of the 
American Jewish Committee."86 

Poncins demolished the idea the Jews are "the people of the Old Testament" 
by showing they want, not a Messiah, but "a terrestrial reign in which they will 
control the social, economic and political life of the nations .... Judaism seeks to 
impose itself as the sole standard and to reduce the world to Jewish values."87 Ac
cording to George Batault, the Jews 

are instinctively sympathetic to everything which tends to disintegrate and dis
solve traditional societies, nations and countries .... The Jews have a feeling and 
love for Humanity, taken as an aggregate of individuals as abstract and similar 
to each other as possible, released from "the routine" of tradition and liberated 
from the "chains" of the past, to be handed over, naked and uprooted, as human 
material for the undertakings of the great architect of the Future, who will at 
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last construct on principles of Reason and Justice the messianic City over which 
Israel will reign.88 

The Council Fathers forgot the role of the Jews in the revolutionary upheavals 
after World War I -until Poncins jogged their memory by resurrecting the French 
literature on that topic. During the 1920S Jews and Catholics knew Bolshevism 
was a Jewish phenomenon. The Catholics deplored that fact; the Jews applauded 
it, but no one disputed it. Poncins brought this to the attention of the Council 
Fathers to contextualize their thinking. 

Poncins cited the Jewish writer Bernard Lazare, who praised Karl Marx's 
"clear Talmudic mind which does not falter at the petty difficulties of fact."89 Ig
noring what Marx said about Jews in his tract on the Jewish Question, Lazare 
claimed Marx "inspired by that ancient Hebraic materialism which, rejecting as 
too distant and doubtful the hope of an Eden after death, never ceased to dream 
of Paradise realized on earth .... With Marx, socialism became a secular version 
of Jewish messianism. The idea was born in Palestine and has now taken root in 
Moscow and Peking."90 

Poncins also cited Charles Sarolea, who claimed: 

That the Jews have played a leading part in the Bolshevist upheaval and are still 
playing a leading part in the Bolshevist Government is a proposition which no 
one will deny who has taken the trouble to study Russian affairs .... Their dic
tatorship fell not only upon Russia but upon every country in Central Europe 
when Bolshevism attempted to implant itself by a bloody reign of terror; under 
Bela Kuhn and Szamuelly at Budapest, Liebknecht and Rosa Luxembourg at Ber
lin, and Kurt Eisner and Max Lieven at Munich .... Unfortunately, not only have 
men belonging to the Jewish race played a very large part both in the beginning 
and in the development of the Bolshevist Revolution, but they have also been the 
chief participators in some of the worst crimes of that Revolution.91 

Having established the connection between Jews and revolution in the Coun
cil Fathers' mind, Poncins went on to assert that ecumenism was the latest battle
front in the war against the Church. He cited passages from the writings ofJoshua 
Jehouda, who along with Jules Isaac, B'nai B'rith, and the World Jewish Congress, 
has "been carrying out a carefully prepared and concerted campaign which re
sulted in the recent vote at the Council ... under the guise of ecumenical unity, re
ligious reconciliation and other plausible pretexts.''9· In spite of public statements 
of Jewish lobbyists, the object of the Jewish schema was "the demolition of the 
bastion of traditional Catholicism, which is described by Joshua Jehouda as 'the 
decrepit fortress of Christian obscurantism.'''93 

From the Jewish perspective, the Vatican Council was simply one more revo
lutionary moment of opportunity to "rectify Christianity,''94 which included, ac
cording to Jehouda, "The Renaissance, the Reformation, [and] the Revolution of 
1789.''95 Like Rabbi Louis Israel Newman, Jehouda supported all of history's revo
lutionary movements from the Reformation onward. The upheaval began with 
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Reuchlin, who ~shook the Christian conscience by suggesting as early as 1494, that 
there was nothing higher than Hebraic wisdom,''96 In promoting the Cabala, "Re
uchlin advocated returning to Jewish sources," which unleashed "the new spirit 
which was to revolutionize the whole of Europe" and to find expression in the 
revolutions of France and Russia.97 The French Revolution, according to Jehouda, 
"continues through the influence of Russian Communism, to make a powerful 
contribution to the de-Christianisation of the Christian world,''98 For Jews like 
Jehouda, history is synonymous with revolution: "the profound meaning of his
tory, which remains unaltered in every epoch, is that of a veiled or open struggle 
between the forces working for the advancement of humanity [Le., the Jews] .and 
those that cling to coagulated interests, obstinately determined to keep them in 
existence to the detriment of what is to come [i.e., the Catholic Church],''99 

Poncins concluded the Jewish schema was a covert attack on the Church "un
der the banner of ecumenism,'''oo By allowing Jews unprecedented access in the 
formulation of the schema, the Church had allowed them to carry their revolu
tionary "war ... into the very interior of the Church itself,'''ol 

In their attack, the Jewish lobbyists used the carrot and the stick. To induce 
concessions, they promised financial support. In Le Monde in November 1963, 

Label Katz, President of the International council of the B'nai B'rith, was quoted as 
saying "if this declaration is accepted by the Council, Jewish communities will ex
plore ways and means of cooperating with the authorities of the (Catholic) Church 
to ensure the realization of its purpose and projects .... o• But the Jews also slipped 
into martial imagery. One Jewish writer referred to Jules Isaac's Jesus et Israel as 
"the most specific weapon of war against a particularly harmful Christian doc
trine,'''o3 

Eventually the Council Fathers got the message, and Poncins' pamphlet 
turned the tide against the November 64 schema. "There is no doubt," Poncins 
wrote later, "that the disclosure of these deadly texts was exceedingly embarrass
ing to the success of the Jewish progressive maneuver, and if they could have been 
published earlier they would have been even more effective,'''o4 

October, 1965: Final Vote on the Jewish Schema 
A flurry of lobbying preceded the final vote on the Jewish schema. Accord

ing to the post-mortem which got published in Look in January 1966, Malachi 
Martin had always been "around Rome when the declaration needed help,'"o5 But 
"at Vatican II's fourth and last session there was no help in sight .... o6 Everywhere 
there were speeches on the rise and fall of the Jewish declaration, many preparing 
for a final letdown. Lichten's executive vice-president, Rabbi Jay Kaufman, told of 
his puzzlement "as the fate of the section on Jews ... shuttled between momentary 
declaration and certain confutation, like a sparrow caught in a clerical badminton 
game,'''07 The Jewish hard-liners wanted total victory or no declaration, but Msgr. 
George Higgins persuaded them half a loaf was better than none. Lichten and 
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Schuster, who had access to the modifications the bishops proposed, knew the 
tide had turned against them. So did Msgr. Higgins. Lichten contemplated send
ing telegrams to 25 sympathetic, mostly American, bishops, but Higgins advised 
against it. 

"Look, Joe," Higgins said to Lichten, "I understand your disappointment. 
I'm disappointed toO.",08 When Higgins had Schuster and Lichten together in his 
room, he expanded on what he had told Lichten alone. "!fyou two give New York 
the impression you can get a better text, you are crazy," he said. "It's just insane 
to think by some pressures here or newspaper articles back in New York, you can 
work a miracle in the Council. You are not going to work it, and they will think 
you fell down on the job.",09 Lichten found Higgins persuasive, even though "I had 
to break my head and heart to think what should be done. I went through a crisis, 
but I was convinced by Higgins."llo 

Rene Laurentin made a last minute appeal by hinting darkly that the Church 
would be responsible if another Holocaust were to reoccur-but to no avail. The 
schema on the Jews was incorporated into a "Declaration on the Relation of the 
Church to Non-Christian Religions," known as Nostra Aetate, promulgated by 
the Council on October 28, 1965. Pope Paul VI then flew to New York to give his 
"jamais plus la guerre" speech. In the wake of his departure, the Jews tried to put 
as good a face on the document as possible. 

On the whole, the conservatives were jubilant, and the Jews were disappoint
ed, but the results in light of the actual document were mixed. Jews were disap
pointed that the charge of deicide was not rebuked. But conservatives were disap
pointed the text did not implicate all Jews in deicide. In one of the cleverest lines 
in the document, the Council Fathers wrote, "Even though the Jewish authorities 
and those who followed their lead pressed for the death of Christ (cf. John 19:6), 

neither all Jews indiscriminately at that time, nor Jews today, can be charged with 
the crimes committed during his passion."lll According to the principles of logic, 
that statement could be taken to assert that some Jews were responsible for Christ's 
death. If we exclude from that group the Blessed Mother, the Beloved Disciple, and 
all of the other Jews who accepted Christ as the Messiah, we come up with a state
ment that is largely faithful to the gospels texts. 

Even though the document finally came out in favor of the truth of gospels, 
the Church was left divided in its wake. The Jewish schema, according to Bishop 
Carli of Segni, subjected the Church to "an indignant Press campaign' .... of un
precedented magnitude. It provoked "political and diplomatic complications and, 
unfortunately, in the East it has provided an excuse for some to abandon Catholi
cism in favor of Orthodoxy."1l3 More importantly, the Church was now under sus
picion. The court of public opinion had decided that there must have been merit to 
the charges the Jews had leveled. Both Catholic sides in the battle over the Jewish 
schema ended up losing: "The Fathers who support it are slandered with having 
sold themselves to international Jewry, whereas those who, for various reasons, 
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consider the declaration inopportune or a least want to see it modified, are labeled 
anti-Zionists and practically held co-responsible for the Nazi camps."t14 

The document was testimony to the Jewish lobbyists' skill in getting their 
enemies to quarrel with each other. Jewish groups profited from the division. 
They also profited by shifting discussion from Jews' participation in revolutionary 
movements like Bolshevism and Freudianism. While Nostra Aetate retained the 
charge of deicide and specified who was and was not responsible, the acquittal of 
contemporary Jews created problems by questioning the continuity and identity 
of the Jewish people. The disjunction between the Jews of Christ's time and the 
Jews of their own emphasized the double standard the Jews espoused on collec
tive responsibility. Jews could hold the German people accountable for Hitler's 
crimes, forcing generations of German taxpayers to pay billions in reparation to 
Jewish organizations and the state ofIsrael. But Jews vehemently denied collective 
responsibility for the death of Christ. The Council's schema tried to have it both 
ways, repudiating the claim the Romans alone were responsible for Christ's death 
but limiting Jewish guilt to Jewish leaders and their followers. As Poncins points 
out, in the case of Germany in the 20th century, "The whole people is considered 
responsible and subsequently punished for faults officials committed by its lead
ers, even when [those faults] are unknown to a great part of the people."tls On the 
other hand, the Gospel accounts make clear that many Jewish people in Jerusalem 
were aware of what their leaders were doing and supported them in their efforts. 

All of the Jews who had lobbied for their version of the Jewish schema were 
disappointed by Nostra Aetate, but Rabbi Heschel responded most vehemently, 
calling the failure to condemn the charge ofJewish deicide "an act of paying hom
age to Satan,"t16 without considering that his intemperate remarks to Paul VI may 
have contributed to that outcome. 

By the end of the council, the feeling of good will toward the Jews that marked 
Pope John XXIII's meeting with Jules Isaac had evaporated, replaced by a feeling 
of resentment. The bishops "felt Jewish pressure in Rome and resented it."t17 It 
wasn't the first time in history that the Jews had overplayed their hand. In fact, 
pressing an issue beyond what prudence dictates had come to be known as the 
Jewish virtue of chutzpah. At the council's beginning, anyone who asserted Cardi
nal Bea "wants to turn the Church over to the Jews"t18 would have been dismissed 
as a crank. By its end, that charge was taken seriously, even in the philo-Semitic 
account of the Council which appeared in Look. Nahum Goldman of the WJC had 
warned Jews early "not to raise the issue with too much intensity."53' After it was 
apparent that Jewish lobbying had backfired, Fritz Becker of the WJC met with 
Cardinal Bea and both of them discussed, with the now useless benefit of hind
Sight, "the advantages of not talking."t19 

Despite Poncins' generally sanguine interpretation of the final document, it 
would have deleterious effects. As Father Brian Harrison pointed out, the No
vember 1964 document, flawed as it was, called for the conversion of the Jews: "It 
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is important to recall that the integration of the Jewish people into the Church is 
part of Christian hope. For, according to the Apostle's teaching (cf. Rom. 11: 25), 

the Church awaits with unshakable faith and deep longing the entry of this people 
into the fullness of the People of God, which has been restored by Christ."llo In this 
verse, the Holy Spirit, through Saint Paul, speaks of the "blindness" of the unbe
lieving Jews as temporary, and prophesies in the next verse the salvation of Israel 
as a nation, after the "fullness of the Gentiles" has come into the Church. The final 
version omitted that passage because, Bea explained, "Very many Fathers have 
requested that in talking about this 'hope', since it has to do with a mystery, we 
should avoid every appearance of proselytism. Others have asked that the same 
Christian hope, applying to all peoples, should also be expressed somehow. In the 
present version of this paragraph we have sought to satisfy all these requests ...... 
By removing reference to conversion of the Jews (and by referring to conversion 
pejoratively as "proselytism"), Cardinal Bea 

'elevate[dl' the future conversion ofthe Jews to the ethereal status of a "mystery," 
thereby insinuating that it will somehow 'just happen' spontaneously one day 
without the necessity of any human missionary activity on the part of Catholics. 
Bea himself, of course, was at that time the Church's main representative in rela
tions with Judaism. And it seems more than likely, even though he didn't say so 
on the Council floor, that in proposing this amendment he had "sought to sat
isfy" his Jewish dialogue-partners as well as those "very many" (but unnamed) 
Catholic bishops who, he said, had requested the amendment.'" 

After forty years, that omission translated into a repudiation of the Gospel by 
prelates like Cardinal Keeler and Walter Cardinal Kasper, who told an audience 
at Boston College not only that Jews do not have to accept Christ to be saved, but 
that in taking this stance, they are "in line with God's plan." "This does not mean 
that Jews in order to be saved have to become Christians," Cardinal Kasper told 
the Center for Christian Jewish Learning in November 2002, "if they follow their 
own conscience and believe in God's promises as they understand them in their 
religious tradition, they are in line with God's plan, whichfor us comes to its his
torical completion in Jesus Christ."1l3 

As anyone who understands Jewish hermeneutics could have predicted, the 
Torah of Nostra Aetate was irrelevant to the Talmudic interpretations which fol
lowed its promulgation. Dr. William Wexler of the World Conference of Jewish 
Organizations, one of the most prescient commentators on the Jewish schema, 
said, "The true significance of the Ecumenical Council's statement will be deter
mined by the practical effects it has on those to whom it is addressed .... •4 In terms 
of its practical effects, Nostra Aetate became a weapon against the Church, some
thing which Poncins had claimed was its purpose from its inception. The Catholic 
Church lost control of the document because she lost control of its interpreta
tion, which was forged in the media which the Jewish interest groups controlled. 
But there were passages that aided the hijacking of its meaning. The most glaring 
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was, "the Church ... deplores all hatreds, persecutions, displays of anti-Semitism 
leveled at any time or from any source against the Jews."125 Zachariah Schuster 
deplored use of the word "deplores," thinking it too weak, but from a semantic 
viewpoint, the significant word was "anti-Semitism." The Church had condemned 
anti-Semitism without defining what it meant by that term, an omission of truly 
catastrophic proportions because, as Poncins pointed out at the time, 

In Jewish eyes, every measure of defense and protection against the penetration 
of Jewish ideas and conceptions, against anti-Christian Jewish heresies, against 
Jewish control of the national economy, and in general every measure of defense 
of national Christian traditions is a manifestation of anti-Semitism. Further
more, many Jews consider that the very fact of the recognition of the existence of 
a Jewish question constitutes a declaration of anti-Semitism.126 

Poncins reminded Catholics 

Jules Isaac accuses all the Fathers of the Church of anti-Semitism ... He accuses 
them of having unleashed the savagery of the beast and of being the real people 
responsible for German anti-Semitism and the gas chambers at Auschwitz. He 
finds them even worse than Hitler and Streicher and others for their system re
sulted in the Jews being tortured slowly and being left to live and suffer intermi
nably .... Does the Church admit Jules Issac's thesis and plead guilty?I>7 

The answer came 30 years later when Pope John Paul II issued an apology to 
the Jews. Benedict XVI later explained the Church was not apologizing for the 
Holocaust because Nazism was a "neopagan ideology" for which the Church took 
no responsibility. But, as the behavior of Rabbi Paul Spiegel at the synagogue in 
Cologne during Benedict XVI's visit there in August 2005 indicated, Jews weren't 
listening. If the Catholic Church was unabatedly wicked, then the only reparation 
would be self-annihilation. Again, Bishop Carli pointed out the logic and the self
contradictions of the Jewish accusation against the Church. If what Isaac said was 
true, then the Catholic Church must be "the cruelest and vastest association of 
evil-doers that has ever existed on the face of the earth."128 Then comes the contra
diction bound up with the double standard on collective responsibility: "The Jews 
today no longer want to be considered responsible for everything which was done 
to Jesus Christ by their ancestors, to whom even now they grant the benefit of 
good faith; but they demand that the Catholic Church of today should feel respon
sible and guilty for every thing which, according to them, the Jews have suffered 
for the past 2000 years."129 

Poncins and the conspiracy theorists were proven right when, on January 
25, 1966, Look magazine published an article explaining "How the Jews changed 
Catholic Teaching." Look not only made use of the Poncins material on Isaac, it 
substantiated his central claim that Jewish lobbying behind the scenes was dis
torting Catholic teaching. 

For the next 40 years, Nostra Aetate was used as "a weapon designed to over
throw traditional Catholicism." Within a year of its passage, Nostra Aetate would 

934 



The Third Session 

be used as a weapon against the Oberammergau Passion Play. 

November 1966: AJC threatens a boycott of the Oberammergau 
Passion Play 

In November 1966, Phil Baum, director of the American Jewish Congress' 
Commission on International Affairs, demanded the Oberammergau Passion 
Play purge its script of anti-Semitism or face a boycott. With a supporting cast in
cluding Arthur Miller, Lionel Trilling, Stanley Kunitz, Leonard Bernstein, Leslie 
Fiedler, Theodore Bikel, Irving Howe, Alfred Kazin, and German writers George 
Steiner, Guenter Grass, Heinrich Boell and Paul Celan, Holocaust industrialist 
Elie Wiesel called a news conference in New York City to announce the boycott. 
Wiesel said "the artist cannot be silent when the arts are used to exalt hatred. 
If the people of Oberammergau feel that they cannot faithfully represent their 
vision except though an explicitly anti-Semitic text, then others have no choice 
but to denounce that vision and urge that all who share our view join with us in 
condemning the performance."lJO 

James Shapiro makes clear no group of literary and artistic luminaries would 
have gotten anywhere if the Catholic Church had not provided an opening in Nos
tra Aetate, not in what it said but in what the philo-Semitic media represented it as 
saying. The thinly-veiled aggression behind Jewish enthusiasm for conciliar docu
ments is apparent in Shapiro's claim "it was only after Oberammergau was caught 
between the anvil of Vatican II and the hammering criticism of Jewish groups 
that serious changes were grudgingly made."l3l The Bavarians were being ham
mered because of Nostra Aetate. Without it, they could have deflected the blows. 
With it, the Jews played the bishop against his flock to eviscerate anything the 
Jews found repugnant, leading one observer to conclude "Nostra Aetate was the 
cornerstone of the abusive relationship that has hamstrung the Catholics for the 
last 40 years."l3' The villagers in Oberammergau blamed the Jews for the assault on 
their passion play. "But the truth" Shapiro says, "is that without a dramatic turn in 
the teachings of the Catholic Church, Jewish protesters would not have had much 
success in changing the play, boycotts notwithstanding."133 

Because of Nostra Aetate, the Oberammergau Passion play was portrayed "as 
disturbingly out of step with official [Catholic) dogma."lJ4 The Jews would have 
gotten nowhere "without the liberalization of official Catholic policy following 
Vatican II and the intense pressure subsequently brought to bear on this conserva
tive village."l35 The Jews considered Nostra Aetate as their most important weapon 
in their arsenal of cultural warfare. "It was," says Shapiro, 

a rude awakening for Oberammergau. The ensuing boycott of the 1970 produc
tion was the first time in this century when there were blocks of empty seats 
in the Passion playhouse. Until 1970, the Oberammergau play had been given 
a missio canonica, an official Church blessing signaling that Church doctrine 
was being taught. In that year, the first production following Vatican II and its 
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revolutionary "Declaration of the Relationship of the Church to Non-Christian 
Religions," this blessing was withheld ... [because the play] was now, according to 
the archbishop of Munich's pronouncement a play that "contained anti-Semitic 
elements and needed revision." The play hadn't changed, but the Church's mes
sage had. 136 

Shapiro is right in saying that the play hadn't changed. He is wrong in say
ing that the Church's teachings had changed. Nostra Aetate, however, did change 
the tactics Jews used to undermine those teachings. The Jews coopted Catholic 
scholars into accepting their interpretation. Shapiro claims the ADL and the AJC 
"quickly enlisted" Catholic theologians "in their struggle to change the play."'37The 
AJC and the ADL, .actively involved in interfaith dialogue, stepped up pressure 
on their Church contacts. "From the perspective of these Jewish organizations," 
Shapiro says, "Oberammergau was an important test of the commitment of the 
Church: if it couldn't change what was taking place on stage at Oberammergau, 
it could at least condemn it,''J38 Cardinal Doepfner of Munich quickly asked the 
mayor of Oberammergau to submit the script for review. The Jews had succeeded, 
in the initial stage at least, in dividing the shepherd from his flock. 

That this was their intention becomes clear when Shapiro discusses the play's 
use of typology, the fact that events in the Old Testament prefigured events in the 
New. All typology, he says, is triumphalist and repugnant to Jews. As a rabbi "who 
rejected typology categorically" put it, "all configurations in the Hebrew Bible are 
the mental property of Judaism" and therefore "off limits to Christians."'39 The 
Jews, according to Shapiro, could exploit "the sensitive issue of collective Jewish 
guilt ... in a post-Holocaust world," but "there is little wiggle room when it come to 
typology, nor can there be, insofar as Christianity is built upon its foundations .... 4o 

"Oberammergau and the Vatican took one and the same position" on typology 
"leaving Jewish critics with little leverage."'41 

Leverage is precisely what the Jews got with Nostra Aetate-not so much be
cause of what the document said but because the Church could never make its 
interpretation of its own document prevail over the interpretation which the Jews 
wanted to impose on it. With the help of Catholic scholars they were able to use 
their interpretation to drive a wedge between the hierarchy and the peasants. One 
of the scholars most willing to help in this regard was Leonard Swidler of Vil
lanova University. Swidler had a long history of saying whatever the ADL wanted 
to say whenever it would have been considered impolitic for the ADL to say it 
themselves. In the early '80S, Swidler wrote that "Jesus was himself not a Chris
tian. He was a Jew .... 4> Swidler left the term Jew deliberately ambiguous as a way of 
undermining the Church's reading of its own historical roots. This meant that the 
Gospels could no longer be considered historically accurate. They were, instead, 
part of the "faith facts" school, which means that they "are records of the way 
specific communities remembered Jesus the risen Christ, rather than careful ac
countings of historical accuracy .... 43 Swidler then collaborated with Gerard Sloyan, 
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another Catholic, in exploiting "the gap" which "existed between the new his
torical research and the traditional representation of the characters of the Passion 
story"148 as a way of subverting the 1984 Oberammergau production. By support
ing the "new historical research" of "Catholic scholars"'49 like Swidler and Sloyan, 
the Jews were forcing the Bavarians into a bind. Since, according to Shapiro, "the 
villagers had long insisted that what they were staging was historically true,"'so 
they could either capitulate to scholars like Swidler and Sloyan and eviscerate the 
Gospel or they could accept the Gospel in its entirety but admit that it had no 
historical foundation. 

As a result of their inability to see through the Jewish lobby's strategy of cul
tural warfare, the Bavarians began to give ground and make concessions. "One 
by one," Shapiro tells us, "the details of their play were shown to be ahistorical."lsl 
Since the Jews wanted to eviscerate the playas a prelude to eviscerating the gospels, 
no amount of concessions would satisfy them. "Even as changes were adopted in 
1970, 1980, and 1984," Shapiro writes, "more and more changes were suggested.''>s2 
The more the Jews gained concessions, the less interested they were in historical 
accuracy. During the seemingly never ending negotiations someone suggested, 
"Some of the Jews ought to wear prayer shawls and cover their heads with kippot," 
"even if Jews in the first-century didn't!" The purpose of the revisions, according to 
Shapiro, "was not only to make the play less offensive, but also to change the story 
line."'S3 That meant downplaying the "opposition between Jews and Christians" 
and rewriting it as "an intra-Jewish squabble that turns deadly only when the oc
cupying Roman forces get involved."ls4 The Jews promoted this reading because 
"arguing for Jesus' Jewishness also has the effect of delegitimizing Christianity 
itselC'>ss 

1967: Six-Day War and Ocean Hill-Brownsville 
In 1960 Norman Podhoretz became editor of Commentary. Podhoretz was 

the son of a Brooklyn milkman and spoke Yiddish as his first language. In spite of 
those potential handicaps, he moved through the New York educational system, 
ending up as a student of Lionel Trilling at Columbia University, which he entered 
as a precocious 16 year old. As such, Podhoretz came by his liberalism naturally. 
But it had never been a particularly comfortable fit. Writing for Commentary in 
the '50S, Podhoretz had harsh things to say about the Beatniks and the novels of 
Jack Kerouac. He also became the Jewish white racist after the publication of his 
memoirs about getting into fights with black youths in Brooklyn in "My Race 
Problem-and Ours." 

Shortly after assuming the helm of Commentary, Podhoretz noticed how pre
scient he had been about the race problem. The Jewish-Negro collaboration had 
begun when the Spingarn brothers created the NAACP. That same collaboration, 
which created the civil rights movement of the '60S, soon ran into inter-ethnic 
difficulties. Two-thirds of the white Freedom Riders fighting segregation in Mis-
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sissippi in 1961 were Jews. Up to one-half of the volunteers during the Mississippi 
summer of 1964 were Jews, as were two of the three men who died there on that 
summer's voter registration march. The Waveland conference that year marked the 
beginning of feminism when Stokely Carmichael announced women's position in 
the movement was "prone."'S6 Sexual liberation created ethnic tensions, which led 
to pressures for racial purity in Negro movements, which offended the Jews who 
had hoped the oppressed Negro would lead the revolution in America. Instead, 
ethnicity subverted the class conflict, leaving the Jewish supporters of the Negro 
civil rights movement dumbfounded. Imbued with Freudian and Reichian no
tions of the Negro as the embodiment of id-like passions that could bring the op
pressive racist regime tumbling down, Jewish revolutionaries unleashed passions 
that soon led to disillusionment and, in the case of Allard Lowenstein, death. 

In 1967, as part of its desire to wrest school boards from benighted local con
trol, the Ford Foundation, under the leadership of WASP scion and social en
gineer McGeorge Bundy, funded the racial takeover of the Ocean Hill-Browns
ville school district in metropolitan New York. The newly-empowered Negroes 
expressed their newly discovered ethnic solidarity by firing 19 tenured teachers, 
most of whom were Jewish. This enraged Albert Shanker, the Jewish head of the 
teachers union, who called a strike, bringing New York's multi-billion dollar bud
get school system to a grinding halt. When the strike ended, the Jewish liberal
ism Norman Podhoretz imbibed at the feet of Lionel Trilling was in ruins, and 
the phoenix of neoconservativism was extending its wings, ready to rise from the 
ashes. 

The Ocean Hill-Brownsville debacle "signaled the collapse of the liberal co
alition in which [Jews and blacks] had been joined together since the early days of 
the New Deal."'S7 It inaugurated a change in Jewish political alignment as signifi
cant as the switch from communism to liberalism in the late 40S. It marked the 
beginning of neoconservatism, which, according to Friedman, "was a reaction to 
the liberal meltdown and the loss of confidence of many Americans. A group of 
primarily liberal Jewish intellectuals now came forward to challenge the despair
ing spirit of the times, the counterculture, and most especially what they believed 
to be aggressive Soviet designs in the world."'s8 

Neoconservatism also marked a further stage in the Jewish takeover of the 
American political landscape. Jews had gone from being communists and social
ists to liberals, and in doing so had increased both their market share and their 
respectability. With the rise of neoconservatism, Jews could now dominate both 
ends of the political spectrum in America. "Ironically," writes Friedman, "the 
neocons share one characteristic of the New Left: Jewish leadership. Leftists Abbie 
Hoffman, Jerry Rubin and Sidney Blumenthal stood on one side; Kristol, Podho
retz and Glazer on the other. The leading publications on both sides of the divide 
were edited by Jews as well: Commentary (Norman Podhoretz), The Public Interest 
(Irving Kristol), and the New York Review of Books (Robert Silvers, Barbara Ep-
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stein, and Jason Epstein). In some respects the coming struggle between liberals 
and conservatives was a struggle within the Jewish community."'59 

The situation is better interpreted as bespeaking an increasing Jewish domi
nance in American culture. The liberal/conservative battle between international
ist Protestants from the East Coast and isolationist Protestants from the mid-West 
in the '30S evolved by the '60S into a struggle between two groups of Jews: the 
party of peace, corresponding to the party around Rabbi Hillel, and the party of 
revolution, around Rabbi Shammai. Together the schools of Hillel and Shammai 
created a dialectic in which assimilation led to revolution and revolution led to as
similation. The neocons were the party of Hillel; the leftists the party of Shammai, 
a split that went back to the time Simon bar Kokhba. The conflict between Jerry 
Rubin on the one hand and Norman Podhoretz on the other corresponded to the 
split at the time of the destruction of the Temple between the Jews who wanted 
revolution and those willing to bake bread on the Sabbath or do anything else the 
Roman conquerors wanted. 

The Ocean Hill-Brownsville debacle occurred at the time of the Six-Day War 
of 1967, "the most important episode in the history of Soviet (and American) Zi
onism.'''60 That war propelled American Jews from liberalism and toward Zion
ism just as the Doctor's Plot and the Rosenberg trial had propelled them from 
Communism toward Liberalism. That war reinforced the ethnocentrism ofJewish 
liberals at a time when their commitment to increasingly surly and ethnocentric 
Negroes was diminishing. "If one thing ties Neoconservatives, Likudniks, and 
post-Cold War hawks together," Ian Burman concludes, "it is the conviction that 
liberalism is strictly for sissies.'''61 In 1967 Norman Podhoretz stopped being a lib
eral sissy. 

Once the Jews recognized that the liberal/conservative conflict was an intra
Jewish debate, they stopped being subversives and instead of working to over
throw the old regime of Protestant culture, they began to demand unconditional 
allegiance to the new American regime, which was now Jewish and cosmopolitan. 
Commentary was one of the first magazines to recognize the de facto Jewish take
over of American culture. Under these circumstances, it no longer made sense 
to be adversarial. The Jews were now the ruling elite. So now patriotism was the 
appropriate emotion. 

By the mid-'70S, it was clear that the Jews were the new establishment. In 1982, 
Forbes reported 40 percent of the wealthiest 40 people in America were Jews. Jews 
made up less than 3 percent of the American population, and yet 15 of the 20 most 
influential intellectuals were Jews. Jews dominated the "media elite" constituting 
"more than one-third of the most 'influential' critics of film, literature, radio and 
television" as well as "almost half of the Hollywood producers of prime-time tele
vision shows and about two-thirds of the directors, writers, and producers of the 
50 top grossing movies between 1965 and 1982.",6. When Vanity Fair did an article 
on "the new establishment" in October 1994, eleven of the 23 media moguls they 
profiled were Jews. 
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Chapter Twenty-Eight 

Jews and Abortion 

In 1967, Jewish gynecologist Bernard Nathanson was invited to a dinner party 
at which the ostensible topic was James Joyce. During that dinner party, Na
thanson met another revolutionary Jew by the name of Lawrence Lader. Lader 

had been a protege and, some hinted, lover of Margaret Sanger, the recently de
ceased diva of the American eugenics movement. Lader talked about Joyce, but 
Nathanson was soon fascinated to learn Lader had just written a book on abor
tion, a topic even more fascinating to Nathanson than novels by Irish apostates. 

Nathanson defines Lader politically rather than ethnically. Lader became 
involved in radical politics in New York when he went to work for Representa
tive Vito Marcantonio, a man who was rumored to have ties with the communist 
party, which was largely made up of New York Jews. Lader divorced his wife and 
became a freelance writer (a vocation financed by the money he inherited from his 
father) and became an agitator for the sexual politics of Margaret Sanger shortly 
after his return from World War II. From the moment he met Lader, Nathanson 
saw him as "brewing up a revolution" and as a result he felt "a growing sense of 
excitement.'" 

Nathanson felt that he came by his own revolutionary fervor naturally-he 
hints at some "Mendelian mechanism'''-because he was a Jew. Revolution, ac
cording to Nathanson, was another word for "chutzpah": "I come by my rebel
liousness honestly. As a physician, I doubt that this is a quality passed on by any 
recognized Mendelian mechanism. But my father had it in abundance, except that 
in his generation and in the community in which he was brought up they called 
it chutzpah.''3 

Because Nathanson feels "any author on abortion must submit to religious 
dissection,'!! he tells of his schooling in New York City. He went to a "fine pri
vate school with virtually 100 percent Jewish students''s and he attended Hebrew 
School, where he developed an aversion to the Talmud. 

Religious instruction in that era meant endless slogging through turgid pas
sages of Hebrew Scripture, mindless memorization of Hebrew prayers for numer
ous occasions and sanctimonious lectures about the chosen ness of the Jewish race. 
Preoccupation with Zionism and fundraising left little energy for instruction in 
Hebrew or any demeaning excursions into the arcane regions offaith.6 

Nathanson's experience in Hebrew School confirmed him in his aversion to 
the Talmud as a compendium of meaningless opinions which the rabbis enforced 
on Jews to maintain their control over them. In this he was not unlike the revolu
tionary Jews in Russia during its Maskilic period from 1860-1880, when the Ger
man Enlightenment destroyed the Jews' allegiance to the Talmud and created the 
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vacuum which was filled by Jewish conversion to messianic revolutionary poli
tics. 

Once religion had been discredited in Nathanson's eyes, he had no guide in 
life other than his own passions. While in medical school, Nathanson had an af
fair, which led to a pregnancy, which he paid to have aborted. The mother of his 
child informed Nathanson afterward that "she had haggled down his price to $350 

before the procedure." She handed him "the remaining $150''7 and disappeared 
from his life. The experience of procuring the abortion of his own child coarsened 
Nathanson, causing him to become cynical about what other people considered 
sacred-"Marriage seemed ludicrous now,"8-propelling him further along the 
road to revolutionary politics. 

Nathanson arrived at the revolution via sexuality, but also via the gyneco
logical profession, which he felt predestined to adopt because of the influence of 
his gynecologist father. Gynecology plus revolutionary fervor in New York in the 
'60S meant abortion. After having murdered his own child, Nathanson was more 
disposed to act on his own "natural" Jewish inclination to revolution. He was also 
more likely to act on the promptings of other Jewish revolutionaries. Nathanson 
became a crusader for abortion at the time Wilhelm Reich's face and ideas made 
the cover of the New York Times magazine. Before long any ob/gyn who refused 
to admit involement in abortion was part of a "loathsome little charade."9 Anger 
begat a desire to change the laws to conform to his behavior: 

I suppose that in fury at my own impotence to aid my patients and particularly 
in anger at the egregious inequity in the availability of abortions, the germina
tion of an idea began: the need to change the laws. There seemed no time for the 
luxury of contemplating the theoretical morality of abortion or the soundness of 
freedom of choice. Something simply had to be done. to 

Because Nathanson considered abortion a revolutionary act and because he 
considered himself a revolutionary because of the fact that he was Jewish, he be
came, in his own words, "an enlistee in the Revolution.'''t In this, Nathanson was 
influenced by the Jew from Hibbing, Minnesota, Bob Dylan, who had procured an 
abortion a few years earlier. He even makes use oflyrics from a Bob Dylan song at 
one point-"the times they were a changin"-in describing 1967 as the revolution
ary annus mirabilis in which he joined with Lader to work for the "total abolition 
of abortion restrictions.'''' 

I was as enthusiastic and as cooperative a confederate as one could wish for in 
a revolutionary movement as profound as this one. Larry and I and others were 
to devote hundreds of hours of our free time to the cause in the coming years. I 
was almost yearning to be radicalized in a cause. This was 1967. The country was 
being racked by the Vietnam convulsion and challenges to authority seemed the 
order of the day, particularly in the intellectual breeding-grounds of the North
east. Though I was forty, I believe that I secretly longed to be a part of the youth 
movement that was sweeping the country, demanding justice, pledging change, 
exalting "love." So my indignation, my rebellious nature, and an undeniable urge 
to "join the kids," combined to move me into the public arena.13 
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The abortion movement was part of the sexual revolution. The abortion revo
lution was, nonethless, unique. It coincided with the rise to cultural prominence 
of American Jewry in the wake of their breaking of the Hollywood production 
code and the Arab-Israeli Six-Day War, when it became the opinion of the WASP 
state department elite that Israel was a strategic asset in America's quest to secure 
oil in the Mid-East. The abortion movement took on the same configuration as the 
revolution in Europe when Philip II contested Elizabeth over religious hegemony 
during the counter-reformation. Like Elizabeth's campaign to drive the Spaniards 
from Holland, the campaign to overturn abortion laws in New York State was 
largely an alliance of Protestants and Jews at war with the Catholics. 

The list of groups attending a June 1970 meeting of the National Associa
tion for the Repeal of Abortion Laws (later, the National Abortion Rights Actions 
League) bears this out. NARAL always worked toward "enlisting the Protestant 
and Jewish clergy'''4 to provide a moral counterforce to Catholics.'5 

Karl Marx claimed the revolution would be run by the vanguard of the Pro
letariat, which he associated with the Communist Party. But former communists 
like David Horowitz felt Marx's real "vanguard",6 was the Jews, who had been 
involved in every revolutionary movement since the fall of the Temple. Although 
Protestants were involved, Jews were the vanguard in the abortion movement as 
they were the vanguard of Bolshevism in Russia and of pornography in the United 
States. The movement to overturn abortion laws in New York was an essentially 
Jewish movement that saw itself as a revolutionary force against the darkness of 
Christianity in general and the Catholic Church in particular. The movement was 
certainly not exclusively Jewish, but it could not have survived or succeeded with
out Jewish leadership. The abortion rights movement was a quintessentially Jew
ish revolutionary movement that mobilized the ~oalition of Jews and Judaizing 
Protestants that America inherited from the English anti-Catholic wars of the 
16th century. 

The ethnic configuration of the abortion movement wasn't coincidental. 
The ethnically ambiguous Lader was to Lenin what Nathanson was to Trotsky. 
Together they carried out a crusade against Catholics. Shortly after meeting Na
thanson, Lader explained his strategy of legalizing abortion by attacking Catho
lics. The proabortion forces had to "bring the Catholic hierarchy out where we can 
fight them. That's the real enemy. The biggest single obstacle to peace and decency 
throughout all of history.">7 Nathanson, then no friend of the Church, was taken 
aback by the vehemence and cosmic scope of Lader's attack. Lader 

held forth on that theme through most of the drive home. It was a comprehensive 
and chilling indictment of the poisonous influence of Catholicism in secular af
fairs from its inception until the day before yesterday. I was far from an admirer 
of the church's role in the world chronicle, but his insistent, uncompromising 
recitation brought to mind the Protocols of the Elders of Zion. It passed through 
my mind that if one had substituted "Jewish" for "Catholic," it would have been 
the most vicious anti-Semitic tirade imaginable.18 
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Lader knew "every revolution has to have its villain."19 Historically, those vil
lains were Catholic, except in Russia, where the Czar was orthodox, the head of an 
officially Christian country. "It doesn't really matter whether it's a king, a dictator, 
or a tsar, but it has to be someone, a person, to rebel against. It's easier for the people 
we want to persuade to perceive it this way.'''o In America, Lader told Nathanson, 
the villain would not be Catholics, who could be divided along liberal and conser
vative lines, but the Catholic hierarchy, which was a "small enough group to come 
down on and anonymous enough so that no names ever have to be mentioned, 
but everybody will have a fairly good idea whom we are talking about.'''1 The strat
egy shocked Nathanson initially, but it soon made good sense when Nathanson 
remembered, "That was how Trotsky and his followers habitually referred to the 
Stalinists.'''' When Lader brought Betty Friedan into NARAL, she brought with 
her the communist tactics she had learned from her youthful work with the party. 
Making it seem that women, irrespective of ethnicity, supported abortion was a 
"brilliant tactic"'3 that corresponded to the "Popular Front" three decades earlier 
and showed the abortion movement's revolutionary pedigree. 

The new popular front included Protestants and Jews, with women as props 
in televised demonstrations, attacking doctors and hospitals targeted because 
they were Catholic. One early victim was the Catholic ob/gyn Hugh Barber. Na
thanson chose him to target because he "was a practicing Catholic who had stood 
adamantly against the widening psychiatric indications for action in his depart
ment.'''4 According to Nathanson, "there has been ... no social change in American 
history as sweeping, as potent in American family life, or as heavily dependent 
upon an anti-religious bias for its success as the abortion movement.'''s 

By the late '70S, when Nathanson wrote Aborting America, he was "heartily 
ashamed of the use of the anti-Catholic ploy.'''6 Nathanson implicated the Jews 
in this "anti-Catholic ploy" by calling it a "Shandeh jah yidden" ("scandal for 
the Jews").>7 As if admitting the ethnic nature of the struggle, Nathanson con
verted to Catholicism a few years after converting to the prolife pOSition. The use 
of anti-Catholic bigotry to promote abortion was more than "a reincarnation of 
McCarthyism at its worst," it was "a keenly focused weapon, full of purpose and 
design.'''s 

Lader divided Catholics into liberal and conservative factions and then used 
the former to control and discredit the latter. The "'modern' Kennedy Catholics," 
who "were already using contraception," could be browbeaten into a public "pro
choice" position without much effort.>9 Then "The stage was set ... for the use of 
anti-Catholicism as a political instrument and for the manipulation of Catho
lics themselves by splitting them and setting them against each other."30 NARAL 
would supply the press with "fictitious polls and surveys designed to make it ap
pear as if American Catholics were deserting the teachings of the Church and the 
dictates of their consciences in droves.''31 
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The main public relations weapon, however, was "identifying every anti
abortion figure according to his or her religious affiliation (usually Catholic)" 
while "studiously" refraining from any ethnic or religious identification of those 
who were pro-abortion.3' "Lader's own religious beliefs" were "never discussed or 
mentioned," but he identified Malcolm Wilson, the lieutenant governor of New 
York State in 1970 as "a Catholic strongly opposed to abortion.".!3 "Neither I nor 
Assemblyman Albert Blumenthal," Nathanson continued, "was ever identified as 
a Jew, nor was Governor Nelson Rockefeller ever recognized as a Protestant," even 
though the abortion movement was disproportionately Jewish and "from the very 
beginning of the abortion revolution the Catholic Church and its spokesmen took 
a considerable role in the opposition.".!4 

Given the media's liberal bias, "it was easy to portray the church as an insen
sitive, authoritarian war-monger, and association with it or any of its causes as 
unendurably reactionary, fascistic, and ignorant.".!5 Nathanson thinks Catholics 
should have pointed out the religious bigotry at the heart of this double standard; 
they also should have explained that the proabortion side was overwhelmingly 
Jewish, and, therefore, un-American because: 

In the public mind Protestant America is America. and had Protestant opposi
tion been organized and vociferous early on, permissive abortion might have 
been perceived as somehow anti-American, the spawn of a cadre of wild-eyed 
Jewish radicals in New York City.36 

Instead, there was no Catholic response to the "blatantly anti-Catholic cam
paign."37 Catholics concentrated on explaining how the fetus was a human being, 
as if the other side were ignorant of this fact. "There was no Catholic equivalent 
of the Anti-Defamation League of the B'nai B'rith or the NAACP.''38 The Catholic 
Church "confined itself decently (though as it turned out, disastrously) to the issue 
of abortion.".!9 By not identifying their ethnic opponents, Catholics lost the war. 

The media had no qualms in this regard and were willing to engage in a fla
grant violation of the rules identifying crime by race which they had just estab
lished. The "mega-press" (Nathanson's term) collaborated because they were con
trolled by proabortion Jews and Protestants, who encouraged liberal Catholics 
like the New York Times' Anna Quindlen, eager to make it in a competitive profes
sion. "The media," says Nathanson, 

discreetly ignored the carefully crafted bigotry we were peddling. Many media 
people were young college-educated liberal Catholics, just the kind we had suc
ceeded in splitting off from the faithful flock, and they were not about to dis
grace their newly-won spurs as intelligentSia by embarrassing the liberals with 
anything as crass as an accusation of prejudice. Prejudice was something evil 
directed at Jews and blacks. not Catholics. But had our fulminations been anti
Semitic or anti-black there would have been the most powerful keening in the 
media-strong enough to have destroyed NARAL.40 

The NARAL strategy was based on chutzpah. "For sheer chutzpah it had no 
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modern parallel.'lIl Nathanson calls the "Robert Byrn affair" the "most nakedly 
bigoted, fecklessly anti-Catholic campaign NARAL ever mounted.'Ij, Byrn, a Ford
ham University law professor characterized by the New York Times as "a forty
year-old Roman Catholic bachelor," went before Justice Lester Holtzman to have 
himself declared the legal guardian of unborn children threatened with abortion. 
True to the ethnic double standard, the New York Times "did not characterize 
Justice Holtzman as a married Jew.'113 When Byrn sued for an injunction against 
abortions in New York's municipal hospitals, Attorney General Louis Lefkowitz 
vowed to fight Byrn, but nothing was said about Lefkowitz's ethnic/religious sta
tus. When Nancy Stearns, a lawyer for the Center for Constitutional Rights tried 
to have Byrn put up $40,000 bond for each woman forced to have a child, New 
York Times correspondent Jane Brody, whose ethnic identity remained shrouded 
in mystery, "failed to describe Stearns as a single Jewess.'114 Because the Times is 
the national paper of record, this double standard got repeated across the coun
try. In Philadelphia, the Philadelphia Inquirer repeatedly referred to anti-abortion 
crusader Martin Mullen as an "arch-conservative'lj5 Roman Catholic, but never 
referred to Governor Milton Shapp, Mullen's opponent in Pennsylvania's abortion 
wars, as a pro-abortion Jew. Nathanson notes that Canada's Henry Morgenthaler 
used his stay in one of Hitler's concentration camps to justify his role as Canada's 
leading abortion provider. Morgenthaler's clinics violated Canadian law and yet 
"Morgenthaler ... is adored by the Canadian mega-press" even though he "is quite 
as devoted to malignant anti-Catholicism as our American exorcist, Lawrence 
Lader.'lj6 

In 1967, at around the same time that Bernard Nathanson met Lawrence Lad
er and NARAL was born, abortion became legal in California. Governor Ronald 
Reagan signed the nation's first abortion bill into law, but the law was written by 
Anthony Beilenson, the Jewish representative from Beverly Hills. The ethnic di
mensions of the abortion battle were, if anything, even more extreme in California 
than they were in New York. As in New York, the battle over abortion broke down 
clearly along ethnic lines. As in New York, Jews generally promoted abortion, and 
Catholics generally opposed it. From the moment that abortion was legalized in 
1967, the abortion battle in California was largely a battle between Catholics and 
Jews, in much the same way that Catholics and Jews had battled each other over 
obscenity in the California movie industry 30 years earlier. 
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Chapter Twenty-Nine 

The Black Panthers 

On October 15, 1966, when Martin Luther King's failure to reform the hous
ing situation in Chicago had become painfully apparent, three Negroes 
who were on the payroll of an antipoverty program in Oakland, Califor

nia sat down and created a new revolutionary organization known as the Black 
Panther Party. As one of their first acts, Huey Newton and Bobby Seale, two of 
the three co-founders, persuaded a Japanese American by the name of Richard 
Aoki to give them his M-l rifle and his 9-mm pistol, because, they reasoned, real 
revolutionaries need guns. 

Huey Newton, one of the three founding members of the Black Panthers, was 
born in Louisiana and named after that state's most famous governor. His parents 
came to Oakland during the job boom of World War II, when that city was a ma
jor entrepot for the Pacific Theater. Newton may have gotten his first guns from a 
Japanese-American revolutionary, but he got the idea to turn his shakedown oper
ation into a revolutionary organization from the Jews he met at Merritt College. 

"Nothing made the idea of revolution more vivid to the white left," as Todd 
Gitlin put it in his history of the '60S, "than the Black Panther Party.'" Unlike the 
Black Nationalists, David Horowitz tells us, "the Panthers quoted Marx and ac
tively sought alliances with the white left.''' Horowitz doesn't say so explicitly, at 
this point at least, but the so-called "white left" in the bay area and elsewhere was 
overwhelmingly Jewish. The saga of the rise and fall of the Black Panthers was the 
same old Black-Jewish Alliance story in a new more violent, overtly revolution
ary key. The Black Panthers were attracted to the Jews for all of the usual reasons. 
The Jews were experienced revolutionaries who knew how to run organizations 
and raise money, or in the case of Bert Schneider, the Hollywood producer who 
bankrolled the Panthers, give it in large quantities as well. The Jews were attracted 
to the Panthers, although "no one would publicly say so," because of their willing
ness to use violence to bring about revolution. Horowitz claims that "it was the 
Panthers' violent image that provided their real attraction to the new Left.''3 

The Panthers had been inspired by Jews in other ways as well. As part of their 
10 point program, the Panthers, demanded reparations payments for American 
blacks because the Jews had been so successful in shaking down money from the 
Germans after World War II: 

The Germans are now aiding the Jews in Israel for the genocide of the Jewish 
people. The Germans murdered six million Jews. The American racist has taken 
part in the slaughter of over 50 million black people; therefore, we feel that this 
is a modest demand that we make.4 

In May 1966, Stokely Carmichael became chairman of SNCC. As one of his 
first acts, he expelled the Jews from the Civil Rights movement. David Horowitz 
remembers being stunned by the magnitude of the betrayal: 
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Jews had funded the movement, devised its legal strategies, and provided support 
for its efforts in the media and in the universities-and wherever else they had 
power. More than half the freedom riders who had gone to the southern states 
were Jews, although Jews constituted only 3 percent of the population. It was an 
unprecedented show of solidarity from one people to another. Jews had put their 
resources and lives on the line to support the black struggle for civil rights, and 
indeed, two of their sons-Schwerner and Goodman-had been murdered for 
their efforts. But even while these tragic events were still fresh, the black leaders 
of the movement had unceremoniously expelled the Jews from their ranks.5 

Horowitz could not understand how blacks could treat Jews like this, especially 
"since Jews were a near majority of the whites in these organizations, and had 
played a strategic role in organizing and funding the struggle."t5 The Jews who had 
spent roughly 60 years trying to turn the Negro masses into the avant garde of 
revolutionary change in America woke up in the mid-'60s to discover that Tom 
Watson had been right all along; like Frankenstein, they had created a monster 
that was no longer under their control. Now that the revolution was actually 
breaking out in black ghettoes across the country, the revolution looked as if it 
were going to devour its own Jews. 

As a result, the Jews who had poured hundreds of thousands of dollars into 
the civil rights movement tried to use moderates like Martin Luther King to get 
back at ungrateful shvarztes like Stokeley Carmichael. On July 25, 1966, Martip. 
Luther King attacked black power in a paid ad in the New York Times. King's 
statement had been written by Stanley Levison. Friedman is quick to add that 
"Levison, of course, was only putting into words what King himself felt''l without 
understanding how this admission lent credence to the SNCC's claim that Martin 
Luther King had become a Jewish puppet. 

SNCC, which John Lewis described as "part domestic Peace Corps and part 
guerilla warfare,"8 was the cutting edge Negro revolutionary organization at the 
time, but since the SNCC was not interested in talking to white people anymore, 
Jewish alumnae of the Freedom Summer in Mississippi like Bay Area Lawyer Faye 
Stender gravitated into the orbit of the Black Panthers. 

Faye Stender was one of the many Jewish lawyers who were involved in 
"interracial" romances with their black clients. The big impetus for the sexual 
phase of the Black-Jewish Alliance was the Freedom Summer of 1964 in Mississippi, 
an experience which some participants say led to 1) feminism among the Jewish 
women and 2) the expulsion of whites from the movement because black women 
had become outraged at the seduction of what they considered their men. Asked for 
his thoughts on the position of women in the movement in 1964, SNCC chairman 
Stokely Carmichael replied, "prone." 

Eldridge Cleaver had been released from prison in December 1966 largely 
because of the efforts of Beverly Axelrod, his mistress cum attorney, and because 
of the articles he had written in Ramparts Magazine. After his release from prison, 
when Cleaver set himself up in a large Victorian house on Pine Street in San 
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Francisco's predominantly black Fillmore district, it was Axelrod who raised the 
money from various communist organizations to pay Cleaver's bills. 

Using Black House as his base of operations, Cleaver planned to launch a new 
black political movement which would take up the banner that Malcolm X had 
let drop when he was assassinated. That meant collaborating with Betty Shabazz, 
Malcolm X's widow, who was invited to the Bay Area for a memorial service and 
negotiations. 

When Malcolm X's widow, Betty Shabazz, arrived at the Ramparts offices for 
an interview, a confrontation with the police ensued. When the police ordered 
the Panthers to put away their weapons, Huey Newton leveled his shotgun at the 
officer in charge, who promptly backed down. Eldridge Cleaver was impressed. 
"Goddam," Cleaver said of Newton, "that nigger is c-r-a-z-y."9 Newton's bravado 
so impressed Cleaver that he dropped the idea of forming his own organization 
and joined the Black Panthers, which promptly appointed him their "Minister of 
Information." 

Eldridge Cleaver later wrote an article for Ramparts called "How I fell in Love 
with the Black Panther Party," describing the confrontation as the moment of 
truth that won his allegiance. In an introduction for a planned Newton biography, 
he characterized Huey as "the baddest motherfucker ever to set foot inside of 
history." The line, however, was not written by Eldridge, but by a white Ramparts 
editor named Peter Collier.'o 

It was the first of many instances when a white revolutionary would put words 
in Cleaver's mouth. One of the things Newton and Cleaver had in common was 
their acquaintance with a revolutionary Jew by the name of Robert Scheer. Huey 
Newton had already met Scheer at Merritt College. By the time Newton faced 
down the Oakland Police at Ramparts' offices, Scheer had already made contact 
with Eldridge Cleaver, who was serving time in Soledad Prison, and had published 
an article by him in Ramparts in June 1966. 

Robert Scheer was a writer who had a small political following at his disposal 
as the result of an unsuccessful campaign to unseat congressman Jeffrey Cohelan. 
Scheer would go on to write a column for the Los Angeles Times and conduct the 
famous Jimmy Carter interview which appeared in Playboy in the late '70S, but 
he began his journalistic career as editor of Root and Branch, the journal that 
created the New Left at Berkeley. By the second issue of Root and Branch, Scheer 
had defined the style of the New Left. It was going to be a fusion of "Marxist 
agendas with the anarchic spirit of American mischief."" Once they defined the 
style of both the "counterculture" and "youth rebellion," revolutionary Jews like 
Scheer and Horowitz could once again assume their positions at the forefront of 
the movement and become "the self-conscious vanguard of a social revolution."" 

Ironically, Horowitz submitted a critique of contraception as part of one of his 
Root and Branch articles, but the idea was shot down by Scheer who dismissed 
any misgivings about contraception as "a point of view so perverse" that "only 
a reactionary" and "probably only a Catholic" could hold it.'3ln addition to 
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their work at Root and Branch, both Horowitz and Scheer wrote seminal books 
that also helped created the New Left of the '60S. Horowitz dedicated his book 
Student to Justice Hugo Black, half of the radical Black/Douglas faction on the 
Supreme Court that was busy ratifying the New Left's turn away from economics 
and toward sexual issues as the cutting edge of revolution. Scheer's book was 
on Vietnam. In fact, Scheer joined the staff of Ramparts magazine after the 
publication of How the United States Got Involved in Vietnam, a book The Nation 
called the most important analysis of the war up to that time. Once he joined the 
staff of Ramparts, Scheer took the erstwhile Catholic magazine in an increasingly 
revolutionary direction, largely because he brought a whole cadre of revolutionary 
Jews on board with him. 

In the fall of 1967, David Horowitz joined Scheer on the staff of Ramparts to 
run its book publishing division. Horowitz had been a member of the NAACP 
at Columbia, where "like other radicals," he "followed the progress of the 
Montgomery bus boycott and the early sit-ins .... 4 Horowitz "was pleased when 
my mother indicated in a conspiratorial tone that Rosa Parks was 'one of us .... 5 but 
doesn't explain whether "us" meant being Jewish or being a revolutionary. That's 
because the two terms were synonymous for Horowitz when he was growing up. 
Real ethnicity was bad. Revolution was Horowitz's ethnicity: 

It was Cuddihy's thesis that the revolutionary ideas of Marx and Freud were at
tempts to deconstruct these civil orders and replace them with a universal one 
in which they would finally be granted the acceptance they craved. Thus Freud 
claimed to show that bourgeois civility was a mask for sexual repression, while 
Marx argued that it mystified economic exploitation. Each had a vision of libera
tion ... that would provide a universal solvent in which the significance of ethnic 
identities disappeared.'6 

Horowitz agonized over the issue ofJewish ethnic identity in his'later years. 
After he had become a conservative, Horowitz decided to force the ethnicity issue 
when he was invited to take part in a symposium organized by those who still 
held on to the revolutionary faith. "Just out of curiosity," Horowitz asked his 
former colleagues on the Left, "I'd like to hear how the other Marxists in the room 
identify themselves ethnically .... 7 

Horowitz goes on to add, "I knew, of course, that they were all Jews, and that 
not one would demean himself to acknowledge that fact .... s Rather than admit 
there was, in fact, a connection between being a Jew and being a revolutionary, 
Horowitz's colleagues dismissed "his interrogations" as an "attempt ... to obstruct 
this seminar with questions that didn't interest anyone else.'''9 

By the time he arrived at Berkeley, Horowitz, taking his cue from Marx's analysis 
of Jews as economic exploiters in "On the Jewish Question," had concluded that 
ethnicity in general and Jewish ethnicity in particular was a problem which 
only socialism could solve. "Socialism," Horowitz concluded, "would 'solve' the 
Jewish question by eliminating Judaism, along with all other ethnic and national 
identities.''>o As a result, Horowitz wrote, 
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I did not identify myself as a Jew. I was a revolutionary and an internationalist. 
To see myself as a Jew, a member of a real community in all its human limits, 
with all its human faults, to identify with the claims of such a community, would 
have been a betrayal of the revolutionary Idea.21 

Even if that were the case, Horowitz was still forced to grapple with the con
nection between Jews and revolution and the fact that "For nearly two hundred 
years, Jews have played a disproportionate role as leaders of the modern revolu
tionary movements in Europe and the West .... • 

In dealing with the Jewish inclination toward revolution, Horowitz is forced 
to deal with Jewish religion, but here as before revolution becomes the central 
event around which everything else revolves. The central religious paradigm for 
"Jews of the radical Left" is exile. As the Jews' exile from the Land of Israel "be
came more and more permanent," an apocalyptic strain of Jewish messianism 
developed "which no longer conceives the event as a restoration of the good of 
a previous time .... 3 Instead Jewish messianism presents the longing for return in 
a metaphysical or theological light, according to which Jews have been sent into 
exile so that they can redeem the world or bring about "tikkun olam." 

This strain can be most easily seen in the Lurianic Caballah where it appeared 
in explicit form for the first time in Jewish history in the aftermath of the Jews' 
expulsion from Spain in 1492. Jewish exile, according to this new view, was neither 
an unfortunate accident nor a punishment for having rejected the Messiah, but 
instead "a mark of our destiny to become agents of salvation .... 4 As the Kabbalist 
Hayim Vital put it, the Jews had to "be scattered to the four winds in order to lift 
everything Up."·5 In their attempt to bring about tikkun olam, the Jews became 
"the first revolutionary internationalists."·6 

Socialism and Communism accepted these deeply internalized Jewish prin
ciples and secularized them to make them more congruent with the intellectual 
standards of the 19th century, but Messianic politics retained its religious roots 
nonetheless: 

By carrying the revolution to its conclusion, socialists would usher in a millen
nium and fulfill the messianic prophecies of the pre-Enlightenment religions 
that modern ideas had discredited. Through this revolution, the lost unity of 
mankind would be restored, social harmony would be reestablished, paradise 
regained. It would be a tikkun alam, a repair of the world.27 

It is this paradigm, according to Horowitz, which "forges the false bonds be
tween Jewish faith and revolutionary fervor.'''s 

By the time he wrote those words, Horowitz had concluded that "the Marxist 
idea, to which I had devoted my entire intellectual life and work, was false .... 9 As a 
result, he concluded, "I am nothing."3O When Horowitz lost his faith in socialism, 
that event precipitated an identity crisis similar to the one Lorraine Hansberry 
described in The Sign in Sidney Brustein's Window. If Jews stop being revolution
aries, both Hansberry and Horowitz began to wonder in their separate ways, do 
they have any identity? 
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Horowitz grew up in Sunnyside, a section of New York in which being a Jew 
meant being a revolutionary and vice versa. In Sunnyside, the rules of normal 
ethnicity prevailed, but they did not apply to Jews in the way they applied to other 
ethnic groups. The Jews never referred to themselves as Communists. The com
mon euphemism when Horowitz was growing up was progressive, which was a 
bland political category and not unlike a Jew taking a WASP name. Even if com
munists didn't believe in ethnicity, before long young Horowitz began to notice, 
however, that all of the "progressives had names like Abramson, Adler, Heller, and 
Wolfman''3' and that they 

were like a tiny scouting party that had infiltrated the camp of an alien tribe, 
vastly superior in number who were neither intellectuals, nor communists, nor 
Jews. They were Irish and Italian, their church was a pillar of the anti-Com
munist cause. Their names were Bradshaw, Canorazzi and O'Brien, and the in
stitutions of their Catholic life were visible along Skillman Avenue, where the 
shops of the neighborhood were also arrayed. There were the stations of sin and 
redemption that marked their moral progress-the Shamrock Bar & Grill, the 
Amodeo family grocery, the storefront offices of the Veterans of Foreign Wars, 
St. Teresa's and the Shea funeral homeP 

Catholics were an especially virulent form of goyim, a prejudice which 
Horowitz's parents had confirmed in their minds when they read the books of 
Paul Blanshard: 

Many of the existing governments in Eastern Europe were Catholic. Another 
book on my parents' shelf-The Vatican by Paul Blanshard-explained how the 
Catholic Church was in league with corrupt privilege and WaS the world's biggest 
landowner. The Catholic Church had rallied the reactionary forces in the Span
ish Civil War, and now was playing a similar role in Eastern Europe. When the 
Communists seized the government of Hungary, Cardinal Josef Mindzenty took 
refuge in the US embassy and made himself a symbol of the anti-Communist 
resistance. In America, Catholic politicians and clerics like Cardinal Francis Jo
seph Spellman and Bishop Fulton J. Sheen, became leading spokesmen of the 
anti-Communist cause. The inflammatory currents of the international civil war 
simmered in the Sunnyside air.33 

In Sunnyside, ethnic animosity flowed, not from anti-Semitism, but from the 
fact that Horowitz's parents felt "hostility toward the goyim, and indeed every
thing the goyim held dear," and "that incited the hostility back."34 

In spite of his efforts, however, Horowitz cannot solve the ethnic problem 
on its own terms. In order to answer the ethnic question, Horowitz has to probe 
deeper into areas that are personal, familial, and psychological. Horowitz claims 
"I do not really have an answer to the mystery of origins-to what in particular 
had set my father and eventually, therefore, myself on the radical path,"35 but in 
mentioning his father, he proposes a psychological starting point for his quest into 
why so many Jews become revolutionaries. 
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"My father," Horowitz wrote, "thought of himself as a revolutionary."36 Horow
itz goes on to confirm the suspicions Lorraine Hansberry mooted in Brustein
once the Jew ceases to be a revolutionary he has no identity-when he writes, "The 
[Communist] Party has become so much my father's personal salvation that with
out it the possibilities oflife itself vanish."37 By this point Horowitz has reached the 
heart of the matter, which is religious and moral. His father is lost because he has 
rejected the light, and as a result "He had become enclosed in his own darkness, 
where the only ray of light was his revolutionary fantasy, now reduced to a desper
ate personal quest."38 

Irving Louis Horowitz has an equally grim assessement of his own father, 
whom he describes as "the perfect Sombartian man-the Calvinist Jew, convinced 
that the road to heaven involved good work and no nonsense."39 Horowitz's father 
was a bundle of contradictions right out of Marx's essay Zur ludenfrage. He was 
a petty capitalist who would beat his son unmercifully for lifting a dime from his 
cash register, but he was an ardent socialist, and he identified socialism as "the 
religion of the future.'!!o In the present, which is to say in Harlem in the 1930S, 

Horowitz pere was in the wrong place at the wrong time because as his son puts it, 
"Harlem was the wrong place for a Jewish Calvinist.'!!t 

Irving Horowitz got the impression from his father that he and his sister were 
an "unwanted intrusion, mouths to feed, obligations, limitations on his move
ments-impediments.'!!> If that is the impression Horowitz got from his father, it 
is not surprising that he sums up life at home by saying that "the central aspect of 
the Horowitz family was the absence oflove.'!13 

Family finished a distant third behind petty everyday capitalism, which in
volved cheating the shvartzes when they brought in their Christmas bulbs for test
ing, and the revolutionary fantasies which made this sort of life tolerable. Like 
David Horowitz's father, Irving Horowitz's father lived "in the imaginary world of 
Jewish Bundism and Russian Bolshevism,'lI4 a world which he characterizes as "a 
religion without Christ, a church without crucifix.'!!5 

Revolution, in other words, was the fantasy which Jews conjured in their own 
minds to make a world without light or love tolerable. The Jews David Horowitz 
knew as a child were "helpless to control the circumstances of their lives.'1!6 As a 
result, they turned to the opium of revolutionary fantasy for solace. 

By the time he wrote those words, Horowitz had become a devout American 
patriot of the neoconservative persuasion, as Kristol pere et fils would joke. As a 
neoconservative, Horowitz was confronted, however, with his parents' hostility 
toward America. When they arrived at Ellis Island, the Jews had brought with 
them an ancestral hatred of Russia and the Czar, but America was not Russia. If 
it ever seemed appropriate, revolution was a wildly inappropriate response to the 
welcome America had extended to European Jews. David Horowitz feels that it is 
entirely possible that "Jews were more accepted, and felt more at home in America 
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at that time than they had in the 2000 years since the destruction of the Second 
Temple.'l!7 If that is the case, then "Why had they chosen to become Bolsheviks 
in America?'!j8 Why had Horowitz's family become "permanent conspirators in 
a revolutionary drama'!j9 in a land where the response was totally inappropriate? 
"Instead of being grateful to a nation that had provided them with economic op
portunity and refuge, they wanted to overthrow its governing institutions and 
replace them with a Soviet state."50 Why had the Horowitz family proclaimed its 
allegiance to an ideology "so alien to everything around them"?51 

The answer to these questions is: because they were Jews. They had been 
trained to think about the goyim in a particular way by their parents, who in turn 
had been instructed in the same way by their parents, all the way back, to the 
rejection oflight and love that took place at the foot of the cross and sent the wan
dering Jew off on his revolutionary journey. In a sense, Horowitz feels that he had 
no choice in the matter. He became a revolutionary Jew because he was raised to 
be a revolutionary Jew: 

What was my own choice? In the beginning I hardly had one. I understood 
early that my parents' political religion was really the center of their moral life. 
This meant-without their necessarily intending it-that the condition of their 
parental love was that I embrace their political faith.s> 

When David Horowitz arrived in Berkeley it struck him as being "a larger 
Sunnyside where the aliens were fewer in number and our tribe greater. On ar
rival, I immediately became part of a group of'red diaper babies' -the designation 
we used to identify ourselves as children of the Communist left."53 

Scheer was another New York Jew who was part of the tribe at Berkeley. Scheer, 
according to Horowitz, "had grown up in the 'Coops' a cooperative apartment 
complex in the Bronx which, like Sunnyside, had been colonized by the Commu
nist Party."54 Unlike Comrade Jerome and his generation, Scheer was a "beatnik" 
and had the style of a "political hipster" whose "speech was salted with allusions to 
Charlie Mingus and Allen Ginsberg, along with Marx and Lenin.''55 

Ron Radosh, another Jewish revolutionary from the same era, describes 
Scheer in his book Commies as a sexual revolutionary who felt the Kim II Sung 
regime in North Korea had created heaven on earth. Scheer felt this way about 
North Korea, according to Radosh, because it eventually offered political sanctu
ary to Eldridge Cleaver, whom Radosh refers to as Scheer's "protege."56 

Scheer and Horowitz came from a new generation of revolutionary Jews, who 
were more American and less Russian, as well as more cultural and less economic 
in their orientation. Speaking for himself and the Jews of his generation in Amer
ica, Horowitz claims that 

It was exciting to hear the Marxist categories revived by someone who affected 
the style of the Beats and was at home in the popular culture. The Old Left had 
a snobbish disdain for mainstream entertainments, which it viewed as corrupt 
expressions of "commodity capitalism." Scheer connected the political failure of 
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the Old Left to its ghetto mentality. To hear him speak of a coming revolution in 
images that were not those of a marginalized subculture was excitingF 

America and communism were made for each other in a way, because both 
taught contempt for ethnicity and roots. Given this fact, the Jew was the ideal 
cultural intermediary, because he had internalized the principles of what Stalin 
referred to as "rootless cosmopolitanism" for centuries: 

The revolutionary belongs to a community of faith that extends beyond the 
classes and the nations and reaches across the boundaries that divide and op
press. Within every nation group it forms the basis of a new human community 
and a new human identity. Today the revolutionary is isolated, obstructed by 
the divisions that form the cultural and political legacy of the past; the revolu
tionary is of the nations, but not in them. For the revolutionary's eye is on the 
future. Today there is Black and Jew, American and Russian, Israeli and Arab. 
But within each nation-Russia, American, Israel, Egypt-there were the aliens, 
the persecuted, the unassimilated, the "Jews" who know the heart of the stranger 
and who struggle for human freedom. Today they are separate; tomorrow they 
will be joined.58 

Horowitz says that Ramparts' "promotion of the Black Panther Party as the 
new vanguard of the black struggle" was "another source of Ramparts' grow
ing influence."59 The opposite, was of course, just as true. Even if the Panthers 
increased Ramparts' circulation and influence, it was Ramparts which created the 
Black Panthers, because it was Scheer who, in Horowitz's words, "became perhaps 
the key person to launch the career of Eldridge Cleaver.''6o 

Eldridge Cleaver spent the civil rights revolution in Soledad Prison, where he 
was serving one to 14 years for assault with intent to murder. With his left-wing 
lawyer/mistress Beverly Axelrod as his intermediary, Cleaver made contact with 
Ramparts, which then began to receive letters from him on a regular basis. It was 
out of these letters that Scheer would fashion first Ramparts articles and then the 
book Soul on Ice. 

In his first Ramparts piece, "Notes on a Native Son,' which appeared in the 
magazine's June 1966 issue, Cleaver denounced, James Baldwin and just about 
every other black writer as "buckdancers who were worse than Uncle Toms.''61 
Baldwin had become "a white man in a black body. A self-willed automated slave, 
he becomes the white man's most valuable tool in oppressing other blacks.''6· Con
spicuous by its absence from Cleaver's critique of Baldwin was any mention of 
Commentary or any of the other Jewish magazines and organizations which had 
promoted Baldwin to the position of spokesman for his race in the first place. The 
absence is not surprising because the Jews at Ramparts were doing the same thing 
for the career of Eldridge Cleaver. 

Eventually, Soul on Ice would become one of Ramparts Books' biggest selling 
titles. In Cleaver, America had discovered a "true black," which is to say, an amoral 
criminal and rapist who could rationalize his crimes by appealing to the writings 
of French existentialists. In spite of the adulation which the literary establishment 
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heaped on Cleaver, it didn't take a genius to see that in Soul on Ice, the old pattern 
which Harold Cruse and Lorraine Hansberry had complained about in figures as 
diverse as George Gershwin and Norman Mailer had reasserted itself. Once again 
the Jews got to define the Negro as a criminal and a sexual deviant. In the case of 
Soul on Ice, the "true black" expressed his true identity by raping white women. 
It was as if Scheer and the staff at Ramparts were determined to prove that the 
South's interpretation of the Scottsboro Boys trial had been right all along. The 
New York Jews, now transplanted to Berkeley, California, were stirring up the 
Negroes again. How else was one to interpret passages like the following: 

I became a rapist. To refine my technique and modus operandi, I started out 
practicing on black girls in the ghetto where dark and vicious deed appear not as 
aberrations or deviations from the norm, but as part of the efficiency of the evil 
of the day-and when I considered myself smooth enough, I crossed the tracks 
and sought out white prey .... There are of course many young blacks out there 
right now who are slitting white throats and raping the white girl " 

The prose could have been lifted directly from Scottsboro: The Firebrand of 
Communism. The only difference was that Haywood Patterson never used words 
like "modus operandi." The fact that a Negro who had spent the last few years of 
his life in Soledad Prison did use phrases like that made Cleaver sound a lot like 
Ruby Bates, when she told the crowd in Washington that she had lied under oath 
because "I was afraid of the Southern white ruling class people .... "63 Suspicions 
about just who had written this book deepened when Cleaver continued in the 
same vein, decrying "the Slaughter of Jews by Germans" and "the dropping of 
atomic bombs on the Japanese people" as "deeds [which] weigh heavily on the 
prostrate souls and tumultuous consciences of the white youth.''64 

Skepticism about whether Cleaver had actually written Soul on Ice surfaced 
shortly after the book was published, when a black student in Tom Wolfe's book 
Radical Chic and Mau-Mauing the Flak Catchers announced: 

That book wasn't written for the ghettos. It was written for the white middle 
class. They published it and they read it. What is this "having previously dabbled 
in the themes and writings of Rousseau, Thomas Paine, and Voltaire" that he's 
laying down there? You try coming down in the Fillmore doing some previously 
dabbled in talking about Albert Camus and James Baldwin. They'd laugh you off 
the block. That book was written to give a thrill to white women in Palo Alto and 
Marin County. That book is the best suburban jive I ever heard. I don't think he 
even wrote it. Eldridge Cleaver wouldn't write something like that. I think his 
wife wrote it ... don't preevy-dabble the people with no split-level Palo Alto white 
bourgeoiS housewife Buick Estate Wagon backseat rape fantasies."tls 

In discussing how Soul on Ice became one of Ramparts' best-sellers, Horowitz 
admits that "The nihilistic view of himself that Cleaver promoted in his book fit 
snugly into the radical outlook" of the magazine.»66 Horowitz also admits that he 
was the author of at least one article which appeared in Ramparts under Cleaver's 
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name. Horowitz says that Scheer asked him to "take charge" of an article Eldridge 
Cleaver had written on "the Land Question" when he was arrested for shooting an 
Oakland policeman.67 Horowitz also adverts to something that other readers had 
noticed as well, namely, that Cleaver's rape fantasies sounded a lot like Norman 
Mailer's essay, "The White Negro." This similarity in outlook came about either 
because great minds always moved in the same circles or because 

In a seminal article titled "The White Negro," Norman Mailer had cast America's 
blacks as Rousseau's "noble savages," representatives of humanity in its pristine 
state. These were the "oppressed" of the radical imagination. The Panther's roots 
in the ghetto were the primal symbol of social injustice. Their will to violence 
was the mark of their revolutionary spirit.68 

It is entirely possible that Cleaver read Norman Mailer's essay "The White 
Negro" while in prison. Since David Horowitz admits to writing at least one of the 
articles which appeared under Cleaver's name in Ramparts, it is just as likely that 
Mailer's "White Negro" made it into Cleaver's writings via the editorial ministra
tions of Horowitz or Scheer. Either way, Cleaver's image of the Negro rapist came 
from the mind of Norman Mailer. Whatever the source of the rape material, El
dridge Cleaver was a Jewish creation, and the Black Panthers were a Jewish fantasy 
of revolutionary Negro sexual deviance in the tradition of Haywood Patterson 
and Porgy and Bess. 

As the movement continued on its revolutionary trajectory the fantasy con
tinued, but its imagery became more violent. Robert Scheer, who also volunteered 
to edit (or ghostwrite) Cleaver's second book, changed the title from Cleaver's 
original "How I fell in Love with the Black Panther Party" to "Courage to Kill" as 
if to show that the Panthers were the vanguard which would bring about the erup
tion, through violence, of Messianic redemption into history. It was an old story 
by 1968, but it had never lost its attraction to Jewish revolutionaries. 

Like Scheer, Sol Stern was another Jewish editor at Ramparts. As if to lend 
further credence to the idea that the Panthers were a Jewish creation, Stern wrote 
an article on the Panthers which appeared in the Sunday Magazine section of the 
New York Times in August 1967, and it was that article which turned the Black 
Panthers "into a household name."69 Because it appeared in the Times, Stern's ar
ticle lent "an authority that Ramparts could not have provided''7O to the Messianic 
Jewish fantasy that the Black Panthers would bring about tikkun olam by mur
dering white policemen. Stern lent credibility to Newton by cloaking his ranting 
in the language of the holocaust. "Every time you go to execute a white racist 
Gestapo cop," Stern has Newton saying, "you are defending yourself.''71 If Times 
readers missed the point, Stern was ready to give the neo-Black-Jewish Alliance 
interpretation of Newton's words by writing: "To these young men, the execution 
of a police officer would be as natural and justifiable as the execution of a German 
soldier by a member of the French Resistance.''7' So, according to Stern's redaction 
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of Newton, all cops were Germans, which is to say, Nazis, which is to say expend
able in the cause of revolutionary violence, which the Negroes would carry out per 
the instructions of their Jewish handlers, flacks, and ghost writers. 

Horowitz not only agreed with Stern's take on Newton and the Panthers, he 
was offended when Joan Didion disagreed in her article on the Panthers in Look 
Magazine and denigrated Newton "as little more than a young hood who had 
added Marx to his hustler's bag of tricks."73 When Horowitz laid the responsibility 
for the coming race war at Didion's feet, she shot back "I thought radicals wanted 
a race war."74 

During the Summer of 1967 riots in Detroit and elsewhere gave the impres
sion that the race war had finally arrived. H. Rap Brown, new head of SNCC, 
was arrested in Alexandria, Virginia and charged with inciting a riot and arson. 
Brown's arrest, however, could not disguise the fact that by the summer of 1967, 

the Black Panthers had succeeded SNCC as the cutting edge of black revolution
ary politics in the United States. 

Two months after Stern's article appeared in the New York Times, Newton 
was arrested for shooting an Oakland Police officer in the back at close range. The 
officer's name, John Frey (the Anglicized version of Frei) indicated that he was of 
German extraction. 

The same media machinery which orchestrated the killing now went into 
high gear to exonerate the killer. Pictures of Huey Newton wearing a black beret 
and seated in his rattan chair with a spear in one hand and a rifle in the other 
began to appear on the walls of the counterculture's apartments across the na
tion, and Eldridge Cleaver, with financing from wealthy Jewish backers like Bert 
Schneider, mounted the "Free Huey" campaign. Cleaver turned to lawyer Charles 
Garry and his team of Jewish lawyers, who in turn launched a disinformation 
campaign among an all-too compliant press, claiming that Newton was the vic
tim of frame-up at the hands of a government that was determined to destroy the 
Black Panther Party by killing off its members in a series of ambushes. 

Before long Newton had become a "national icon,"75 and a new overtly revo
lutionary Black-Jewish Alliance was pressing forward with its plans for race war 
and violent revolution. In the Bay Area, that meant a merger of the Peace and 
Freedom Party (people like Scheer, Michael Lerner, later editor of Tikkun, Tom 
Hayden, who had been raised a Catholic in Michigan, Jerry Rubin, and Joe Blum, 
who had attended Merritt College with Newton). In February 1968, both sides 
closed the deal. The PFP accepted the Panthers' ten point program, and Cleaver 
accepted their nomination as PFP's presidential candidate with Jerry Rubin as his 
running mate. As part of his platform, Cleaver endorsed "pussy power"76 and any 
group willing to assassinate policemen. When 6,000 people gathered at Oakland 
Auditorium to celebrate Newton's birthday and protest his arrest for the murder 
of Officery Frey, H. Rap Brown brought the crowd to its feet by announcing that 
"Huey Newton is our only living revolutionary in this country today."77 
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Not to be outdone by Brown, former SNCC chairman James Foreman told the 
crowd: "We must serve notice on our oppressors that we as a people are not going 
to be frightened by the attempted assassination of our leaders. For my assassina
tion-and I am low man on the totem pole-I want 30 police stations blown up, 
one southern governor, two mayors, and 500 cops dead .... And if Huey Newton is 
not set free and dies, the sky is the limit. "78 The crowd responded by chanting: "The 
revolution has come! Off the pig! Time to pick up the gun! Off the pig!''79 

Martin Luther King was assassinated on April 4, 1968. The long-awaited revo
lution arrived two days later when Cleaver ordered an armed attack on the Oak
land police force. Four car-loads of armed Black Panthers set out to ambush a 
police car on April 6. When the police found them instead and attempted to pull 
them over, a gun battle ensued. As a result of the attack, Bobby Hutton, co-found
er of the Panthers, ended up dead, and Eldridge Cleaver ended up back in jail. 
As it had in the case with Newton, the neo-Black-Jewish Alliance quickly came 
to Cleaver's defense, claiming that he was the victim of an assassination attempt 
followed by a frame-up. In an open letter published in the New York Times, James 
Baldwin, Ossie Davis, Elizabeth Hardwick, Le Roi Jones, Oscar Lewis, Norman 
Mailer, Floyd McKissick and Susan Sontag opined that "We find little fundamen
tal difference between the assassin's bullet which killed Dr. King on April 4, and 
the police barrage which killed Bobby James Hutton two days later. Both were acts 
of racism .... "80 

In May Cleaver's wife and Bobby Seale set out for New York City to raise 
money for Cleaver's legal defense fund, where they were greeted as "real revo
lutionaries."8. As Tom Wolfe said after witnessing the Panthers' attempt to raise 
money in Leonard Bernstein's posh apartment: "The very idea of them, these real 
revolutionaries, who actually put their lives on the line, runs through Lenny's du
plex like a rogue hormone."8. Eventually all of the money that got raised at Lenny's 
duplex was forfeited when Cleaver jumped bail and left the country. For the next 
few years, reports of Cleaver in Korea (Scheer's heaven on earth), Algeria, and 
France filtered back to America as the movement he inspired turned to more and 
more suicidal forms of violence and eventually burned itself out by the mid-'70S. 
But in 1968, "Eldridge'S words resonated throughout the community of the Left 
and inspired white radicals further along the road to revolutionary authenticity 
and violence."83 

In the summer of 1970 Faye Stender, the radical Jewish lawyer who had spent 
Freedom Summer of 1964 in Mississippi and was now a member of Charles Gar
ry's legal staff, succeeded in persuading the appellate court to overturn Newton's 
conviction for manslaughter. When Newton emerged from prison on August 5, 
1970, thousands of his admirers were there to greet him, "as ifhe were God."84 As 
if to show that he agreed with the crowd that he was at least a god of the sort that 
the Greeks admired, Newton took off his shirt and flexed his muscles, and the 
crowd went wild. 
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Stender's brief cited the racial polarization in the Bay Area and claimed that 
that polarized atmosphere along with the heavy publicity surrounding the New
ton's case had made a fair trial impossible. No one mentioned it at the time, but 
Stender's argument was one more version of Louis Marshall's Supreme Court ap
peal in the Leo Frank case. The euphoria surrounding the release of Huey Newton 
obscured the fact that the Jewish legal tradition which extended from Louis Mar
shall to Faye Stender had created a legal argument that would return to haunt the 
Jews who invented it. In setting Panthers like Newton free, Stender had created a 
monster that would quite literally return to destroy her. Johnny Cochran would 
use a variation of the same argument in the trial of fellow Panther Geronimo 
Pratt and, more famously, in the trial of O. J. Simpson, in which Cochran turned 
the tables on the prosecution, and focused the nation's attention on whether Of
ficer Mark Fuhrman was a racist and not whether O. J. Simpson, like a latter day 
Eldridge Cleaver, slit the throat of the white woman who happened to be his wife. 
Oblivious to his own role in promoting black men slitting the throats of white 
women, Horowitz accused Cochran of "playing the race card."8s 

"Why hasn't justice prevailed in this matter?" Horowitz fumed. "Why is a 
clearly guilty individual free? The answer lies in the climate of the times, in which 
the testimonies of officers of the law have become more readily impeachable than 
the testimony of criminals."86 If Cochran's brief "was an attack on law enforcement 
as a racist conspiracy to get his client, "87 Horowitz failed to see in that strategy the 
legacy of the Leo Frank case and Soul on Ice. The chickens, as Malcolm X had 
said when John F. Kennedy was assassinated, had come home to roost. Horowitz 
criticized "The radical Left and the left-liberal media" for "elevating the rudest, 
most outlaw element of black America as the true keepers of the flame in all it 
means to be black, "88 forgetting for the moment his own role in promoting Soul 
on Ice. Horowitz then brought up the publicity campaign surrounding the release 
of Monster, the autobiography of LA gangbanger Cody Scott. Monster, according 
to Horowitz, "was promoted in a way frighteningly similar to the way Eldridge 
Cleaver was introduced to the public in the late 1960s."89 The cultural DNA which 
enabled Jews in the publishing industry to promote sexually liberated criminals as 
the "true black" had begun with the Harlem Renaissance in the 1920S, and it was 
still alive in the '90S: 

White journalist William Broyles, who facilitated the publication of Scott's book, 
is analogous to journalist Bob Scheer, who in 1966 waS' a facilitator of Eldridge 
Cleaver's career. Atlantic Monthly Press, publisher of Scott's book, is analogous 
to Ramparts Books, publisher of Cleaver's Soul on Ice. Just as Cleaver's book was 
touted by Maxwell Geismar of Ramparts, as "a document of prime importance 
for an understanding of the outcast black American soul today: Morgan En
trekin of the Atlantic Monthly Press has said that Scott, as a result of his memoir, 
is a "primary voice of the black experience.... Scott was also written about by 
Leon Bing, a white former fashion model who in 1991 wrote a book about black 
gangs called Do or Die. Bing, a woman, could be analogous to that other facilita
tor of Cleaver's career, Beverly Axelrod. 
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All of this was true, of course, but missing from all of the indignation sur
rounding Horowitz's account was an admission that he had anything to do with 
promoting "the rape fantasies [which] were given direct voice in Cleaver's Soul on 
Ice."9o Shortly before he died, Eldridge Cleaver was interviewed on 60 Minutes. The 
author of Soul on Ice, had passed through a number of incarnations since return
ing to the United States to face trial for his role in the uprising of 1968. He had 
been a Mormon, a born-again Christian, and author of a revisionist, born-again 
autobiography titled Soul on Fire, and even a Republican, but now the chastened 
revolutionary could only say that the United States had treated him and his fel
low blacks decently even ifhe didn't feel that way when the media was promoting 
him or because the media was promoting him. Cleaver was now glad that more 
people hadn't taken him seriously back then, because "If people had listened to 
Huey Newton and me in the 1960s, there would have been a holocaust in this 
country.''91 

Horowitz cites the interview but again maintains his innocence. There is no 
recognition of his responsibility for promoting Cleaver as the black rapist revo
lutionary. Nor is there any recognition of the fact that Cleaver talked the way he 
did because he had been coached by Jewish revolutionaries like Norman Mailer, 
David Horowitz and Robert Scheer. 

After his release from prison Newton embarked upon a life of wretched ex
cess, involving "tumblers of cognac, taking assorted pills, and, most of all, snort
ing cocaine,''9' which eventually led to his death. The "beautiful people" from New 
York and Hollywood, "offered him drugs, alcohol and women to fulfill his wildest 
dreams and heavy appetites."93 One of the "beautiful people" who picked up the 
tab was Bert Schneider, who had become the Jacob Schiff of the black revolution
ary movement of the 1960s. Schneider, who was the son of Abraham Schneider, a 
top executive with Columbia Pictures, had made name for himself as the producer 
of Easy Rider, the 1969 countercultural biker epic, and creator of the Monkees, a 
television series about a rock band. Schneider had put up $300,000 just to finance 
two conferences. He wore one of the gold rings Newton gave to his inner circle 
and was so free with his money "because he genuinely loved Huey P. Newton.''94 
Newton returned Schneider's love by subjecting him and his girlfriend of the time, 
Candice Bergen, to cocaine-fueled diatribes that lasted into the wee small hours 
of the morning. 

In 1971 Horowitz and Collier succeeded in ousting Hinckle and Scheer from 
the board and took over Ramparts magazine. In retrospect it was a bit like staging 
a mutiny on the Titanic. By the early '70S, it had become clear to Horowitz that the 
"Movement" had "flamed out.''9s It had been killed by President Richard Nixon, 
who killed it by ending the draft. Once that happened "the 'anti-war' demonstra
tions stopped and the protestors disappeared''96 and hardcore revolutionaries like 
David Horowitz were left high and dry. "I felt," Horowitz said later, "a need to do 
something to fill the void."97 
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Ramparts in the meantime had become a void that needed to be filled. Now 
that the movement had flamed out, Ramparts was chronically short of funds. That 
meant person-to-person fundraising, and one of the donors high on the list of 
every revolutionary organization in California was Bert Schneider. When Col
lier and Horowitz met with Bert Schneider to ask for money, Schneider, who had 
sided with Newton in the Cleaver/Newton power struggle over who was going to 
control the Black Panthers, suggested that they meet with Newton. He accompa
nied his suggestion with a $5,000 contribution and a request that Ramparts do an 
article on the Panthers' new school and survival programs. Following Schneider 
up on his suggestion, Collier and Horowitz met with Newton at his Lake Merritt 
penthouse, also provided by Schneider's contributions. Expecting a confronta
tion, Horowitz was taken aback when Newton asked to come work for the Pan
ther's new school. 

Horowitz later remembered Newton making "a dramatic announcement" 
to the effect that "the time had come to 'put away the gun'" It was now time to 
"serve the people," instead, a suggestion which Horowitz, who was looking for 
something else to do now that the anti-war movement had flamed out, found 
"sensible.''98 And so after the meeting, Horowitz "offered to help Huey with the 
Party's community projects and to raise money for the Panther school." Before 
long Horowitz had raised more than $100,000 to buy a building for the Learning 
Center, which was instructing more than one hundred children under the guid
ance of Herbert Kohl. 

With respectability and the money that went with it, Horowitz soon realized 
that the Panthers were in need of a bookkeeper. At this point Horowitz asked a 
woman by the name of Betty Van Patter to serve as the Panthers' accountant. Van 
Patter, like Stender and Axelrod, was part of the revolutionary ladies' auxiliary in 
the Bay Area. She was good at numbers and enjoyed sleeping with black men. In 
December of 1974 she was hanging out at a local bar when she received a note ask
ing her to meet someone and left the bar. Van Patter never came back. One month 
later, her body washed up on the eastern shore of San Francisco bay and an au
topsy showed that she had died when a blunt instrument had caved in her head. 

By the time she died, Horowitz had already abandoned the Panthers after one 
of their young members had been shot at a school dance. Horowitz had left the 
Panthers because 

Underneath all the political rhetoric and social uplift, I suddenly realized was 
the stark reality of the gang. I remember a voice silently beating my head, as I 
sat there during the service, tears streaming down my face: "What are you doing 
here, David?" it screamed at me. It was my turn to flee.99 

When he fled, Horowitz forgot to tell Van Patter about the "stark reality of 
the gang," and now Van Patter was dead and David was feeling guilty. Instead 
of dealing with the guilt directly and assessing his own responsibility, Horowitz 
once again took refuge in the claim that he was an American Innocent and didn't 
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really know what was going on. Horowitz, for example, didn't know that Newton 
was a drug addict, in spite of he fact that Newton had a perennially runny nose 
and Herbert Kohl "was telling people that Huey was using cocaine."lOo In another 
account, this time of Newton's all-night harangues at Bert Schneider's, Horowitz 
says that it was only years later when he "realized that it was cocaine that fueled 
these marathons, but at the time, I was innocent of the drug and marveled at his 
stamina."'o, 

The same refrain gets repeated over and over in his memoirs. Horowitz por
trays himself as a latter day Daisy Miller. He was an American Innocent. Horow
itz claimed that he bridled when Scheer referred to him as "Little Davey Horow
itz," but goes on to add, "Scheer's ascription of innocence to me was not wholly off 
the mark.",o2 At another point, Horowitz claims that his "guilelessness made me 
impervious to many of the undercurrents in the office, and caused me to misin
terpret others.",o3 

One of the undercurrents Horowitz missed was the fact that the Panthers 
were stockpiling weapons and planned to use those weapons. Horowitz missed 
this even though by the time he joined the Black Panthers, both Huey Newton and 
Eldridge Cleaver had been arrested for murdering policemen. After describing 
Captain Franco's "revolutionary philosophy"'04 Horowitz adds: 

In time, I began to see the dark reality of the revolution according to Franco, 
the revolution that was not some mystical battle of glory in some distant land 
or time. At the deepest level there was blood, nothing but blood, unsanitized by 
political polemic. That was where Franco worked, in the vanguard of the van
guard .... The Panthers were... a criminal army at war with society and with its 
thin blue line of civic protectors. lOS 

That is certainly a movingly accurate account, but the careful reader is forced 
to wonder why Horowitz didn't come to this understanding before 1974, when he 
could have warned Betty Van Patter. When one of his colleagues held Horowitz 
responsible for her death, Horowitz flew into a rage, but the questions about his 
innocence and responsibility remain, even if he didn't set her up. Like Claude 
Rains in Casablanca, Horowitz was shocked when he found out that the Panthers 
had stockpiled "literally thousands of weapons""06 Is Horowitz the only one who 
didn't know that the Panthers were violent? Hadn't he seen all of those photos 
of them carrying guns? Everyone else in America had. Horowitz gets closer to 
the heart of the issue when he writes that the Left "in creating a protective shield 
around the Panthers," was merely following the example of Trotsky, who "had 
described the Communist parties of the world as frontier guards for the Soviet 
Union,,"o7 A more apt example could have been taken from the Black-Jewish Al
liance. The Jews had tried for decades to turn Negroes into revolutionaries be
cause 1) they could then use them to fight the revolution by remote control and 2) 
because the white reactionaries focused all of their attention on blacks, when, in 
terms of revolution, they were the symptom and not the cause. 
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By the time Betty Van Patter's body washed up on the shore of San Francisco 
Bay, the revolution had degenerated into the random acts of violence and crimi
nality that characterize the black ghetto today. The Jews had half-succeeded in 
turning the Negroes into revolutionaries, which meant that they destroyed their 
faith, corrupted their morals, and turned them into the half-way house to revolu
tion which Marx described as the Lumpenproletariat, which is another word for 
criminal. Or pimp. The one thing Huey Newton and Eldridge Cleaver shared with 
their epigoni of the '90S and beyond was a desire to live off of women. 

After Cleaver left the country, his faction of the Black Pathers became known 
as the Black Liberation Army and their efforts at revolution ended in "total di
saster,"'08 but not before a number of people, mostly from warring factions of the 
Black Panthers, died. One of those victims was Sandra Pratt, wife of Geronimo 
Pratt, who "was tortured, shot and killed by Newton faction Panthers,"'09 a fact 
which caused Newton to apologize eventually to her husband. Newton himself 
ended up being killed by a drug-dealer, after having spent his final years in Oak
land high on crack ranting about how he was "the leader of the coming revolu
tion." When one of his former colleages claimed that Horowitz was responsible for 
Betty's death, he reacted with rage. 

"No radical leader," Horowitz writes, "proposed any second thoughts about 
a gang they had annointed as their revolutionary vanguard. Nor did any radical 
critics. This silence of the Left would endure throughout the life of the genera
tion." The deflection of responsibility here is not just personal, although it is cer
tainly that. By constantly referring to the Left, the left-wing media, etc.-"how 
it is that my former comrades on the left can remain so stubbornly devoted to 
'experiments' that have failed, to doctrines that are false, and to causes that are 
demonstrably wrong-headed and even evil"',o-Horowitz deflects attention from 
the role that the revolutionary Jew played in the racial catastrophe which followed 
the '60S revolutions in America. In this Horowitz is a lot like James Baldwin, who 
could never quite bring himself to admit that the white people he wrote about in 
Harlem were in reality Jews. Harold Cruse is still the only writer to face up to this 
fact unflinchingly. 

In May 1980 Fay Stender committed suicide in Hong Kong. Stender had also 
defended Black Panther George Jackson and had edited his prison papers into a 
book and had fallen in love with him and become his mistress as well. The Jackson 
story, however, didn't end as happily (at least in the short run) as the Newton story 
did. On August 7, 1970, two days after Newton's triumphal emergence from prison 
as a result of Stender's brief overturning his sentence, Jonathan Jackson, George's 
brother, took a number of people hostage including Judge Harold Haley, all of 
whom were killed when they tried to drive away from the courthouse. George 
Jackson was gunned down on August 21, 1971, during an escape attempt three 
days before he was to go on trial. Seven years later a member ofJackson's prison 
gang broke into Stender's apartment and in attempting to kill her succeeded only 
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in paralyzing her from the waist down. Disillusioned with the course of black 
revolution which she helped orchestrate, Stender had become a feminist over the 
course of the '70S and at the time of the attack was living with her lesbian lover. 
Fay Stender, like Horowitz, had been "a missionary to the black revolutionary 
cause."111 Unlike Horowitz, she "hid Jackson's dark side from the public by excis
ing from the pages of his manuscript the passages that revealed it.'''" For her pains, 
the monster she created had returned to destroy her. When the Black Franken
stein she had created failed in his mission, Stender finished the job off herself by 
committing suicide. In a line that could have come from feminist-inspired horror 
film like Alien, Horowitz writes that Stender fled to Hong Kong because "The far 
end of the world was the only place she could feel safe from further retribution.''''3 
But like Dr. Moebius in Forbidden Planet, Stender learned that there was no geo
graphical escape from Monsters from the Id. Stender was killed by the revolution
ary spirit which she had nurtured within herself through all of its various incar
nations-Freedom Summer in 1964, the Black Panthers in the late '60S, feminism 
and lesbianism in the '70S, and a Masadah like suicide in 1980. Fay Stender had 
to learn that the revolution devours its own Jews the hard way. The Jews created 
Black Frankenstein, who returned to destroy them. 

Fay Stender's death by her own hand brings us back to the question ofJewish 
identity. Stender's identification of her Jewishness with revolution was so complete 
that when it became apparent that all of her revolutionary options had failed she 
had no identity left and had to kill herself. David Horowitz, another "missionary 
to the black revolutionary cause,''''4 came to a similar conclusion. After concluding 
that Marxism was an illusion, David Horowitz embarked upon a life of promis
cuity and nihilism that almost led to his own death as well in a half-intentional 
automobile accident. After an affair with one of the Rockefeller siblings wrecked 
his marriage, Horowitz concluded that 

There was no "revolution" of attitudes or institutions that could overcome the 
forces of this nature. Through the deaths of Betty and Ellen, through the pain of 
my divorce, I had acquired a certain philosophical fatalism. us 

Taking his cue from what he had said about his father, Horowitz indicates 
that a Jew without revolution is a Jew without an identity. Craving absolution but 
unable to firid it among his former colleagues on the Left, Horowitz concludes in 
the wake of Betty Van Patten's death that there is no Messiah because the revolu
tion failed to materialize: "Betty's death killed this fantasy in me. There was no 
revolutionary community. There would be no redemptive future. There is no one 
to save us from who we are."116 

This moment was short-lived, however, because Horowitz soon converted to 
yet another version of Jewish Messianic politics, this time Neoconservatism. Un
able to stifle the desire to be a commissar, Horowitz began a new career by attack
ing professors who criticized Israel or contested the details of the attack on the 
World Trade Towers, urging students to inform on their professors in a gesture 
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that recalled all of the worst aspects of the Soviet regime. During the fall of 2007 

Horowitz traveled from one campus to another trying to drum up support for an 
attack-with nuclear weapons if necessary-on Iran. 
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Chapter Thirty 

The Messiah Arrives Again 

"American Jewish funniness is a form of cultural aggression." James Bloom, 
Gravity Fails' 

February 1969 was a lot like September 1665; the Messiah's arrival was an
nounced among the Jews; mass hysteria followed; the hysteria was, in turn, 
followed by mass disillusionment. In both instances, the Messianic era was 

characterized by the breaking of sexual taboos. Sabbetai Zevi liberated the Jews 
from the law in 1665 by telling them, among other things, they could give free 
rein to their sexual passions. Everything that was previously forbidden was now 
allowed. The Jewish Messiah did much the same thing in 1969. His name was 
Alex Portnoy. "The publication of a book is not often a major event in American 
culture," Albert Goldman wrote in the February 7, 1969 issue of Life magazine, 
however, now 

every shepherd of public opinion, every magus of criticism is wending his way 
toward its site. Gathered at an old New York City inn called Random House, at 
the stroke of midnight on the 21st of February in this 5729th year since the cre
ation of the world, they will hail the birth of a new American hero, Alexander 
Portnoy. A savior and scapegoat of the '60S, Portnoy is destined at the Christo
logical age of 33 to take upon himself all the sins of sexually obsessed modern 
man and expiate them in a tragi-comic crucifixion. The gospel that records the 
passion of this mock messiah is a slender, psychotic novel by Philip Roth called 
Portnoy's Complaint ... it is being hailed as the book of the present decade and as 
an American masterwork in the tradition of Huckleberry Finn. Portnoy's Com
plaint was also portrayed as something more sinister than Huckleberry Finn. 
One reviewer compared the binding and cutting of the books pages to "the secret 
cutting of heroin for injection into the national veins.'" 

But why was Portnoy hailed as the Messiah? Because, like Shabbetai Zevi, he 
had come to liberate Jews from the moral law. Then Jews could act as missionaries 
to the Gentiles, as the chosen people, as the revolutionary avant garde, etc. Port
noy's Complaint is a 270-page monologue on a psychiatrist's couch. Portnoy's first 
task is to liberate himself from the curse of guilt inflicted by his Jewish mother. In 
the pseudo-psychiatric definition that serves as the book's frontispiece, Portnoy's 
Complaint is described as "a disorder in which strongly-felt ethical and altruistic 
impulses are perpetually warring with extreme sexual longings, often of a per
verse nature.''3 The problem is the patient's inability to achieve personal integrity 
by aligning passion with reason: "as a consequence of the patient's 'morality,' how
ever, neither fantasy nor act issues in genuine sexual gratification.'!! 

The premise--that morality is a kind of fascism that is imposed by the strong 
on the weak to control them--is the only possible premise that makes Portnoy's 
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role as savior plausible. The Jew is going to save the goyim from their worst fas
cist impulses. Portnoy will start his salvific ministry with the shikses, the gentile 
women. "It's the Eddie Fisher in me coming out, that's all," Portnoy confides, al
luding to the man who dumped Debbie Reynolds, a Hollywood shiksa of the '50S, 

for Elizabeth Taylor, "the longing in all us swarthy Jewboys for those bland blond 
exotics called shikses."5 Elizabeth Taylor was another shiksa, a "stupendous pur
ple-eyed girl who had the supreme goyische gift of all, the courage and know-how 
to get up and ride around on a horse."6 Taylor's interest in Fisher proved shikses 
were secretly dying for liberation from moral constraint. The shiksa "was lusting 
for our kind no less than we for hers.''7 Mike Todd was "a cheap facsimile of my 
Uncle Hymie upstairs!"8 Rather than "doing some pathetic little Jewish imitation 
of one of these half-dead, ice-cold shaygets pricks," Le., act like a "some hook-nosed 
variety of goy," the Jew should aspire "to be what one's uncle was, to be what one's 
father was, to be whatever one was oneself," which is "a brainy, balding, beaky Jew, 
with a strong social conscience and black hair on his balls, who neither drinks nor 
gambles nor keeps show girls on the side; a man guaranteed to give them kiddies 
to rear and Kafka to read-a regular domestic Messiah!''9 As if to ensure the reader 
that this use of the term Messiah is no slip of the tongue, Portnoy goes on to ask, 
"what was I supposed to be but her Jewish savior?"10 

Portnoy's Complaint caused Jews severe discomfort because it asked what 
it meant to be a Jew, an unresolved question raised with monotonous regular
ity. Gershom Scholem, author of a magnum opus on Sabbetai Sevi, said Portnoy's 
Complaint was "the book for which all anti-Semites have been praying."ll Portnoy 
was, he said, "worse than the Protocols of the Elders of Zion"" because it was the 
testimony of a Jew. 

An unspoken part of the animus against Roth on the part of the Jews who dis
liked his book was the accusation that he was, in some sense of the word, a bad Jew 
because he had brought disrepute on the Jewish people. Trude Weiss-Rosmarin 
claimed Roth spoke "for a certain segment of alienated Jewishly ignorant Jews 
who write and teach.''t3 To claim Roth was a bad Jew, his accusers needed to define 
what a good Jew was, and that got them in trouble. Gershom Scholem was hoist 
on his own petard when he claimed there was nothing normative-i.e., no reli
gious litmus test-to define a Jew. If Scholem defined a Jew as someone sincerely 
believing he was a Jew, he could hardly accuse Roth of being a bad Jew. According 
to Scholem's definition, Portnoy was as much a Jew as Moses Maimonides or Sab
betai ZevL 

As a result of reluctance or inability to define a Jew, the rabbis turned the 
Jews into a congregation of competing Messiahs excommunicating each other for 
deviations from a code no one propery defined. So Jewish Messiahs were raised 
and deposed with increasing rapidity. Marx was supplanted by Freud; the gentile 
Stalin was supplanted by Trotsky, who was murdered by Stalin. Marx and Freud 
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were supplanted by Wilhelm Reich. Trotsky got supplanted by Leo Strauss. And 
so on. Roth was simply proposing his own version of the Jewish savior as the re
deemer for the sexually liberated '60S. 

And what did the Jewish savior look like in 1969? A lot like a shvartze, the 
sexually liberated Negro promoted as the paradigm of sexual liberation. Portnoy's 
praise of shikses sounds like Eldridge Cleaver's effusions about white women and 
their dirty underwear in Soul on Ice. Sexual attraction was inextricably fused with 
aggression. Cleaver's aggression was expressed in rape. "Rape," said Cleaver, "was 
an insurrectionary act."'4 By raping white women, Cleaver "was defying and tram
pling upon the white man's law, upon his system of values, and ... defiling his 
woman."'5 

Whether Jews like Roth got the idea of defiling shikses from blacks like Cleav
er or vice versa is difficult to say. Soul on Ice appeared in 1968 one year before 
Portnoy's Complaint, so maybe Roth got the idea of Portnoy, or at least the idea 
of defiling shikses from Cleaver, or maybe both were the product of the influ
ence of Wilhelm Reich on Manhattan and, therefore, on the publishing indus
try at the time. In keeping with the rebirth of Reichian thought in 1969, both 
the Jewish revolutionary and the Negro revolutionary were above all else, sexual 
revolutionaries. But whereas Cleaver specialized in rape, Portnoy specialized in 
seduction. The difference is essentially ethnic. The former relies on brute force, 
the latter on manipulation. In order to truly corrupt the goyim, their "morality," 
and their women, the shiksa has to collaborate in her own defilement, something 
that doesn't happen in the case of rape. The best way to accomplish this is repeated 
incantation of the word "liberation." Like Sabbetai Zevi, the paradigm of every 
Jewish Messiah since the time of Christ, Portnoy was going to liberate the shikses 
by seducing them. He was their Jewish savior, come to save dumb goyim from the 
inanities of their culture. Cleaver discovered in white folk "an irresistible urge-to 
just stand up and shake the ice and cancer out of their alienated white asses," and 
discovered in that desire the reason for the popularity of the "Hula Hoop and the 
'!Wist," which "offered socially acceptable ways to do it.'''6 

Portnoy's Complaint offered the Jewish version of the same thing. The stupid 
shikses have to be saved in spite of themselves, and Portnoy is going to save them 
by unleashing libido from the bonds of icy Christian morality. Or "morality," as 
Portnoy/Roth would put it. Portnoy will be the Jewish Messiah for the new post
Christian dispensation. The new Jewish savior came "To save the stupid shikse; to 
rid her of her race's ignorance; to make this daughter ofthe heartless oppressor a 
student of suffering and oppression; to teach her to be compassionate, to bleed a 
little for the world's sorrows."'7 And if the Jewish messiah could get laid liberating 
shikses, all the better. The defilement was more complete and more pleasurable. 
Together, Portnoy and his girlfriend, the miner's daughter from West Virginia 
whom he calls The Monkey, make "the perfect couple: she puts the id back in Yid, 
I put the oy back in goy.'''8 
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To define the shiksa, Roth must first define the Jew, this immediately gets 
him in trouble. Since the goyim, in Roth's view, are Christian, the Jew must be the 
antithesis of Christianity. Roth defines the Jew as the Semitic Negro, the paradigm 
of sexual liberation, he turns the Jew into the champion of Dionysian appetite. At 
this point, Portnoy begins to resembles the Jewish stereotype of Nazi propaganda, 
something which other Jews, for some reason, found offensive. "Portnoy's lusts 
for shikses" was, says Alan Cooper, "precisely what the traditional anti-Semite 
said all Jews felt, what the Aryan accused the would-be-defiling Jew of trying to 
perpetrate."'9 Marie Syrkin says something similar 

Like Julius Streicher's satanic Jewboy lusting after Aryan maidens, Portnoy seeks 
blonde shikses .... the dark Jew seeking to defile the fair Nordic is standard stuff ... 
. There is little to choose between [Goebbels'] and Roth's interpretation of what 
animates Portnoy. In both views the Jewish male is not drawn to a particular girl 
who is gentile, but by a gentile "background" which he must violate sexually.'o 

Syrkin is, of course, right. In portraying Portnoy's attraction to the shiksa 
as he does, Roth seems to take his cue from Hitler. Portnoy is a Jew right out of 
Mein Kampf, but once that fact is established, the reader is left to decipher Roth's 
motives. "Streicher's and Goebbel's motives," Cooper says, "were clear. But Roth's 
purpose in giving these thoughts to Portnoy is the bone of all the critical conten
tion that was emerging.''>' The key to understanding Portnoy as savior is to first 
understand him as the Jewish debunker of Christian myths. 

Portnoy is, as James Bloom would say, "a funny Jew;''>' and the butt of his hu
mor is the stupid goy who believes in illusions like Christianity. The dumb goyim 
really believe Christ rose from the dead and Charles van Doren knew the answers 
to the questions on the '50S quiz show, The $64,000 Question. Portnoy's happi
ness consists in debunking the beliefs of the goyim while defiling their women, 
something he did while on a congressional committee in Washington: "Yes," he 
tells his analyst, 

I was one happy yidde1 down there in Washington, a little Stern gang of my own, 
busily exploding Charlie's honor and integrity, while simultaneously becoming 
lover to that aristocratic Yankee beauty whose forbears arrived on these shores 
in the seventeenth century. Phenomenon known as hating your Goy and Eating 
One TOO.'3 

The passage was especially painful for Jews who aspired to go to Washing
ton. Unsurprisingly, Commentary did not like the book, not even in 1969 before 
the neoconservatives got their invitation. Commentary evaluated Philip Roth and 
Portnoy's Complaint in December 1972. Irving Howe did not like what he saw but 
found it difficult to say why. The review has the vagueness of the non-ethnic sto
ries Roth wrote as an undergraduate or the literary criticism he read as a grad 
student in English at the University of Chicago. Howe sees "vindictive bleakness" 
and "a swelling nausea before the ordinariness of human existence.''>4 Almost as 
an afterthought, Howe mentions that Portnoy's Complaint deals with Jews and 
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their relationship to America. Portnoy "contains plenty of contempt for Jewish 
life," yearning "to be released from the claims of distinctiveness," i.e., being a Jew 
with all it entails in terms of ethnocentrism.>5 

Even writing to other Jews in a Jewish magazine, Howe is unwilling to tackle 
the Jewish issue as Roth proposes it-i.e., the Jew as corrupter of morals, the Jew 
as despoiler of shiksa morals and goyische culture. All he can see is Portnoy's bad 
influence on younger Jews, who "have taken the book as a signal for 'letting go' of 
both their past and perhaps themselves, a guide to swinging in good conscience or 
better yet, without troubling about conscience.''>6 Howe concedes the book has an 
equally deleterious impact on the morals of goy readers, but his foremost concern 
is the book might have ended "the wave of philo-Semitism" that "swept through 
our culture" in the decades after World War II, when "books by Jewish writers 
were often praised (in truth, overpraised) and a fuss made about Jewish intellectu
als, critics, etc.''>7 Portnoy's Complaint, said Howe, 

signaled an end to philo-Semitism in American culture, one no longer had to 
listen to all that talk about Jewish morality, Jewish endurance, Jewish wisdom, 
Jewish families. Here was Philip Roth himself ... confirming what had always 
been suspected about those immigrant Jews but had recently not been tactful 
to say!8 

Of course, the exact opposite was the case. Portnoy's Complaint was the high 
water mark of philo-Semitism in America because Jews were associated in the 
public mind with sexual deviance at the high water mark of the sexual revolution. 
Portnoy's Complaint inaugurated the era of the Jewish cultural sexual revolution
ary hero-Bob Dylan, Abbie Hoffman, Ira Einhorn, Jerzy Kozinski, Erica Jong, 
Jules Feiffer, Saul Steinberg, Woody Allen-whose heroics were manifest as ribald, 
mocking subversion of culture, faith, and morals. If Portnoy was the Messiah, 
then Lenny Bruce was John the Baptist. 

As we have seen, Roth's frankness about Jewish hatred of the goyim was deeply 
embarrassing to Jews who aspired to assimilate. Hence, the attack in Commentary, 
published by the American Jewish Committee. If Howe's essay was full of reti
cence, Norman Podhoretz's essay in the same issue was obfuscatory, attempting to 
direct the reader away from what Podhoretz found most embarrassing and offen
sive in Portnoy, namely, its Jewishness. Podhoretz calls Roth the "Laureate of the 
New Class''>9 even though cursory and superficial reading of the book indicates 
it is about ethnicity, not class. Roth, according to Podhoretz, "is the New Class 
writer par excellence," pandering to "the snobbery and self-righteousness" that is 
"one of the distinctive marks of those members of the professional and technical 
intelligentsia in America who make up what has come to be known as the New 
Class.''lo Roth, Podhoretz says, "so perfectly embodies the ethos of a group which 
began coming to consciousness of itself as a distinctive social class around the 
time Roth first appeared on the scene.''l1 Does Podhoretz mean class or ethnic 
group? Is Philip Roth the spokesman for a class or for the culturally emergent 
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third generation Jews that Commentary aspired to speak for? Roth's writings, ac
cording to Wisse, were 

the first literary voice that seemed to speak for our bunch, our group, our set, 
the particular gang of adolescents with whom I shared a mutual affection and an 
idea of what we stood against ... a sensibility so familiar that it seemed to have 
come from our own midst, and in a spark of language ... attractive to us .... Our 
affection for Philip Roth was part of the tenderness we felt for ourselves.3> 

Portnoy has, as Roth would say, "J -E-W written across the middle of his face"33 
but Podhoretz chooses to ignore this fact because he wanted to ignore the ethnic 
issues which Roth raises. According to Alan Cooper, "the Commentary mental
ity seemed to suggest" Jews could only "get into office, administrative posts, and 
presidencies of formerly exclusive Ivy League universities and multinational cor
porations" by an "unholy alliance with WASP America."34 The Jew could succeed 
"only by a sellout of one's immigrant-rooted integrity."35 Commentary was embar
rassed not by Roth's association with a class, but by his presumption to speak for 
Jews, endangering what Commentary felt were unprecedented opportunities for 
influence through assimilation. Commentary was embarrassed by Roth's frank 
expression of Jewish hatred of the goyim. It refused to see the humor, because the 
humor is a function of that hatred. Roth uses humor to ridicule what the goyim 
hold sacred; doing in public what the Jew does in private made Commentary un
comfortable. "To have Portnoy admit to these vindictive feelings," Cooper writes, 
"and to sharing his father's exhortations about the absurdity of the whole Chris
tian premise-feelings shared by a huge proportion of his Jewish readers/-is from 
Syrkin's point of view dangerous to Jewish life in a pluralistic society.''36 The issue, 
in other words, isn't whether what Roth says is true, but whether it's good for Jews 
to say it so aggressively. 

Roth attempted to avoid the issue, claiming unconvincingly that he is not 
Portnoy. (He dedicated the rest of his literary career to proving his novels were 
not autobiographical.) Portnoy is a Jew who talks like Hitler, and in that ethnic 
reversal lies much of the book's humor because Roth is writing about a time when 
ethnic reversal occurred on a large scale among America's Jews. The sons and 
daughters of second generation Jews who had made money in the garment indus
try had enough money to send the third generation to college, where they learned 
to imitate Bloomsbury and acquired the New Jersey equivalent of the sensibility 
of Virginia Woolf. 

Roth was the paradigmatic third-generation Jew, caught between Newark and 
Bloomsbury. Roth's father worked for the goyische insurance firm, Metropolitan 
Life. He sent Roth to Bucknell, which Cooper calls "a small Protestant school,"37 in 
Lewisburg, Pennsylvania. "Lewisburg emanated an unpretentious civility that we 
could trust:'38 says Roth. But he could never make up his mind whether to assimi
late or to remain the ethnic Jew. After discharge from the army, Roth wrote Good
bye Columbus, for which he received The Jewish Book Council's Daroff Award and 
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the National Book Award in fiction. Roth was 26 years old at the time. He was also 
a graduate student at the University of Chicago, where he met Margaret Martin
son Williams, a divorced mother of two, five years his senior, who would become 
the archetypal shiksa in his next few books. 

Roth never lost his sense he was sleeping with the enemy, not even when he 
married the shiksa of his dreams. Lydia, the Margaret character in My Life as a 
Man, shared a room with her mother at the home of two spinster aunts in Skokie, 
"whose heroes were the aviator Lindbergh, the Senator Bilbo, the cleric Coughlin, 
and the patriot Gerald 1. K. Smith. It had been a life of little but punishment, 
humiliation, betrayal, and defeat, an it was to this that I was drawn, against all 
misgivings."39 In marrying a shiksa, the Roth character "was waging a kind of 
guerrilla war against the army of slobs, philistines, and barbarians who seemed to 
me to control the national mind, either through the media or the government," by 
bringing the shiksa "something of Bloomsbury-a community of the faithful, ob
serving the sacraments of literacy, benevolence, good taste and social concern.'lIo 

While they lived together, the Roth character, in one version of the story, has an 
affair with his wife's daughter. In another version, he sees her as 

a replica of those over-dressed little Gentile children who used to pass our house 
every Sunday on their way to church, and toward whom I used to feel an emotion 
almost as strong as my own grandparents' aversion. Secretly, and despite myself, 
I came close to despising the stupid and stubborn child when she would appear 
in that little white church going outfit, and so too did Lydia, who was reminded 
by Monica's costume of the clothes in which she had had to array herself each 
Sunday in Skokie, before being led off to Lutheran services with her aunts Helda 
and Jessie.41 

His wife's ex-husband and her daughter "were the embodiment of what my 
grandparents, and great-grandparents, and great-great-grandparents had loathed 
and feared: shagitz thuggery, shiksa wiliness.'l1· Sexual revenge on the daughter 
could be an act of virtue for a Jew, because "Dr. Goebbels or Air Marshal Goer
ing might have a daughter wandering out somewhere in the world, but as a fine 
example of the species, Lydia would do nicely" as a way of getting back at "the 
puritan austerity, the prudery, the blandness, the xenophobia of the women of her 
clan [and] the criminality of the men.'l!3 Lydia "lived now in a neat little apart
ment within earshot of the bell in the clock tower of the university whose atheists, 
Communists and Jews her people had loathed, and .. , wrote ten pages for me every 
week," giving the Roth character great satisfaction.44 

When the relationship goes sour, his Jewish relatives tell him he has him
self to blame. His brother Moe faults him for sleeping with "Another fucked-up 
shiksa.'lIs Moe sees his brother either as a sexual anthropologist or as gripped by a 
fatal obsession. "First the lumpenproletariat, now the aristocracy. What are you, 
the Malinowski of Manhattan? Enough erotic anthropology. Get rid of her, Pep. 
You're sticking your plug in the same socket.'l!6 The Roth character concludes, in 
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"Maureen and Susan I came in contact with two of the more virulent strains of 
a virus to which only a few women among us are immune.'!!7 After his brother 
tells him "a nice civilized Jewish boy with some talent and some brains" has no 
business sleeping with "something savage ... a little Apache'!!8 (his wife is Irish 
and German), the Roth character concludes he "made the grotesque mistake of 
elevating" his wife "to the status of a human being toward whom I had a moral 
responsibility.'!!9 

The Roth character is caught between two worlds, one Jewish, the other 
American. According to the latter, all men are created equal. According to the 
former, the goyim are sub-human beasts. Roth married a beast; his desire to free 
himself from someone he mistakenly thought was human accounts for pages of 
violent and unpleasant rage in his books. Roth's attempt to pass from one ethnic 
sphere to another accounts for much of the comedy. Roth was involved in the eth
nic equivalent of a sex change operation. 

Ethnic reversal means that there is something intrinsically funny about the 
idea of a Jewish cowboy. It's the ethnic equivalent of cross-dressing. Jews weren't in 
America in significant numbers in the 1870S; those who were here were selling blue 
jeans, not herding cattle. The cowboy was never really Catholic either. How could 
a Catholic spend all that time in the saddle somewhere in Texas and fulfill his ob
ligation to go to Mass on Sunday? No, the cowboy was a Protestant American. He 
didn't have to go to church to be pious. He could commune with God in nature, as 
he did regularly in the comic strip Rick O'Shay. Like a good Emersonian, he was 
self-reliant; nature was his church. In the mid-20th century, the cowboy became 
a symbol for the aspirations of the once dominant Protestant middle class, which 
was losing cultural ground to Catholics, Jews, and Negroes. Michael Landon, who 
got his start with the TV cowboy series Bonanza, understood this. He went on to 
do the Little House on the Prairie, a TV series which extolled American Western 
Protestant virtues, like self-reliance, keeping your word, hard work, etc. 

Turning the cowboy into a Jew is ethnic reversal fraught with comic possibili
ties. Lenny Bruce did a skit on Yankele, the Jewish cowboy. Leo Kotke released 
an album, "Ragtime Cowboy Jew," and Kinky Friedman turned the name Bob 
Wills and the Texas Playboys into Kinky Friedman and the Texas Jewboys. This 
tradition reached a culmination of sorts in 1974 when Mel Brooks directed Blaz
ing Saddles. Its "humor" puts crude language into the mouths of clergymen and 
women and all of the other stock characters that made the Western an American 
morality play. The only funny parts involve ethnic reversal; the best example is 
when Mel Brooks plays an Indian Chief who speaks Yiddish. "Shvartzes," he says 
upon finding a Negro family in a covered wagon. Then, in a hilarious send up of 
the Indian-speaking mumbo jumbo, Brooks discourses in Yiddish about what to 
do about Negro settlers, finally bidding them leave with COSey gesind." 

Compared to Philip Roth, Mel Brooks is relatively benign, but then leukemia 
is benign when compared to Philip Roth. Cowboy movies might have expired of 
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their own inanition or hyperviolence in the '70S, but Brook's parody expedited 
the process. IfJews just ridiculed Hollywood cliches, who could fault them? Their 
movies would still be funny. Yet Jews like Brooks had to push the envelope beyond 
what the goyim considered decent. One taboo of the Production Code was ridicul
ing clergy. Brooks takes savage delight in putting filthy language into a clergy
man's mouth and then having his Bible shot to pieces as he raises it in prayer. Jews 
like Brooks took delight in actions deeply offensive to Protestants, for whom sola 
scriptura was a pillar offaith. In post-Production Code Hollywood, the Jew could 
ridicule the goyim and their God with impunity. 

As America's cultural taboos fell under the blows ofJewish ridicule, the need 
to ridicule and subvert intensified. With the collapse of the Hollywood production 
code in 1965, the attacks on manners and the absurdities of movie cliches gave way 
to attacks on morals, religion, and Christ. Movies, as a result, became progres
sively less funny. Behind the Jewish humor one could discern the dim outline of 
"cultural aggression" -the distillation of that ancestral grievance, the ethnically 
shared satisfaction of putting one over on the dumb goy. The more the taboos fell, 
the more cultural aggression became apparent; the more that became apparent, 
the less funny the gags became. 

A good example of how Jewish humor became less funny can be gleaned from 
its treatment of the Shvartze. Ridicule of the Negro had been a staple of Jewish 
comedy since Al Jolson put on blackface. It is central to Blazing Saddles, which 
probably holds a record for a Hollywood film using the word "nigger." It is also 
integral to David Zucker's Scary Movie 3. By the time Zucker ridicules the Shvar
tze, however, most cultural taboos have fallen. So Zucker ridicules black funerals. 
"Who said this was funny?" I wondered as the corpse of a dead black woman was 
thrown around a funeral home. Treating a corpse with respect goes back to Anti
gone, at least in literature. 

Portnoy's Complaint jumps into the fray by exposing Jewish embarrassment 
at their ethnocentrism. Portnoy is commissioner for Human Opportunity in New 
York City. He threatens his father: "ifhe ever uses the word nigger in my presence 
again, I will drive a real dagger into his fucking bigoted heart!"50 As a teenager, 
Portnoy writes a radio play called Let Freedom Ring!, "a morality play whose two 
major characters are named Prejudice and Tolerance.''sl During a recitation of his 
play on a long ride to western New Jersey, "Tolerance," Portnoy says, "defend[s] 
Negroes for the way they smell."5· Portnoy is the Jewish Messiah, who vows "to use 
'the power of the pen' to liberate from injustice and exploitation, from humiliation 
and poverty and ignorance, the people I now think of (giving myself gooseflesh) 
as The People.''s3 This makes Portnoy "the most moral man in all of New York, all 
pure motives and humane and compassionate ideals. Doesn't he know that what I 
do for a living is I'm good?,'s4 Roth is mocking here the notion of a Jewish Messiah, 
or he is mocking the fact that Portnoy thinks of himself as one? Either way, it's a 
brilliant satire of the messianic universalism that invariably grows out of Jewish 
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ethnocentrism. Portnoy becomes the commissioner for Human Opportunity to 
prove that his mother was wrong not to eat off the same plates as her Shvartze 
maid. 

And yet satire has to be based on a moral sense. If the satirist sees morality as 
a convention every bit as arbitrary and artificial as the cliches of a cowboy movies, 
he will ridicule morals with just as much irreverence, and in the process of erod
ing the moral basis of the culture he ridicules, he will cease to be funny. The pro
duction code held the Hollywood Jews back for a while, but the Production Code 
expired in 1965. Since then the same corrosive solvent of ridicule has been poured 
onto layer after layer of culture eating its way down through the rituals of WASP 
culture which seemed inexplicable to European Jews, as in the Marx Brothers' 
Night at the Opera; all the way down into morals, the substratum of manners, and 
through that into religion. At some point during this corrosive erosion of culture, 
Jewish humor ceased to be funny. 

James Bloom's Gravity Fails: The Comic Jewish Shaping of Modern America 
points out "American Jewish funniness is a form of cultural aggression" without 
any sense that the people whose culture was under attack might not find that ag
gression funny. Like Roth, Bloom puts morals in quotes; like Roth he seems un
able to distinguish between manners and morals. Likewise, he seems incapable of 
understanding how the cultural aggression overwhelmed the humor. In movies 
like Scary Movie 3, humor evaporated leaving only the residue of Jewish cultural 
aggression behind. Firing a shotgun at a picture of Mother Teresa may be David 
Zucker's idea of humor, but all that remains after the long tasteless skit is the taste 
of cultural aggression-one more Jew making one more attack on goyische illu
sions, like thinking it is meritorious to take care of the poor in Calcutta. 

Bloom correctly sees Mad magazine within the tradition of Jewish humor as 
cultural aggression, but ignores Mad's ridicule of the tropes of Madison Avenue 
before it discovered the sexual revolution and blasphemy, whereupon it stopped 
being funny. Even though the Torah is a book about limits, there was something 
intrinsically Jewish about the inability to recognize limits-decency, propriety, 
all the traits Groucho Marx associated with Margaret Dumont-probably be
cause the revolutionary Jew was at war with the Torah as an inhibiting superego 
to be destroyed so liberation could flourish. People who thought Ozzie and Har
riet and the Gospel according to St. John could all be rolled up into one big ball 
and dismissed as goyische culture, which is what Roth does in Portnoy, wouldn't 
understand moral nuance or the relationship between the moral and the cultural 
orders. 

Portnoy, in fact, links his slide into sexual depravity with the Torah. If there 
a distinction between the Ten Commandments and the prohibition against eat
ing shellfish, Portnoy doesn't see it. Jewish insistence on following the law in its 
entirety leads Portnoy to moral relativism. If it's all irrational taboo as Freud says, 
then why shouldn't eating lobster lead to sexual depravity? Is Portnoy rational-
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izing, in the following passage, or is he giving an account of the Law that St. Paul 
could endorse? 

Now, maybe the lobster is what did it. That taboo so easily and simply broken, 
confidence may have been given to the whole slimy, suicidal Dionysian side of 
my nature; the lesson may have been learned that to break the law all you have 
to do is-just go ahead and break it! .... [At] age fifteen, he sucks one night on 

a lobster's claw and within the hour his cock is out and aimed at a shikse on 
a Public Service bus. And his superior Jewish brain might as well be made of 
matzoh brei."55 

'The Torah is about limits, but the Revolutionary Jew doesn't respect limits be
cause he learned from Freud and Marx that "morality" is an irrational taboo, like 
not eating lobster. Since the Jew learned as a child, in Portnoy's words, "it doesn't 
make any difference either ... how big or how small the rule is that you break, it's 
the breaking alone that gets His goat," all moral law is one large irrational taboo.56 

If you're going to be hanged for a dietary sheep, why not be hanged for a sexual 
lamb? Yet Portnoy's conscience is troubled nonetheless: "Why," he wonders, "must 
the least deviation from respectable conventions cause me such inner hell? When I 
hate those fucking conventions! When I know better than the taboos!"57 

With reason dismissed as irrational taboo, all that is left is appetite. 'The su
perego is seen as a Nazi storm trooper; as a result, ego or reason can only choose 
appetite: "But then all the unconscious can do anyway, so Freud says, is want. 
And want! and WANT!"58 'The good Jew thus must wage war on conscience, first 
in himself through psychoanalysis, and then as the savior of the benighted goyim, 
especially good looking shikses. Roth redefines the Yid as id waiting to be liber
ated. 'The role of the revolutionary Jewish Messiah is to "PUT THE ID BACK IN 
YID! Liberate this nice Jewish boy's libido," Portnoy pleads with his psychoana
lyst, "will you please? Raise the prices if you have to! I'll pay anything!"59 

Given the tenuous Jewish understanding of the distinction between eating 
shellfish and committing adultery, it is not surprising that psychoanalysis has 
succeeded in debunking morals. So, Portnoy says, "I simply will not enter into a 
contract to sleep with just one woman for the rest of my days."6O Portnoy has been 
liberated from marriage, the institution that might have turned him into a decent 
human being. He is free to be bad, "Because to be bad, Mother, that is the real 
struggle: to be bad-and to enjoy it! 'That is what makes men of us boys, Mother. 
But what my conscience, so-called, has done to my sexuality, my spontaneity, my 
courage.''61 

Convinced his vices are virtues, convinced by Reich and Freud that sexual 
repression is evil and "morality" is an irrational taboo, the Revolutionary Jew can 
transform American culture by remaking it in his distorted image. Just tell a few 
jokes and the idols of WASP American culture all crumble into dust. Another 
word for Jewish humor was "demythologizing."62 Like Jake the Snake, the ghetto 
Jew from Newark, Philip Roth, according to Cooper, 
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demythologized the world of the respectable. As Henny Youngman, whining 
about family and friends while eliciting laughable squeaks from the violin (the 
very violin that was to make of every little Jewish boy, myself included, a world
famous, urbane, poetic, dignified and revered Yehudi) demytholgized our yearn
ings for cultural superiority.63 

The rise of Jewish humor meant the transformation of America into some
thing Jewish. That transformation has been so complete that now an alternative 
is difficult to imagine. Is there an American humor that is not Jewish? Bloom is 
both fatuous and to the point when he quotes Charles Simic, "it is impossible to 
imagine a Christian or a fascist theory of humor."64 By mid 20th century, "Jew
ish funniness," says Bloom, had triumphed over "the scenes and tropes sanctify
ing this New England legacy.''65 And "Alfred Kazin ratified this triumph in 1966 
by dismissing earnest intellectuals and honoring such funny Jewish 'clowns and 
minstrels' as the 'Marx Brothers, Eddie Cantor, Al Jolson and Fanny Brice' for 
'establishing the Jew in the national consciousness as a distinctly American figure 
... as a representative national entertainer'.''66 

Philip Roth's alter-egos are, in Bloom's words, "culture warriors" eager to 
"trespass on the hallowed ground of WASP dominance."67 Roth is the successor 
to Groucho Marx, "standing poised to vandalize yet another monument to New 
England's Brahmin ascendancy,''68 as Groucho did in Horsefeathers by calling 
himself Quincy Adams Wagstaff. The eclipse of the Irish as the nation's comedi
ans meant what Jews thought was funny was now funny for everyone. That meant 
the systematic violation of taboos. It was all goyische idiocy anyway. 

"They worship a Jew," Jake Portnoy tells his son, "do you know that, Alex? 
Their whole big-deal religion is based on worshipping someone who was an estab
lished Jew at that time. Now how do you like that for stupidity? How do you like 
that for stupidity? How do you like that for pulling the wool over the eyes of the 
public .... They took a Jew and turned him into some kind of God after he is already 
dead ... I assure you, Alex, you are never going to hear such a mishegoss of mixed-
up crap and disgusting nonsense as the Christian religion in your entire life. And 
that's what these big shots, so-called, believe!"69 

What Alex Portnoy hears from his father is ethnic prejudice; what Roth writes 
is cultural aggression, an attack on the Resurrection, the central tenet of the faith 
of the majority of America's citizens. Every ethnic group has its prejudices. Jews 
can't be expected to believe in the Resurrection. If they did, they wouldn't be Jews, 
at least not in the contemporary meaning of the term. In the America that was 
once a republic based on ethnic pluralism, federalism and the cultural autonomy 
of the local community, ethnic prejudice was not a serious problem. In Imperial 
America, which came into its own during the period following World War II, it 
became a serious problem because in its imperialist phase, America was not plu
ralistic; one ethnic group dominated the dominant culture for its own benefit and 
demonized any competing ethnicities. 
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The existence of one dominant culture meant the prejudices of the group that 
controls the instruments of culture become normative. The new instruments of 
culture-movies, radio, TV-were largely in the hands of Jews. With the rise of 
media power, Jewish cultural prejudice became the norm. Moral subversion and 
blasphemy also became the norm. This is what the Catholic/Jewish battle over 
Hollywood films was about. Joe Breen, first head of the Hollywood Production 
code, framed the issue during the 1930S: should sexually degenerate Eastern Euro
pean Jews determine the movie fare for the entire nation? Once Hollywood broke 
the production code in 1965, the answer became an unequivocal "Yes." "During 
the middle of the twentieth century," Bloom says, "a handful ofJews, who became 
famous by being funny, rediscovered, recovered and remade America.''7o That en
tailed redefining what it meant to be funny. Jewish cartoonist Jules Feiffer lament
ed that in 1950, "Humor was still Bob Hope," and Bloom applauds the fact that by 

importing Jewish angst, Freud, literacy, and irony into the discourse of main
stream comedy, Woody Allen, Lenny Bruce, Elaine May, Mike Nichols, and 
others "led comedy away form the ersatz to the authentic." This persuasive and 
lasting influence led the glossy monthly Esquire ... to pronouncing 1965 that "for 
good or ill, the Jewish style with its heavy reliance upon Yiddish and Yiddish
isms has emerged not only as a comic style, but as the prevailing comic style." 
The result, according to Lee Siegel's millennial retrospect was "new life for 
American culture.''71 

That Jewish transformation of American humor also meant the subversion of 
sexual morals. Lenny Bruce and Philip Roth focusing "on genitalia as a key site of 
desire made the comedy of concupiscence central to Jewish funniness in the early 
1960s.''7> Bloom cites the heroine in LeRoy Jones's play Dutchman who denounces 
"all those Jewish poets" whose "poems are always funny and always about sex."'3 
Jones, says Bloom, "recognized in Jewish funniness a reversal of the prevailing ide
alistic Platonic trajectory. This overriding Western legacy maintains that, rightly 
regarded, fleshly desire must lead to spiritual reflection or at least to expressions 
of worthier aspirations than carnal appetite.''74 Like Philip Roth and Adolf Hitler, 
Bloom posits the Jew as qUintessentially a sexual degenerate. He cites 

Daphne Merkin's reading of Jewish Eros, from the "core of the Jewish stance 
toward lust," its "emphasis on demystifying the erotic.''75 For all its conjugal 
emphasis, Merkin stresses the degree to which this stance rests on "a shrewd 
recognition that marital life and ... ritual" cannot "fully tame the stirrings of 
desire."76 

Before long the goyim felt they had to imitate the Jews if they wanted to be 
published or performed. Jewish control of the media arose in the performing arts 
as early as the 1930S, when, according to Bloom, 

Cole Porter ... decided that he needed to steep his art in American popular mu
sic's ascendant Jewishness-to write "Jewish tunes" like those of Jerome Kern, 
Richard Rodgers and George Gershwin. In the course of consequently produc-
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ing "the most enduring Jewish music" ever. Porter also heralded. in his 1934 
standard. "Anything Goes." an emerging sexual frankness in entertainment and 
artsP 

In Operation Shylock, Philip Roth claims he got his program for cultural sub-
version by listening to Irving Berlin: 

The radio was playing "Easter Parade" and I thought ... this is Jewish genius 
on a par with the Ten Commandments .... God gave Moses the Ten Command
ments. and then he gave Berlin "Easter Parade" and "White Christmas." The two 
holidays celebrate the divinity of Christ-the divinity that's at the very heart of 
the Jewish rejection of Christianity-and what does Irving Berlin brilliantly do? 
He de-Christs them. Easter he turns into a fashion show and Christmas into a 
holiday about snow ... [this] schlockified Christianity is Christianity cleansed of 
Jew hatred?B 

Mad magazine continued the trend of "Jewish funniness" as "a form of cul
tural aggression" after World War II by regularly conflating images of George 
Washington and Alfred E. Newman. Actor John Goodman recalled the arrival of 
Mad in his hometown in Missouri as "the only cultural event of the month" and 
claimed it "formed his boyhood consciousness" by teaching him "Jewish funni
ness." which meant "the smart-aleck skepticism. suspicion of authority. and Yid
dishisms like furghlugginer [sic] and portezebie [sic]."79 In its campaign to ridicule 
"the Father of his country."BO Mad also ran variations on Larry Rivers' 1953 parody 
of Leutze's painting of Washington Crossing the Delaware. Mad became the ve
hicle whereby Jewish Greenwich Village Bohemia found its way into the cultural 
mainstream. Rivers. born Irving Grossberg in the Bronx, played the saxophone 
when he wasn't painting parodies. He tried to explain his version of Washington 
crossing the Delaware in his autobiography. He painted it to calm "paranoid fan
tasies" because "I was a Jew, and unless I could produce evidence to the contrary, 
I was a communist."B. 

His parody of Washington Crossing the Delaware was "evidence to the con
trary"B. in case he got called before the House un-American Activities Committee 
like "some blacklisted Hollywood Jews."B3 He had his cake and ate it too. ridicul
ing icons in the act of reproducing them for self-protection: "Despite my smoking 
of pot and my sucking of cunt and the occasional cock .... I could always point 
to George."B4 His guilty conscience, in other words, prompted paranoia, which 
he assuaged by subverting the manners and morals of the dominant culture, the 
superego he incorrectly assumed was the source of his guilty conscience in the 
first place. Alfred Kazin makes the same point in his autobiography New York 
Jew when he claims "the debunkers had destroyed Parson Weems."BS Jules Feiffer 
continued the trend in Carnal Knowledge, which, in Bloom's words, "savaged both 
mid-century collegiate and courtship mores."B6 Carnal Knowledge. Bloom contin
ues. "aims. in Philip Roth's phrase. to 'demythologize the respectable .... B7 a project 
Roth has pursued his entire career. 
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When Commentary re-evaluated Philip Roth in 1972, the dichotomy"Ameri
can vs. Jew" no longer had much meaning. There was no reason to agonize about 
whether being Jewish prevented Commentary readers from sharing the American 
Dream because the American Dream had become a Jewish shtick anyway. Milton 
Berle competed head to head with Bishop Fulton Sheen on prime time TV and 
lost. Fifty years later, Bloom says laconically, "shows like Sheen's no longer air in 
network prime time or even on the national cable spectrum."88 They have been 
replaced by "the Shticks of numerous funny Jews, such as Seinfeld, Paul Reiser, 
Fran Dresher, Richard Lewis, and Jenna Elfman," not to mention the ineffable 
Howard Stern, whose "conquest of cable and radio, of movie theaters and book
stores, marks for better or worse the unequivocal arrival of Jewish funniness" as 
well as the triumph of Jewish sexual degeneracy.89 Portnoy, the Domestic Jewish 
savior, obviated the problem of assimilation that plagued his father's generation of 
American Jews by conquering the culture, just as Albert Goldman said he would. 

By the 1970S, being Jewish and being American meant one and the same thing, 
certainly in humor, but in other areas too. The average American had become a 
sexually addicted zombie, like Portnoy, content to let the offspring of ghetto Jews 
manage his freetime. What the Hollywood Jews were to Bill Clinton, the New 
York neoconservative Jews became for George W. Bush. The average American 
could chose Hollywood pornography or neoconservative wars in the Middle East 
for his nightly entertainment. 

Roth was genius enough to propose the final solution to the Jewish assimila
tion problem in Portnoy's Complaint, and the Jews at Commentary chose to kvetch 
about "vindictive bleakness" and "the new class" instead of lauding him as the 
Einstein of his generation. Roth solved what Bloom called "the eternal Jewish con
flict" namely, "maintaining their identity while participating in a wider national 
life" in a breathtakingly simple manner.90 The Jew no longer had to become "an 
American" because America had essentially become Jewish. Portnoy, the comic 
Jewish Messiah, conquered America by corrupting the morals of American wom
en. "What I'm saying doctor," Portnoy tells his psychoanalyst, "is that I don't seem 
to stick my dick up these girls, as much as I stick it up their backgrounds-as 
though through fucking I will discover America. Conquer America-maybe that's 
more like it."9' 

Yes, that's more like it. This ruthless sexual exploitation of the unsuspecting 
shikses from Irvington, New Jersey, where "there was a tree conspicuously ablaze 
in every parlor [and] the houses themselves are outlined with colored bulbs ad
vertising Christianity''!!> is justified as ethnic warfare, cultural guerrilla warfare, 
to subvert the morals of the enemy as revenge for the goyim's treatment Roth's 
people. In screwing the WASP patrician Portnoy calls The Pilgrim, Portnoy is 
taking revenge on the insurance firm that employed his father because "she could 
have been a Lindabury, don't you see? A daughter of my father's boss!''!!3 Only in 
ethnic solidarity can Portnoy find the anodyne for his troubled sexual conscience, 
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the anodyne psychoanalysis promised but could not deliver. Roth is similar to Al 
Goldstein, editor of Screw, who used Jewish ethnicity as an excuse for his pan
dering. "Jews," Goldstein told Luke Ford, "are into pornography because Christ 
sucks."94 In other words, any transgression of the moral law can be justified as long 
as it can be construed as aggression against the goyim. "No," Portnoy says about 
his affair with Sally Maulsby, The Pilgrim. There was no love involved after all. It 
was all just ethnic aggression: "Sally Maulsby was just something a nice son once 
did for his dad ... there could never be any 'love' in me for The Pilgrim."95 What 
Sally viewed as love was "a little vengeance on Mr. Lindabury for all those nights 
and Sundays Jack Portnoy spent collecting down in the colored district. A little 
bonus extracted from Boston & Northeastern, for all those years of service and ex
ploitation."96 Sexual exploitation in exchange for economic exploitation: the quid 
pro quo of the Revolutionary Jew. 

Cooper cheers Roth on from the sidelines: "Seeing himself at the mercy of the 
goyim, he could approach them only obliquely through their daughters: he could 
'conquer America' by debasing 'The real McCoy' or her nicknamed variants."97 
Cooper applauds Roth for "trying to achieve manhood by being bad. For a Jew 
of their upbringing, the second quest is harder because it is perverse. And being 
perverse, being a total inversion of normal expectation, it is comic," at least in the 
Jewish sense.98 

The Golden Age of Jewish Humor and Cultural Subversion began in 1965 

when the Jews wrested cultural control of the movies from the Catholics by re
leasing The Pawnbroker. Portnoy's Complaint followed four years later. Four years 
after that, America got Erica Jong's Fear of Flying, the female version of Portnoy, 
and four after that, in 1977, Woody Allen did Annie Hall, the real film version of 
Roth's book. (The visit to Annie Hall's home in Chippewa Falls is taken straight 
from Portnoy's visit to The Pumpkin's family in Iowa.) Shortly after the release 
of Annie Hall, Time eulogized Allen as an American Genius for directing Annie 
Hall, in which the schlemiel once again schtups the shiksa before the eyes of Mr. 
& Mrs. America, her proud parents. Woody Allen not only gets away with it, he 
landed on the cover of Time for doing it. 
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Chapter Thirty-One 

The Jewish Take-Over of American 
Culture 

In 1970, when President Nixon ordered the invasion of Cambodia, setting off 
campus demonstrations across the country, including at Kent State, where four 
students were shot to death by National Guardsmen, Ron Radosh was teaching 

history at the City University of New York, the traditional haven for that city's 
Jewish revolutionaries. When the revolution came to his campus in the spring of 
1970, Radosh was no longer playing the five-string banjo. He had changed his tune 
in just about every sense of the word, evne if he felt he was realizing the revolu
tionary dreams of his youth. Condemned to prove Plato right, Radosh found he 
needed new music for a different revolution, and so he concluded his harangue to 
his students by screaming "Got to Revolution/ Got to Revolution/ Pick up the cry/ 
Got to Revolution,'" which he picked up from a Jefferson Airplane song, "Volun
teers." Upon hearing his revolutionary war cry, the students, Radosh says, "went 
wild.''' Without any sense there might be a connection, Radosh then tells us that 
around the same time, "my marriage was beginning to unravel."3 

Radosh's wife Alice was seeing a psychologist who encouraged her to get 
"stoned on grass and LSD" as "an advanced therapeutic technique.'1! The same 
therapist encouraged Radosh's wife to divorce him. Even after writing his memoir, 
Radosh failed to see how Jewish revolutionaries were subverted by their own ideas. 
Radosh supported the revolution without seeing it was self-destructive because it 
defined the family as an instrument of oppression. Radosh felt he and Alice prob
ably would have stuck it out "if left to our own devices,''s but they were not left to 
their own devices because the revolution had been redefined. What Radosh calls 
"the Movement" was "turning towards the politics of personal relationship.''6 In
stead of smashing capitalism, revolutionary Jews like Radosh and his wife, taking 
their cue from "the radical feminism of the early women's liberation movement," 
decided to "smash monogamy," and they smashed themselves and their children 
in the process? To liberate herself from "bourgeois possessiveness,"8 Radosh's wife 
carried on an affair with David Gelber, another revolutionary Jew, who would 
become a top-level TV producer with CBS news and then with 60 Minutes. 

Radosh "waged a desperate fight to save the marriage,''9 he says, but given the 
arsenal of weapons available to a Jewish revolutionary, i.e., Marx and Freud with 
a heavier emphasis on Freud, the outcome was a foregone conclusion. Alice "run 
away with another man, poor boy," as he might have sung to the accompaniment 
of his five-string banjo a few years back. To cope, Radosh "took a long-awaited 
sabbatical to try to dig out of the wreckage of my life.'''o Radosh "spent most days 
severely depressed, sleeping all night and half the day, and then shut up alone 
watching television until I crawled into bed.'''' 
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In his autobiography, Dylan recounts meeting Archibald MacLeish, who told 
him "if anything costs you your faith or your family, then the price is too high.''>.' 
MacLeish was right. 'The Left was destroyed by its fatal attraction to sexual libera
tion. When the Left went down in flames, it took folk music with it. Some would 
say it took the Jews as well. Alan Dershowitz is of that opinion, writing about the 
demographic collapse among American Jews in The Vanishing American Jew. Bob 
Dylan's marriage to Sara Lowndes, which produced five children, broke down a 
little after Radosh's for roughly the same reasons. 

Both men compensated by substituting quantity for quality. Bob Dylan linked 
up with musicians who came to be known as "the Band," whom he lured away 
from Screaming Ronnie Hawkins. 'The Band, according to Spitz, was "one of the 
earliest bands to perfect the ethic of sex, drugs and rock 'n roll as an alternative 
life-style.''>.3 Dylan'S music continued its downward spiral, becoming "aggressive, 
cynical, hard-edged, highly mannered and surrealistic.''>.4 'The lyrics, as a result of 
the loud amplified music, became first incomprehensible and then inconsequen
tial. Why should the man who revolutionized the folk song with his lyrics care 
about meaning "when the electricity simply picked you up and carried you into 
outer space for a hour or two.''>.s And if the electricity didn't, drugs would. When 
Mick Jagger came to Dylan's apartment to pay homage, he found the revolution
ary bard unconscious on the floor, offering devout homage to the god Dionysos, 
who had control of his music and the revolution that flowed from it. 

Linking up with Danny Kalb, the Jewish Blues singer who had shared his 
apartment with Bob Dylan in Madison in the early '60S, Ron Radosh made up 
"for what I now regard as lost time with Alice," by having sex "with virtually any 
woman I was attracted to who crossed my path .... 6 Radosh says "It was a good time 
to be single" because 

everyone was available, and almost no one thought twice about immediately 
hopping into bed on the first day. I had never thought myself particularly attrac
tive to women, but suddenly I had a full dance card and even got a reputation as 
a womanizer. Some of the things I did were questionable, but in the period when 
smashing monogamy was the new standard of the Movement, I could always 
rationalize my behavior as helping to free society from bourgeois definitions of 
reality.'7 

Radosh still doesn't understand the consequences of his actions. "My major 
preoccupation, aside from socialism," Radosh says, getting to the point and also 
avoiding it, "became looking for new women .... I rehabilitated the sexual self-es
teem that my former wife had crushed. But I wasn't especially happy .... s During his 
Lothario period, Barbara Garson, author of the anti-Lyndon Johnson play, Mac
Bird, called Radosh to see ifhe could give her "banjo lessons .... 9 Within 15 minutes 
of arriving at her apartment, Radosh was having sex with the playwright. 

'The sexual revolution, in other words, had replaced the Marxist revolution, 
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and, in doing that, it had destroyed everything that Radosh's parents had worked 
for. "The Marxist revolution we had hoped for was stillborn," Radosh writes, "but 
the sexual revolution was alive and well."20 The sexual revolution killed the Left, 
just as it killed the fight for workers' rights, the antiwar movement, and the Jew
ish birth rate, but the Left was too intoxicated to notice. When the drug-induced 
intoxication wore off, their minds were so darkened by their passions that years 
later they still couldn't understand what had happened. 

Radosh's memoir is one indication ofthat; Bob Dylan's is another. Radosh's 
memoir provides the more comprehensive picture of what happened to the revo
lutionary Jew in the folk music movement when the sexual revolution hit. Radosh 
had an extended liaison with a woman he called Judy, "an extremely pretty, outgo
ing and freewheeling woman, who believed in free sex anytime and anywhere" 
who occasionally "managed to find work in theater and film in exchange for sex
ual favors .... • Judy was a true devotee of Dionysos, "a serious alcoholic, who after 
some days of sobriety would end up dead drunk, crazed and violent."» Radosh 
persuaded Judy to drive to Washington State, where he planned to work in an 
archive. Radosh described the trip as their "own version of On the Road,"'3 Jack 
Kerouac's 1957 Beatnik novel. Judy would "sometimes drink herself into a stupor 
and at other times insist on rounds of non-stop sex," including one session on top 
of Mount Rushmore."4 

Once they arrived on the West Coast, Radosh looked up comrades from the 
commie folk music network only to discover they were living the same lifestyle he 
was. Bob Scheer, former editor of Ramparts, was in a radical Berkeley commune, 
the "Red Family," which, like Radosh, eschewed workingman's rights in favor of 
sexual politics and burning questions like "whether or not it was 'bourgeois' to 
want to close the bathroom door while using the toilet."2S 

Scheer took a fancy to Judy, and when he made a move on her in Radosh's 
car, Radosh kicked him out, stranding him by the side of the road. The only thing 
that kept Scheer's interest, other than sex, was Kim n Sung. Scheer would enthuse 
for hours about "the paradise he had seen during a recent visit to North Korea" 
and "about the greatness of Kim n Sung .... 6 Scheer had arranged asylum in North 
Korea for Eldridge Cleaver, a founder of the Black Panthers on the lam from the 
US Government and a faction of the Panthers that wanted to eliminate him in a 
power struggle. Scheer was the rule not the exception. "Others in the Movement 
had," says Radosh, "found heaven on earth in places like Cuba and even China," 
so why shouldn't Scheer find paradise in Pyongyang."7 

Once again, we have to distinguish between form and content. The form was 
the revolutionary Jew, blind and carnal, forever seeking heaven on earth and forev
er ending up disappointed. The content was the particular heaven on earth known 
as Moscow, Cuba, Hanoi, Nicaragua, and then later, when he got the neoconser
vative religion, post-Communist Poland and eastern Europe. Radosh's memoir 
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is written in the form of a religious conversion story, except for the fact that the 
religion he converted to is neoconservatism, which, upon closer inspection, turns 
out to be just one more form ofJewish revolutionary activity and subversion. The 
only form that provided any political coherence to Radosh's life, which oscillated 
between Stalinism and Neoconservatism, was the persona of the Revolutionary 
Jew, determined to engage in subversive behavior even when he subverted his own 
marriage and family. 

The revolutionary Jew was not averse to subverting his brain as well. Judy 
moved out of Radosh's apartment after they returned to New York, but not before 
encouraging him to take LSD. Chemically induced derangement was now part of 
lifestyle "liberation" which was, sometimes literally, killing the Left. After taking 
LSD, Radosh lived in "virtual terror">8 for five days. His liberated mind noticed 
"monsters, snakes, devils," and "anything my imagination conjured up" would 
leap out of the walls and attack him, leaving him "frozen in fear, not being able to 
speak, walk or even move."'9 Radosh had hallucinations for weeks afterward, or at 
any time the residue of the LSD got metabolized from his fat cells. 

After reading in Liberation magazine that attending political demonstrations 
was the best way to get laid, Radosh took a sleeping bag to a sit-in at Colum
bia, where, as Liberation had predicted, he found someone to sleep with. Allis 
Rosenberg was another revolutionary Jew, recently divorced from yet another 
revolutionary Jew, Alan Wolfe. All the revolutionary Jews, it seems, were looking 
for love in the wrong places. When the president of Columbia accused Radosh of 
criminal activity in the sit-in, Radosh became worried "that the letter could have 
a damaging effect on my own prospects for promotion and advancement at the 
City University of New York, and could easily be used against me."3o As a result, 
Radosh called Alan Dershowitz, who used his well-known reputation as a legal 
intimidator to get Radosh off the hook, even though Radosh readily admitted, in 
his memoir at least, that he was guilty of all of the offenses Columbia's president 
laid at his feet. 

Radosh's recourse to Alan Dershowitz is more than an indication of Jewish 
solidarity trumping political differences: it also indicated that the revolutionary 
Jew will turn on the movements he has created when Jews no longer control them. 
Without Jews like the Spingarn brothers, there would have been no NAACP, but 
when the Jews were no longer welcome in civil rights circles, the Jews turned on 
their erstwhile proteges. 

In 1973, Radosh's second wife got involved in a turf battle with the feminists. 
Allis Rosenberg Radosh was a feminist because that was the revolutionary activ
ity for women of her class and ethnic background in the early '70S. Allis was part 
of "a socialist, feminist, consciousness raising group, and was planning to obtain 
a Ph.D. in history at the CUNY Graduate Center" when Radosh met her.31 She 
then taught in the women's studies department at Richmond College of CUNY in 
proletarian, i.e, ethnic, Catholic Staten Island. Richmond had already been taken 
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over by the Left, which, in New York, meant Jews like Radosh and Rosenberg, even 
though "most of the students [there] were Italian Catholics far removed from any 
sympathy or association with the faculty teaching them."3' 

At Richmond College, however, the revolution proceeded to devour its own 
children. In this instance, that meant that the lesbians wrested power over tenure 
and promotion from the Jews, who then became counter-revolutionaries. Allis 
Radosh vented her anger in The Village Voice. "What Allis recorded in the Voice 
and what she daily came home to tell me about," Radosh says, barely keeping his 
indignation in check, "was almost unbelievable."33 The women's movement had 
been hijacked by lesbians. Of course, the Jews had done the same thing a few 
years earlier, but as Breshnev and George W. Bush would claim, revolutions were 
supposed to be irreversible. That means that those who wrested power from oth
ers were never supposed to have it wrested from them, but it turns out that his
tory didn't work that way. According to revolutionary principles, the fact that 
lesbians were the "most oppressed women," automatically catapulted them "into 
the vanguard of the women's movement," displacing the children of the Jewish 
communists who had popularized the idea of the revolutionary vanguard in the 
first place.34 The revolutionary Jew was once again hoisted on his own petard. Or 
so it seemed. All the two incidents really meant was that the Jews would create 
new anti-black, anti-feminist organizations they could control under the rubric of 
neoconservatism. Once again the content of revolutionary activity would change, 
but the form-the revolutionary Jew-would remain. 

By the time the revolutionary Jew got what he wanted, he no longer wanted 
it. The Vietnam War was a classic case. In the spring of 1975, Radosh and his new 
wife attended a victory celebration for the Vietcong in Central Park, where they 
listened to Joan Baez, "the diva of the antiwar movement," as well as "the artist 
who stood alongside the young Bob Dylan and epitomized the union of art and 
politics," and Phil Ochs, as they sang Ochs' anti-war anthem "I declare the war 
is over."3! A few months later, Ochs, an alcoholic wreck, committed suicide when 
Bob Dylan did not include him in the Rolling Thunder revue. Radosh and his wife 
experienced a milder form of let down. Instead of a moment of triumph, "the end 
of the war," Radosh says, "produced a great void."36 It was "an occasion for deep 
melancholy" because the war and the draft had been "the issue that had given 
meaning to our lives" and now that issue was "beginning to evaporate," and when 
Nixon abolished the draft, it evaporatedF 

Radosh's melancholia is easy to understand. The end of the Vietnam War 
was supposed to mean the beginning of heaven on earth, as the end of capitalism 
was supposed to signal the same thing to his parents' generation. When the war 
ended, Radosh knew it didn't begin anything, certainly not heaven on earth, and 
so it became a reproach to the idea the revolutionary Jew had been propagating 
for two millennia. At moments like this, the Revolutionary Jew was haunted, for a 
moment, by the thought there might not be heaven on earth ever. It was a thought 
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that recurred each time one of his gods failed. "The idea of an immediate, no-fault 
revolution, a fantasy of the previous decade, was no longer tenable. We would not 
break on through to the other side, as in the Doors' revolutionary anthem, or at 
least not overnight as we had hoped."38 The Vietnam War "had been the center of 
everything," even for those who "thought the revolution would be cultural and 
had abandoned politics for dope and rock and roll."39 But now the center of their 
lives was gone. "None of us admitted it," Radosh says, "but we almost all looked 
inside ourselves with a rising sense of panic and wondered, 'What now?"lIo Rather 
than accept that heaven on earth is an illusion, the revolutionary Jew searched for 
it more feverishly: 

It was time when some of myoId comrades went looking for love in all the wrong 
places-human potential movements, therapeutic ecstasies and personality 
cults-while others began the long march though the institutions. And I, des
perately afraid that my god would fail, went looking for another party to join, 
communism having long since withered away for me. 

October 27, 1975: The Rolling Thunder Revue 
On October 27, 1975, six months after the fall of Vietnam and shortly after 

Rod Radosh married his second wife, three chartered buses rolled out of New 
York City, headed north, beginning Bob Dylan's Rolling Thunder Review, his way 
of compensating for the void the end of the war created in the tattered remnants of 
the folk song movement. It also compensated for the family he had just destroyed. 
Spitz claims the music "scene" destroyed Dylan's marriage. "Scene" is a code word 
for adultery and drugs: "The scene is what ended it. Sarah just couldn't compete 
with the sideshow allure of New York.'!!' Spitz is more explicit when he describes 
the ambiance of the Rolling Thunder Revue: 

The unwritten rule in every male musician's life was that touring gave him li
cense to go wild. It was the place where, for one or two months out of the year, 
he was free to get all those freaky fantasies out of his system before settling back 
into fidelity with the little woman and the kids. What you did on the road was 
your business. It was like being a member of the music masons.42 

Sara Lowndes Dylan wouldn't file for divorce until 1977, but the Rolling 
Thunder Revue shows the marriage ended two years earlier. Bob Dylan compen
sated for the loss of his family by surrounding himself with "weirdos,'1I3 people of 
his own background, revolutionary Jews who gave toadying approbation to his 
wretched excess. He missed his family nonetheless, and "as a result, he manufac
tured this big musical family to help fill the void.'1I4 The Rolling Thunder Revue 
may have been a faux family but "the spirit of it was patterned after a summer 
camp;'lIs indeed, the Jewish communist summer camps where many musicians 
learned American folk music. The Rolling Thunder Review bespoke Dylan's nos
talgia for the America the Jewish cultural revolutionaries had destroyed. They 
were still conflicted, because the one thing the New Left refused to relinquish was 
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sexual liberation. The Revue was to post-revolutionary America what the workers' 
revolutionary theater trains were to post-revolutionary Russia, an attempt at agit
prop to convince the masses that, contrary to all evidence, the revolution was still 
a good idea. That meant bringing sexual revolution to small towns of New Eng
land in 1975. "All those small towns whose womenfolk were struggling against the 
yoke of repression were sexual time bombs waiting to go off. The Rolling Thunder 
Revue rolled into town and-Whammo!-teenagers and young moms suddenly 
found themselves doing things they'd only read about in Penthouse. Leave it to 
rock musicians!'lf6 

Instead of Phil Ochs, Bob Dylan chose Ramblin' Jack Elliott to accompany 
him. Elliott was eventually replaced by Kinky Friedman-minus the Texas Jew
boys. Kinky sported menorah-embroidered silk cowboy shirts even when that 
parody of the singing Jewish cowboy had worn thin. The quality of Dylan's mu
sic can be deduced from his Rolling Thunder lifestyle. He put on a cowboy hat, 
painted his face white, and sang one song after another in the same voice without 
indicating when he moved from one song to another. It was in many ways a musi
cal rendition of his sex life; the songs and the women became interchangeable and 
indistinguishable. The revolutionary Jew had succeeded beyond anyone's expec
tations. He had subverted the morals of "puritanical" America, and wrecked his 
own life too. Archibald MacLeish was right, "if anything costs you your faith or 
your family, then the price is too high." 

In 1975, about the time the Rolling Thunder Revue pulled out of New York, the 
Bothy Band released its epoch-making album of traditional Irish music. A rhythm 
section propelled by Donal Lunny on the bouzouki and Michael O'Domhnaill 
on the acoustic guitar showed the band had been influenced by the folk revival, 
but the music was pure Irish ethnic, passed on the traditional intra-family way. 
Michael and Triona Ni Domhnaill's aunt had contributed 286 songs to the Dublin 
University folklore collection. 

Four years later Mick Maloney arrived in Philadelphia. Under the guidance 
of Ken Goldstein of the University of Pennsylvania, and Dennis Clark, with whom 
Goldstein collaborated in the creation of the Balch Institute for Ethnic Studies, 
Maloney used the nearly defunct folk music network to promote traditional Irish 
music. An Irish music renaissance would spread for 20 years through the ruins 
of the old folk network. By the late '70S, popular front folk music had morphed 
into folk rock, which had morphed into hard rock, heavy metal, disco, and any 
number of minor variations promoted intensely but with diminishing returns by 
"the music industry." The music industry could be compared to a layer of asphalt 
that gradually covered large areas of fertile musical ground in the same way mall 
parking lots covered acres of fertile farmland. The point of the music industry 
was commerce and control, or commerce as a form of control, as pioneered by 
Jewish Businessmen like Albert Grossman, and epigoni like David Geffen. If, by 
the late '70S the music industry could be compared to one large metaphorical mall 
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parking lot, then The Bothy Band's 1975 album was a hardy plant popping its first 
tendrils from a crack in the asphalt caused by the thaw after a long winter of ice 
and cold. It showed that there was stillife in the subterranean stratum of ethnic 
music the industry had tried to colonize and control. 

1976: The Rise of Ethnic Music 
Other plants soon bloomed in the cracks in the asphalt. In 1976, Jewish refu

gees from the defunct folk music movement formed the band Klezmorim in Berke
ley. "Klezmer," musicians of the Irish revival of the 1980s said, "was God's way of 
keeping the Jews from taking over Irish music." When folk music morphed into 
Heavy Metal, the Jews turned to "Heavy Shtetl." In 1978, the Los Angeles based 
NAMA Orchestra released their album, Mazltov!, and Klezmer music was born. 
Although the term came into common parlance around 1980, the music was not 
new. Klezmer (based on the Hebrew kle and zmer, meaning vessels of song) was 
the ethnic music of the southern Jewish Pale of settlement. If New Orleans was the 
catch basin for Southern musical traditions and the place where they got forged 
into something typically American, known asJazz, Odessa played a similar role in 
the evolution of Klezmer, the music of the southern areas of the Pale of the Settle
ment. In Odessa Gypsy, Greek, and Romanian music merged into the frehlekhs 
and other manifestations ofJewish dance music eventually known as Klezmer. 

Since Bob Dylan's grandmother came from Odessa, there is a certain element 
of irony here. When Jewish banjo pickers emerged from the rubble of the folk 
movement Dylan destroyed, dusting off their grandparents' 78 records, Dylan be
came a Christian, baptized in May 1980, and released three Christian albums that 
revitalized his career, allowing him to reach a new audience. Spitz, displaying the 
animus against Christianity one expects of Jews, claims "Dylan fans were shocked 
and bewildered by this newest transformation.'!i7 He indicates Dylan was another 
Jewish performer adopting an alien ethnic stage identity; his conversion was the 
religious version of black face. Dylan's conversion appears sincere, but whether 
Dylan will perdure is unclear. Life on the road destroyed his marriage, so it is 
unlikely that it will help him lead a life worthy of a Christian. 

1977: Time Crowns Woody Allen an American Genius 

Beginning in 1970, Time was in the forefront of announcing the Jewish take
over of American culture. "The United States," claimed Time, "is becoming more 
Jewish .... Among American intellectuals the Jew has even become a culture 
hero.'l!8 Time quoted poet Robert Lowell: "Jewishness is the center of today's lit
erature much as the West was in the '30S.'1I9 Twenty years later, Time repeated the 
theme, "Jews are news. It is an axiom of journalism. An indispensable one, too, 
because it is otherwise impossible to explain why the deeds and misdeeds of a 
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dot-on-the-map Israel get an absurdly disproportionate amount of news coverage 
around the world.'>So 

Seven years after the first article, Woody Allen released his film Annie Hall, 
and Time certified Allen as the quintessential Jewish comic genius. Commentary 
followed suit, if in less breathless fashion, two years laters, but not all Jews were 
happy at having Allen proclaimed their cultural representative. Twenty years af
ter Time crowned Allen, Rabbi Samuel Dresner still expressed his reservations in 
an unanswered culturallly anomolous attack. The issue was: who speaks for the 
American Jew? If, as Dresner noted, "American Jews accept the categorization 
of themselves as advocates of Woody Allen," then Judaism is another word for 
"sexual permissiveness and even perversity," a proposition which Dresner found 
unacceptable.51 According to Dresner, "The lifestyles ofJews should not determine 
the Jewish style of life." The former, according to Dresner, "should not be deter
mined by the latter, even if the latter should become a majority in the Jewish com
munity." Dresner says if American Jews become "advocates of Woody Allen," that 
would be "not only a betrayal of Jewish values but a betrayal of the Jewish people, 
for no one more than Allen has enabled so many to view the Jew, especially the 
religious Jew, in so corrupt a manner.'>S' 

sees 
Dresner thus raises the perennial issue: who defines what a Jew is? Dresner 

Woody Allen as the classic example of how America has become more Jewish 
while "American Jews are becoming less Jewish."53 Because of his popularity and 
because mainline Jewish organizations leave his attacks on Jewish tradition un
mentioned, Allen has become a paradigm for the majority of American Jews. To 
understand what that means, we must understand what Woody Allen symbol
izes to most American Jews. 

Woody Allen, Dresner notes, has had a "persistent fascination"54 with incest. 
He has been in psychoanalysis for over 30 years; his fascination, whether expressed 
in his writing ("It's a whole new ball game," she said, pressing close to me. "Mar
rying Mom has made you my father."55), or through his seduction of his and Mia 
Farrow's adopted daughter is best explained by an analysis of Freud. Freud, too, 
was obsessed with incest. In his book Moses and Monotheism, Freud makes clear 
that, as in the case of the Pharaohs of Egypt, incest confers god-like status on its 
perpetrators. Freud also claims Moses was an Egyptian, thus de-legitimatizing the 
man who gave the law to Israel. David Bakan has written a book commenting on 
these passages; he claims Freud was a follower of the false Messiah Shabbetai Zevi 
whose attack on Moses was an attempt to abolish the law as Zevi did, through 
ritual impurity. Jews who promote sexual revolution are in this tradition: "They," 
Dresner says, "conjure up painful memories of the infamous seventeenth century 
false messiah Sabbatai Tzvi or his successor, Jacob Frank. Their coming was to 
mark a new age when the rule of Torah was to be superseded-'What was forbid
den is now permitted' -and transgressions would become a mitzvot."56 

"For those who seek the forbidden in Jewish guise," Dresner continues, "Sab-
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batianism points the way.''57 Sabbatianism gets to the heart of Judaism, a religion, 
says Dresner, forged in opposition to the fertility cults of the ancient Middle East. 
"In biblical times," Dresner continues, "Judaism waged a battle against sexual ex
cess not unlike the struggle now in progress-and in those earlier times, Mosaic 
law was victorious. Unbridled sexuality lay at the heat of ancient pagan religion."58 

To Dresner, Jewish history is one long battle against sexual deviance. "The early 
biblical narratives can be read as a continuous attack on the widespread sexual 
deviance that challenged and often seduced the Israelites, whose failings away 
Scripture scrupulously records."59 What crime was so great that it provoked God 
to destroy mankind, except for Noah's family, with a flood? "According to the 
most ancient understanding of the biblical story found in rabbinic sources, it was 
the violation of the natural order of sexuallife."60 "God," Dresner says, "is long
suffering of all manner of crime, save sexual immorality.''61 

Dresner is confronted with a serious dilemma, one which he cannot resolve 
because he lacks the theological sophistication. The Torah condemns sexual im
morality. But American Jews, represented by Woody Allen, fervently support sex
ual deviance under the name of sexual liberation, a term the Jew Wilhelm Reich 
invented. Dresner tries to pin the blame on descendents of Shabbetai Zevi, like 
Isaac Bashevis Singer. Dresner notes Singer's early "fascination with Sabbatian
ism."62 "I read whatever I could," Singer writes, "about the era of Sabbatai Zevi, in 
whose footsteps Jacob Frank had followed ... In these works I found everything I 
had been pondering, hysteria, sex, fanaticism, superstition."63 

Not only have America's Jews become corrupted by Sabbatianism, the Sab
batian infection has become the majority position among America's Jews: the life
style ofJews has trumped the Jewish style oflife based on the Torah. 

To cloak perversion with piety has a frightening ring, conjuring up memories of 
the Asherah in the temple and the antics ofJacob Frank, precisely because it blurs 
the distinctions between the Jewish style oflife and the lifestyle ofJews, between 
what Judaism prescribes and what some Jews regrettably choose to do. It tends to 
validate the position that whatever Jews say or do can be identified as Judaism. 
It cripples the ability of Judaism to address the dOings and sayings of Jews. How 
can a religion that is based four-square on marriage and the home countenance 
the revival of the sexual lifestyle of ancient (and modern) idolatry.64 

It can't, but Dresner can't explain why. Dresner is more upset about Singer's 
popularity than about Woody Allen's. ''Are Singer's writings 'true"'? he wonders.65 
"The corruption, the adultery, the demonic, the philandering, the decay, the per
version that pervade Singer's picture of Polish Jewry-is it all true? And ifit is not 
'true,' then why has someone not said SO?''66 The silence of American Jews indi
cates ambivalence, "their secret desire to repudiate the moral direction of three 
thousand years of Jewish history in favor of the worship of sensuality and fear of 
the demonic, ... finding meaning in their animal nature instead of in the power of 
man to transcend himself.''67 American Jews have embraced Singer's writings, "be-
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cause they express what Jews secretly desire."68 And what is that? Sexual liberation 
in Jewish garb, i.e., Sabbatianism, which is "the one movement in Jewish history 
that not only broke the moral yoke of Sinai but provided a theological justification 
for it: 'in the transgression of the mitzvah."'69 Singer's public declaration of Sab
batian sympathies coupled with his popularity indicates the curtain may be going 
up "on a new and frightening drama in Jewish life."7o Jewish silence on Singer 
"may be a sign of a sickness so severe we do not perceive its symptoms.''71 Dresner, 
as well as his mentor Abraham Heschel and other Yiddish writers familiar with 
pre-World War II Poland, consider Singers' writings one long calumny of eastern 
European Jews. But if that is the case, why are American Jews so interested in 
promoting the calumny? Because if eastern European Jewry is what Singer says, 
then American Jews "need feel no guilt; they can go about their way, not much 
different from other Americans, philandering, corrupting, and making of their 
faith a sham in the comforting belief that it was, after all, always like that. That's 
what the Jews of Eastern Europe were-philanderers, adulterers and corrupters: 
why should American Jews be better?''7' 

Dresner's conclusion is inescapable. If Woody Allen speaks for most Ameri
can Jews, then American Jews are are no longer followers of Moses but rather 
followers of Shabbetai Zevi. American cultural life in the last half of the 20th 
century was dominated by Jewish rebellion against the Torah and adoption of 
the practices of Shabbetai Zevi. The overwhelming majority of American Jews, as 
shown by surveys Dresner cites, have defined themselves as sexual revolutionar
ies; because of the disproportionate role Jews play in publishing and the media, 
they have, in effect, established Sabbatian sexual degeneracy as the American cul
tural norm. According to Dresner, Judaism is about nothing "if not the centrality 
of virtue.''73 "How," he wonders, "can a Jew maintain any other position?''74 He 
replies with understatement, "Nevertheless, some do."75 Judaism, says Dresner, 
"stands as inexorably against the new paganism as it did against the old. And so 
should the Jew,"76 but as the American Jew reached cultural prominence, he was 
also converted to Sabbatianism, "an alternate faith." So "Jewish rebellion has bro
ken out on several levels," one being "the prominent role of Jews as advocates to 
sexual experimentation.''77 

Dresner again adverts to "significant elements of America's cultural elite" that 
"by its example, desensitizes this nation morally.''78 He thus adverts to the problem 
this group has created for America while their Jewishness has prohibited others 
from addreSSing the problem. He deals with the issue indirectly. "How could so 
many American Jewish leaders," he wonders, "have been taken in by Allen?"79 
Dresner has the cart before the horse here because those Jewish leaders have used 
Allen to redefine America and the American Jew in their image. They have used 
Allen to define the Jew as a sexually deviant cultural bolshevist. So anyone who 
objects to sexual deviance or Hollywood's promotion of it is as an anti-Semite. The 
equation is simple. Since Hollywood is run by Jews, being anti-Hollywood means 
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being anti-Semitic. Dresner cites Richard Goldstein, writing in the Liberal Voice. 
According to Goldstein, "the Republican attack on Hollywood and the 'media 
elite,'" is a code for anti-Semitism, because "these are words that since the '50S 

connote Jewishness to people. The Republicans can't attack Jews directly, so they 
use codes. The notion of Woody as a kind ofJewish icon lends itself to the ideas of 
Jews subverting the Christian family, an idea which is very old and very dark."80 

Dresner is again brought up short when he confronts his own ethnic group's 
legacy. Unable to define Jews theologically as rejectors of Christ and, therefore, 
revolutionaries, Dresner portrays American Jews as the people of the Old Testa
ment. But he is brought up short because the overwhelming majority of American 
Jews do not accept the Torah on sexuality and have chosen instead Woody Allen 
or Wilhelm Reich or Alex Portnoy as their Messiah. If the Jews accepted the To
rah, there would have been no culture wars in the 1960S. The devastating effect 
of the culture wars on America and American Jews forces Rabbi Dresner to spin 
one unconvincing explanation after another despite the undeniable fact that Jews 
played a major role in that cultural subversion of sexual morals. Since Woody Al
len is a cultural icon for most Jews, most Jews have defined themselves as sexual 
degenerates. Dresner quotes a columnist in the Village Voice: 

There are two kinds of people in the world: those who think Woody Allen is the 
genius spokesman of our collective angst and those how think he's a filthy Jewish 
liberal ... elitist Communist madman. Another name for those two groups are 
Democrats and Republicans.8l 

Dresner is appalled at this sort of thinking, but in the end can't explain why 
Jews would want to define themselves as sexual revolutionaries and deviants pri
marily because he has been blinded by his own reading of the Torah and can't see 
that Jews are in rebellion against the Torah precisely because it is the word of God. 
American Jews declared war on the Logos at right around the time that Woody 
Allen won the Academy Award for Annie Hall. 

October 1976: The Jewish takeover of American Discourse 
In October 1976, Leo Pfeffer arrived in Philadelphia to give a talk entitled "Is

sues that Divide: the Triumph of Secular Humanism." In that talk, Pfeffer declared 
Victory in the culture wars and announced the Jews had defeated the Catholics in 
their 40 years war over American culture. The terms of the Carthaginian peace 
imposed on the defeated American Catholics included abortion, pornography, the 
loss of Catholic academe, the redefinition of deviance, and the transformation of 
discourse. In a formal sense, i.e., in reference to literary criticism, that meant war 
on Logos. It also meant the end of the New Criticism as everyman's democratic 
version of Sola Scriptura and its replacement with Talmudic exegesis. Catholics 
who began their literary careers learning the Protestant rule that every man had 
the right to interpret his own text, now had to be re-trained in rules of discourse 
according to which the Rabbi was always right. 

At around the same time that Woody Allen was being celebrated as the great 
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American genius, Jacques Derrida and Stanley Fish changed the rules of discourse 
in American academic circles. Literary criticism was no longer Protestant; it was 
Talmudic. Those who signed up for literature classes to learn how to read a poem, 
now learned that there was, as Fish put it, "no text." No text meant any consti
tutional principle could be subverted by Talmudic reasoning by rabbis like Leo 
Pfeffer; and that any human right, such as the right to life, could be subverted 
similarly. No text meant there was no such thing as nature, as the campaign to 
legitimatize homosexuality showed. It also meant there was no substance or be
ing, as Derrida's attack on "onto-theology" showed. There was a deeper grammar 
to this discussion, which eventuated in the campus political correctness speech 
codes of the 1990S. The heart of that code wasn't racial; it wasn't feminist; it wasn't 
homosexual; it was Jewish and expressing Jewish culture at its worst. Political 
correctness was the final expression of the Talmudic redefinition of American dis
course which had begun in the '70S under the direction ofJewish critical theorists 
like Fish and Derrida. 

In 1992, Fish authored an essay, "There's no such Thing as Free Speech and It's 
a Good Thing Too," in a book called Debating Pc. Criticizing Benno Schmidt's 
view that speech should be tolerated because "freedom must be the paramount 
obligation of an academic community," Fish says Schmidt has "no sense of the 
lacerating harms that speech of certain kinds can inflict."8. Fish therefore favored 
campus regulations banning "hate speech." "Speech," he says, "is never and could 
not be an independent value, but it is always asserted against a background of 
some assumed conception of the good to which it must yield in the event of con
flict."83 

The catch in this argument revolved around the conception of the good at its 
heart. The traditional view claimed speech was subordinated to the moral law, the 
good in question. The Whig Enlightenment claimed, in the case of speech, that 
the moral law was subject to individual freedom. This rallying cry allowed Jew
ish revolutionaries to take over the university. Once in power, they changed the 
rules. The "Good" at Duke University, where Fish taught at the time he was being 
proclaimed as an Apostle of Political Correctness in organs like Newsweek, got 
redefined as the will of those in power. In the absence of a "text" such as Nature, 
Being, Logos, the Constitution, etc., there could be no good but the will of the 
powerful fortified by appetite. 

Two years earlier, in an article in Newsweek on Political Correctness entitled 
"Thought Police on Campus," Fish praised pluralism in a way that had already be
come dated, when he claimed that "Disagreement can be fun."84 By the 1990S there 
was no disagreement and little fun in class. Reader Response criticism was Talmu
dic. There was "no text." There was no Torah; there was only Talmud, i.e., opinions 
of literary critics who were the secular equivalent of the rabbi, always right, even 
when other rabbis contradicted him. Reader Response criticism, as espoused by 
Fish, claimed the reader did not discover meaning, he created it out of materials 
assembled from a text that had no real existence until he appropriated it. This idea 
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appealed to legions of poorly educated English majors plodding through graduate 
schools in the mid-'70S. The fledgling critic, overburdened by texts his defective 
education left him unprepared to understand, leapt to avoid the labor of scholarly 
pursuit and rejoiced to learn scholarship was nothing but unfettered appetite ap
plied to difficult texts. "The text means what I say it means," the dull-witted grad 
student chanted. "I am the hegemon of meaning," he crowed, because, Fish told 
him, the critic is not "the humble servant of texts." The euphoria wore off when the 
young literary critic discovered, like the denizens of Orwell's Animal Farm, that 
some literary critical pigs were more equal than others. Animal Farm was espe
cially relevant because the same sort of transformation was taking place in literary 
criticism that had taken place in revolutionary France, Russia, and Germany. The 
passions were aroused as the instrument of revolution against the moral order, but 
once the revolution destroyed the old regime, there was no moral order to protect 
the revolutionaries from the will of their new masters. 

Reader Response Criticism led to politicly correct speech codes, but the grad 
students of the '70S still haven't figured out why or how. Stanley Fish engaged in 
bait and switch. Once the maleducated, baby-boomer grad students accepted the 
hegemony of the reader over texts in Fish's campaign to bring down the ancien 
regime, they were informed the reader was not quite as sovereign as he had told 
them. Indeed, robbed of the text as the source of meaning, the "readers" had no 
power at all. The determiner of meaning of was not the "reader" after all, but the 
"interpretive community." "Fish," wrote R. V. Young, "follows here the paradigm 
of Jean Jacques Rousseau: an initial assertion of virtually limitless freedom (read
er-response criticism) turns into total constraint, with the individual reader or 
interpreter figured as a blind prisoner of the collective mind."85 Once "liberated" 
from coming to grips with a text, the critic had no source for his interpretations. 
He was dependent on the "interpretive community," the lit crit equivalent of the 
communist party. 

Where did the interpretive community get its meanings? Fish could not an
swer that question, just as he could not explain how this community could change 
its mind. All that remained was desire, the bait that started this revolution. But the 
desires of the weak, disconnected from morals and a constitutive text, inevitably 
succumbed to the desires of the powerful. There was something "democratic" in 
the traditional American sense of the word, about the study of literature when the 
New Criticism gave everyone a chance to come up with a winning interpretation. 
That possibility disappeared with the disappearance of the text. When the decon
structor deconstructs all meanings and all texts, all that is left is the hegemony 
of his desires over everyone else's. Since there can be no appeal to an objective 
text with objective meaning, e.g, the Bible or the Constitution, the deconstructor 
has absolute hegemony over those who lack his power. That was the motivation 
behind the replacement of Shakespeare with Queer Theory and Deconstruction. 
Those who abolished the text were like those who abolish morals in the name of 
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"liberation." Their ultimate goal, no matter how inchoately understood, was libido 
dominandi. The average grad student, like the average TV watcher went along 
with the revolution because he saw in it the validation of his own desires. What 
he failed to see was the simultaneous eclipse of his moral freedom. That realiza
tion usually came too late, if at all. Since the abolition of text was a fundamentally 
totalitarian project, it should come as no surprise that former Nazis like Paul De 
Man were attracted to it. 

Sexual morality had to be deconstructed in the name of political power. It 
must have no "meaning" because if there were no meaning, no one could object 
when the powerful inflicted their desires on the weak. Aldous Huxley explicated 
the meaning of "meaninglessness" long ago in Ends and Means. "The philoso
pher," Huxley wrote, 

who finds no meaning in the world is not concerned exclusively with a problem 
in pure metaphysics. He is also concerned to prove that there is no valid reason 
why he personally should not do as he wants to do, or why his friends should not 
seize political power and govern in the way that they find most advantageous to 
themselves. The voluntary, as opposed to the intellectual, reasons for holding 
the doctrines of materialism, for example, may be predominantly erotic, as they 
were in the case of Lamettrie (see his lyrical account of the pleasures of the bed 
in La Volupte and at the end of L'Homme Machine), or predominantly political 
as they were in the case of Karl Marx.86 

Beginning with Saul Bellow's Mr. Sammler's Planet in 1968, followed by Port
noy's Complaint one year later, then by the movies of Woody Allen, Jewish themes 
and ideas became mainstream American culture. At around the same time that 
movie-goers were lining up to see Annie Hall, Jewish literary critics like Stanley 
Fish and Jacques Derrida were changing the rules of discourse. Interpretations 
Professor Fish said were the privilege of "interpretive communities," meaning 
English departments at prestigious institutions like Johns Hopkins University, 
where he happened to teach. Before long any institution became ipso facto presti
gious by the fact that it had hired Stanley Fish to teach there. First Duke and then 
the University of Illinois at Chicago became prestigious. At the same time Jacques 
Derrida at Yale was saying that the interpretation of texts was so difficult, that 
no one could do it. Readings were no longer possible; all that was possible were 
"misreadings." 

Neither of these talmudic forms of literary criticism were compatible with 
American democratic ideals. According to Fish, the Torah, i.e, the poem or "text" 
as a secular surrogate for the Bible, had been swallowed by the Talmud of ar
cane literary theory, for which he was the chief rabbi. Anyone who disagreed was 
expelled from the synagogue. Jews of an earlier era were free to come up with 
outrageously irreverent and literarily blasphemous assertions like the claim that 
Huckleberry Finn and Jim were homosexuals, as Leslie Fiedler did in "Come back 
to the raft ag'in, Huck Honey," but the days when anyone was free to make any 
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interpretation as long as it was based on evidence from the text were numbered. 
Professors who thought they had "academic freedom" were the first to learn about 
the new rules of discourse, but soon the lessons were taught outside of academe 
too. Major league pitcher John Rocker may have been earning lots of money, but it 
could not buy him the freedom to speak his mind. 

Anyone who says something in public must take account of the rules of dis
course or run the risk of punishment. By the end of the 20th century, cultural 
commentary was dangerous because the monuments to Jewish culture had be
come ubiquitous but off limits to the goyim. It is difficult if not impossible to com
ment on mainstream culture without touching some Jewish monument, yet the 
number of permissible interpretations was narrowing dramatically at the same 
time. Mass culture abounds in Jewish artifacts, but unauthorized discourse about 
them is prohibited. 

Derrida's Deconstruction was Talmudic too. Deconstruction was an attack 
on Logos-synonymous with Christ-by people, in R. V. Young's phrase, "at war 
with the word." Derrida's Deconstruction was an attack on "real presence." What 
followed the revolt against Logos was a convoluted explanation of discourse that 
bore an uncanny resemblance to the Jewish world once the Temple was destroyed 
and "everything became discourse," i.e., Talmudic disputation without contact 
with Logos: 

The surrogate does not substitute itself for anything which has somehow pre
existed it. From then on it was probably necessary to begin to think that there 
was no center, that the center could not be thought of in the form of a being
present, that the center had no natural locus, that it was not a fixed locus, but a 
function, a sort of non-locus in which an infinite number of sign-substitutions 
came into play. This moment was that in which language invaded the universal 
problematic; that in which, in the absence of center or origin, everything became 
discourse-provided we can agree on this word-that is to say, when everything 
became a system where the central signified, the original or transcendental sig
nified, is never absolutely present outside a system of differences. The absence of 
the transcendental signified extends the domain and the interplay of the signi
fication ad infinitum.87 

Derrida's passage is an allegory, describing the destruction of the Temple, 
after which the Jewish people had no priesthood, no sacrifice, no Temple, no real 
presence, no Shekinah. After Rabbi Jochanan ben Zakkai got smuggled out of the 
temple and founded the rabbinic school at Javne, Judaism became a Talmudic de
bating society, in which "The absence of the transcendental signified extends the 
domain and interplay of signification ad infinitum." 

As Young puts it, "Rather than a frontal assault on metaphysics, Derrida 
proposes subversion from within."88 Jacques Derrida and Stanley Fish were, like 
Trotsky, Jewish revolutionaries. The literary critical revolution of the '70S was the 
mopping up operation which followed the cultural revolution of the '60S, when 
academe was taken over by a new group of people. Reader Response Criticism 
corresponded in time to the Jewish take over of American culture. The speech 
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codes which got imposed on college campuses over the course of the 1990S which 
came to be known as political correctness, were in fact the practical consequenc
es which were drawn from the Jewish takeover of discourse which occurred in 
America during the 1970s. 

Talmudic literary Criticism and Roe v. Wade 
Anyone who thinks literary criticism is at best arcane and inconsequential 

and at worst grist for the mills of columnists looking for the worst excesses of 
political correctness should read R. V. Young's At War With the Word carefully. 
This is not just a book about wretched excess in academe, although it is certanly 
that, the book is also about the need to maintain respect toward seminal and foun
dational texts because where there is no text, all politics is interpretation and all 
interpretation is ultimately determined by politics. 

If anyone doubted literary criticism was a life and death issue, Roe v. Wade 
laid that idea to rest in 1973. In Roe the Supreme Court granted the average cit
izen hegemony over being, by arrogating to itself complete hegemony over the 
Constitution, the text that created the court. Desire and the will to power took 
precedence over the text that was supposed to rein in that power. When Attorney 
General Edwin Meese told the American Bar Association in 1985 that the Reagan 
Administration was going to appoint judges who would interpret the Constitution 
in light of the "original intention" of its framers, he was given an impromptu les
son in the new hermeneutics. Justice William Brennan rebuked Meese for "facile 
historicism."89 The battle raged for over a year, causing columnist Joseph Sobran to 
opine "Liberal scholars want to apply to the Constitution a method of understand
ing they would flunk any undergraduate for applying to Chaucer or Milton.''9o 

What Sobran hadn't noticed is that the teachers he had as an undergraduate lit
erature major were superseded by a generation which felt that the highest expres
sion of intellectual acumen was imposing one's will on a text. "The interpretive 
approaches deprecated by Sobran," Young writes, "are now quite often winning 
moves in the race for tenure, promotion and professional standing."91 

It should come as no surprise that reader-response criticism should arrive in 
the immediate aftermath of Roe v. Wade. The court's exaltation of the will of the 
mother at the expense of the child ratified the court's exaltation of its own ego at 
the expense of the Constitution, a text that now meant what they said it meant, 
like Humpty-Dumpty, irrespective of its words. The Supreme Court's Roe decision 
ratified a culture that had become in Young's words "intellectually and morally 
decadent in its highest and lowest reaches.''9· 

1977: Jimmy Carter loses the Jewish vote. 
Over the course of the '70S, America's Jews became more attached to the cause 

of Soviet Jewry and less enamored of a foreign policy in which detente succeeded 
containment. In 1974, Richard Perle, a young assistant to Senator Henry (Scoop) 

1005 



The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit 

Jackson, orchestrated passage of the Jackson-Vanik amendment, tying most fa
vored nation status to the Soviet Union's willingness to let Jews emigrate. Senator 
Jackson's office was an early neoconservative beachhead, and Perle would later in
fluence the Reagan administration as an assistant Secretary of Defense. In Wash
ington, Perle became known as "the Prince of Darkness," because of his network 
of contacts and "his Machiavellian political tactics."93 Perle supported deploying 
Pershing missiles in Europe and the missile system derogatorily referred to as Star 
Wars. Friedman claims Perle's "ideas and the fierce energy he exerted in advanc
ing them, made him perhaps the central figure," in the Reagan administration, 
"save Reagan himself."941 

In May 1975 US ambassador Daniel Patrick Moynihan vetoed a United Na
tions resolution condemning Israel and equating Zionism with racism. In a speech 
written by Norman Podhoretz, Moynihan said "The United States rises to declare 
before the General Assembly of the UN and before the world, that it does not 
acknowledge, it will not abide by, it will never acquiesce in this infamous act"
words that stood him in good stead with New York's Jews when he ran for the 
Senate as a Democrat.9S 

The Jews, however, were increasingly unhappy with the foreign policy pro
posed by the Democrats. In May 1977> President Jimmy Carter spoke at Notre 
Dame, inSisting the nation must overcome its "inordinate fear of Communism."96 

The message did not resonate with the Jews trying to promote Jewish emigration 
from the Soviet Union. Disillusionment with the Democrats and Carter increased 
when Moynihan's successor at the UN, Andrew Young, resigned because of unau
thorized meetings with the PLO. 

By the late '70S, the Jews had begun a significant migration out of the Demo
cratic party. The harbingers of that change had begun in the early '70S. In February 
1972, Commentary did a political cost-benefit analysis of liberalism entitled, "Is it 
Good for the Jews?" In the same year, Commentary's editor Norman Podhoretz 
and National Review's editor William F. Buckley began an ecumenical dialogue, at 
the end of which either Podhoretz converted to conservatism or Buckley became 
a tool of the Neoconservatives, a convergence no matter how you looked at it. In 
May 1972, Robert Bartley ran a piece entitled "Irving Kristol and Friends" which 
gave exposure to the Jewish inspired ideology later known as "neoconservatism." 
After Bartley, notoriously supine when it came to Jewish interests, became editor 
of the Wall Street Journal's editorial page, Kristol became a frequent contributor. 
Soon William Baroody, Sr., head of the American Enterprise Institute, asked Kris
tol to join as a fellow. Other conservative think tanks, most notably the Heritage 
Foundation, followed suit and a parade of neoconservative scholars and propa
gandists, including Milton Friedman, Jeanne Kirkpatrick, Michael Novak, and 
Ben Wattenberg marched off to Washington. 

One of the people joining the parade to Washington was Midge Decter. When 
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Ed Feulner invited her to join the Heritage Foundation, she wondered if she were 
being sought after to fulfill a quota as an "affirmative action baby": 

Was I perhaps there as a Jew? I very much doubted it. It must have been that I 
had been invited as a representative of that weird new ex-liberal breed from New 
York City who had somehow popped up to lend their words and publications to 
the conservative movement. In other words, the neocons. Indeed, when I asked 
Ed Feulner the question a couple of years later he said that he had "wanted to 
make a statement," a statement about the conservative community being, as the 
politicos say, a big tent.97 

Deeter concluded she had been invited to join Heritage because of "our far 
superior knowledge of the country's true enemies.''98 Our? Was Deeter referring 
to Jews or neoconservatives? Eventually, the distinction would have no meaning, 
as David Brooks pointed out in the Wall Street Journal ("neo means new and con 
means Jew"). When the neocons arrived in Washington, those they disliked be
came "the country's true enemies."99 

Over the course of the 'Sos, the neocons consolidated control of the conserva
tive movement by placing their agents at the head of foundations, which in true 
communist fashion, funded front groups to colonize traditionalist groups and 
promote the neocon agenda. In 1976 Richard Nixon's former secretary of the Trea
sury, William E. Simon, became head of the John M. Olin Foundation. In 1978, 

Simon joined Irving Kristol to create the Institute for Educational Affairs "to pen
etrate college campuses with conservative ideas.'''oo Simon was instrumental in 
funding conservative newspapers on college campuses, including the Dartmouth 
Review, which produced alumni like Dinesh D'Souza and John Podhoretz, who 
became second generation neocon polemicists. 

1980: Mia Farrow meets Woody Allen 
Perhaps no one symbolized Catholic ethnics getting screwed by the Jews bet

ter than Mia Farrow. Farrow was a Hollywood princess by birthright, set adrift 
from her Catholic moorings by the Jewish transformation of culture. After the 
break-up of her marriage to Frank Sinatra in the '60S, she sought solace from the 
Maharishi in India, where she met the Beatles, Donovan, and at least one Beach 
Boy. Her path to spiritual enlightenment ended abruptly when the Maharishi tried 
to rape her in his meditation cave. What she derived from the experience was a 
vague sense that "Divine Being is the very substance of the universe, but that ev
erything we experience with our senses is merely illusion.'"ol As a result she began 
to "redefine my relationship with Christianity, Catholicism and Being.'''o. Taking 
Thomas Jefferson as her guide, Farrow "began to discriminate between the core of 
[Christ's] teachings and the dogma that has been attached to it.'''o3 Weakened by 
her ignorance of the Catholic faith that was the core of her identity, Farrow was 
a moral accident waiting to happen. The accident began to unfold in August of 
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1980 when Farrow ran into the man whose "actual name was Allan Konigsberg,"'04 
namely, Woody Allen. 

Their romance might have been titled "Abie's Irish Rose as Directed by the 
Marquis de Sade." Allen behaved like a jerk from the moment they met. Allen 
exploded in rage because Farrow did not remember where William F. Buckley 
lived. Their relationship was a study in ethnic contrasts. Farrow loved children; 
she adopted 14. Allen hated children, except as sex objects. Farrow loved Christ
mas. Woody "disliked Christmas;"'os he disrupted the family Christmas meal by 
running a juicer at deafening decibel levels to drown out conversation. When 
Farrow mentioned how beautiful the Christmas carols were at a concert, Allen 
responded, "Pardon me while I puke .... o6 Farrow thought "Mother Teresa ... was 
the embodiment of everything" she "had tried to teach" her children "about true 
success and what one person with conviction and courage can accomplish.",o7 Al
len was a devotee of Sigmund Freud. As the Allen character says in Annie Hall, 
"I've been in analysis for 15 years. I'm giving it one more year. Then I'm going to 
Lourdes." Three years after Annie Hall, Lourdes came to Woody Allen instead in 
the person of Mia Farrow. 

Mulling the role psychoanalysis played in Allen's life, Farrow concluded 

it had helped to isolate him from people and from the systems we live by, and 
placed him at the center of a different reality-one that exists only after he has 
bounced his views offhis therapist. Woody lived and made his decisions while 
suspended in a zone constructed and controlled almost entirely by himself-a 
world that he used his therapists to validate. He did not acknowledge other be
ings except as features in his own landscape, valued according to their contri
bution to his own existence. He was therefore unable to empathize and felt no 
moral responsibility to anyone or anything. lOS 

While waiting for Woody to finish a therapy session in January 1992, Far
row received a call from him that took her to the mantel in his apartment where 
he had placed pornographic photographs of Soon-Yi, Farrow's adopted daughter. 
Confronted by Farrow, Allen admitted an affair with Soon-Yi. The conversation 
vacillated over the range of emotions from Allen saying he was in love with Soon
Yi and wanted to marry her, to admissions of guilt, to claiming it was no big deal. 
"I think it was good for Soon-Yi," Allen said, "It gave her confidence.'''o9 Allen 
claimed, "I told Soon-Yi she shouldn't expect anything. I encouraged her to go 
ahead and sleep with other guyS .... ,O When Farrow confronted him by telling him 
"You're not supposed to fuck the kids," Allen's defenses collapsed and he admitted 
"I know I did a bad thing.''''' 

Farrow would accuse Allen of molesting a younger adopted child of theirs 
but the case never went to trial, which Farrow attributes not to lack of evidence 
but to Allen's political clout in New York City. Her big question is "Why did I stay 
with Woody Allen when so much was wrong?"''' The answer is ethnic. Farrow 
was weakened in her Catholic identity by the cultural revolution, the golden age 
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ofJewish comedy, whereas Allen, the king ofJewish comedy, was strengthened in 
his. A dumb shiksa was no match for a beaky, brainy Jew holding all the cultural 
cards. And just what was that identity which got strengthened? A large part of it 
was Sigmund Freud ratifying appetite. Woody had learned from his analyst to 
say yes to himself every time his id said I want. The most famous line to emerge 
from the Farrow/Allen brawl popped up in the Time magazine (the same maga
zine which had certified him as an American genius six years before) interview. 
When asked if he considered his relationship with Soon-Yi a healthy, equal one, 
Allen answered, "Who knows? .... The heart wants what it wants."1l3 

So what lay at the heart of Woody's heart other than a mouth crying perpetu-
ally "I want"? After pondering the issue for a while, Farrow concluded 

deep inside Woody there was an unfathomable and uncontrollable need to de
stroy everything good and positive in his life, and so he tried to destroy our 
family. For him to have sex with one of my children, a child he had known as 
my daughter since she was eight years old, was not enough: he had to make me 
see, graphically, what he was doing. What rage did he feel against me, against 
women, against mothers, against sisters, against daughters, against an entire 
family? The pictures were a grenade he threw into our home, and no one was 
unharmed."4 

If she had stuck with the sexual morality which the Catholic Church taught 
her as a child, Farrow would not have been harmed by Allen's sexual aggression. 
If she had read Portnoy's Complaint, Farrow would have known that Roth consid
ered shtupping shiksas as an act of Jewish piety. What she couldn't have known is 
that shtupping children was also okay if "the heart wants what it wants." 

Claire Bloom and the other Funny Jew, Philip Roth 
The shikses weren't the only women to come away enraged and hurt by their 

contact with funny Jews. One year before Mia Farrow wrote her memoir about 
living with Woody Allen, Claire Bloom's wrote her memoir of life with the other 
funny Jew, Philip Roth. Would it have been consoling for Mia Farrow to learn that 
Funny Jew Philip Roth treated his Jewish wife as badly as he had treated the shiksa 
he had married three decades earlier? Like Mia Farrow, Claire Bloom ignored 
those who warned her about becoming involved with this funny Jew. In Rome in 
the late '70S, Bloom met with Gore Vidal, who warned her "Do not involve your
self with Portnoy.""5 Bloom later conceded that 

Gore turned out to be utterly correct in his advice. Philip's novels provided all 
one needed to know about his relationships with women, most of which had be 
just short of catastrophic.1l6 

Bloom's book demonstrated the accuracy of Roth's claim he was not Portnoy. 
Roth, it turns out, was much more loathsome than Portnoy. Bloom's book was a 
devastating blow to Roth's claim his fiction wasn't autobiographical. Roth and 
Portnoy had much in common, most notably ethnic hatred of the goyim. Claire 
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Bloom cites a note he wrote to her daughter Anna when Roth bought her a bed: 

Here is the money for the whole bed. But ifI ever hear that a goy is sleeping on the 
other half, I swear to you that I'll jump out of the window. And then you'll live 
with that for the rest of your life and you'll see how much you'll enjoy the bed. 
You'll hate the bed, you'll be sorry you ever saw the bed, you'll wish the bed had 
never been made: This is my warning to you. If you have any feeling for me at all, 
KEEP ALL GOYIM OUT OF THE BED!"7 

Shortly thereafter, Roth told Bloom her daughter was not allowed to live in his 
house. So much for hatred of the goyim as the basis for ethnic solidarity. The end of 
their marriage coincided with the writing of Roth's Operation Shylock: 

He talked about it incessantly, reading passages to me that were dazzlingly inci
sive and entertaining. I was sure he would once again confound his critics with 
his superimposition of one identity upon another upon another, while delighting 
his admirers, who, under the spell of his masterful game, understood and appre
ciated this multicolored weaver of fantasy and fact. The sections recounting his 
Halcion-induced breakdown ... and a scene devising a meeting between a "real" 
Philip Roth and a "fake" Philip Roth, were some of the best things he had ever 
achieved."8 

Eventually the real Philip Roth met the fake Philip Roth and discovered that 
they were one and the same non-existent person. Deep down Roth turned out to 
be a shallow person. Bloom's memoir was the conclusive evidence. When John 
Updike wrote a mildly critical review of Operation Shylock in the New Yorker, 
Roth went to pieces and had to be carted off to a mental hospital, where he was giv
en liberal doses of Prozac and lithium to "help control his rage,""9 as Bloom puts 
it. But rage at what? At being celebrated far beyond what his achievements merited 
in the golden age ofJewish humor and cultural subversion? Ultimately, Bloom was 
unable to fathom either Roth's rage or his hatred-in particular, his hatred for her. 
Visiting Roth in the hospital, Bloom sat through a long silence as Roth sat on the 
edge of his hospital bed and glared at her "with absolute hatred."'20 In visiting with 
Roth's psychiatrist afterward, Bloom began to cry, asking "Dr. Bloch what caused 
Philip to hate me."'21 Bloch could given no answer. Nor could Bloom for why Roth 
showed "no interest in the woman he's lived with for almost 18 years" other than 
that "this is the life he wants ... the life of a bitter, lonely, aging ascetic with no hu
man ties."'22The heart wants what it wants, I guess. Shortly after visiting Roth in 
the hospital, Bloom received divorce papers from Roth's lawyer, accusing her "of 
'the cruel and inhuman treatment' of my husband Philip Roth."'23 It was an exact 
parallel to the custody papers which Mia Farrow received at around the same time 
from the other funny Jew, Woody Allen. 

Claire Bloom should have read Roth's next book Sabbath s Theater before she 
wrote her memoir because it answers her question. Mickey Sabbath, the epony
mous protagonist, is Portnoy 30 years later when funniness has evaporated leav
ing only the residue of cultural aggression behind. Sabbath is a puppeteer with 
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arthritis, out of work and on hard times. In his "salad days," Sabbath ran the Inde
cent Theater of Manhattan, "where the atmosphere was insinuatingly anti-moral, 
vaguely menacing, and, at the same time, rascally fun .... •4 He is a puppeteer because 
a puppeteer is "a lover and master of guile, artifice, and the unreal."125 Sabbath is 
a "terrorist," and "a saboteur for subversion," having "the talent of a lunatic-or 
a simulated lunatic-to overawe and horrify ordinary people."126 Sabbath's main 
talent, however, is his ability to corrupt the morals of anyone he comes in contact 
with, particularly dumb shikses. His art is most apparent in the tapes of his tele
phone sex with an undergrad broadcast over the university's counseling hotline as 
an example of his predatory sexism. "There was in these tapes," Roth writes, 

a kind of art in the way that he was able to unshackle his girls from their habit of 
innocence. There was a kind of art in his providing an illicit adventure not with 
a boy of their own age but with someone three times their age-the very repug
nance that his aging body inspired in them had to make their adventure with 
him feel a little like a crime and thereby give free play to their budding perversity 
and to the confused exhilaration that comes with flirting with disgrace .... Once 
he passed into his fifties, the art in these tapes-the insidious art of giving license 
to what was already there-was the only art he had left. 1' 7 

Sabbath uses this "art" to corrupt Drenka Balich, a big-breasted Croatian 
shiksa, who is both goddess and fetish in his diminishing sex life. Sabbath in
structs Drenka in sexual degradation, for which she is eternally grateful-or eter
nally not grateful-because Drenka dies of cancer at the beginning of the novel. 
Roth elaborates the fantasy of the dirty old man beyond any possible suspension of 
disbelief, saying Sabbath was "the most patient of instructors."128 He "had assisted 
her in becoming estranged from her orderly life and in discovering the indecency 
to supplement the deficiencies of her regular diet."129 Sabbath "had sanctioned for 
her the force that wants more and more-a force to whose urging she was never 
wholly averse even before Sabbath had come along:"3o As a result, men saw "in
side this woman was someone who thought like a man:"31 No wonder feminists 
hated Roth. Roth was almost enough to make a decent person sympathize with 
feminism. 

Drenka should be grateful because Sabbath saved her life from "the routines 
of marriage that previously had almost killed" her.'3' Sabbath introduced Drenka 
to indecency, and for this she was supposed to be eternally grateful. "You were 
my teacher," Drenka writes in her diary. "My American boyfriend. You taught me 
everything. The songs. Shit from Shinola. To be free to fuck. To have a good time 
with my body. To not hate having such big tits. You did that .... 33 This is the deepest 
expression of Roth's fantasy life, and by extension the fantasy life of the messianic 
funny Jew. The goyim are supposed to thank the Mock Messiah for corrupting 
them. Roth will hate the goyim, and the goyim will be grateful. The fact that Roth 
was praised by the culture he hated and hoped to destroy shows that his fantasy 
was not far removed from reality. 

Drenka's policeman son has a different reaction when he reads Drenka's di-
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ary about Sabbath urinating on his mother. "You depraved my mother!"'34 he said, 
showing even the dumbest goy can figure some things out. He then takes Sabbath 
into custody for urinating on his mother's grave. The prospect of a trial looms (or 
perhaps the son will just march Sabbath off into the woods and put a bullet in 
his head), but a trial would necessitate reading the diary in court, exposing his 
mother's depravity, something that would delight Sabbath. So Sabbath is set free, 
feeling immortal because of what he has gotten away with-"He could not fucking 
die. How could he leave? How could he go?" -but, more importantly, because of 
his hate.'3S Sabbath can't leave; nor can he take his leave by suicide (even though 
he spends much of the novel entertaining this temptation) because "Everything 
he hated was here."136 Sabbath is a creature whose hate increases as his ability to 
gratify his appetites decreases. 

After Drenka's death Sabbath is left alone with his appetites, which he can 
fulfill with only increasing difficulty, and his hate, particularly his racial hatred, 
of which he is most proud. "I'm proud to say," Sabbath notes, "I still have all my 
marbles as far as racial hatred is concerned. Despite all my many troubles, 1 con
tinue to know what matters in life: profound hatred."137 Sabbath particularly hates 
the Japanese-"I'd say hating the Japanese plays a leading role in every aspect of 
my life'''38-but Japanese is just another word for goyim. Japs, to Sabbath, are a 
particularly virulent strain of goyim. 

As characters in the novel, the Japanese are virtually non-existent. Goyim in 
Sabbath's Theater is, as a result, another word for Catholic, particularly Catholic 
shikses, portrayed as grateful recipients of the sexual degradation they receive at 
the hands of Mickey Sabbath. Drenka is a Catholic Croatian. The cleaning woman 
in his friend's apartment is a Hispanic Catholic who performs fellatio on him 
while kneeling, which reminds him Catholics pray on their knees: "On her knees, 
crossing herself, praying-all an act to prove what?''t39 Sabbath wonders. Sexual 
perversion and goyische religion merge to indicate the perverse nature of Catholi
cism. Watching the Hispanic cleaning lady" dovening," was a spectacle "bringing 
out the Jew in him: a Catholic down on the floor. Always did:"40 It would be "in
teresting," Sabbath speculates, "if she prayed and blew him both at once. Happens 
a lot in Latin countries," at least in Philip Roth's imagination.'4' 

The incident from Sabbath's Theater substantiates with stunning clarity the 
premise posited in Portnoy's Complaint that sexual liberation is Jewish aggression 
against the goyim. According to this Jewish fantasy, the goyim collaborate will
ingly in their sexual degradation; they are grateful for the opportunity to gratify 
Roth's racial hatred. When Sabbath is charged with an obscene performance out
side Columbia University, he is arrested by a Jewish cop, but tried by a Catholic 
prosecutor, whom he refers to as "St. John's," a reference to St. John's Catholic 
University. When Sabbath is acquitted, 

st. John's passes by us and says, so nobody but us can hear, "and which of you 
gets to screw with the girl?" I said to him, "You mean, which of us Jews? We all 
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do. We all get to screw the girl. Even myoId zaydeh gets to screw her. My rabbi 
gets to screw her. Everybody gets to screw her except you, st. John's. You get to 
go home and screw your wife. That's what you're sentenced to-screwing for life 
Mary Elizabeth, who worships her older sister, the nun."'42 

The attack on "St. John's" radiates ethnic hatred. Mickey Sabbath hates Cath
olics and, as an expression of that hatred, he tries to separate them from their sex
ual morals. But behind the hatred looms envy, envy at anyone who is not ruled by 
his own sexual desires. Mickey Sabbath is Portnoy 30 years later. In other words, 
Philip Roth. Sabbath is Portnoy, but Portnoy isn't funny anymore. The humor is 
gone; all that's left is sexual aggression and hatred. 

Portnoy sees himself as a latter-day Abraham Lincoln, "the Great Emanci
pator,"'43 until he is brought up short by moral reality. The Great Emancipator 
Portnoy "wind[s] up trying to free from bondage nothing more than my own 
prick."'44 Portnoy, recognizing his sexual bondage, wishes vainly to be "a man 
once again-in control of my will, conscious of my intentions, doing as I wished, 
not as I must .... 45 Portnoy has moments of doubt; all Sabbath has is hate. Sabbath's 
Theater is to Portnoy's Complaint what Scary Movie 3 is to Airplane. Sabbath rant
ing about racial hatred corresponds with the Mother Teresa skit in Scary Movie 3 
and with its gags about Negro funerals. At some point, all ofthe funny Jews stop 
being funny, and all that is left is naked cultural aggression, naked hatred of the 
stupid goyim who pay to get ridiculed by funny Jews. 

James Bloom sees hate as the "trademark"'46 of the funny Jew. Beneath singer/ 
songwriter Randy Newman's "eclectic levity," Bloom discerns "an ability to hate 
that even all the drugs he took couldn't quell."'47 Hate is a trademark of the funny 
Jew, not because hate is funny, but because he is a Jew. Hate is a Jewish virtue. 

That assertion is made not in Mein Kampfbut in the philo-Semitic neocon
servative journal First Things. In "The Virtue of Hate," Rabbi Meir Y. Soloveichik 
talks about how he rebelled against the idea that hatred was a Jewish virtue but 
gradually came to see the truth of the assertion. "Hate," Rabbi Soloveichik says, 
"can be virtuous when one is dealing with the frightfully wicked."'48 

Even granting the rabbi his premise for the sake of aruguement, we are left 
wondering how is this principle applied in the world of human passion? Is there 
a hate switch that can be turned on and off? Is there a hate beam radiating from 
the human soul like a laser to focus on a target without the danger of collateral 
damage? The rabbi's assertion doesn't answer Claire Bloom's question either. Why 
does Philip Roth hate his Jewish wife? Can the rabbi give us an answer to that 
question? Can he give us a calculus of hate which will enable us to know when it 
is appropriate to hate and when it is not? Or who it is appropriate to hate and who 
it is not? Is it legitimate to hate terrorists? The answer to that question is an un
equivocal "Yes." What about suspected terrorists? What about Palestinians? What 
about Palestinian children playing in the immediate vicinity of suspected terror
ists? Is it legitimate to hate the goyim? Is it legitimate to hate the shiksa you happen 

1013 



The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit 

to be shtupping at the moment? Can the Rabbi who thinks that hate is a Jewish 
virtue explain to Philip Roth how he can keep the hate in his heart compartmen
talized so that it doesn't slop over into hating his Jewish wife? 

Rabbi Soloveichik, to his credit, tries to answer some of these questions. He 
tries with all the might of his legalistic talmudic heart to come up with a vade 
mecum on how to hate properly. "An Israeli mother," the rabbi says, "is right to 
raise her child to hate Saddam Hussein, but she would fail as a parent if she taught 
him to despise every Arab. We who hate must be wary lest we, like Goldstein, 
become like those we are taught to despise."149 Soloveichik is referring to Baruch 
Goldstein, a Jew who "murdered 20 innocent Muslims engaged in prayer in He
bron."15o Harvey Cox argued it was no coincidence Goldstein murdered the Jews 
on Purim, and Soloveichik admits "there is something to Cox's remarks. The dan
ger inherent in hatred is that it must be very limited, directed only at the most evil 
and unrepentant."151 

But does that mean the Palestinians? Or Philip Roth's wife? Who decides? Is 
there some Jewish pope who can infallibly adjudicate the matter? Or is each Jew 
free to decide whom he can hate? It's okay for Sabbath to hate the Japs, but is it 
okay for Roth to hate his Jewish wife? Ifhatred is a Jewish virtue, then Roth must 
be a Jewish saint, an authority to be emulated. "When hate is appropriate," the 
rabbi says, "then it is not only virtuous, but essential for Jewish well-being."15' The 
result of the ommission of that slight detail is the ongoing bloodbath in the West 
Bank, where hate leads to indiscriminate revenge, which leads to more hate. With 
Jewish wisdom like this, it's easy to prefer the foolishness of the gospels. 

Rabbi Soloveichik is right in seeing hate as a Jewish virtue. He is also right 
in claiming that "a theological chasm remains between the Jewish and Christian -
viewpoints on the matter" because "Christianity's founder acknowledged his 
break with Jewish tradition on this matter from the very outset: "You have hear 
that it was said, 'You shall love your neighbor and hate your enemy:"'53 The rabbi 
is right about Christianity but wrong about the religion of the Jews, something 
he acknowledges inadvertently when he notes "Moses commanded us 'not to hate 
our brother in our hearts:"'54 According to Soloveichik, "a man's immoral actions 
can serve to sever the bonds of brotherhood between himself and humanity. Re
garding a rasha, a Hebrew term for the hopelessly wicked, the Talmud clearly 
states: mitzvah lisnoso-one is obligated to hate him .... 55 

Another explanation of the discrepancy between the Talmud and Moses is 
possible, namely, that the Talmud is the antithesis of the teaching of Moses. The 
rabbi's statement that hatred is a Jewish virtue is true, but the statement is so 
fatuous and repugnant that only someone blinded by generations of hatred and 
ethnocentric prejudice could make it. Jews, as anyone who has looked at the portal 
of a medieval cathedral can see, are blind. 

To call the rabbi fatuous, however, is not to dispute his main contention. Ha
tred is a Jewish virtue. The people who call themselves Jews are not interested 
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in following Moses; in this regard they are not even Jews. They are, as St. John 
said, "liars." They are, again citing St. John, "the synagogue of Satan." Hate is a 
Jewish virtue, not because Moses taught it, but because the people who call them
selves Jews are nothing more than anti-Christians who are ultimately in rebellion 
against the law of Moses. "The very question of how to approach our enemies," the 
rabbi says, "depends on whether one believes that Jesus was merely a misguided 
mortal, or the Son of God."156 Precisely. Given the logic of rejection and reversal 
that is the essence of Talmudic Judaism, hate must be the highest Jewish virtue be
cause love is the highest Christian virtue. In choosing to reject Christ, those who 
call themselves Jews reject love and Moses and everything Moses stood for. 

The people who call themselves Jews remain true to the their iconographic 
reputation as blind by insisting on the very thing that goes against their own best 
interests. "Hate," the rabbi says, "allows us to keep our guard up, to protect US."157 

Soloveichik cites the "many hundreds of Jewish victims of suicide bombings" as 
indicating "the importance and the necessity of Jewish hate has once again been 
demonstrated."158 Someone less blinded by "the virtue of hate" might have a differ
ent view of cause and effect. 

"For Jews," the rabbi concludes, "God gave humanity the means for its own 
redemption."159 The history of the Jews since Christ is littered with Messiahs who 
tried to put that idea into action, all bringing catastrophe onto the heads of the 
Jewish people. The difference between Alex Portnoy and Mickey Sabbath is simple 
but telling. Portnoy knows he is a Failed Messiah, and can laugh about it and make 
us laugh about it too. At the end of Portnoy's Complaint, Portnoy sees himself as 
the Messiah manque: "I was supposed to save her life," he says of The Monkey, 
"and didn't.'''60 The same is true of his other shiksa, The Pumpkin, "Someone who 
knew who she was. Psychologically so intense as not to be in need of salvation 
or redemption by me! Not in need of conversion to my glorious faith.'''61 Portnoy 
regrets seducing and abandoning The Pumpkin: 

Christ, yes, this was one of the great shikses. I might have learned something 
spending the rest of my life with such a person. Yes, I might-if I could learn 
something! If I could be somehow sprung from this obsession with fellatio 
and fornication, from romance and fantasy, and revenge-from the settling of 
scores! the pursuit of dreams! from this hopeless, senseless loyalty to the long 
ago .... My wholesome, big-bottomed, lipstickless, barefooted shikse, where are 
you now Kay-Kay? ... The very best of the Middle West, so why did I let her go? 
Why did I ever let her gO!,6' 

Roth's character "let her go" because his behavior was ruled by his disordered 
desires and not practical reason, another name for morality. Portnoy plays down 
his gUilt by aSSOciating his transgression of the moral law with tearing "the tag 
from my mattress that says, 'Do Not Remove Under Penalty of Law'-what would 
they give me for that, the chair?'''63 Yes, after Jewish humor reshaped America, 
they would give Portnoy a chair at Harvard for his mastery in moral subversion. 
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From that chair, he could, as Philip Roth has, pontificate ex cathedra on "the ri
diculous disproportion of the guilt!",64 

James Bloom remains clueless throughout his book on Jewish humor, even to 
the point of proposing the funny Jew as one more Messiah manque at the book's 
conclusion, just as Albert Goldman did when Portnoy appeared 30 years earlier. 
History repeated itself, first as tragedy and then as farce. First Karl Marx as the 
Jewish Messiah, then Groucho Marx as the messianic Funny Jew. "Jewish jokes," 
Bloom says, quoting Theodor Reik, "will spur 'the abolishment of religion.""65 

In addition, they foster, as they fall from the mouth of the Funny Jew Messiah, 
"'emotional brotherhood' enfolding and giving pleasure to ever-widening 'circles 
of American Gentiles.' This extension ofJewishness beyond boundaries of 'blood' 
and faith constitutes a new quasi-tribal identity .... Where the funny Jews' new 
tribalism departs from its predecessors is in repudiating blood and even faith as 
the basis for membership.'''66 

The messianic chosen people had mutated once again. Tired of waiting for 
a messiah who never came the Jewish people became their own messiah in the 
middle of the 19th century. From that point on, it continued to mutuate from the 
latest messianic successor of the vanguard of the proletariat, from the sexually 
liberated, from the neocon bobos, into the audience at the local comedy club. As 
proof of the efficacy of this new religion, Bloom cites the testimony of someone 
known as "O'Hehir," presumably Irish by the sound of his name and formerly 
Catholic, by the sound of his ideas. "O'Hehir" claims that Woody Allen movies 
are "the central factor shaping who I have become. ",67 As if that weren't depressing 
enough, Bloom feels that the funny Jew, in this case, Woody Allen has now created 
a "'cult' based on a 'communal mystique.'",68 
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Chapter Thirty-Two 

The Neoconservative Era 

One former liberal who claimed, to use Irving Kristol's term, that he had 
been "mugged by reality" was Ronald Reagan, the former governor of Cal
ifornia who lost the Republican presidential nomination to Gerald Ford in 

1976. Friedman calls Reagan "a genuine neocon,''' because like Podhoretz et al he 
became disillusioned when Democrats abandoned the anti-Communist crusade. 
"I didn't leave the Democratic Party," Reagan said, "The Democratic Party left 
me.'" Faced with another four years of Jimmy ("inordinate fear of communism") 
Carter, the neoconservative Jews jumped off the Democratic ship they had sailed 
on since the New Deal and went to work for Ronald Reagan. Reagan's victory re
sembled the triumph of the Communists over the Whites during the Russian Civil 
War. Once it became clear that the Communists had won, the Jews flooded into 
the capital to staff the new regime. 

The Reagan administration became the Jewish Camelot. Commentary was 
required reading in the White House, and a horde of neocons marched to Wash
ington or marched from Washington's think tanks into the White House. They 
included Paul Wolfowitz, who worked for George Schulz at the State Department; 
Kenneth Adelman, who served as director of Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency; William Kristol, who worked under neocon agent William Bennett at 
Education; Norman Podhoretz's son-in-law Elliott Abrams, who became assistant 
secretary of defense; and Richard Pipes, who left Harvard to become the architect 
for the final battle of the Cold War. About the only neocon not in Washington 
was Norman Podhoretz, who failed to get confirmed as head of the United States 
Information Agency. So many Jewish neocons received appointments that the 
ambivalent New Republic "complained 'Trotsky's orphans' were taking over the 
government.''3 

Authoring "Dictatorships and Double Standards" in the November 1979 Com
mentary earned Jeanne Kirkpatrick, a Democrat, a job as UN ambassador. She 
provided "the neocon rationale for silence ... at the behavior of those right-wing 
regimes that reaganistas backed in Central America." Kirkpatrick also repaid her 
benefactors by supporting Israel so assiduously that she was known as "the am
bassador from Commentary.''' 

Elliott Abrams was the architect of Reagan's anti-Communist crusade in cen
tral America. After working as national chair of Campus Americans for Demo
cratic Action, Abrams joined the staff of Henry Jackson, after Richard Perle "told 
him of the senator's efforts on behalf of Israel and of his strong pro-defense and 
anti-Soviet posture.''5 In 1977 he joined Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan's staff. 
Through Moynihan he made contact with the New York neocons and married 
Midge Deeter's daughter Rachel. Abrams wrote the memo that led to the mining 
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of three Nicaraguan harbors. He became so embroiled in the Iran-Contra Af
fair that he pled guilty to two counts of withholding information from Congress. 
Abrams was pardoned by George H.W. Bush on his last day in office; he later 
served as an official in the second Bush administration, helping orchestrate the 
invasion ofIraq. 

1981: Bernard Nathanson Testifies for the Human Life Bill 
On June 18, 1981, six months after Ronald Reagan took office, Bernard Na

thanson got off a short flight from New York to Washington and headed to hear
ings on the Human Life Bill chaired by Senator East of North Carolina. Nathanson 
now opposed abortion, and he intended to explain why. Nathanson's defection 
from proabortion ranks did not change the ethnic dimensions of the abortion 
struggle. His later conversion to Catholicism, in fact, confirmed the ethnic gram
mar of what had always been a J ewish/Catholic conflict. Between his conversion to 
the prolife cause and his conversion to Catholicism, Nathanson was to learn that 
a prolife Jew was an "invisible man." 

In covering the hearings, The New York Times stuck to the ethnic playbook 
Nathanson and Lader had created. Times reporter Bernard Weinraub listed the 
academic credentials and achievements of Leon Rosenberg, a geneticist who testi
fied for abortion on demand. Rosenberg "drew a prolonged round of applause" 
when he announced there was not "a single piece of scientific evidence" to deter
mine "when life begins.''6 Dr. Irving Cushner, the Jewish gynecologist from the 
UCLA Medical Center, a major player in the California abortion scene, also testi
fied for the pro-abortion side. Nathanson credits Cushner with "a peroration on 
abortion, love and interpersonal communication that would have done the Rever
end Jim Jones credit.''7 

Nathanson testified for the prolif~ position along with Dr. John Willke, 
a Catholic physician from Cincinnati, but when the news reports appeared the 
following day, Nathanson's testimony wasn't even mentioned. "My name," Na
thanson writes, "did not appear in the coverage. And again, my name did not 
appear in the Washington Post coverage of the hearings .... Why did the New York 
Times fail to list me as a participant?"8 Nathanson wondered if the omission was 
"pOSSibly an overSight."!> His non-existence was strange since he "was the author of 
a great many of these ['60S rallying cries] (in conjunction with Friedan and Lader) 
that we used.'''o His changed mind should have been newsworthy in itself, except 
he had converted to the wrong side, and his conversion contradicted the ethnic 
scenario the Times was at great pains to preserve. 

Upon reflection, the reason his name was omitted is explainable. According 
to the ethnic playbook, only Catholics were prolife; people who were pro-abortion 
had no ethnic identity. Jews, according to that playbook, were always proabor
tion, even though that could never be mentioned publicly. Including Nathanson's 
name would have ruined the ethnic scenario the Times was trying to maintain, 
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according to which Jews (although it would be anti-Semitic for prolifers to bring 
this up) were all proabortion, whereas the anti-abortion forces were always (or 
only) Catholic. 

The New York Times also failed to mention the video of a fetus shown at the 
hearings. That omission and the UPI wire service's failure to mention either Dr. 
Hilgers or Dr. Nathanson was tantamount to "journalistic malpractice" according 
to Nathanson. "Was it," Nathanson wonders, 

that the testimony of Hilgers and Nathanson was not fit to print? or was it that 
a reporter listening to my statement and the answers to Senator Hatch's ques
tions, listening to Hilgers and watching that bombshell of a tape on the televi
sion, might be unexpectedly swayed to write a fair, reasoned and informative 
piece for the public indicating that the 1969 passwords can no longer suffice for 
pro-abortion arguments in 1981?" 

Nathanson concluded that the mega-press was biased. The Lichter Rothman 
survey showed it was disproportionately Jewish and overwhelmingly pro-abor
tion. Ninety percent of the journalists questioned by Lichter and Rothman were 
pro-abortion. In addition, Nathanson discovered 

One in four [members of the mega-press] is Jewish. In the general population 
24 in every thousand persons are Jewish, but in the mega press 230 out of every 
thousand are Jewish, a representation far out of proportion to their numbers in 
the census. This is clearly the source of the fulsome accusation from identifiably 
anti-Semitic sources that the media is dominated by Jews." 

At this point, perhaps to save himself from the accusation that he was an 
anti-Semite, Nathanson adds that "Lichter and Rothman are both Jewish, and so 
am 1."'3 

Two years after Nathanson testified before Congress, on June 28, 1983, the 
Human Life Bill was defeated in the United States Senate by a vote of 50-49. The 
Senate had voted down a statement affirming that "A right to abortion is not se
cured by this Constitution."'4 Nathanson went on to become a celebrity among 
prolife groups, but in the eyes of the mainstream "mega-press,"'5 he had become a 
non-person. His non-existence was attributable in part at least to the fact that he 
had converted to the wrong side in the culture wars, but it was also attributable to 
the fact that, as a prolife Jew, he had no place in the manichean ethnic framework 
in which the abortion issue had become couched. 

1981: Schmitz Hearings 
Six months after Bernard Nathanson testified before Congress, state Senator 

John Schmitz held hearings in Los Angeles on when human life began. His hear
ings paralleled those in Washington. Ronald Reagan, the governor of California 
who signed its permissive abortion bill into law, had a change of heart and had 
been elected as the first president sympathetic to prolife positions since Roe v. 
Wade. To repay the Catholic ethnics who abandoned the Democratic Party to 
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vote for him, Reagan expressed willingness to sign a bill stating human life be
gan at conception. Schmitz was formerly the congressman representing President 
Nixon's San Clemente district. Schmitz had alienated Nixon, saying he had no 
objection to Nixon going to China as long as he didn't come back. Schmitz had 
alienated Jewish women's groups during hearings on breast cancer, when theyob
jected vOciferously to informed consent on breast cancer because they thought it 
would lead to an informed consent abortion bill. But he was taken aback by their 
vehemence at the abortion hearings. 

Outgunned by prolife testimony, the proabortion side used street theater to 
divert the press from the evidence life began at conception. Jewish feminist lawyer 
Gloria Allred claimed that if the Human Life Bill passed, women could be pros
ecuted for miscarriages. She ended her testimony by claiming women would be 
forced to wear "chastity belts.'''6 She then took an instrument of sexual torture she 
had purchased at an S&M shop and threw it at the Catholic Schmitz "for his wife 
towear.'''7 

Allred's stunt diverted the press, which did not mention the evidence that 
showed the fetus was a human being deserving of protection. Nor did they cover 
the testimony of National Council ofJewish Women spokesman Toby Egeth, who 
claimed "any legislation in this area [i.e., abortion] would pose a serious threat 
to our Constitutional right to practice our religion ... we are opposed to acciden
tal and indiscriminate reproduction in an already overpopulated and underfed 
world."'8 'This statement prompted Catholic prolifers to wonder "Would the NCJW 
prefer an exception clause to a human life amendment which would prohibit all 
abortions except those done on Jewish mothers in order that the NCJW could 
continue to practice its religion of abortion?'''9 

Annoyed the press ignored the prolife testimony in favor of Allred's attempt 
to infuriate Schmitz by insulting his wife and their marital relationship, Schmitz 
issued a press release saying "the front rows of the state auditorium were filled 
with a sea of hard, Jewish, and (arguably) female faces whose general countenance 
reassured those of us on the committee dais that had we somehow fallen from the 
stage we would have been devoured as so many carcasses thrown to the piranha.">o 
Schmitz claimed the hearings had been subverted by "pre-organized infestations 
of imported lesbians and from anti-male and pro-abortion queer groups in San 
Francisco and other centers of decadence.'''' 'The press release praised hearings in 
other parts of the state, "held in Catholic, and therefore somewhat civilized ter
ritory.">' 

'The Jews were infuriated, immediately accusing Schmitz of anti-Semitism. 
Julie Gertler, at the hearings as president of the National Council ofJewish Wom
en, and presumably one of the hard, Jewish, and (arguably) female faces staring at 
Schmitz, "was highly offended" and her "husband was outraged" tOO.'3 

Schmitz's Attack of the Bulldykes press release was so frank it scared all but 
the hardiest prolifers. 'The right to life organizations folded first as the Jews or-
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chestrated public opinion against Schmitz. Karen Bodziak, director of education 
for the Right to Life League of Southern California, referred to his comments as 
"off the wall."'4 The California Prolife Medical Association termed the language 
"rough" and "intemperate," but maintained it was "fair commentary" and accu
rate.'5 Apparently Gloria Allred in her spiky hairdo did look like a"slick butch 
lawyeress,",6 the phrase Schmitz used to describe her. 

One Jew came to Schmitz's defense. Dr. Kenneth Mitzner of the Los Angeles 
Chapter of the Jewish Life Issues Committee reported to Senator David Roberti, 
Chairman of the Rules Committee that "Senator Schmitz's ethnic characteriza
tion of the audience (at the LA hearing) was technically correct."'7 Catholic Da
vid Roberti, the president pro tern of the California senate who had appointed 
Schmitz chairman of the committee ignored Mitzner. "His comments," Roberti 
said of Schmitz, "are anti-Semitic and not appropriate for a senator or a chairman 
of a committee.",8 Roberti, a longtime abortion foe, said he planned to remove 
Schmitz from his posts. Schmitz claimed Roberti had caved in to pressure from 
pro-abortion groups and "a very heavy homosexual contingent in his district" in 
Hollywood and central Los Angeles. '9 "I would wear it as a badge of honor if I get 
stripped of my chairmanship for his issue," he said.30 And Schmitz soon got his 
wish. 

When Schmitz refused to apologize for calling Allred a "slick butch lawyer
ess," she filed a defamation suit. Schmitz paid $20,000 to settle; he also issued 
an apology. He was then stripped of his committee position. The facts remained 
eerily irrelevant. No one disputed the presence ofJewish and homosexual groups 
at the hearing or that they were working toward the same goal. No one disputed 
Jewish support for abortion. No one defended Gloria Allred's hairdo, nor did any
one define anti-Semitism, which had come to mean anything certain Jews found 
offensive. 

In early January 1982 Los Angeles City Councilman Hal Bernson, a Jew and 
a promoter of abortion, orchestrated a resolution issued by the Republican party 
censuring Schmitz. 

About the time that resolution passed, the Martin Container Corporation 
sent employees to repossess a 20-foot metal container from the posh Woodland 
Hills residence of Malvin Weissberg, who owned a pathology lab. When the work
ers unpacked the container, they found aborted late term fetuses. The plastic con
tainers containing roughly 17,000 fetuses had come from Inglewood Hospital run 
by Dr. Morton Barke. Each container was labeled with the name of the doctor who 
had performed the abortion. A legal tug of war followed along predictably ethnic 
lines. Catholic lawmakers were outraged and wanted to arrange decent burial. The 
pathologist and the abortionists, who were Jewish, were defended by the press, 
who wanted to know how photos of the fetuses were obtained. At the behest of 
the Feminist Women's Health Center, Carol Sobel and Dorothy Lang of the ACLU 
filed for a restraining order to prevent release of the bodies. 
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In May 1982, Ronald Reagan wrote to Philip B. Dreisbach, Secretary of the 
California Pro-Life Medical Association and a pathologist who examined the 
bodies during a mass autopsy. "When all is said and done," Reagan wrote, "being 
confronted with the reality of abortion and its consequences removes all trace of 
doubt and hesitation."ll Reagan said he hoped "evidence like that found in Califor
nia will move those who have thus far preferred silence or inaction and encourage 
them to agree that something must be done. I have expressed my anticipation 
that Congress act expeditiously on this matter and approve a measure which will 
remove this evil and all its vestiges from our society.''3> 

Six months after the discovery, the fetuses remained unburied, in cold storage 
at the LA county morgue, and the incident had been memorialized in a brochure 
entitled "The American Holocaust." The title was sure to antagonize pro-abortion 
forces by drawing attention to the irony that the Jews most likely to complain 
about Hitler's policies in Germany also were in the forefront of the abortion in
dustry in California. A sidebar entitled "Who is Responsible for the American 
Holocaust in California?" listed names that were almost exclusively Jewish.33 

1984: The revised Oberammergau Passion Play 
When the Oberammergau passion play, purged of offensive material after 20 

years of negotiations, was performed in 1984, the Jews were angrier than ever. The 
New York Times ran a piece by James Rudin, "Oberammergau Play: Still Anti
Semitic." In the play, "the Jews," says Rudin, "emerge as a corrupt, brutal people, 
driven by harsh and cruel law-clearly the 'bad guys' of the play."l4 Jews must re
double their efforts. Now the real concessions could begin. Rudin later claimed his 
column was "'the turning point, the wake-up call"'35 for Oberammergau. "Then," 
Rudin says, "they felt the power of the Jews. It stunned them. It's one thing to pub
lish in the Journal of Ecumenical Studies, another in the New York Times.''36 

The Journal of Ecumenical Studies was edited by Leonard Swidler, a Catho
lic theological expert whom the Jews used to undermine Catholic teaching. One 
wonders how Swidler felt when Rudin referred to his journal with thinly veiled 
contempt. By 1984, however, Swidler could not have curried Rudin's favor without 
the protective cover of Nostra Aetate, a document that, Shapiro indicates, created 
confusion in Oberammergau "over how to deal with a situation in which the Vati
can position appears to be at odds with the very words of the Gospel.''37 Shapiro 
writes "at rock bottom-though few would admit it-the tension between oppo
nents and supporters of the play was about how the founding story of Christianity 
was to be told and how Scripture was to be interpreted."l8 

But it was more than that as well. It was an attack on the idea of the vow as 
something that would be "rewarded by divine intervention,''39 as opposed to finan
cial calculations based on expedience, the first law of the Jewish modernity. The 
"villagers of Oberammergau ... remained faithful to the tradition that a vow was 
taken by their ancestors in 1633 ... if their lives were spared they would perform a 
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Passion Play in perpetuity.'110 If "the refusal to honor" a solemn vow was consid
ered "an act of impiety," then the Jews would promote impiety, and the deracina
tion that goes with it, by undermining the villagers' belief in the historical foun
dation of their VOW.41 Shapiro indicates "the identity of Oberammergau, its notion 
of its own past, present, and future, was closely tied to this powerful narrative. To 
question [the vow] was necessarily to call into doubt the exceptional nature of the 
village and its steadfast commitment to Passion playing.'II· 

"The problem," he says, "is that the chronicle narrative-the story's only 
source-rests on very shaky foundations.'113 To the Jewish debunker of Christian 
piety, the unreliability of the play's antecedents is similar to the historical unreli
ability of the gospels. In fact, "The problem of the transmission of the vow story," 
Shapiro says, "bears an uncanny resemblance to the more controversial one raised 
by the Evangelists' retelling of Jesus' Passion: How accurate are versions of the 
past set down by writers several generations removed from the events that they 
describe?'II4 

The historical basis of the vow had to be destroyed because the vow validated 
a world the Jews find unacceptable. Shapiro cites "the Catholic Eugen Roth," who 
sees the vow as something that saved the villagers from modernity: "Recent years 
have brought such revolutionary changes to the whole globe that only a securely 
anchored vow, an unbroken tradition, can explain why Oberammergau remained 
true to itself in the midst of a disintegrating world spiritually impoverished by 
technical achievements and the desire for sensational distraction.'II5 

Shapiro cites another writer who 

uses the village as a stick to beat those who commit adultery or have stopped 
going to church: "In an age when many people break their vows of baptism, con
firmation or marriage if they no longer feel like keeping them, it is refreshing 
to find a community which believes that the vow made by the ancestors is still 
solemnly binding on them." This may keep the pilgrims coming to see the play, 
but it is a myth of piety that has begun to suffocate many in Oberammergau, 
especially the young, when held to this impossibly high example.46 

So we can conclude from this that Shapiro considers the Mosaic prohibition 
against adultery "an impossibly high example." This may explain his vehement at
tempts to debunk the villagers' vow. The attack on the vow is an attack on anyone 
who believes that a sphere of life can be reserved for something other than com
mercial purposes. As such, the attack on the vow becomes an attack on marriage. 
Those who resist the commercialization of sex are deluding themselves with "a 
myth of piety," which is ultimately "suffocating." The attack on the marriage vow 
as an "impossibly high example" becomes so vehement, one must assume that 
for once personal, as opposed to ethnic, motives are entering into the discussion 
here. 

But the attack on the vow is above all else an attack on the idea of a rooted cul
ture. The Jews clearly saw "the fantasy of Oberammergau'1I7 as an affront to what 
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they see as universal progress, which is to say the universal commercialization of 
every aspect of human life. Shapiro's account makes clear that the fact that Ober
ammergau was perceived as "inaccessible, the people neither influencing, nor be
ing influenced by the outer world" was intolerable.48 The idea of a "'mountain-girt' 
village" that was "far removed from the world ... defined by progress, seculariza
tion and social revolution'l!9 was clearly repugnant to Shapiro and by extension 
to the Jewish organizations which waged cultural warfare on Oberammergau for 
that reason. 

Shapiro then goes into his debunking mode. "This little valley in the Bavar
ian mountains" is not different "from the outside world;" nor is it "strangely un
touched and uncorrupted."50 Shapiro delightedly quotes the impressions of the 
first tourists to arrive as a prelude to debunking them because no place on earth 
can escape the forces of "progress, secularization and social revolution." When 
Winold Reiss writes Oberammergau is "one of the few spots in all the world where 
faith and idealism have successfully withstood materialism and commercial 
greed," Shapiro responds "nothing could have been further from the truth than 
the idea that these were rural peasants, cut off from intercourse with the outside 
world by a ring of mountains."sl The contrary impression, Shapiro says, is "a credit 
to the collective acting ability of the villagers ... One wonders to what extent they 
even began to believe it themselves.''s· 

To show it is "impossible to protect the villagers from uncontrollable forc
es from the outside world," Shapiro attacks "the much-heralded morality of the 
villagers''s3 by delving into the village's illegitimacy rate. "If local records of il
legitimacy rates are any indication," Shapiro says, "reports of Oberammergau's 
extraordinary virtue are overrated."s4 Shapiro is not the first to spread rumors to 
undermine their passion play. The rumors go back to 1890 when Rev. E. Hermit
age Day said "some of the more malicious rumors ... were traced to disappointed 
Jewish financiers, who had hoped to secure a share of the profits by financing the 
play.''s5 

Given the unrelenting Jewish attack on Oberammergau, what revisions would 
satisfy them? Otto Huber learned the answer when he flew to New York to meet 
with ADL executive director Abraham Foxman. Convinced the Bavarians had 
purged every remnant of anti-Semitism, Huber presented Foxman with a copy of 
the script and an invitation to see the play. Foxman's cold rejection took Huber 
aback. According to Foxman, "Everything was fine" until Huber said "his play was 
about love and understanding.''s6 Foxman exploded. "I told him," Shapiro writes, 
quoting Foxman, "If you want to give me love and understanding, there are a lot of 
other Christian subjects. There's no absolute need to do it. Give me another play; 
if it's about a Crucifixion in which the Jews kill Christ, you can never clean it up 
enough. So don't expect an embrace.''s7 

Huber was stunned. Foxman wanted Oberammergau to perform a passion 
play without the Crucifixion. Huber realized "the ADL wants to destroy our iden-
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tity.''58 Huber then tried another approach, appealing to "Oberammergau's tradi
tion."59 This too got him nowhere. Foxman, recounting his version to Shapiro, told 
Huber "to hell with tradition if it fuels hatred and contempt that ultimately kills 
Jews."60 According to Shapiro, the whole thing 

had boiled down to this: for Otto Huber, the play of Jesus' Passion really was 
about love and understanding. And he had somehow failed to make Abraham 
Foxman understand this. For Abraham Foxman, the truth was equally clear: 
history showed that Passion plays led people to hate and sometimes to kill Jews. 
He didn't need to read history books to know this either. I was informed that as 
a child during the war, Foxman had been torn from his family.61 

The impression Shapiro gives (Foxman "didn't need history books to know 
this either") is that Foxman had been beaten up as a child by an enraged mob 
streaming out of the Passion Play in Oberammergau or somewhere else in Ger
many. The real story-the one that Huber should have learned before he had his 
meeting with Foxman-is significantly different than the one to which Shapiro 
alluded so cryptically. Foxman was born into a Polish Jewish family in the late 
1930S. When it became apparent that the Nazis were going to overrun Poland, 
Foxman's biological parents gave him to a Polish Catholic woman, who under
stood that Foxman was now her child and that she was to raise him as her own. 
In later life, Foxman adverted to Polish anti-Semitism, ignoring the fact that this 
Polish woman risked her own life, as well as the lives of her family and neigh
bors by raising Foxman. As some indication that she considered Foxman her own 
adopted child, Foxman's Polish mother had him baptized. If, as the Catechism 
of the Catholic Church indicates, "Baptism seals the Christian with the indelible 
spiritual mark (character) of his belonging to Christ," then Abraham Foxman is a 
Catholic, "because no sin can erase this mark, even if sin prevents Baptism from 
bearing the fruits of salvation" (Para. 1272). If Abe Foxman is a Catholic, if, in fact, 
Polish Catholics risked their lives to save his, why does he hate Catholics so much? 
We've heard of self-hating Jews. Is Foxman a self-hating Catholic? 

After the war, when Foxman was six or seven, his biological parents returned 
and demanded their son back. The Polish woman who had risked her life to raise 
Foxman as her own child refused to give him back. More important for our pur
poses, Foxman refused to leave the Polish woman who had raised him, the woman 
who was the only mother he had ever known. Foxman's biological parents went to 
court and prevailed. In an exercise in Jewish debunking similar to the campaign 
he would orchestrate against Oberammergau and Gibson's Passion Play, Foxman 
was told that the woman he loved as his mother was not and never had been his 
mother. He was also told he was not and had never been a Catholic. So, from the 
perspective of Foxman as a child in a Polish custody battle, the Catholic story 
of "love and understanding" was what Professor Shapiro might call "a myth of 
piety." 

1027 



The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit 

The Foxman story has uncanny similarities with the childhood trauma of 
another Jewish debunker. Sigmund Freud's Czech nanny taught him Catholic 
prayers and devotions and may have secretly baptized him. The nanny was re
moved abruptly when she was accused of theft and fired (or fired for having an 
affair with a member of Freud's family). Holy Mother Church's vision oflove and 
understanding was associated in both men's minds with a mother figure who sud
denly disappeared; the Catholic mother promised love but could not deliver. The 
vision oflove the Catholic mother instilled in their minds was overruled by a harsh 
Jewish reality. Foxman was torn from the only mother he had ever known. Was 
it because the Catholic mother allowed this trauma that she must be first demon
ized and then punished? If Foxman's Catholic mother could not be punished, then 
Holy Mother Church could be punished in her stead. The pain of separation from 
the mother was intense and impossible to remedy. Blood and the Law triumphed 
over love. The only way Foxman could alleviate pain of this sort was to demonize 
the source of the pain, namely, his Polish mother and Holy Mother Church. 

Foxman, like Freud, became a member of B'nai B'rith, the Jewish Masonic 
lodge, from which he waged war on the Catholic Church. Oberammergau came 
to symbolize the "mountain-girt" exception to a Jewish world run on commercial 
principles. Since Holy Mother Church and what she stands for is too good to be 
true, since the "mountain-girt" village couldn't protect Foxman from his rapa
cious Jewish parents, Abe made a virtue of necessity: he identified with what he 
saw as the winning side, i.e., Jewish modernity and what it stands for: blood, the 
law, calculation, and hate. 

1984: Neocons take over the Bradley Foundation 
In 1984 the Lynde and Harry Bradley Foundation received a significant in

fusion of cash when the Bradley family sold the firm that produced the Bradley 
fighting vehicle to the Rockwell Corporation. In 1985, William Simon hired Ir
ving Kristol protege Michael Joyce, who had succeeded Simon as head of the Olin 
Foundation, to head the Bradley Foundation, which had an endowment of $715 
million. Joyce then used the money to fund the neocon takeover of the conserva
tive movement. Beneficiaries included Allan Bloom, who produced The Closing of 
the American Mind with Bradley money, and William Bennett, another Kristol 
protege, who was used as the neocon foil to defeat M. H. Bradford's bid to head 
the National Endowment for the Humanities under Ronald Reagan. Taking a cue 
from his mentor Irving Kristol, Joyce used the Bradley Foundation's resources to 
fund neocon front operations. National Review provided the blueprint. As Buckley 
had attacked the John Birch Society and Ayn Rand, the Bradley Foundation went 
after traditional conservativism, known by the neologism Paleoconservatism. 

Friedman claims "The neocons also faced attacks from the reinvigorated Pa
leoconservatives."6. The opposite was the case. The Neocons spent the early '90S 
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on the attack, taking over one conservative institution after another. They also 
attacked Pat Buchanan. When Russell Kirk, a founding father of post-World War 
II conservatism, complained neocons often mistook Tel Aviv for the "capital of 
the United States," Midge Decter attacked him as an anti-Semite and worked to 
expel him from the movement. Kirk felt neoconservatism had more to do with 
Trotsky than Edmund Burke; he accused the neocons of attempting to hijack the 
movement. 

While editing the The Religion and Society Report newsletter for the Paleocon
servative Rockford Institute, Lutheran pastor (and soon Roman Catholic priest) 
Richard John Neuhaus hijacked a $250,000 Bradley Foundation grant earmarked 
for Rockford and used it to found the neocon organ First Things. According to 
Decter, Neuhaus then approached her to become a "fellow" at First Things, al
though "neither he nor I had any firm idea of what I would be doing as a 'fellow."'113 
Neuhaus, however, knew what he had to do to gain neocon support. At a meeting 
with Rockford directors, Neuhaus told Tom Fleming, editor of Rockford's Paleo
con journal Chronicles, "I'm going to cut you off at the knees.''114 

In December 2005, editor Dale Vree announced in the New Oxford Review 
that years before he had been approached by "a Jewish neocon with no interest in 
Christianity or Catholicism" who "was interested in getting us to promote Jewish 
neocon interests" in exchange for a significant amount of money "if we would 
support corporate capitalism and if we would support a militaristic US foreign 
policy.''IIS When Vree turned the Jewish neocon down, they funded Catholicism in 
Crisis and First Things instead. Bradley funded Catholicism in Crisis (later, at the 
Bradley Foundation's insistence, reduced to Crisis), a neocon journal for Catho
lics, founded by Michael Novak and Ralph McInerny, to counter the influence 
of the American bishops. When founded in 1982, the magazine's purpose was to 
oppose the bishops' pastoral letter on nuclear weapons. Thus "the neocons found 
a way to get Catholic and Christian magazines to front for their largely Jewish 
neocon interests."II6 By 2003, that meant ignoring the Catholic Just War Theory 
and supporting instead the neocon-inspired invasion ofIraq. 

Because he identified the man who tried to subvert the New Oxford Review as 
a Jew, Vree was attacked as an anti-Semite. Vree rejected the charge as well as the 
charge that opposition to the war was tantamount to anti-Semitism, saying that by 
2005 even the Jewish magazine The Forward said those who claimed that the inva
sion of Iraq was orchestrated by Jews working in Israel's interests "can no longer 
be shushed or dismissed as bigots.''117 

1989: Communism Falls 
Shortly after the Berlin Wall came down in November 1989, David Horow

itz, a red-diaper baby and communist, converted to neoconservatism, claiming 
the wall's fall meant the era of "revolutionary modernity ... has finally come to a 
close.''118 
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The revolutionary era in American foreign policy, however, was just begin
ning. Jews like Horowitz would promote Trotsky's politics under the name neo
conservatism. The Jewish converts to neoconservatism gave uncanny substantia
tion to the French proverb that the more things changed, the more they remained 
the same. After the fall of communism, Horowitz admitted Jews had a fatal at
traction to Communism and other Messianic politics, tracing it to the influence 
of the Lurianic Cabala. He praised the counterrevolutionary zeal of the Catholic 
peasants of the Vendee, but then, like the Jewish moth drawn back to the candle 
of Messianic politics, Horowitz became an adovocate of campus speech codes, en
couraging students to inform on "liberal" professors who criticized Israel. When 
former president Jimmy Carter published a book in 2006 associating Israel with 
apartheid, Horowitz called Carter a "Jew-hater." The neocons who bragged about 
America's victory over communism thus showed an uncanny propensity toward 
communist tactics when dealing with their enemies. Richard Pipes' son Daniel, 
who, with Martin Kramer, ran the website Campus Watch, encouraged students 
to inform on their professors and "report comments or behavior that might be 
considered hostile to Israel."69 The same neocons also pushed Congress to deny 
federal funding to professors they said displayed anti-Israel bias. 

In this he was like David Frum and Richard Perle, who claimed in their book 
The End of Evil that it was every American's patriotic duty to become a govern
ment informer. The more neoconservatism spread the more it began to resemble 
the CHEKA. "Sometimes," Frum and Perle inform us, "the motives of those who 
provide the information are not very pretty."70 But so what if "maybe they want 
him out of the way so that they can woo his girlfriend ... .information from non
saints can be just as valuable.''71 These lines would take on new and sinister mean
ing in the wake of the torture scandals at Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo, but all 
that was in the future. 

Ron Radosh becomes a neocon 
After railing against American imperialism for his entire life, Ron Radosh 

finally became a spokesman for it at the very time when it became the most seri
ous threat to peace in the world when he too converted to neoconservatism. In the 
aftermath of the attack on the World Trade Center, neoconservative revolutionary 
Jews like Assistant Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz seized the initiative and be
gan orchestrating the invasion of Afghanistan and Iraq. The uncanny similarities 
between the worldview of Trotsky and Irving Kristol, godfather of the neocon
servative movement, have been noticed by many, but not by Ronald Radosh, who 
is now a proud representative of American imperialism and a recipient of state 
department grants to lecture the Chinese Communists about how history has left 
them behind. "Sponsored by the office of public diplomacy in the State Depart
ment," Radosh writes, "I stood before Chinese university students and intellectu
als as a proud representative of the United States.''71 Radosh tells us that he had "a 
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keen appreciation of the irony involved,"73 but it is obvious that the real irony of his 
situation has evaded him completely. The real irony resides in the title of the last 
chapter of his book, "Coming Home." Radosh intends it to indicate his return to 
America, but it could just as easily and ironically apply to Radosh as the quintes
sential revolutionary Jew. It was, in other words, easy for Radosh to come home 
a revolutionary Jewish ideology like neoconservatism because that ideology had 
never gotten beyond Irving Kristol's reading of Trotsky in the first place. Neocon
servatism, like the Popular Front in the '40S, folk music in the '50S, sex and dope in 
the '60S, and feminism in the '70S, had become the locus of revolutionary Jewish 
activity in the world at the beginning of the third millennium. Once the neocons 
hijacked America's foreign policy in the wake of 9/11 it was easy for the revolution
ary Jew to come back to the home he had never left. 

As Radosh moved from the Left into the neoconservative orbit, he endured the 
sneers of former comrades. "You really are a running dog of imperialism, aren't 
you?" Paul Buhle jeered at a historians' convention.74 Buhle was right. Radosh fol
lowed neocon ideology as blindly as he had followed communist ideology. Radosh 
would go on to work for the USIA. He would become Olin Professor of history at 
Adelphi University, feeding at the trough of the Olin Foundation, a major funder 
of neocon subversion. Buhle, though, failed to see that Radosh the neoconserva
tive remained a revolutionary Jew. Iraq has as much chance of becoming the next 
heaven on earth as any of the other meccas of failed Messianic politics. 

Porn Stars and Jewish Revolutionaries 
"I'm proud," Nina Hartley told the Jewish magazine Schmate, "of my heri

tage's intellectual history and its empathy with the persecuted. But I'm no Zionist. 
Politically, I'm left-wing. I want everyone to have a job, everyone to have food, 
clothing, shelter, medical care and education. Utopia might be communist but in 
the meantime we have to have socialism. I want everyone to have a piece."75 

Once the majority of American Jews defined themselves as sexually deviant, 
pornography, along with homosexual rights, feminism, and New Age goddess 
worship, became a natural expression of their worldview. Because they controlled 
Hollywood, they could make their worldview normative for the culture. The tradi
tional animus against majority culture combined with a decline in moral scruple 
led "the advocates of Woody Allen" to pornography as a form of cultural warfare. 
The most significant thinker in this regard was Wilhelm Reich, a Jew from Galicia 
who was a student of Sigmund Freud and Karl Marx who tried to marry those 
quintessentially revolutionary Jewish ideologies. Reich wrote the book on sexual 
revolution that many Jewish porn stars read. Like Nina Hartley, Richard Pacheco 
sees a connection between being Jewish and being a porn star. Reich is the crucial 
link. 

"Five years before I got my first part in an adult film," Pacheco explained, "I 
went down to an audition for an X-rated film with my hair down to my ass, a copy 
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of Wilhelm Reich's Sexual Revolution under my arm and yelling about work, love 
and sex, which were Reich's three principles. These things have got to be in bal
ance or your life is going to be fucked."76 Pacheco didn't get that job, but he didn't 
stop auditioning either. Nor did he stop using his Jewishness to rationalize porno
graphic acting. "Five years later," Pacheco says, "I auditioned for another X-rated 
film. That very day, I also interviewed at Hebrew Union Seminary to do rabbinical 
study. I made the choice that the kind of rabbi I would be, if I became one, was one 
that could have been performing in sex films as part of his experience."77 

Rabbi Dresner would have felt it's a long way from the Torah to Debbie Duz 
Dishes, in which Hartley plays "a sexually insatiable Jewish housewife who enjoys 
sex with anyone who rings the doorbell.',?8 But not Rabbi Mark Blazer of Temple 
Beth Ami. In 2002 Blazer invited Hartley to speak at his synagogue "about how 
couples can spice up their marriages and feel more comfortable with their sexual
ity.''?9 Hartley further articulated the connection between being Jewish and be
ing a porn star in an interview with Jewish pornographer Sheldon Ranz in 1989 

in Shmate, in which she explains she is "Jewish culturally but not religiously."80 
Jewish is thus defined negatively. Being Jewish means being anti-Christian. "I'm 
generally less subservient than a typical WASP female. And I've discovered cer
tain gender interactions are different between Jewish and non-Jewish couples."8. 
Hartley was born in 1956 and grew up in Berkeley, "heavily influenced by [secular] 
Jewish culture. It's an intellectual town. A lot of the people who set the politi
cal agenda are Jewish."8, Hartley sees pornography as the fulfillment of "Jewish 
values" because those values reflect not the Torah but the mores of secular Jews 
in Berkeley in the '60S. That means "there are things that you learn and ways that 
you think that you don't understand are more Jewish than not until you go into 
mainstream America and realize that other people don't think this way."83 

Jews are different from "mainstream America," which she defines as vaguely 
Christian. Although Christianity and Judaism both view the Torah and the moral 
code it expresses as canonical, Hartley defines the Jew as someone who opposes 
biblical morals. She justifies pornography by adverting to revolution. Unlike their 
communist parents, who saw the revolution as economic, the baby boomer Jewish 
revolutionaries saw the issues as sexual. They took Wilhelm Reich as their guide 
instead of Trotsky or Lenin. As Igor Shafarevich noted, socialism always had a 
sexual component. It always meant communality of wives as well as communality 
of property. But the idea of sexual liberation has been refined, and the Jewish porn 
stars were aware of the refinements. Hartley "descends ideologically from the 
Marxist Jewish philosopher Herbert Marcuse who prophesied that a socialist uto
pia would free individuals to achieve sexual satisfaction. Nina descends literally 
from a line of radical Jews. Her grandfather (a physics professor) and her father (a 
radio announcer) belonged to the Communist party."84 One of Hartley's brothers 
is an Orthodox Jew displeased with her vocation as porn star. They don't speak to 
each other. Hartley portrays him as the black sheep of the family. Ranz echoes her 
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animus: "I don't understand how a family where the parents have a Communist 
background can raise a kid who grows up to be an Orthodox Jew. How did that 
happen?"85 It is a classic instance of the transvaluation of values inherent in con
temporary Jewish identity. Who gets to excommunicate whom? 

The connection between Jews and pornography is like the connection be
tween Jews and Bolshevism. Jews become involved in pornography for the same 
reason they were involved in Communism, i.e., to save the world. When porn ma
ven Luke Ford received a letter from a German Turkish girl who wanted to come 
to Hollywood to become a porn star, he shared it with his website readers, one 
of whom felt involving the girl in pornography would be an example of "tikkun 
olam" (healing the world). Whether the term is intended as ironic or not, it moti
vated Ford to look into the connection between Jews and pornography. It also led 
to criticism that Ford, who is Jewish, portrayed Jews "as dirty, parasitic merchants 
of smut, disease, and moral pollution-by emphasizing the high number ofJewish 
porn publishers throughout smut's history."86 

Jews also used pornography for cultural warfare and moral subversion. The 
relationship between Jews and pornography is similar to the relationship between 
the communist party and the proletariat described by Marx. Just as the Jews 
were the vanguard of revolutionary activity in Russia, so they were in the van
guard of sexual revolution in the United States. The concept of the chosen people 
transformed itself into the concept of the revolutionary vanguard as the Talmud 
dissolved the core of Jewish identity. Messianic politics replaced waiting for the 
Messiah. In The Politics of Bad Faith, David Horowitz described how a religious 
paradigm, the Exodus, became a political paradigm, in other words, how the es
chaton got immanentized and transformed into a Messianic political movement. 

Dresner sees the same thing. In becoming, in Dresner's words, "the chief ad
vocates of modernity,"8l Jews dedicated themselves to Communism with messi
anic fervor: 

They became, for example, disciples of the new politics of communism. Some 30 
percent of the early leaders of the revolution were estimated to have been Jew
ish. Emancipated from their ancient faith by the onslaught of modern thought, 
which the antiquated Judaism of the time was ill-prepared to refute, they trans
ferred their yet unexpended messianic fervor into the new religion of Marx.88 

When the attraction of communism waned they dedicated themselves as fer
vently to sexual liberation. It would be naive, or as Haberer says, "shortsighted,"89 

to claim Jews just happened to be revolutionaries just as Abe Foxman would claim 
Jews just happened to be in pornography. Jews were drawn to both precisely be
cause of the hold Messianic politics acquired over them once they rejected Logos. 
Echoing what Dresner said, Irving Kristol expresses the Messianic, universalist 
vision of neoconservatism and pornography. Jewish revolutionaries, Kristol says, 

did not forsake their Jewish heritage to replace it with another form of cultural 
identity or ethnic belonging. What they sought can best be described as an ab-
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stract and futuristic idealism of assimilation qua emancipation in a denational
ized and secularized democratic society, ideally of universal scope. Leaving the 
world of their childhood did not necessarily imply its total abandonment in one 
act of irreversible forgetfulness. For many this departure under the sacred halo 
of socialism was the next best solution to their own existential problems-a solu
tion that was enormously attractive since it also held out the utopian promise of 
the "genuine emancipation" of all Jews in a socialist republic of universal broth
erhood devoid of national, religious, and social discrimination or even distinc
tions.90 

According to Kristol, secular humanism, or liberalism, is the continuation 
of revolutionary thought in America. When "emancipation unleashed within the 
Jewish community latent messianic passions that pointed to a new era of fraternal 
'universalism' ofbelieffor mankind,"9' that trajectory would not stop when com
munism failed; underneath communism lay the Jewish penchant for revolution, 
which would find another vehicle when Communism failed. Pornography and 
sexual liberation was a revolutionary vehicle for American Jews disillusioned with 
the illusions of their parents. Like secular humanism, pornography was perceived 
as "good for Jews," because it 

permits individual Jews a civic equality and equality of opportunity dreamed of 
by previous Jewish generations. It is natural, therefore for American Jews to be, 
not only accepting of secular-humanist doctrines, but enthusiastic exponents. 
That explains why American Jews are so vigilant about removing all the signs 
and symbols of traditional religions from "the public square," so insistent that 
religion be merely a "private affair," so determined that separation of church and 
state be interpreted to mean the separation of all institutions from any signs of a 
connection with traditional religions. The spread of secular humanism through
out American life has been "good for Jews," no question about it. So the more, 
the better.9' 

In her memoir, An Old Wife's Tale, Midge Deeter noted the same phenom-
enon, but with a little more Angst. "It is no secret," she writes: 

that some significant part in the emptying of the public square had been played 
by Jewish liberals. It was understandable to me why this was so, because their 
long history had left many Jews with an atavistic fear of Christian authority-so 
the more public life could be kept strictly secular the safer they felt. But under
stand it or not, I believe that the religion-free public condition to which they 
have made such a vital contribution had left American society, and particularly 
American culture, vulnerable to pernicious influences.93 

Influences like pornography? Nina Hartley's description of herself as "the 
blonde Jew" porn star from "a long line of radical Jews," who "wants everyone to 
have a piece-a piece of sex, a piece of the means of production, a piece of a warm 
communist community" and "a piece of the promised Messianic Age-now" 
doesn't seem as far-fetched as on first reading.94 The link between the Talmud and 
pornography, between Torah and its antithesis, for Jews of Nina Hartley's genera
tion, was Bolshevism with a big assist from Wilhelm Reich. 
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When British journalist William Cash wrote about Jewish control of Holly
wood in the October 1994 Spectator, Hollywood and its academic support troops 
reacted with rage verging on hysteria. In the Los Angeles Times, Neal Gabler, au
thor of An Empire of their Own: How Jews Created Hollywood, attacked Cash's 
article as "an anti-Semitic bleat from a reactionary crackpot" that could be dis
missed "if it didn't have a respectable platform in the Spectator and didn't play to 
a pre-existing prejudice that Jews control the U.S. media."!lS Gabler attacked Cash 
for saying what Gabler had said in his own book! According to Cash, 

That every major studio head is Jewish today is no different from 60 years ago. 
"Of 85 names engaged in production, 53 are Jews," a 1936 survey noted. And 
the Jewish advantage holds in prestige as well as numbers. In a recent Premiere 
magazine "Special Power Issue" -ranking the 100 most powerful people in the 
"Industry" -the top 12 were Jewish. There were no black or British industry ex
ecutives ranked. George Steiner once famously said that to be Jewish was to be a 
member of a club from which you could not resign.96 

Jewish domination of Hollywood is not limited to numbers. The numbers 
only approximate the extent to which Jews determine the cultural matrix of the 
nation's films. Cash cites an instance of the "extreme measures" non-Jews must 
engage in to succeed in Hollywood: 

Bill Stadiem, a former Harvard educated Wall Street lawyer who is now a screen
writer in LA, told me that he recently came across an old WASP friend in an LA 
restaurant who had been president of the Porcellian at Harvard-the most exclu
sive undergraduate dining-club. His friend-a would-be producer-was dressed 
in a black nylon tracksuit and had gold chains on his wrist; dangling around his 
neck was a chunky Star of David. Stadiem asked: "Why the hell are you dressed 
like that?" The WASP replied: "I'm trying to look Jewish."97 

One need only think back to Jay Gatsby's attempts to pass as a WASP in 
F. Scott Fitzgerald's novel, The Great Gatsby, to see how the cultural equation 
changed over the course of the 20th century. As media and entertainment came 
to dominate the political and cultural landscape, the Jew eventually succeeded the 
WASP as the country's culturally dominant ethnic group, the group which set the 
styles for the rest of the nation. 

Again, the term Jew has to be defined. "Jews in Hollywood," according to 
one commentator, "like most Jews in the media, academia and pornography, tend 
to be radical and alienated Jews, rooted neither in Judaism nor in the majority 
Christian culture. They tend to be rootless and politically left of center, seeking to 
create a rootless cosmopolitan society to reflect their own non-Judaic tradition
less values.''98 They don't cease being Jews, however, nor do they cease to act like 
Jews, as Cash makes clear. Cash describes then 81-year-old Lew Wasserman as at 
the top of Hollywood's "feudal power structure."99 When Steven Spielberg, Da
vid Geffen, and Jeffrey Katzenberg decided to form their own production studio, 
they gathered at Wassenberg's estate to gain his "rabbinical blessing," after which 
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"they spoke in 'hushed, reverential tones about the industry potentate,' and how 
he "spun stories about the history of Hollywood and showed them artifacts .... oo 
Jews, according to Cash, govern the New Establishment like rootless revolutionar
ies. They apply traditional Jewish prejudice against majority culture with none of 
the restraint imposed by the Torah's moral norms. Thus, Hollywood promulgated 
moral subversion during the cultural revolution of the '60S. Anyone who objected 
was demonized as an anti-Semite. 

"Few in Hollywood (can) recall such an anti-Semitic article in a mainstream 
publication," wrote Bernard Weinraub, the New York Times' Hollywood corre
spondent, addressing Cash's article.'ol Hollywood concurred, filling the letters 
columns of local papers with horrified reactions. One letter to the editor, whose 
list of prominent signatories included Kevin Costner, Sidney Poitier, and Tom 
Cruise, worried that a new Holocaust and Spanish Inquisition was imminent. 

William Cash's and Joe Breen's candor about Hollywood shows the battle 
over the sexualization of American culture was a battle between America's Jews 
and Catholics. From 1934 to 1965, Hollywood's Jews were forced to repress their 
"permissive, value-free attitude" in the films they made. The golden age of Holly
wood was not a collaborative effort; it was Catholics saving Jews from their worst 
instincts. The Catholics lost, with dire consequences for the nation. The Rabbi 
Dresner Jew declined and the Woody Allen Jew rose as an icon for the entire cul
ture. The Catholics lost the culture wars because they internalized Woody Allen 
Jewish values on sexuality, just as they adopted WASP values on birth control. 

Dresner on Porn 
Rabbi Dresner has a dilemma. Boston's Puritans were the first and foremost 

influence in America. They were Judaizers following an Old Testament Christian
ity, making America one ofthe most "Jewish" Christian nations. The Enlighten
ment, the intellectual matrix out of which the United States grew, abstracted Jew
ish morals from its religiOUS context and made them the basis for a multi-ethnic 
"nation." America's Jewish roots go deep, but they also lead to Rabbi Dresner's 
dilemma. On the one hand, adherence to the Torah's teaching on the family can 
save America from moral decline. On the other, the moral decline that Dresner 
complains about is attributable to the cultural influence of American Jews, some
thing he adverts to repeatedly. "Jews," he says, "have played a less than admirable 
role in the sexual revolution."lol "Many liberal rabbis," he continues, "are in the 
forefront of the proabortion movement. In fact, surveys indicate that Jewish wom
en are among the most likely of all groups to support 'abortion on demand'."lo3 
Dresner cites "a recent Gallup poll and a suppressed B'nai B'rith survey," indicat
ing American Jews are more likely to divorce and less likely to marry than the av
erage American; "91 percent ofJewish women agree that every woman who wants 
an abortion should be able to have one"; "50 percent of Jewish women signaled 
a high degree of affinity for feminism compared to only 16 percent among non-
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Jewish women;" and, Jews favor homosexual rights more than the general popula
tion.'04 Yet, the Jewish religion says "homosexuality is a violation of the order of 
creation" and the family is "divinely ordained.'"o5 Dresner says Jews, if they want 
to participate in a family coalition, "need to put their own house in order" not only 
because they have abandoned traditional values, but because they "are more likely 
to live in urban areas in the forefront of social change.'"o6 

Part of Dresner's pathos stems from his anguish when viewing the moral de
cline of American Jews, which he sees as anti-Jewish, because Jews either stand for 
the moral law, as introduced by Moses into human history, or they stand for noth
ing. Jews like Woody Allen are especially painful for Dresner because they have 
become cultural icons by promoting sexual deviance and by hawking the symbols 
of traditional anti-Semitism. "For the Gentile," Dresner writes, "Allen's depiction 
of religious Jews as pious frauds, and worse, can only confirm ancient Christian 
canards of the Jew as hypocrite, devil, despoiler of morality, and corrupter of cul
ture."'07 Why, an anguished Dresner wonders, should American Jews rush to ac
cept Woody Allen's categorization of them as "despoilers of morality"? Dresner 
cannot answer that question. "Why Jews want to demean themselves is a question 
that Hollywood 'theologians' have yet to address."'o8 But the fact remains: the Jews 
who dominate Hollywood and thus American culture, have defined themselves 
as, in Dresner's words, "despoilers of morality and corrupters of culture." 

Dresner is concerned others have noticed the same thing. He cites a letter 
to the California Lawyer that claims "the progressive deterioration of morality 
can be directly attributable to the growing predominance of Jews in our national 
life.'''o9 Dresner is appalled, but he says the same thing. How can Rabbi Dresner 
claim Jews can reform family life and morals when he's saying Jews are responsi
ble for the moral decline in the first place? All Rabbi Dresner can say without fear 
of contradiction is that anyone who takes the Torah as normative on sexual issues 
will be at odds with the overwhelming majority of American Jews. 

Ralph Reed Stabs Buchanan in the Back. 
In 1992 Pat Buchanan ran for president against incumbent George H. W. Bush 

and, like Eugene McCarthy 24 years earlier, succeeded in defeating the president 
in the New Hampshire Republican primary. The real shock, however, came when 
Buchanan revealed his platform. Buchanan, the former Cold Warrior and former 
advisor to President Richard Nixon, shocked everyone by opposing free trade and 
the deployment of American troops in Europe. Buchanan had reverted to ethnic 
type by espousing labor-based Catholic politics of the old Democratic Party and 
had become the conservative equivalent of a heretic. Since heretic was now a term 
of honor, he was called an anti-Semite instead by the Grand Inquisitor of the Con
servative movement, Bill Buckley. 

In the wake of the fall of communism, the conservative alliance had nothing 
to hold it together. Conservatism, as a result, proceeded to fall apart into its ethnic 
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components. Catholics, who awoke to the fact that their jobs had disappeared and 
to the fact that the neocons didn't really care about abortion, voted for Buchanan, 
whom the neocon Jews were portraying as a combination of Father Coughlin and 
Vlad the Impaler. The neocons, who had been silent on the issue of abortion, the 
prime political issue among conservative Catholics, finally broke their silence and 
said that, compared to Israel's survival, abortion was of little or no significance. 
The same was true, with some exceptions, of homosexuality, the other great "so
cial issue" which motivated Catholics and Evangelicals. True to his role as conser
vative enforcer, Buckley attacked Buchanan as an anti-Semite in National Review 
on December 31, 1991, just as Buchanan's candidacy was picking up steam. The Re
publicans tried to mollify Buchanan, who gave his famous "culture wars" speech 
at their national convention in 1992, but the Jews in general used their influence 
in the media to deplore the speech, and Buchanan was not allowed to address the 
1996 convention. 

In the 1994 mid-term elections, the Republicans took control of both houses 
of Congress for the first time in two generations through the collaborative effort of 
Newt Gingrich and the Christian Coalition, the evangelical organization that suc
ceded Jerry Falwell's Moral Majority. Falwell founded the Moral Majority in 1979 

with significant Jewish input. Although only one Jew, Howard Philips, founder of 
YAF, was in on the initial planning, Falwell peddled his project to prominent Jews 
despite their ancestral animus to vocal Christians. Falwell included five planks in 
support of the state of Israel in its platform. He met with Jewish agencies "to make 
the Jewish community aware that we are not an anti-Semitic group and that we 
probably are the strongest supporter of Israel in the country.""0 "God," he said, 
"has blessed America because America has blessed the Jew."lll 

Mainline Jewish organizations like the ADL remained skeptical, but neocon
servative Jews like Irving Kristol and the AJC's Rabbi Marc Tannenbaum reacted 
warmly. In 1980 Israeli premier Menachem Begin shocked liberal Jews in America 
by giving Falwell one of Israel's highest honors, the Jabotinsky Award. Falwell 
reciprocated by defending Israel's pre-emptive strike on the Osirak nuclear reac
tor in Iraq. The basis of this odd arrangement was Falwell's Dispensationalism, 
which saw the Jews as God's chosen people and the State of Israel as ordained by 
Scripture. Falwell's belief that the Jews were supposed to convert to Christianity 
during the last days was a detail passed over by the Jews in embarrassed silence in 
their quest for votes. That same theology led to what the Jews considered frequent 
gaffes, as when Falwell said the antichrist was a Jew or when he said AIDS was 
God's punishment for homosexuality. Jews probably greeted the demise of the 
Moral Majority in 1989 with a sigh of relief. 

Rabbi Marc Tannenbaum claimed Falwell was awkward and inexperienced in 
dealing with Jews. The man who led the Christian Coalition was not. Unlike Fal
well, who gave the impression that he would rather handle snakes than talk with 
Abe Foxman, Ralph Reed grew up in what he described as a "Jewish atmosphere."'" 
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To the uninitiated, Ralph Reed appeared to be the protege of televangelist Pat 
Robertson. Their theologies were politically identical with Falwell's dispensation
alism. In reality, Ralph Reed was the protege of Jack Abramoff. a Washington lob
byist later jailed for influence peddling. Reed was to the evangelicals what Buckley 
was to an earlier generation of Catholics. Abramoff, an orthodox Jew Friedman 
describes as a "conservative firebrand at Brandeis University,''''3 gave Reed his first 
job in Washington, hiring him as a political intern in 1981. He also invited Reed to 
live in his home, where he "attended services with him, and introduced Abramoff 
to his wife, who came from Georgia,''''4 Abramoff found Reed "incredibly philo
Semitic,''''5 Reed reciprocated by dealing harshly with anti-Semitism whenever it 
reared its head among College Republicans. In 1983, Reed succeeded Abramoff as 
executive director of the National College Republicans. Like Buckley before him, 
"Reed used his influence to prevent the more extreme elements within the con
servative movement from taking over the GOP,'''·6 Like Buckley, Reed invariably 
consulted a Jewish calculus to determine which elements were "extreme." 

When the ADL shot itself in the foot by attacking the Christian Right, Is
rael's most faithful allies in America, Ralph Reed played healer, addressing the 
ADL's national leadership in April 1995. Reed told the ADL "the Christian Coali
tion believes in a nation that is not officially Christian,"u7 so it was against school 
prayer-a statement which reportedly infuriated Pat Robertson. Reed told the 
same thing to AIPAC a month later, prompting Elliott Abrams to say Jews "need 
Ralph Reed,',,·8 

Reed showed neocons how much they needed him when he derailed Pat Bu
chanan's second preSidential bid by throwing Christian Coalition support behind 
Senator Bob Dole in the 1996 South Carolina Republican primary. Buchanan's loss 
there took the steam out of his campaign. Deprived of one of his natural constitu
encies by Reed, he lacked the political clout to address the 1996 convention. Fried
man credits Reed with "the modernization of Christian conservatism,''''9 Given 
Slezkine's understanding of modernity, this means aligning Evangelical votes to 
Jewish interests, which is precisely how Friedman interprets Reed's role: 

Buchanan's George Wallace-like populism, his isolationism, and his attacks on 
neocons for their strong support of Israel outraged Jews (who saw behind the fa
cade); his isolationism also turned off mainstream conservatives. Quietly, Reed 
threw the weight of the Christian Coalition behind moderate Senator Bob Dole 
in the crucial South Carolina primary. Buchanan's loss there dealt a fatal blow to 
his campaign, and Reed was widely credited with causing his defeat.I2O 

When Ralph Reed left the Christian Coalition to become a lobbyist, he re
turned to his roots, linking up with Abramoff to play Indian tribes off against each 
other over gambling casinos, profiting handsomely as a double agent. In 2002, 

Reed, then a political consultant in Atlanta and chairman of the Georgia Repub
lican Party, joined Rabbi Yehiel Eckstein to form "a sort of Christian AIPAC,'''21 
In May 2003, the ADL put an ad in the New York Times, in which Reed hailed the 
Jewish state's survival as "proof of God's sovereignty,"·12 
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To be fair to Bill Buckley, he once criticized the ADL for giving an award to 
Playboy publisher Hugh Hefner. Reed couldn't even muster token opposition to 
the ADL, prompting ADL director Foxman, whose organization had denounced 
Reed and his followers as hatemongers, to announce, "I am proud to have Ralph 
Reed as a friend and as an advocate on Israel. ... •3 

1997: Bishop Harry Flynn denounces Father Paul Marx 
In 1997 Human Life International had scheduled its prolife conference in St. 

Paul, Minnesota, and Bishop Harry Flynn was invited to say the opening Mass. 
Instead Flynn denounced HLI president, Rev. Paul Marx, OSB, as an anti-Sem
ite. In a statement issued by the Archdiocese of St. Paul and Minneapolis, Flynn 
announced he was not going to celebrate the Mass because he was "particularly 
troubled by some statements made by HLI founder, Father Paul Marx and some 
HLI literature which is divisive and harmful especially to our Jewish brothers and 
sisters.""4 Flynn said attributing "blame for abortion ... with one group of people 
ignores our shared responsibility as members of a society which treats some lives 
as less valuable than others.""s Instead of saying the Mass Flynn was going to 
hold a prayer service with two rabbis and a representative of the notoriously pro
abortion AJC. Flynn allowed Marx and HLI to celebrate Mass at the Cathedral, 
but he also allowed Fight the Right, a group of militant homosexuals identified in 
one news report as "teenagers," who were planning to stage a "kiss-in," to engage 
in obscene and blasphemous acts on church property.,,6 

Flynn appealed to Nostra Aetate to justify his actions. He could not say Mass, 
as he agreed to do, because 

my participation would set back the wonderful dialogue which has taken place 
among Christians and Jews in this Archdiocese. In the 1965 Vatican II document 
"Nostra Aetate," the Church states clearly that "spiritual bonds and historical 
links binding the Church and Judaism condemn (as opposed to the very spirit of 
Christianity) all forms of anti-Semitism and discrimination, which in any case 
the dignity of the human person alone would suffice to condemn.""7 

Flynn's reasoning was as convoluted as his syntax. He never explained how 
identifying Jewish participation in and advocacy for abortion constituted anti
Semitism. In February 1995 Msgr. George Higgins of the United States Catholic 
Conference had attacked Marx for being "divisive" and for engaging in "a flirta
tion with anti-Semitism."»s But this was the first time a bishop collaborated in the 
attack. "In 1987," Marx wrote in his autobiography, "HLI made a careful study of 
involvement in the world-wide abortion movement. The undisputed conclusion of 
this study was that a disproportionately large number of Jews who are disloyal to 
Jewish teachings have led and are leading the campaign for legalized abortion. We 
then consulted with Orthodox Jews who confirmed these findings .... •9 

By focusing on public relations rather than Jewish involvement in the abor
tion industry, Marx responded ineptly. In his autobiography, Marx claimed "The 
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Jewish people ... have a great pro-life heritage."'3o Marx repeatedly claimed "Jews 
who are disloyal to Jewish teaching have led and are leading the campaign for 
legalized abortion .... 3• But he never explained what he meant by "Jewish teach
ing." The Torah implicitly condemns abortion, but the Talmud permits what the 
Torah forbids,at least with regard to a child who has not yet left (or partially left) 
its mother's body. In later commentary on the Talmud, the concept of "pursuer" 
("rodef') is used to nUllify the Fifth Commandment's prohibition against murder. 
"'Rode! lowers the loophole threshold of danger to the mother to the point of non
existence, making it no bar to abortion at all. ... 3• 

Marx added ''At no time have we ever condemned the Jewish people; our tar
gets have been only Jewish abortionists, and not because they were Jewish. The 
Jewish people after all have a great pro-life heritage, and as Pius XI observed, 
'Spiritually we are all Semites."'133 The conservative Catholic press came to Marx's 
defense. Thomas A. Drolesky denounced Archbishop Flynn 

who sent a toady in April of 1997 to denounce the founder of Human Life In
ternational, the courageous Father Paul Marx, O.S.B., as a anti-Semite during 
a Mass at the Cathedral of Saint Paul. His Excellency lacked the courage to do 
so himself. Ah, but he has shown "compassion" for those wearing the "Rain
bow Sash" at the Cathedral of Saint Paul. Monstrous liturgical abuses abound 
throughout the Archdiocese of Saint and Minneapolis. Nothing is done to stop 
these abuses.'34 

Drolesky detailed Jewish involvement in abortion, claiming "people who 
identify themselves as 'Jews' have led and do lead the abortion movement, not only 
in the United States, but all over the world .... 35 Drolesky claimed "The American 
pro-abortion movement has always been led by those who claim to be Jewish."'36 

In the late 1960s, pro-life activists observed the abortion "rights" movement 
was primarily motivated and led by people who called themselves Jews. About 
half of all abortionists and abortion clinic owners identified themselves as Jewish, 
which was far out of proportion with the Jewish population, less than five percent 
of the United States population. Dr. Kenneth Mitzner, a California aerospace en
gineer who founded the pro-life League Against Neo-Hitlerism, wrote in 1973 "It 
is tragic but demonstrably true that most of the leaders of the pro-abortion move
ment are of Jewish extraction .... 37 Many self-described "Jews" continue to lead the 
abortion movement and, most pitiable of all, "rabbis," properly cloaked in the cor
rect trappings, proclaim abortion is not only a necessity, but a Good Thing for 
America . 

.. All four original organizers of the most influential group of abortion pushers 
in the United States, the National Abortion Rights Action League (NARAL), 
were of Jewish birth, including now prolife Dr. Bernard Nathanson . 

.. Dr. Christopher Tietze worked for the Population Institute and International 
Planned Parenthood Federation, and did more to promote the worldwide slaugh
ter of innocent unborn children than any other person. 
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" Dr. Alan Guttmacher was president of the Planned Parenthood Federation of 
America for more than a decade, founded Planned Parenthood Physicians, and 
did more than any other doctor to promote abortion in this country. He also 
advocated mandatory abortion and sterilization for certain groups in the United 
States. 

" Dr. Etienne-Emile Baulieu, inventor of the RU-486 abortion pill, was born in 
1926 to a physician named Leon Blum. He changed his name in 1942. 

" Stanford professor Paul Ehrlich is the "father" of the overpopulation myth. His 
work, The Population Bomb, was the spark that ignited the anti-natalist move
ment. 

" California and New York state legislators led the drive for legalized abortion 
in the United States. Legislators who constantly emphasized their Jewishness led 
the pro-abortion movement in both states; those leaders included state senators 
Anthony Bielenson in California and Albert Blumenthal in New York. 

" Pro-abortion "Jews" dominate such anti-life groups as the American Civil Lib
erties Union and People for the American Way. 

" Of the 41 Jewish-born members of the U.S. Senate over the last 20 years, 32 (or 
80 percent) have been stridently pro-abortion. 

" Numerous liberal Jewish groups openly support and advocate abortion, in
cluding the American Jewish Committee, the American Jewish Congress, the 
National Council of Jewish Women, Hadassah Women, the Federation of Re
constructionist Congregations, the Jewish Labor Committee, the Union of 
American Hebrew Congregations, B'nai B'rith Women, Naiamat USA, the Na
tional Council ofJewish Women, the National Federation of Temple Sisterhood, 
the New Jewish Agenda, North American Temple Youth, the United Synagogues 
of America, and the Womenis League for Conservative Judaism. Many of these 
groups were founded for the express purpose of pushing abortion. 

" Betty Friedan and Gloria Steinem were both born Jewish. So was France's 
health minister Simone Weil, who established abortion on demand in that coun
try despite surviving Auschwitz. At a Paris news conference, she said "We are 
out to destroy the family. The best way to do that is to begin by attacking its 
weakest member, the unborn child." 

" The officially suppressed Lichter-Rothman studies revealed the following fasci
nating information about the "movers and shakers" of the media (both research
ers, by the way, are Jewish): Leaders of the motion picture industry: 95 percent 
pro-abortion, 62 percent Jewish: Leaders of the television industry: 97 percent 
pro-abortion, 59 percent Jewish: Leaders of the news media industry: 90 percent 
pro-abortion, 23 percent Jewish. 

" Jewish groups are in the forefront as desperate pro-abortion groups spend tens 
of millions of dollars in a nationwide advertising campaign to keep abortion 
legal. For example, the American Jewish Congress ran a ridiculous $30,000 full-
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page ad in the February 28, 1989 New York Times entitled "Abortion and the 
Sacredness of Life." This statement, renamed "An open letter to those who would 
ban abortion," and run in the March 13- 19 issue of Roll Call, includes the amaz
ing lead-in question, "Did you know that abortion can be a religious require
ment? Not just permitted, but required?"'38 

"The press," Drolesky continued, "gives pro-abortion 'Jews' great play, and ex
cuses them from actions that it would vigorously condemn pro-lifers for. Imagine 
what the press would do to a pro-life activist who attacked and seriously injured 
a Jewish abortionist with a baseball bat! Yet, when Jewish abortionist Barnett Sle
pian beat a pro-life activist in the head with a baseball bat and seriously injured 
him, the press and abortophiles whined that pro-lifers were anti-Semitic for pick
eting his home!'''39 

At no time do "Jewish" abortophiles become more indignant than when pro
lifers explain and publicize the many parallels between the original Nazi Holo
caust and the one occurring in the United States right now .... Masturbation guru 
Sol Gordon has angrily denounced the Old/New Holocaust analogy in even more 
direct terms; "In our view, individuals who exhibit the least human dignity are 
those who compare the Holocaust, the mass murder of 6 million Jews, to abor
tion. There exists no comparison more immoral or depraved. It is both illogical 
and outrageous to suggest that the calculated murder of millions of children and 
adults can be equated with an individual woman's decision to terminate her preg
nancy.'''40 Drolesky got much of his material from Marx's Confessions of a Pro-Life 
Missionary. 

In the damage control following Flynn's announcement, Marx did not appeal 
to the facts. Instead, he and his PR advisors Rev. Richard Welch, C.Ss.P., and Ann 
De Long, produced Jewish character witnesses. Rabbi Yehuda Levin, who had col
laborated with Marx, appeared next to Father Marx at a press conference. Levin 
denounced Steven Derfler, local head of the AJC, as "unrighteous'''41 for falsely 
attacking Marx. Derfler's attack, though, was instructive because for once the 
Jews defined what they meant when they used the term "anti-Semitism." Derfler 
claimed Marx was an anti-Semite because he compared abortion to the Holocaust 
and because of "his linking of some Jews specifically to abortion.'''4' 

The list of Jews who worked with Marx against abortion was almost as long 
as the list of Jews who accused him of anti-Semitism. Judith Reisman and Rabbi 
Daniel Lapin testified on Marx's behalf. Bernard Nathanson, who had become a 
regular speaker at HLI conferences, came to Marx's defense. When asked about 
the accusations, Nathanson replied it was "correct'''43 to say Jews dominated the 
abortion industry. "For some reason Jewish doctors seem to be attracted to abor
tion work.'''44 

Nathanson's comments came at the tail end of a campaign orchestrated by 
President Clinton's Attorney General Janet Reno to portray prolifers as terrorists. 
In 1998 the ADL joined the campaign, claiming there has been "a long-running 
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association between anti-abortion extremists and anti-Semitism."'4s Foxman 
complained HLI was "inordinately preoccupied with Jews."'46 The ADL cited the 
murder ofJewish abortionist Dr. Barnett Slepian as an example of this conspiracy. 
"We are deeply concerned about the strain of anti-Semitism running through 
some extreme factions of the movement," ADL National Director Abe Foxman 
said.'47 "They make insidious claims that Jewish doctors control the practice and 
industry of abortion, often comparing them to Nazi war criminals."'48 Foxman 
also pointed out "hideous and offensive'''49 comparisons anti-abortion groups 
regularly make to the Holocaust. "Whatever one's position on this heartrending 
issue, analogizing abortion to the Nazi government's campaign to murder every 
Jew in the world diminishes the truth of the Holocaust and implies that ordi
nary women engaging in a lawful act are Nazis," said Foxman.'so The Feminist 
Daily News Wire noted "Four of the five abortion providers shot by a sniper in 
the Upstate New York/Canadian region since 1994 were Jewish. The ADL believes 
that this is not a coincidence."'s, According to that news wire, "the ADL strongly 
believes that Jewish doctors who perform abortions are purposefully singled out 
by anti-abortion extremists who believe Jews are controlling the abortion indus
try.'''s, A vain attempt to link Marx with the Nazi Eugenic movement followed. Fr. 
Marx got it coming and going. He was accused of being a Nazi because the Nazis 
claimed abortionists were Jewish; he was also accused of being an anti-Semite by 
associating the Holocaust with abortion. 

Neither Foxman nor the news wire pointed out the fact that the ethnic de
mographics of the abortion industry meant that anyone who set out to shoot an 
abortionist was likely to shoot a Jew. Mentioning this would have lent credence 
to the "insidious claims" that Jews dominated the abortion industry. The Jew
ish promotion of abortion was at once more vicious and less explicable than the 
WASP promotion of birth control that preceded it. The WASP motivation was 
essentially ulterior. They wanted to stop the demographic surge that threatened to 
turn America into a Catholic country. They were tired of supporting Negroes on 
welfare. Jewish promotion of abortion was inexplicable on these terms. The Jews 
were the ascendant ethnic group in the late '60S and early '70S. Their commitment 
to abortion was religious, inexplicable on anything other than theological terms, 
something apparent in their attack on Father Marx. 

To defame Marx as an anti-Semite, the feminists invoked the "blood libel.'''s3 
According to Planned Parenthood's Karen Branan and Frederick Clarkson, HLI 
"resurrect[ed] that most vicious piece of historical anti-Semitism: child-killing 
Jews.'''S4 In "The Roots of Racism and the Fear of Sex in the Pro-life Movement," 
Poppy Dixon claimed 

During the middle ages it was common for Christians to accuse Jews of "ritual 
murder." Jews celebrated Passover during which they would put the blood of a 
slaughtered lamb on their doorpost commemorating their escape from Egypt. 
The Christian notion, deliberately perverted, was that Jews were required to use 
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the blood of Christian children to attain propitiation. Entire villages of Jews 
were tortured, mutilated and burned when a Christian child turned up dead or 
missing. And though popes, and magistrates, pleaded with local populations, 
and often hid Jews, the killings continued.'55 

According to Dixon: 

The medical procedure of abortion has been woven into the accusation of blood 
libel, giving new life to this medieval lie. Pro-life advocates view abortion as 
women killing, or murdering, children. And it's not just women that murder 
children, but Jews and Asians as well.'56 

Dixon held Fr. Marx accountable for the resurrection of the blood libel be
cause of "his anti-Semitic comments"157 about Austrian Prime Minister Bruno 
Kreisky. To wit: "Until recently, the real political power in Austria was in the hands 
of a fanatically pro-abortion Prime Minister, Bruno Kreisky, an atheist of Jewish 
descent .... Although they are supremely sensitive about their own Holocaust, Aus
tria's Jews gave me and my colleagues no help in stopping this new holocaust; on 
the contrary, they spoke eloquently for killing preborn babies."'58 How did Marx's 
denunciation of Bruno Kreisky resurrect the blood libel? The blood libel would 
not have entered the discussion if the Jews hadn't brought it up. 

In his autobiography, Faithful for Life, Marx recounts meeting "a Jewish 
aerospace engineer,"'59 Dr. Kenneth Mitzner, who in 1970 "founded the League 
against Neo-Hitlerism to Fight Abortion. He also founded and led other pro-life 
groupS.'''60 After the Supreme Court's decision in 1973, Mitzner wrote it was "tragic 
but demonstrably true that most of the leaders of the pro-abortion movement are 
of Jewish extraction." In a letter to Marx in July 1987, Mitzner declared: 

Jews must decide whether we condemn Hitler and his followers because mass 
murder is intrinsically evil or whether our quarrel is just with the choice of us as 
victims. If our concern is only with the killing of Jews, we have no claim on the 
sympathies of the rest of humanity. Some Jews ask the world to weep with us for 
the Jewish victims of Nazism, at the same time they promote the murder of in
nocent babies by abortion. Such Jews are the most contemptible ofhypocrites.'61 

Shortly after Roe v. Wade, Mitzner wrote about Ritual Child Murder and Jew-
ish involvement in Abortion in Triumph, comparing the Jewish representative 
responsible for California's abortion law with the priests of Moloch: "We see the 
frenzied face of the Molochite priest," Mitzner wrote, "eyes glowing in the fire
light. Despite the beard, there is no mistaking the face. It is the face of Anthony 
Beilenson.'''6. In Mitzner's eyes, Beilenson resembled the "Molochites" and "Hel
lenizers" of the Old Testament, but soon he indicts the whole tradition of revolu
tionary Jews, which began with the priest of Moloch 

who hung the bodies of the infant victims around their murdered mothers' necks 
and who were finally driven out by the Maccabbees; the "black magic" Cabbal
ists of the Middle Ages, who frequently ate the flesh of their infant sacrifices and 
who did a brisk business in poisons and abortifacients; the Sabbatian sects of the 
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17th and 18th centuries, who sometimes covered up their own crimes by falsely 
accusing Orthodox Jews of ritual child murder; the Trotskyites, who won the 
first victory for abortion on demand in Soviet Russia in 1920; the Weimar intel
lectuals of the 1920S and early '30S, who taught the German people that killing 
"by abortion and euthanasia" was a legitimate solution to social problems, then 
fled Germany when Hitler defined the Jews as a social problem; and those in our 
country sometimes referred to as Elitists-all these and others are manifesta
tions of the same pathological force in history. Since about the 1840S, the orga
nizing principle has become a secular fanaticism rather than a pseudo religion, 
and thus direct alliance with like-hearted gentiles has become possible.,63 

Mitzner feels the accusation that some Jews engaged in ritual child murder 
are founded in fact: 

From 1144 to 1945, almost all persecutions of the Jews were based fully or in large 
part on the accusation of ritual child murder. Obviously, as a charge against the 
Jewish people as a whole or against the mainstream ofJudaism, this accusation 
was one of the great lies of history. Equally obviously, it frequently was based on 
the actual activities of some of the groups I have cited.'64 

Mitzner gives a short history of the revolutionary Jew and an explanation 
of how the ritual murder exposed by St. John Capistrano is linked to abortion as 
Jewish revolutionary activity. The lessons are counter-intuitive. On the one hand, 
identifying the protestors at his hearings as Jews brought the wrath of the estab
lishment upon John Schmitz's head. On the other, it showed the Jews' sensitivity 
about their involvement in abortion. If Catholics and prolifers had concentrated 
on the facts and remained united despite the attack, the outcome might have been 
different. 

The damaging part of the attack on Father Marx was not the testimony of 
the Jews, which was irrelevant and certainly predictable. The damage came from 
Bishop Flynn's betrayal of a fellow priest. Solidarity based on truth would have en
sured a different outcome. Bringing the ethnic aspect of the abortion fight into the 
open would have prevented the shadow boxing that has become such a waste of 
time. As Bernard Nathanson said, had the ethnic card been played truthfully and 
consistently "permissive abortion might have been perceived as somehow anti
American,'''65 If the Catholics spent less time talking about "life" in secular terms 
and more time portraying abortion as "the spawn of a cadre of wild-eyed Jewish 
radicals in New York City,"'66 more children would be alive today~ 

2000: Anti-Semitism is Absent from the Passion Play, but the Jews 
Aren't Satisfied 

Ultimately it didn't matter whether the Passion Play was purged of anti-Sem
itism from Otto Hilber's point of view. What Otto Huber learned in the expensive 
school of experience is that the "ADL wants to destroy our identity .... 67 Dialogue, it 
turned out, was the best method the Jews had discovered to date to destroy rooted, 
ethnic Catholic identity. But that may be changing now because Shapiro tells us 
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that "For all the ecumenical attention to a shared spiritual heritage, the play forces 
Jews and Christians to face the painful fact that they read differently, and that a 
single version of the founding story of Christianity cannot be shared."'68 

The Catholic scholars and their Jewish masters used dialogue as a pretext 
for destroying Catholic identity. "For many of those involved in ecumenical dia
logue, Vatican II was only a start," Shapiro says.'69 "Now they are interested in 
seeing fresh reform."17o But dialogue had one salutary effect. There is no split be
tween the peasants and the Vatican II hierarchy anymore. Both groups are now 
singing off the same page about the Passion Play's alleged anti-Semitism. Shapiro 
cites one Catholic scholar who examined the script for the 2000 performance and 
"emphatically declared that 'there is no longer any anti-Semitism in the play .... 
The dangerous and all-inclusive reproach that the evil Jews had crucified Jesus is 
simply gone."'71 

The Jews still found "even this greatly modified version of the Daisenberg
er text" offensive, but "in defense of the villagers," Shapiro concedes, "the play, 
as written finally conforms to the doctrinal positions advocated 35 years ago by 
Vatican 11."17> Now that the play has been purged of anti-Semitism to the Church's 
satisfaction, Catholics and Jews are faced with the irreducible anti-Judaism of the 
gospels. "Matters now have been scraped down to barebone, to irreconcilable dif
ference. You can hear the testiness in the voices of those who have worked so hard 
for the past three decades to change the play," Shapiro says.'73 He cites one Jewish 
source who claims "We are dealing with a genre and with a New Testament tex
tual resource that simply has structural anti-Jewish dimensions."'74 The "priests 
will try to kill Jesus. The merchants will be venial [sic]. The people will be fickle 
and blind. That is what the New Testament gives the authors to work with."'75 

So the Jews succeeded: "after 35 years, the Oberammergau play has finally 
caught up with the theological position first espoused by the Catholic Church in 
1965."176 If you expect Jewish rejoicing, you will be disappointed. Shapiro writes 
that the alignment of village and Vatican II which the Jews sought so ardently "of
fered small comfort: while the village has reluctantly modified the ways in which 
it implicated the Jews in Jesus' death in the past few decades, the Vatican has not. 
Anyone who reads the Oberammergau script for the year 2000 will understand 
just how culpable the Church still finds the Jews and how persistent the notion 
that Christianity has superseded Judaism remains. In some respects, the Ober
ammergau play has moved ahead of the Church."177 Shapiro finds "much irony" 
in this.'78 Vatican II provided the "impetus for this historical revisionism" which 
eviscerated the play, but it also created the alignment between the hierarchy and 
the peasants that destroyed Jewish "leverage."'79 Once the Vatican stopped taking 
people like Leonard Swidler seriously, 

Appealing to the findings of leading scholars-even Catholic ones-made little 
difference, since the insights of those scholars were increasingly at odds with the 
Vatican's official position on the role of Jews in the Passion story. And without 
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that kind of leverage there was little chance of exacting any further concession 
on the part of the village .... Because Oberammergau's answer to the question, 
"Who killed Jesus?" was now the same one offered by the Church, Jewish orga
nizations could no longer demand that the Church pressure Oberammergau to 
change its play.'so 

The Jews needed a new strategy. Discussion of doctrine had become useless so 
the Jews concentrated on "art." Instead of playing the hierarchy against the peas
ants, the Jews supported passion play director Christian Stuckl and the "reform
ers~' who control how the play is produced and who gets what roles. The same Jews 
who used to insist on historical accuracy now promoted artistic freedom. Shapiro 
adverts to the new strategy: "The irony is that this ongoing struggle over doctrine 
is taking place even as the once unquestioned faith of many of the Passion players 
of Oberammergau-especially the young-is weakening,'''Sl 

The Jewish strategy of "leveraging" one group of Catholics against the other 
hasn't changed, but the groups getting "leveraged" have. Instead of playing the 
hierarchy off against the villagers, the Jews are playing the "reformers" against the 
"conservatives." Shapiro sets the theological stage by telling readers "Christian 
Stueckllooks like a fallen angel. ... s• Shapiro intends this as a compliment. Stueckl, 
says Shapiro, "comes from an old Oberammergau family. One of his ancestors is 
listed among those struck down by the plague in 1634 .... S3 He is, therefore, ideally 
suited for subverting the play. Stueckl had put on Shakespeare, giving it a spin 
Shapiro found congenial. Romeo and Juliet, for example, symbolized "the struggle 
between the reformers and conservatives in Oberammergau .... s4 Shapiro finds it 
"fitting that Stueckl turned to Shakespeare's plays to satirize his village and their 
theatrical tastes"'S5 because "theater was one of the most powerful ways of chal
lenging conventional values,'"s6 This is not how Cardinal Wetter, the archbishop of 
Munich viewed theater. After receiving the script for the 2000 production, Wetter 
suggested the point of the Passion play was not merely acting but imitating Christ, 
"To which Stueckl replied: "I am a director of theater in Munich and Brussels. 
What I do is theater,'"s7 

What innovations does Shapiro find "dangerous and exciting?'''SS In his play 
about the plague, Die Pestnot anna 1633, traditionally performed the year before 
the Passion Play, playwright Leo Weismantel indicates sexual promiscuity may 
have had a role in bringing the plague to Oberammergau. Shapiro, from New York 
City and sensitive about AIDS, finds "unacceptable and offensive",s9 the sugges
tion of a link between sexual transgression and disease, so he cites with approval 
Stueckl's excision of the offending scene, eliminating "even the hint that plague 
had anything to do with sexual transgression .... 90 So Jews approve of censorship, 
after all. Just as they support historical accuracy when that supports their agenda. 
Shapiro criticized the villagers when they added "unhistorical" elements to the 
Passion Play, but praised Stueckl for adding a fictional scene to Die Pestnot anna 
1633, in which "four or five desperate young people gather around a large crucifix 
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on stage and hurl it to the ground, saying that they have lost their faith in a God 
who could allow such suffering ..... 91 

The praise for Oberammergau's "fallen angel" is unrelenting: 

StuckI had taken what the villagers held near and dear-a play that mythologized 
the origins of their Passion playing-and turned it into a drama that was also 
about the loss of faith that many young people in Oberammergau now (as per
haps in 1634 as well) were struggling with. Once again, he had shown how willing 
he was to use drama to expose what Oberammergau preferred to hide.'92 

Or perhaps Stueckl was willing to use drama to promote the Jews's desired 
erosion of the faith that underlies the Passion Play. Stueckl played the role previ
ously reserved for "Catholic scholars" like Leonard Swidler, in that "he had shown 
the villagers that their myths were not immutable."'93 Stueckl even educated his 
benighted grandfather, who told him: "We now realize that time doesn't stop ..... 94 

At a loss how to praise Stueckl further, Shapiro confers on him the highest 
honor in the lexicon ofJewish cultural subversion. Stueckl is "a reckless destroyer 
of traditionj"195 in this, he differs from the Jews, who are not reckless. The parish 
priest saw through what was happening and was "furious," but Shapiro dismisses 
this, saying he "lost credibility with some of the younger people when he tried 
to stifle discussion ..... 96 Stueckl, though, is a wise pedagogue. When he "couldn't 
quite get the young disciples to understand their relationship to the High Priest, 
he asked them to think of Caiaphas as the Pope."'97 Shapiro concedes "once upon 
a time this would have been sacrilege,"'98 but not anymore. 

Stueckl's behavior shows how vulnerable traditional rooted ethnic cultures 
are to subversion, especially when money is involved. Shapiro said repeatedly that 
if the people of Oberammergau had put on their play for free, the Jews would 
have had no "leverage" to force them to change it. Financial leverage was the only 
weapon the Jews had left. The Jews used it on people with theatrical ambitions, 
like Stueckl and set designer Stefan Hageneier, by promoting their careers. Once 
recognized by the outside world, their enhanced prestige in the village allowed 
them control of the passion play production, which they exercised with one eye on 
their careers. Money and professionalism subverted the passion playas effectively 
as they subverted sports in the United States. Since village life revolved around the 
play, those who controlled the play controlled village life. Village dentist Rudolf 
Zwink, identified by Shapiro as leader of the "conservative" faction, concedes the 
struggle for control of the play is over. The "reformers" have won; they have the 
entire production, including determining who gets what roles, firmly under their 
control. Rooted culture is defenseless without the faith that animates it. Once 
money replaced faith as the motive in putting on the play, the slide into Jewish 
cultural bondage was inevitable. 

With collaborators like Stueckl in control of the Oberammergau passion play, 
the Jewish organizations withdrew the threat of boycott. Rabbi Rudin, Shapiro 
says, 
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had come to trust Huber and Stueckl and understood that to blind-side them at 
this point would be counterproductive. The likelihood was that he would share 
this information with the reformers, hoping that in their desire to offer a his
torically accurate play, some or all of these suggestions might subsequently be 
incorporated. Although they did not know it yet for sure, there would be no 
Jewish-led boycott in 2000.'99 

"Instances like this," Shapiro continues, "offer the most compelling argument 
I know against banning or boycotting Passion plays. All censorship does is hide 
the problem. Theater remains one of the most powerful ways of changing the way 
people think, and not just audiences, but actors too,'''oo Banning the passion play 
would prevent other people from seeing it, but by controlling it from the inside, 
the Jews get to turn the once pious Bavarian villagers into rootless cosmopolitans 
and, therefore, emissaries of their gospel and not the gospel of Christ. 

The Jews will probably pursue both strategies simultaneously in a variation 
on the good cop-bad cop routine. Rabbi Klenicki still accused the villagers of anti
Semitism, something Shapiro describes as reflecting frustration or "perhaps ... the 
strategic maneuver of an experienced negotiator,'''o. As Shapiro puts it, "In either 
case, they had the desired effect of extracting additional concessions,'''o, 

The Bavarians continued to cave. In response to Klenicki, Otto Huber made 
last minute changes to the 2000 performance: 

the Sanhedrin would no longer condemn Jesus to death; a speech would be add
ed in which Gamaliel accuses Caiaphas of having failed to invite all the members 
of the Sanhedrin; all remaining references to the Pharisees would be deleted; and 
Jesus would offer a blessing in Hebrew at the Last Supper.'03 

The villagers also eliminated every reference to Jesus as the Christ, or Mes
siah, because the Jews found this offensive. But nothing the Bavarians did placated 
the Jews. The Jews were already looking beyond the 2000 performance, hoping 
for "continued 'collaboration and still more progress,""04 The ADL "was already 
looking toward the 2010 production. Leon Klenicki would continue to call for 
more changes and would criticize Oberammergau when asked about the play. But 
as long as Oberammergau continued on the road to reform, the ADL would con
tinue to work for changes quietly.,,>05 The ADL, continued to subvert the play from 
within with the collaboration of Huber and Stueckl. 

Also missing from the 2000 play was "its most disturbing line," the verse in 
Matthew in which Jews, according to Shapiro, "accept responsibility for killing 
Christ" by crying out "His blood be on us and on our children,'''06 Even Shapiro 
begins to wonder why the Jews are so obsessed with this verse. Shapiro attempts 
to explain his own obsession. Shapiro, like many other Jews, was convinced by 
reading "Goldhagen's controversial thesis in Hitler's Willing Executioners,,>07 that 
Germans were by nature homicidal anti-Semites suffering from their own "blood 
curse." Shapiro is not blind to the ironies: 

without saying it in so many words, I believed in collective German guilt, a guilt 
that fell not only on those who had lived through the war, but also upon their 
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children and their children's children. The irony is that this reflexive notion of 
collective guilt was precisely what I found most objectionable in the Passion play 
... was not lost on me. One of the things I hoped to learn in Oberammergau was 
when, if ever, it would be time to bury this notion of collective guilt. loB 

The collectively guilty flee, it seems, where none pursueth. The Jews can't es
cape collective guilt for the death of Christ, not even when Christians absolve 
them. Shapiro's narrative about the attack on Oberammergau is one long proof 
that the repressed always returns. The Jews defeated the supine, money-grubbing 
Bavarian peasants in cultural battle, but it didn't matter. Matthew 27:25'S omission 
from play doesn't matter either. The power of God's word undoes any attempt to 
subvert it. 

So when Shapiro hears the villagers shout "Kreuzige ihn!," he is overpowered 
by the Logos that informs the drama. The word of God, he discovers, is "con
tagious: at several points I had to fight the impulse to join in."109 The Jews, de
spite their power and experience, failed to subvert the message of the play. "I had 
badly wanted the text to be better than this,"l.o Shapiro writes. "The blood curse 
was gone, and no death decree was issued by the Sanhedrin. Yet these omissions 
hardly mattered .... u The script was still "a runaway train: all the brakes all the 
safeguards, all the changes made to prevent anti-Judaism from taking over, had 
barely slowed it down.''>'' The reason is Simple. The gospels are not anti-Semitic 
but they are anti-Jewish. There is no getting around this. Even Shapiro sees this: 
"It was as if the play somehow leaked this kind of thing and there was no way to 
seal it properlY.''>'3 

In spite of all their worldly power, the Jews cannot suppress the truth. They 
murdered the Messiah who was "the way, the truth and the life," but he confound
ed their intention by rising from the dead. Trying to contain the truth to suppress 
it is like trying to seal Christ's tomb to prevent his resurrection. "There was," Sha
piro reminds us despite himself, "no way to seal it properly." Even "the scaled
down version" of the Oberammergau Passion Play magnified the very thing the 
Jews hoped to subvert because "the anti-Jewish structure of the gospel story on 
which it was based was too powerful for even the best intentioned revisers to neu
tralize.''>'4 

Nostra Aetate said "neither all Jews indiscriminately at that time nor Jews 
today, can be charged with the crimes committed during his passion." Logically, 
that means that some Jews at the time of Christ were responsible for his death. 
Which is precisely what Nostra Aetate says: "the Jewish authorities and those who 
followed their lead pressed for the death of Christ." As John puts it, "the Jews were 
out to kill him." Does this mean the Beloved Disciple and the Blessed Mother 
were out to kill Christ? They were Jews, weren't they? Does this mean the Beloved 
Disciple and the Blessed Mother cried out "Crucify him"? No, it means that by the 
end of the gospel the word "Jew" is redefined as a rejecter of Christ, a definition 
that holds true to this day. There is no occult "blood curse" in Matt 27: 26. What 
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the Jews expressed when they cried, "His blood be on us and our children" was 
rejection of Christ, which has persisted among the "Jews" to this day. That rejec
tion was so vehement and visceral that the Jews who voiced it demanded Christ's 
death as its ultimate expression. 

Rudin emphasizes Matt 27: 26. "That curse appears only in Matthew,''''5 he 
writes, playing it down. But, he then expands it into "the religious taproot for the 
horrific charge, that because the Jews killed Jesus, they merited eternal divine 
punishment for their 'crime.""'6 Just what does Rabbi Rudin intend by putting the 
word "crime" in quotation marks? That Christ's death wasn't a crime? That it can't 
be laid at the feet of the "Jewish authorities and those who followed their lead" 
who "pressed for the death of Christ"? If so, Rabbi Rudin clearly doesn't accept 
Nostra Aetate. However, Rudin also refers to "the positive teachings of the Second 
Vatican Council in 1965,''''7 indicating he accepts it. Are people responsible for the 
death of an innocent man guilty of a crime? If so, why is the word in quotes? If not, 
why do the Jews make such a big deal about Hitler and the holocaust? 

By belaboring Matt 27:26, Rudin gives the impression that an editor's blue 
pencil can solve the problem of the Passion Play. Mel Gibson's movie The Passion 
of the Christ was a filmed version of the Passion Play. Rudin wants to believe the 
real problem with Gibson's movie is the same problem that Rudin and Foxman 
fixed in Oberammergau. Rudin refers to Oberammergau as "the 'grandparent' of 
Passion Plays:",8 Matthew 27:25 was "Once an integral part of the world-famous 
Oberammergau Passion Play in Germany," but as a result of a 40 year campaign of 
cultural warfare by the ADL and the AJC, "all references to Matthew 27:25 were re
moved from the 2000 production and will not appear in future performances .... '9 

Suddenly, the fury of the Jews over Mel Gibson's movie is understandable. 
They had spent 40 years wearing down the Bavarians with connivance and threats, 
and then Mel Gibson brought out a Passion Play on their own Hollywood turf that 
out-Oberammergaus Oberammergau. "It is ironic," Rudin says, grinding his teeth 
with understatement, "that Oberammergau, the 'grandparent' of passion plays, no 
longer contains the incendiary verse from Matthew, but it does appear in Gibson's 
version:"'o Did he mean to say "infuriating" instead of "ironic"? No sooner do 
the Jews get one end of the board nailed down when the other end springs up and 
cracks them in the head. Doubly infuriating, a Catholic beat the Jews at their own 
game by successfully directing, producing, and releasing a big budget film that 
grossed over $100 million at the box office in the first weekend after its release. 

September 11, 2001 and Afghanistan 
On September 11, 2001, followers of Osama bin Laden, an asset US intelligence 

created to fight the Soviets in Afghanistan, flew commercial airliners into the twin 
World Trade Center Towers and the Pentagon. The neocons took credit for the 
fall of communism, which they called World War III. Emboldened, they used 
9/11 to embark on what Norman Podhoretz called World War IV, the conquest of 
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the Middle East. The success of social engineering in Germany and Japan proved 
America could use the same techniques in the Middle East, claimed David Frum 
and Richard Perle in An End to Evil: How to Win the War on Terror. They used 
the plight of Islamic "women who seek emancipation from their oppression''>'' to 
justify aggression in the interests of Israel. "If apartheid in South Africa was our 
business," Frum and Perle reasoned, "it is hard to see why Saudi oppression of 
women is not our business.">>> 

The Neoconservatives had demanded the ouster of Saddam Hussein for al
most a decade before the airliners crashed into the World Trade Center. Leading 
the charge was Irving Kristol's son William, who started in Washington working 
for his father's appointee, William Bennett, and was now editor of the neocon 
flagship, The Weekly Standard. As Vice President Dan Quayle's chief of staff, Kris
tol orchestrated Quayle's Murphy Brown speech, which assailed TV networks for 
promoting illegitimacy. At Harvard, Bill Kristol became a Straussian under the 
influence of Professor Harvey Mansfield and learned the basics of WASP interna
tionalism at the feet of Samuel Huntington. Bill eagerly used the mantle of victori
ous Cold Warrior as justification for more war. "Now that the other Cold War is 
over," he opined, "the real Cold War has begun.''>l3 

In 1993, Bill Kristol founded the Project for the Republican Future, "appoint
ing himself," Friedman notes without irony, "guardian of the GOP.''>l4 In 1996, he 
and political scientist Robert Kagan published "Toward a Neo-Reaganite Foreign 
Policy" in Foreign Affairs, arguing for an aggressive but benevolent foreign policy 
for the world's only remaining superpower. Also in 1996, fellow Jewish neocons 
Richard Perle, David Wurmser, and Douglas Feith wrote their "Clean Break" re
port for Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu, recommending he "focus 
on removing Saddam Hussein from power in Iraq-an important Israeli strategic 
objective in its own right.''>l5 They also called for Israel to take steps to reorder the 
entire Middle East, which the United States would do as Israel's proxy. 

Kristol brought out a special issue of the Weekly Standard in December 1997, 

informing the Clinton administration that "Saddam Must Go." In 1998, Kristol 
started the Project for a New American Century, a think tank to make the neo
con agenda a reality once Republicans were at the levers of power after the 2000 

elections; he also signed two open letters (along with Elliot Abrams, John Bolton, 
Douglas Feith, Bernard Lewis, Donald Rumsfeld, Perle, and Paul Wolfowitz) urg
ing Clinton to remove Saddam Hussein. 

Bill Kristol was part of an aggressively Jewish younger generation of neocon
servatives raised to think of themselves not as outsiders but as destined to haunt 
the halls of power in Washington and to rule the world. David Brooks' bestseller 
Bobos in Paradise claimed Americans had become "bohemian bourgeois.">l6 When 
a woman confronted him at a booksigning, claiming he really meant America had 
become Jewish, Brooks was dumbfounded because the woman was Jewish and 
what she said may have sounded anti-Semitic but was true. The Jews had taken 
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over the culture not by imposing religious practices they themselves found foreign 
but by creating the persona of the true American. During the '50S, the real Ameri
can was part of David Riesman's "lonely crowd," because Jews were on the fringe 
of dying WASP culture. By the first decade of the 21St century, the true American 
was a chest-thumping chauvinist because Jews had taken over the foreign policy 
establishment to promote Jewish and Israeli ends. The neoconservatives never lost 
touch with their revolutionary roots, perhaps because they were so immediate. 
"I feel no passionate attachment to Judaism, or to Zionism, or even to the Jewish 
people," Bill Kristol admitted; "the only magazine that entered our house was The 
New Masses.""7 . 

Instead of renouncing the revolutionary heritage of their fathers, the neo
conservatives redefined it. What the Comintern failed to achieve in the name of 
the working class, the Weekly Standard brought about in the name of the Jewish 
bohemian bourgeoisie. As before, the Jews remained in the vanguard. 

It was a difficult balancing act. As soon as Jews were identified as behind any 
movement, the movement was condemned to die. As the neocon agenda became 
more identifiably Jewish, it lost supporters. Daniel Patrick Moynihan was one of 
the first defectors. Moynihan opposed the first Gulf War, and before his death in 
2003 was showing signs of returning to his ethnic roots by expressing regret that 
he hadn't done more to oppose abortion. Defections from the WASP ruling class 
increased too as it became apparent the Jews were endangering America's national 
security by embroiling the country in unwinnable wars in the Middle East. 

All that was in the future during the mid-'90s, when the drumbeat for Ameri
ca's entry into World War IV began. In 1997, Paul Wolfowitz, a Straussian from the 
University of Chicago, called for the overthrow of Saddam Hussein in the Weekly 
Standard. Wolfowitz, whose parents had moved from Warsaw to New York, be
came undersecretary of defense during the second Bush administration; he used 
that position to lobby for war against Iraq. Four days after the attack on the World 
Trade Center, Wolfowitz met with President Bush and urged him to attack Iraq 
before invading Afghanistan, even though there was no evidence Saddam was 
involved in 9/11, and there was evidence that Osama bin Laden was hiding in Af
ghanistan. President Bush rejected Wolfowitz's advice, but he put the invasion of 
Iraq in motion, asking his military advisers to develop plans. 

2002: Israeli military forces take over Palestinian TV stations 
At 4:30 PM on March 30, 2002, Israeli military forces took over Palestinian 

TV stations when they occupied Ramallah in the West Bank, immediately shut
ting them down. The Israeli forces then broadcast pornography over the Al-Watan 
TV's transmitter. Eventually, according to The Advertiser, an Australian newspa
per, the Israelis· broadcast pornography over two additional Palestinian stations, 
the Ammwaj and Al-Sharaq channels. A Palestinian mother of three complained 
about "the deliberate psychological damage caused by these broadcasts."128 The 
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only uncaptured Palestinian station ran a message on its screen: ''Anything cur
rently shown on AI-Watan and other local TV channels has nothing to do with 
Palestinian programs but is being broadcast by the Israeli occupation forces. We 
urge parents to take precautions."229 

The Palestinians were outraged and bewildered. "Why in the world," one 
correspondent to Omanforum.com wondered, "should one do such a thing?"'3o 

According to the dominant culture's explanation, pornography means freedom. 
Were Israeli troops broadcasting pornography over captured Palestinian TV sta
tions to spread freedom among the Palestinian people? This incident cannot be 
explained according to the principles of contemporary American culture. So, let's 
go back to the ancients. 

Samson and Delilah is a good place to start. Israel was invincible militar
ily then too, so the Philistines decided to get the Israelite leader by other than 
military means. They seduced him sexually. Once Samson succumbed to Delilah's 
wiles, he lost his power, and Israel lost its leader. He was no longer on the field of 
battle, but rather, to use Milton's phrase, "eyeless in Gaza, grinding at the mill 
with slaves.">3) 

The story of the Palestinian TV stations has a curiously Biblical ring. The 
Israelis turned the tables. They knew a blind opponent is no opponent. They knew, 
as did the ancient Greeks, that lust makes a man blind. St. Thomas Aquinas said 
lust "darkens the mind." Suddenly, Israel's use of pornography against the Pal
estinians isn't so obscure. Pornography is a weapon "Jews with an atavistic fear 
of Christian authority''>3' have used to weaken the dominant culture and, there
by, assure that the Jews, always a minority, are unmolested by their "Christian" 
neighbors. They are well-versed in the military use of pornography. 

The corrosive effects of Wilhelm Reich's philosophy of control through sexual 
demoralization are still with us, promoted by Jews as a form of political control to 
weaken the power of the non-Jewish majority. The Israelis broadcast pornography 
over Palestinian TV stations, says one report, "to keep Palestinian youths away 
from joining the resistance against Israeli occupation and apartheid.''>33 According 
to a Palestinian intelligence officer, the CIA discussed the issue with the Israelis 
repeatedly, but "the idea first came from the Israeli side who suggested that only 
these things could take Palestinian youths away from their hostile fixation on 
Israel.''>34 

Luke Ford makes a similar point. "Why does porn attract so many non-Jew
ish Jews?''>35 Because "even when Jews live in a society that welcomes them instead 
of harassing them, many Jews hate the majority culture.''>36 Pornography weakens 
the majority culture by moral subversion. Jews often lead in the application of 
new technology. That meant using high resolution photography, the VCR, and the 
Internet to deliver pornography just as it meant dynamite, forgery, and smuggling 
to bring down the Czar in Russia. English professor Jay Gertzman, whose father 
and uncle were arrested on obscenity charges in Philadelphia in the '50S, writes 
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about the influence of Jews in the sex book trade in Bookleggers and Smuthounds: 
The Trade In Erotica 1920-1940: "While few Jews are radical, many radicals (and 
pornographers) are Jews. Writes non-Jew Ernest van den Haag in The Jewish Mys
tique, 'Out of one hundred Jews, five may be radicals, but out of ten radicals, five 
are likely to be Jewish."'z37 

Like Dresner, Luke Ford feels 

Virtually all movements to change the world come from the Jews-Christianity, 
secular humanism, Marxism, Socialism and Communism, feminism, and the 
labor movement. That's part of the reason that Jews are hated. The world doesn't 
want to be changed. Rooted in nothing, radical Jews frequently seek to make 
others equally rootless by tearing down their religious, national, communal and 
traditional allegiances. Such Jews carryon the traditional Jewish hatred of false 
gods but without offering anything to replace the scorned allegiances .... Rather, 
the most important result of the domination of non-Jewish Jews in these fields 
is their war on traditional values. Porn is just one expression of this rebellion 
against standards, against the disciplined life of obedience to Torah that marks 
a Jew living Judaism.·38 

Pornography became a Jewish weapon based on Jewish fantasies of defile
ment. Even when Catholics are involved, it usually is on Jewish terms. According 
to one industry insider, "the leading male performers through the 1980s came from 
secular Jewish upbringings and the females from Roman Catholic day schools."z39 
The standard porn scenario became a Polish Jewish fantasy, the horny Jew schtup
ping the Catholic Shiksa. Nina Hartley, the Jewish porn star agrees. "I have not yet 
met a Jewish guy who wasn't a horny rabbit,''z40 she says explaining Jewish male 
involvement in pornography in her 1989 interview in Schmate. "Plus, they get to 
have sex with all these beautiful blonde women ... Where else are you going to get 
a succession of shiksas to bed you down?"z41 

Hartley leaves out the cultural dimension. Pornography defiles Christian 
women, which, as Eldridge Cleaver pointed out, is a way of defiling Christianity 
and what it stands for. 

When Luke Ford asked Al Goldstein, the publisher of Screw, why so many 
Jews were involved in pornography, Goldstein got to the theological heart of the 
matter. "The only reason that Jews are in pornography," Goldstein responded, "is 
that we think that Christ sucks. Catholicism sucks. We don't believe in authori
tarianism.''z4' 

Goldstein's response is worth pondering. Being Jewish is Goldstein's rational
ization for his unsavory business. Goldstein can hide behind centuries old Jewish 
antipathy to Christianity as his justification. Jews are so habituated to defining 
themselves as the antithesis of things Christian that they define themselves in op
position to things Judaism and Christianity hold in common, namely, the moral 
law and sexual prohibitions. 

The conversation got progressively more theological, at least in the Goldstein 
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mode. When Ford asked, "Do you believe in God?" Goldstein answered, "I believe 
in me. I'm God. Fuck God. God is your need to believe in some super being. I am 
the super being. I am your God, admit it. We're random. We're the flea on the ass 
of the dog."·43 

Luke: "What does being Jewish mean to you?" 
AI: "It doesn't mean shit. It means that I'm called a kike. Rose is more of a Jew 

than I am. She speaks Hebrew. "'44 
Goldstein is referring to his companion, who, unlike Goldstein, was raised a 

religious Jew. Ford turns to Rose and asks her the same question: "What does be
ing Jewish mean to you?" 

Rose: "I feel like I am part of a worldwide spiritual community." 
AI: "Jews and blacks are together. Us kikes and coons ... Like a chocolate 

mouse [sic]." 
Luke: "What attracts you to AI?''>45 
Rose does not want to answer. 
AI: "It's my big Jewish dick. My circumcision.">46 

Pornography is the latest revolutionary hope for non-neoconservative Jews 
who have invested their hope in the American empire. A large chunk of recent his
tory has been shaped, in Rabbi Dresner's words, by "mesmerized Jews" who made 
modernity their project with a vengeance: 

Caged within ghetto bars for centuries, the Jews emerged into the freedom of 
Western society, where they drank in its culture, tasted its pleasure and enjoyed 
its power. They demanded citizenship and were so eager to be accepted by the 
majority that they often offered themselves, sacrificed their history, faith and 
way oflife, their "identity," in order that the stigma of their difference might be 
obliterated. '47 

In fashioning modern society, where idols of politics, culture, and impulse 
are worshipped, Jews have played a major role in part because in the world's larg
est Jewish community of Eastern Europe, the Middle Ages did not gradually give 
way to the influences of Enlightenment science and reason. For most of East Eu
ropean Jewry, the Middle Ages extended into the 19th century and beyond. Many 
grandparents of today's American Jews emerged overnight, it seemed, from be
nighted, poverty-stricken villages, little touched by the secular culture, into the 
bright lights of modernity with its abundance of new knowledge and undreamt-of 
opportunity. Jews, mesmerized by what they saw and read and heard, were among 
the chief advocates of modernity. '48 

Stephen Steinlight, in a study on immigration for the AJe, indicates Jewish 
political power, following hard on the heels of disastrous Jewish demographics, 
is on the wane. Perhaps this explains the desperation of Goldhagen's attack on 
Pius XII, or the neocon desperation in attacking Iraq or the outpouring ofJewish 
sympathy for pornography on the Internet. 
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2002: Bush Pressures Sharon 
Even as late as 2002. Bush wasn't fully on board with neocon plans to wage 

World War IV. Thinking America could diffuse Muslim animus. Bush chose the 
dangerous course that rendered his father a one-term president. He pressured Ariel 
Sharon to halt Israel's expansion in the occupied territories. Bush "had enormous 
potential leverage at his disposal."'49 but he didn't reckon with the Israel Lobby. 
which had grown stronger since it thwarted his father's reelection. Sharon pulled 
out all stops. accusing Bush of trying "to appease the Arabs at our expense." warn
ing Israel "will not be Czechoslovakia."'50 Bush was reportedly furious at Sharon 
likening him to Neville Chamberlain. but he was no match for the Israel Lobby. 
On April 4. 2002. George Bush ordered Sharon to "halt the incursions and begin 
withdrawal.· ... 51 Two days later. he reiterated. adding he meant "withdrawal without 
delay ..... 5. 

The Israel Lobby attacked the weakest link. Secretary of State Colin Powell. 
sent by the president to bring the Israelis to Bush's approach. Robert Kagan and 
William Kristol attacked Powell in the Weekly Standard as having "virtually oblit
erated the distinction between terrorists and those who fight terrorists.''''53 Faced 
with an Israeli lobby-orchestrated revolt in Congress and among his Dispensa
tionalist evangelical supporters. Bush backed down. On April 11. Ari Fleischer. 
Bush's Jewish press secretary. claimed Bush felt Sharon was "a man of peace ..... 54 

Bush reiterated that claim when Secretary of State Powell returned from his failed 
mission. Bush also claimed Sharon had agreed to his call for a full and immediate 
withdrawal. but this was not true. 

As if to show who really ran America's foreign policy. the House of Repre
sentatives appropriated $200 million so Israel could better "fight terrorism." The 
WASP establishment was appalled. In October 2004. Brent Scowcroft. one of its 
last vocal representatives. claimed Sharon had Bush "wrapped around his little 
finger.''''55 The academic arm of the WASP establishment was equally gloomy in 
assessing Bush's craven capitulation to the Israelis and their neoconservative front 
men in America. claiming in a controversial report 

Sharon and the [Israel] Lobby took on the President of the United States and 
triumphed. Hemi Shalev. a journalist for the Israel newspaper Ma'ariv, reported 
that Sharon's aides "could not hide their satisfaction in view of Powell's failure. 
Sharon saw the white in President Bush's eyes, they bragged, and the President 
blinked first." But it was the pro-Israel forces in the United States, not Sharon or 
Israel, that played the key role in defeating Bush. In caving in to Ariel Sharon 
and the Israel Lobby. Bush "revers[ed] the stated policy of every President since 
Lyndon Johnson by "endors[ing] unilateral Israeli annexations of the Occupied 
Territories."'56 

2003: America invades Iraq 
In March 2003 the Israel Lobby pushed America into war with Iraq. Colin 

Powell. the last representative of WASP restraint in the Bush Administration. was 
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humiliated when neocons sent him to testify before the UN with documents he 
knew were dubious at best and outright fabrications at worst. According to Robert 
Woodward of the Washington Post, Powell "was appalled at what he considered 
overreaching and hyperbole. Libby was drawing on the worst conclusions from 
fragments and silky threads."257 

Powell went along, conceding by his actions that the Lobby had become all
powerful. Having faced Bush down over the settlements in occupied territory, the 
Likudniks in Israel and the United States put on a media campaign that all but 
ordered Bush to do their bidding and invade Iraq. In September 2002, Israeli For
eign Minister Shimon Peres announced, "the campaign against Saddam Hussein 
is a must."158 Shortly after, the Wall Street Journal ran a piece entitled "The Case for 
Toppling Saddam," in which Benjamin Netanyahu declared, "Today nothing less 
than dismantling this regime will dO."'59 Netanyahu added "I believe I speak for 
the overwhelming majority of Israelis in supporting a pre-emptive strike against 
Saddam's regime .... 60 Authors Walt and Mearsheimer claim "it would be wrong to 
blame the war in Iraq on 'Jewish influence,'" but they concede the supporters of 
the war were overwhelmingly Jewish: "Within the United States, the main driving 
force behind the Iraq war was a small band of neoconservatives, many with close 
ties to Israel's Likud Party," and they then quote the Jewish press to the same ef
fect: 

According to the Forward, "As President Bush attempted to sell the ... war in 
Iraq, America's most important Jewish organizations rallied as one to his de
fense. In statement after statement (Jewish] community leaders stressed the need 
to rid the world of Saddam and his weapons of mass destruction." It added that 
"concern for Israel's safety rightfully factored into the deliberations of the main 
Jewish groups."l61 

The media drumbeat continued throughout fall 2002 and into early 2003, 

culminating in an attack on "Unpatriotic Conservatives" by David Frum in the 
March 19, 2003 National Review. A key component of the publicity campaign 
leading to the war was manipulation of intelligence information by the Office of 
Special Plans, run by Abram Shulsky, Wolfowitz's protege, who created false in
telligence with assistance from pro-Israel think tanks. Retired Air Force Colonel 
Karen Kwiatkowski has written about high ranking Israeli military men, bustling 
past their security escorts, making a beeline for Shulsky's Pentagon office. 

These salvoes began an unrelenting public relations campaign to win support 
for invading Iraq. Manipulation of intelligence to make Saddam look like an im
minent threat was key to this campaign. Walt and Mearsheimer cite Barry Jacobs 
of the AJe, who acknowledges 

the belief that Israel and the neoconservatives conspired to get the United States 
into a war in Iraq was "pervasive" in the US intelligence community. Yet few 
would say so publicly, and most that did ... were condemned for raising the issue. 
Michael Kinsley put the point well in late 2002, when he wrote that "the lack 
of public discussion about the role of Israel ... is the proverbial elephant in the 
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room: Everybody sees it, no one mentions it." The reason for his reluctance, he 
observed, was fear of being labeled an anti-Semite. Even so, there is little doubt 
that Israel and the lobby were key factors in shaping the decision for war. With
out the Lobby's efforts, the United States would have been far less likely to have 
gone to war in March 2003 .• 6• 

The American invasion of Iraq in March 2003 initially appeared successful 
because of staged media events that included an American tank-off camera, of 
course-pulling down a statue of Saddam Hussein to the cheers of a few Iraqi 
spectators. The scene was deliberately reminiscent of the statues of Lenin that 
came down in the aftermath of the fall of Communism. The premature victory 
celebrations culminated when Bush landed a fighter jet on an aircraft carrier, 
whose conning tower was adorned with the banner "Mission Accomplished." 

When an enraged mob strung up the corpses of mutilated Americans in Fal
luja in the spring of 2004, it was clear the mission was far from accomplished. 
President Bush barely had time to get out of his flight suit before the neocons 
sensed something had gone wrong. In late spring, 2003, neocons Frum and Perle 
published An End to Evil "as a means of trying to summon Americans back to the 
mood of determination and resolution of 9/11 .... 63 They could "feel the will to win 
ebbing in Washington .... 64 They added that their foes had "been proven wrong 
when they predicted the US would sink into a forlorn quagmire in Iraq,"'65 but they 
were trying to convince themselves. Even the uniformly upbeat Murray Friedman 
ended his book on neoconservative Jewish intellectuals by conceding "The inva
sion of Iraq may well be the disaster that critics of the war have charged ..... 66 The 
mission bogged down in a quagmire that made Vietnam seem like a picnic by 
comparison. But anyone who held the neoconservatives responsible for the de
bacle was denounced as an anti-Semite. 

2006: Walt and Mearsheimer 
That is precisely what happened when a report by Professors John J. 

Mearsheimer of the Department of Political Science at the University of Chicago 
and Stephen M. Walt of the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard 
began circulating on the internet. In the initial euphoria after the fall of com
munism, neoconservatives had numerous allies among the WASP foreign policy 
establishment. Francis Fukuyamagushed that the neocons had brought about the 
"end of history." Once the Iraq war began to sour, Fukuyama, spokesman for the 
severely diminished WASP elite, had second thoughts. They distanced themselves 
from the debacle in Iraq. The WaltlMearsheimer study was commissioned by the 
Atlantic Monthly, which got cold feet and refused to publish it. Instead it appeared 
in the London Review o/Books. Walt and Mearsheimer predicted what would hap
pen once their article was published: 

anyone who says that there is an Israel Lobby runs the risk of being charged with 
anti-Semitism, even though the Israeli media themselves refer to America's "Jew-
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ish Lobby." In effect, the Lobby boasts of its own power and then attacks anyone 
who calls attention to it. This tactic is very effective because anti-Semitism is 
loathsome and no responsible person wants to be accused of it.,67 

The lobby that did not exist then proceded to attack professors Walt and 
Mearsheimer. It exerted influence to get articles attacking Walt and Mearsheimer 
in virtually every major outlet of the mainstream print media, just as Abe Fox
man predicted it would. "There is no Israel 'Lobby'" screamed the New York Daily 
News, one of its main organs. That was the Daily News's title to a David Gergen 
piece that orginally appeared in U.S. News and World Report, published by Mort 
Zuckerman, another member of the press section of the Israeli Lobby. Gergen's re
buttal was typical, even if more groveling than most. Gergen claimed their charges 
were "Wildly at variance with what I have personally witnessed in the Oval Office 
over the years.">68 In one of the most disingenuous line in a disingenuous article, 
Gergen wrote: 

Over the course of four tours in the White House, I never once saw a decision in the oval 
office to tilt US foreign policy in favor of Israel at the expense of America's interest. Other 
than Richard Nixon-who occasionally had terrible things to say about Jews, despite the 
number on his team-I can't remember any president even talking about an Israeli lobby. 

Perhaps I have forgotten. ,69 

Perhaps the lobby that does not exist told Gergen to forget what he knew. 
"Yes, It's Anti-Semitic,"'70 screamed Eliot Cohen in the Washington Post, 

fulfilling the authors' prediction. Like many independent-minded pundits who 
barked when the lobby that does not exist yanked their chains, Cohen smeared 
Walt and Mearsheimer by linking them to White Supremacist David Duke. But, 
as Walt and Mearsheimer noted, when it comes to the Israel Lobby, the ordinary 
rules of journalism did not apply. 

The remnant of the deeply chagrined WASP establishment now views its erst
while Jewish allies as the domestic version of Osama bin Laden. Neoconservatism, 
like the Civil Rights movement of the '60S and the Whig/Masonic subversion of 
France in the 18th century, was a black operation which got out of control. What 
would John J. McCloy and the originators of anti-Catholic psy ops under the aegis 
of ADA liberalism say to spiritual descendants like Francis Fukuyama and Brent 
Scowcroft? That the Jesuits who wrote for Civilta Cattolica in the 1890S were right? 
That any nation that rebelled against God's order would end up being ruled by 
Jews? 

Probably not. 
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The Conversion of the Revolutionary Jew 

On June 15, 2006, the General Convention of the Episcopal Church in the 
United States passed a resolution condemning the Gospels as "anti-Jewish" docu
ments. Since the conclusion which the Episcopalians drew from their recognition 
of that fact was that the Scriptures should be censored, especially their liturgical 
use, by removing anything a Jew might find offensive, many Episcopalians con
cluded that this was the final apostasy in a long slide which began at the Lambeth 
Conference of 1930 when that church approved the use of contraceptives. Whether 
it is or it isn't is beyond our purview here. No matter what conclusions the Epis
copalians draw from the fact, the statement that the Gospels are anti-Jewish is, 
beyond a shadow of doubt, true. The only real question is why it took the Episco
palians four hundred years to wake up to this fact or why they didn't draw what 
seems to be the more logical conclusion, namely, that if Episcopalians want to be 
faithful to the example ofJesus Christ, they must be anti-Jewish as well. 

The Episcopalians did not say that the Scriptures were anti-Semitic. If they 
had said that, the statement would have been false. Anti-Semitism is a relatively 
recent word. It was popularized in 1870 by a German named Wilhelm Marr. It 
refers to race, and claims that Jews are hateful because of certain ineradicable 
biological characteristics. That idea led to Hitler, but the defeat of Hitler led to a re
definition of the word. Anti-Semitism now has an entirely different meaning. An 
anti-Semite used to be someone who didn't like Jews. Now it is usually someone 
whom Jews don't like. No Christian can in good conscience be an anti-Semite, but 
every Christian, insofar as he is a Christian, must be anti-Jewish. In contemporary 
parlance the two terms are practically synonymous but their meanings are very 
different, and the distinction is deliberately obscured for political purposes. 

On October 16, 2004 President Bush signed into law the Global Anti-Sem
itism Review Act, which establishes a special department within the U.S. State 
Department to monitor global anti-Semitism, reporting annually to Congress. As 
one of the major steps in the implementation of that law, Secretary of State Con
daleeza Rice swore in Gregg Rickman as head of the State Department's office of 
global anti-Semitism on May 22,2006. Rickman had ties with both Jewish orga
nizations and congress. He was staff director for former Sen. Peter Fitzgerald (R
Ill.), and chairman of the Republican Jewish Coalition. But his main qualification 
for the job was the role he played in conjunction with Senator Alfonse D'Amato 
(R-NY) in shaking down $2 billion from the Swiss banks during the late '90S. 

"Gregg Rickman, working with Sen. D'Amato, is almost single-handedly the one 
who uncovered the corruption and the immorality of the Swiss banks," according 
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to William Daroff, vice president for public policy of the United Jewish Commu
nities, the umbrella body of North American Jewish Federations, and director of 
its Washington office. Journalist Ron Kampeas added "That kind of doggedness 
will serve him well in his new capacity, according to representatives of groups that 
liaise between Washington and small, vulnerable Jewish communities overseas."l 

Mr. Rickman will not have to define anti-Semitism. His state department 
office has already in effect done that for him. In its "Report on Global Anti-Sem
itism," the U.S. State Department does not define the term but proceeds to list a 
dazzling array of beliefs or actions that count as Anti-Semitic. In many cases the 
belief referred to is merely one that certain Jewish organizations don't like.' 

In spite of 40 years ofJewish exaggeration and chutzpah, certain facts remain. 
The Church is not and cannot possibly be anti-Semitic, because the term refers 
primarily to race and racial hatred. The Church cannot promote racial hatred of 
any group, certainly not of the Jews because its founder was a member of that 
racial group. However, the Gospel of St. John makes clear that there is a deep and 
abiding Christian opposition to the Jews who rejected Christ. This "ludenfeindlich
keit," if we use Brumlik's word, is part of the essence of Catholicism. The Church 
opposes "Jews" because they have defined themselves as rejecters of Christ. The 
Church is anti-Jewish, but unlike the Jews, who, according to Rabbi Soloveichik 
in First Things,3 can believe that hatred is a virtue, Christians are told to love their 
enemies. The "Jews," by which St. John means the Jews who rejected Christ, be
came by that fact Christians' enemies, but all Jews had been transformed by the 
coming of Christ. They had to accept him as the Messiah or reject him. Those Jews 
who accepted Christ as the Messiah became known as Christians. Those Jews who 
rejected him became known as "Jews." 

II 
In fall 2003, Mahathir Mohammed, prime minister of Malaysia, announced, 

"The Jews rule the world by proxy. They get others to fight and die for them.'lI Ma
hathir was immediately denounced as an anti-Semite and accused of "an absolute 
invitation for more hate crimes and terrorism against Jews,"5 although he said no 
such thing and many Jews agreed with him. Henry Makow felt Mahathir's speech 
"opposed terrorism." Another Jew, Elias Davidsson, a native of Jerusalem, feels 
Jews do rule the world by proxy. He explains: 

As a Jew myself (but opposed to Zionism) I need no encouragement from Malay
sian PM Mahathir Mohammed to observe what should be obvious to the blatant 
eye: Namely that Jews effectively rule US foreign policy and thus determine to 
a great extent the conduct of most countries .... So it is with the proposition that 
Jews control the world. Surely they do not control every single action; surely it 
does not mean that every Jew participates in the "control." But for all practical 

purposes the proposition holds. 
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What distinguishes a Jew like Davidsson from a Jew like, say, Stanley Fish, 
is not ethnicity, nor even politics, but their divergent forms of literary criticism. 
Davidsson believes in the objectivity of statements. He holds the Malaysian Prime 
Minister to what he actually said and so finds nothing anti-Semitic in it. "Ma
hathir," Davidsson says, 

has neither asked to discriminate against Jews, let alone to kill Jews. It is shame
ful to equate him to the Hitlerites. He urges Muslims to fight Jews by adopting 
modern methods, technology and educate themselves, in other words to surpass 
Jews in excellence. What's wrong with that? By this he is doing service to the 
Muslims (over 1 billion people) and to humanity. Jews must know their place and 
content themselves with influence derived from their small number. Jews must 
learn some humility .... " 

The "Jews", if by that term we mean the cabal that rules as the Sanhedrin, the 
Kahal, the politburo, the ADL, or other major Jewish organizations, has centuries 
of experience dealing with Jews like Makow and Davidsson. The modus operandi 
of Jewish leaders working over Jews who disagree with them goes back to the time 
of Christ, when, according to the Gospel of St. John, the parents of the man born 
blind refused to speak "out of fear of the Jews, who had already agreed to expel 
from the synagogue anyone who should acknowledge Jesus as the Christ." Any Jew 
who chooses Logos (in any form) over Talmud will feel the ire of organized Jewry. 
Spinoza7 felt it in Amsterdam in the 17th century; in our day Norman Finkelstein 
has felt it. Since it sounds preposterous to call Jews who disagree with other Jews 
anti-Semites, the modern Kahal has created a new term. They are called "self-hat
ing Jews" as they are expelled from the modern synagogue of acceptable speech. 

The Kahal was the autonomous legal system which the Jews established in 
Poland to take care of their own legal affairs. The spirit which informed that legal 
body was the Talmud. According to the Jewish Encyclopedia, the Talmud is "the 
supreme authOrity in religion ... for the majority of [Jewsl."8 The Catholic Church 
has never disputed the centrality of the Talmud to Jewish life. However, in addi
tion to that the Church has always seen the Talmud as a "systematic deformation 
of the Bible" in which "The pride of race with the idea of universal domination is 
therein exalted to the height of folly ... the Ten Commandments are not of obliga
tion in their regard .... With regard to the Goyim (non-Jews) everything is allowed: 
robbery, fraud, perjury, murder .... ''!! Whenever its contents were made known, 
Christians have condemned the Talmud as incompatible with any rational social 
order. Jewish converts to Catholicism from the time of Nicholas Donin onward 
have condemned the Talmud as well. Numerous popes have condemned the Tal
mud because it was a direct assault on both the divinity of Christ and the moral 
law as handed down by Moses. According to the ex-Rabbi Drach, "the Talmud 
expressly forbids a Jew to save a non-Jew from death or to restore to him his lost 
possessions, etc, or to take pity on him.'''O 
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The Talmud was created to keep Jews in bondage to Jewish leaders by prohib
iting all contact with Logos, whether that is understood as the person of Christ 
or the Truth or reasoning based on true principles and logic. Taught to deceive by 
the Talmud, Jews end up deceiving themselves and playing into the hands of the 
leaders who manipulate them for their own ends. 

The Talmud has also led to revolution. You also don't have to be religious 
to be talmudic. Karl Marx was an atheist, but according to Bernard Lazare, he 
was also "a clear and lucid Talmudist," and, therefore, "full of that old Hebrew 
materialism which ever dreams of a paradise on earth and always rejects the far
distant and problematical hope of a garden of Eden after death."" Marx, despite 
his early writings, was the quintessential Talmudist and the quintessential Jewish 
revolutionary, and as such he proposed one of the most influential false Messiahs 
in Jewish history: world communism. Baruch Levy, one of Marx's correspondents, 
proposed another equally potent false Messiah, namely, the Jewish Race. Accord
ingto Levy, 

"the Jewish people taken collectively shall be its own Messias .... In this new or
ganization of humanity , the sons ofIsrae1 now scattered over the whole surface 
of the globe ... shall everywhere become the ruling element without opposition .... 
The governments of the nations forming the Universal or World -Republic shall 
all thus pass, without any effort, into Jewish hands thanks to the victory of the 
proletariat. ... Thus shall the promise of the Talmud be fulfilled, that, when the 
Messianic epoch shall have arrived, the Jews will control the wealth of all the 
nations of the earth:~2 

So, there was some basis for what Mahathir said, as well as ample evidence
the creation of the state ofIsrael, for instance-that world Jewry had advanced to
wards a position of inordinate power in the world since Levy wrote to Karl Marx. 
The Jews could not shake themselves loose from the notion they were God's cho
sen people, not even after they stopped believing in God. By rejecting Christ, they 
condemned themselves to worship one false Messiah after another-most recently 
Communism and Zionism. In La Question du Messie, the Lemann brothers, both 
of whom converted from Judaism to Catholicism and became priests, compared 
present day Jews to the Israelites at the foot of Mount Sinai: "having grown weary 
of waiting for the return of Moses ... they feasted and danced around the golden 
calf.'~3 Rejecting the supernatural Messiah who died on the cross, the Tews con
demned themselves to repeat the cycle of enthusiasm leading to disillusionment 
throughout their history. Their illusions found fulfillment in and lent themselves 
to the creation of the Jewish state. On January 6, 1948, the chief rabbi of Palestine 
announced "Eventually it [Israel] will lead to the inauguration of the true union 
of the nations, through which will be fulfilled the eternal message to mankind 
of our immortal prophets."'4 In Jewish messianism, fantasies of racial superiority 
alternate with contradictory fantasies of universal brotherhood. "The great ideal 
of Judaism," The Jewish World announced in February 1883, "is that ... the whole 
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world shall be imbued with Jewish teaching and that in a Universal Brotherhood 
of Nations-a greater Judaism in fact-all the separate races and religions shall 
disappear."'5 

The Jews were condemned to seek heaven on earth through false Messiahs 
from the moment they chose Barabbas over Christ. When the Jews refused to be 
"heralds of a supernatural kingdom''>.6 they condemned themselves to the endless 
task of imposing a vision of a naturalistic heaven on earth, "and they have put 
all their intense energy and tenacity into the struggle for the organization of the 
future Messianic Age .... 7 Whenever a nation turns from the Supernatural Messiah, 
as during the French and Russian revolutions, that nation "will be pulled into the 
direction of subjection to the Natural Messias''>.s and, in effect, ruled by Jews. 

Does that mean that every Jew is a bad person? No, it does not. Jewish leader
ship controls the "Synagogue of Satan," which in turn controls the ethnic group 
into which Jews are born. No one has control over the circumstances of his birth. 
That is why anti-Semitism, if by that term we mean hatred of the Jews because 
of immutable and ineradicable racial characteristics, is wrong. Over the course 
of their lives, Jews come to understand that theirs is an ethnic group unlike any 
other. In spite of the propaganda of racial superiority which the Talmud seeks to 
inculcate in them, many Jews come to understand that a peculiarly malignant 
spirit has taken up its home at the heart of their ethnos. Once they become aware 
of the magnitude of that evil, Jews are faced with a choice. Depending on the dis
position of the heart, which only God can judge, they either dedicate themselves 
to that evil or they reject it-completely as in the case of St. Paul, Nicholas Donin, 
Joseph Pfefferkorn and other Jews too numerous to mention-or inchoately, as in 
the case of the Jews of conscience who refuse to go along with something which 
they know is morally wrong, be that abortion or the eviction of Palestinians from 
their ancestral lands. 

The purpose of the Talmud is to prevent defections from the "Synagogue of 
Satan." Behavior based on the Talmud leads to resentment on the part of non
Jews. Jewish leaders promote that behavior knowing it will cause reactions be
cause "Pogroms in which the rank and file of the Jewish nation suffer serve the 
useful purpose of keeping them in absolute dependence on their leaders.''>.9 The 
Trotskys promote the revolution and the Braunsteins suffer. Jewish leaders pro
mote pogroms, such as the Gomeler Pogrom of 1905 or when Mossad agents de
liberately killed Iraqi Jews20 to spread panic, because pogroms promote fear, which 
is how the Kahal keeps ordinary Jews in line. 

Alice Ollstein, a Jewish high school student from Santa Monica, CA, noticed 
this at the American Israel Public Affairs Committee Conference in Washington, 
DC, in 2006. She went as an enthusiastic Zionist but returned "feeling manipu
lated, disturbed and disgusted with a great deal of what I witnessed there .... • She 
witnessed non-stop fear mongering. The "first thing" she noticed was "the care
fully manufactured atmosphere of fear and urgency." The hall where the plenary 
sessions were held 
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was always filled with dramatic classical music, red lighting and gigantic signs 
reading "Now Is The Time." That, combined with the montages of terrorism 
footage projected onto six giant screens, whipped the audience into a "Save Is
rael" fervor that most found inspiring ... the audience seemed eager to agree to 
anything that would protect Israel-even war .... Each speaker played upon the 
audience's deepest fears." 

Neoconservatives in charge of the fear-mongering, in particular, John Pod
horetz, son of Norman and a columnist for The New York Post, "got to have the 
first word and the last word on almost every question."'3 Ollstein found the com
parisons AIPAC drew between Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad and 
Hitler particularly manipulative: 

To the tune of more dramatic classical music, the six enormous screens flashed 
back and forth between Hitler giving anti-Jew speeches and Ahmadinejad giving 
anti-Israel speeches. The famous post-Holocaust mantra "Never Again" popped 
up several times. Everything was geared toward persuading the audience that 
another Holocaust is evident ... unless we get them first. '4 

Alice Ollstein resented "being forced to think" the Prime Minister ofIran was 
"pure evil through clever sound bites and colorful images." She felt manipulated 
by what Professors Walt and Mearsheimer have characterized as the main agent 
of the Israel Lobby in America. She is not the only Jew who feels this way. Zionism 
now finds itself in a state of wretched excess that signals a reaction is about to set 
in. Jewish disillusionment with the god that failed known as Communism came 
to be known as neoconservatism. The Jewish reaction to Zionism can be seen in 
the proliferation of "proud, self-hating Jews." 

In response to a Danish magazine's anti-Muslim cartoons in March 2006, a 
group of Israelis organized an anti-Semitic cartoon contest. Gilad Atzmon, who 
described the contest on his web site, finds it natural: "a few Jews who happen 
to be ethically motivated and talented enough to express themselves would raise 
their voices''>s to protest a black operation designed to get European countries so 
annoyed at the Muslim reaction to the cartoons that they would support a nuclear 
attack on Iran's nuclear facilities. Atzmon claims "the morally deteriorated con
duct of the Jewish state and its supportive Jewish lobbies around the world" has 
engendered "a celebration of what I tend to define as 'proud Jewish self-hatred."'>6 

Atzmon is only half joking. The heart of this parody is the slowly spreading 
disillusionment with Zionism among Israelis. As Israel rules the world through 
proxies like AIPAC, the Jews they claim to speak for are undergoing deep disillu
sionment. Atzmon, an Israeli musician and former Israeli soldier, who has nomi
nated himself as spokesman for the proud, self-hating Jew, believes "it is the proud 
SHJs that will bring Israeli Zionism and even global Zionism down.''>7 Born an 
Israeli, Atzmon had been subjected to Zionist propaganda for his entire life. One 
day he didn't believe it anymore: 
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The very program that worked so well and still works at large in the instance of 
my former fellow countrymen failed in my case. Not only had I stopped loving 
myself, I somehow failed to hate the Goyim. This is when I realized for the first 
time that actually there was no anti-Semitism around. Somehow, when I stopped 
loving myself, I also started to suspect the entire official Jewish historical narra
tive, both the Zionist one as well as the biblical one. How to say it, it didn't take 
long before I started to question the official Zionist Holocaust tale."'S 

Belief in Zionism, like belief in Communism, was an all or nothing proposi
tion. Once the first doubt took root, the entire edifice was doomed to collapse. 
The first thing Atzmon doubted was the dogma "Jew-hating is an irrational act of 
madness or some backward Christian tendency.' ... g Unlike Ruth Wisse, who artic
ulated a dogma of contemporary Judaism, "anti-Semitism is not directed against 
the behavior ofJews but against the existence ofJews,".lo Atzmon entertained "the 
possibility that anti-Jewish feelings may come as a response or even retaliation to 
Jewish acts": 

The more I learned about the subject, the more I realized that anti-Jewish feel
ings are often intentionally generated and orchestrated by Jews themselves. This 
was when I became conscious that self-loving Jews love to be hated, and more 
than that, they need it. Indeed, Zionism is maintained by anti-Semitism. With
out anti-Semitism there is no need for a Jewish State and without the Holocaust 
there wouldn't even be a Jewish State.31 

Jewish organizations like AIPAC and the ADL, he says, "are all remarkably 
good in generating hatred against Jews,''.!' which generates fear that keeps the aver
age Jew in bondage. During his soliloquy, Atzmon concludes that as a proud, self
hating Jew he hates neither Jews nor Judaism, which he defines in ethnic terms. 
His quarrel is with what he calls "Jewishness," because 

Jewishness is what is left for the Jews once religious context is stripped away. 
Jewishness is what many Jews interpret as their identity. It is a wide set of char
acteristics that many self-identifying Jews recognize as a form of unique belong
ing. Jewishness is a broad concept that serves as the distinguishing quality that 
many Jews identify with. In fact, it is the Jewishness that stands at the core of 
the Jewish racial orientation. Jewishness is the supremacist tendency that draws 
its force from a materialist secularized misinterpretation of the Judaic code. It 
is Jewishness rather than Judaism that fuels Zionism with murderous zeal. It is 
Jewishness that stands in the core ofJewish nationalism. It is Jewishness which 
bonded the Bundists and their followers amongst the various Jews sans frontiers, 
it is Jewishness that unites the settlers in the West Bank. Jewishness is exactly 
what the self-loving Jews love in themselves.33 

What Atzmon calls Jewishness is what Nicholas Donin and Joseph Pfefferkorn 
and the Fathers Lemann called the Talmud, i.e., the racist, messianic ideology that 
drives Jewish revolutionary activity. As we have seen, many Jews have awakened 
to realize some dark evil force has colonized their ethnic group for centuries. That 
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evil is the Talmud, the constitution for the synagogue of Satan, the cabal that has 
ruled Jews through fear for 2000 years. Atzmon isn't alone in feeling disillusion
ment. Yuri Slezkine says "The Zionist revolution is over": 

The original ethos of youthful athleticism, belligerence and single mindedness is 
carried on by tired elite of old generals. Half a century after its founding, Israel 
bears a distant family resemblance to the Soviet Union half a century after the 
October Revolution. The last representatives of the first Sabra generation are still 
in power, but their days are numbered.34 

The rhetoric of racial superiority is hopelessly outdated, even when surround
ed by the window-dressing of holocaust victimhood. Holocaust culture postponed 
the final reckoning, but by the beginning of the 21st century "The rhetoric of eth
nic homogeneity and ethnic deportations, tabooed elsewhere in the west, is a rou
tine element ofIsraeli political life."J5 The realization arrives half-way through Ste
ven Spielberg's film Munich, when the Jewish toy maker turned bomb maker tells 
Avner Kauffman, "Jews don't do wrong because our enemies do wrong ... We're 
supposed to be righteous." 

It is unclear whether the proud, self-hating Jew can leverage disillusionment 
with Zionism to escape the dialectic of Jewish history with its cycle of enthusiasm 
followed by disillusionment followed by new enthusiasm. That would require un
derstanding what Atzmon calls "Jewishness." Jewishness is not another version of 
ethnicity like Irishness or Polishness. It is an ideology, the Talmudic deformation 
of Logos that has helped to cause so much suffering for the past 2000 years. 

The Catholic Church has always condemned anti-Semitism because hatred of 
the Jewish race is wrong in and ofitself. Beyond that, anti-Semitism is an inappro
priate response to what Atzmon calls "Jewishness." Anti-Semitism is a competing 
form of "Jewishness." Anti-Semitism cannot deal with "Jewishness," because a 
Jew is not someone who can be defined as having Abraham's DNA in his cells. 
Most Jews aren't even Semites. The Jew insofar as he appropriates "Jewish ness" 
is primarily a theological construct. He is a rejecter of Christ. The Talmud, as we 
have said, was created to keep the Jewish people in bondage to a leadership that has 
existed under various manifestations throughout history-the Sanhedrin, the Ka
hal, the Politburo, the ADL and AIPAC. Each has proposed a false messiah as the 
antidote and alternative to the true Messiah, and each has led to violent reaction 
or equally violent disappointment. Sixty years ago, the Communist empire spread 
across the earth, and yet the Jews who had supported Stalin faithfully experienced 
Widespread disillusionment with Communism. The same thing is happening now 
to Zionism, at the very moment when the Israel Lobby has reached the pinnacle of 
worldly power. 

If this is the case, what are the options at the present time? In one of his more 
cryptic moments, Atzmon claims that "Salvation is the Masada of the Proud, Self
Hating Jew." Atzmon is referring to the mass suicide which followed the 70 AD 
insurrection against Rome which eventuated in the destruction of the Temple. The 
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21St century version of Masada would be much more dramatic because today's 
despairing Zionists have nuclear weapons, a fact which lends new urgency to dis
suading the Jews from taking the whole world with them when they go through 
one of their inevitable periods of disillusionment. 

The other option is conversion, the option which has always been there since 
the beginning. This means conversion to Logos in all of its forms, from philo
sophical realism and the tenets of onto-theology to acceptance of Jesus Christ as 
the one and only Messiah. It also means an equally firm rejection of all forms of 
Talmudic deception, including sexual liberation, racism, Messianic politics, and 
deconstruction. 

The Catholic Church has urged conversion of the Jews throughout its his
tory, but it now seems incapable of assisting in that conversion because it has been 
lamed by an interpretation of Nostra Aetate that contradicts the Gospels. One 
ritual of post-Nostra Aetate ecumenism entails having a church dignitary stand 
up at an ecumenical gathering-after the Jews have denounced the Church as the 
font of anti-Semitism and the cause of Hitler's genocide-to announce that the 
Jews do not need Christ as their savior. In May 2001, at a meeting of the inter
national Catholic-Jewish Liaison Committee, Walter Cardinal Kasper, the Vati
can official in charge of relations with the Jews, tried to quell Jewish discomfort 
over the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith's Dominus Iesus by claiming 
"God's grace, which is the grace ofJesus Christ according to our faith, is available 
to all. Therefore the Church believes that Judaism, i.e., the faithful response of the 
Jewish people to God's irrevocable covenant is salvific for them, because God is 
faithful to his promises.''36 

In placating the Jews, Kasper contradicted the Gospels and 2000 years of 
Church teaching; he also contradicted Dominus Iesus, which claimed: 

There is only one salvific economy of the one and triune God realized in the 
mystery of the incarnation, death and resurrection of the Son of God, actualized 
with the cooperation of the Holy Spirit and extended in its salvific value to all 
humanity and to the entire universe. "No one, therefore, can enter into commu
nion with God except through Christ by the working of the Holy Spirit."37 

Kasper also contradicted Pope John Paul II's 1990 encyclical Redemptoris 
Missio, which claimed: 

Christ is the one Savior of all, the only one able to reveal God and lead to God. In 
reply to the Jewish religious authorities who question the apostles about healing 
the lame man, Peter says: "By the name ofJesus Christ of Nazareth, whom you 
crucified, whom God raised from the dead, by him this man is standing before 
you well ... And there is salvation in no one else, for there is no other name under 
heaven given among men by which we must be saved." ... salvation can only 
come from Jesus Christ.3" 

Trying to extricate himself from the theological briar patch into which he had 
just thrown himself, Kasper claimed in a speech at Boston College that Jews could 
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be saved if they "follow their own conscience and believe in God's promises as 
they understand them in their religious tradition, they are in line with God's plan, 
whichfor us comes to historical completion in Jesus Christ."39 

In saying "for us," Kasper implied there were two ways of salvation, a con
tradiction of the Gospels and Dominus Jesus, which holds that all those saved, in
cluding non-Christian, are saved through Christ and the Church. Kasper, howev
er, was not alone. In August 2002, the US Bishops' Committee for Ecumenical and 
Interreligious Affairs, along with the US National Council of Synagogues, issued 
"Reflections on Covenant and Mission," which claimed: ''A deepening Catholic 
appreciation of the eternal covenant between God and the Jewish people, together 
with a recognition of a divinely given mission to the Jews to witness to God's 
faithful love, lead to the conclusion that campaigns that target Jews for conversion 
to Christianity are no longer theologically acceptable in the Catholic Church.'!!o 

Once the heretical nature of these statements became apparent, Cardinal 
Keeler tried to control the damage, saying that "Reflections on Covenant and Mis
sion" did not constitute a formal position of the US bishops, but rather "the state 
of thought among participants in the dialogue between Catholics and Jews.'!!' The 
paper was never promulgated as an official document of the bishops' conference. 

But its existence indicates NostraAetate had caused a deep crisis in the Church. 
To participate in ecumenical dialogue with Jews, Catholic "experts" had to make 
heretical statements. They had to deny fundamental tenets of Catholic theology. 
The Church suddenly could not articulate a coherent position because denial of 
the Gospel had become the conditio sine qua non of dialogue with the Jews. 

This problem went all the way to the top. Viewing Pope John Paul II's rela
tions with the Jews, an ultramontane American Catholic commentator conclud
ed "Even Pope John Paul II ... could occasionally create the impression that the 
Church was perhaps now prepared to cut a few corners in the interests of better 
relations'!!> with the Jews. In the "Declaration on the Relation of the Church with 
Judaism," delivered to a Jewish group in Mainz, Germany, in 1980, "John Paul II," 
says the same commentator, "actually made the remark that the old covenant with 
the Jews had in fact 'never been revoked by God.''!!3 

The statement was theologically defensible because God never revoked the 
covenants with Noah or Abraham, but it suggested the "new and everlasting cov
enant" Christ established did not apply to the Jews. 

Pope John Paul II's gestures were even worse. His prayer at the Wailing Wall 
was theatrical but ambiguous. Jews pray there for restoration of the Temple. No 
pope would ever contemplate doing such a wicked thing, but Jewish artists memo
rialized his gesture and the ambiguity it embodied to justify their call for a ban on 
"proselytism." No wonder Roy Schoeman is confused. Schoeman is a Jewish con
vert to Catholicism who speculates about the end times. Schoeman, in his book, 
apparently looks forward to restoration of the Temple without understanding that 
it would be tantamount to the abomination of desolation of which Revelations 
speaks.44 
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The idea of the Jews converting at the pinnacle of their worldly power is im
plausible except from a theological perspective, but since the Jew is an essentially 
theological construct, that is precisely how we should view the issue. The syna
gogue of Satan is the antithesis of the Church. So, if Christians, following St. Paul, 
can say, "when I am weak, then I am strong," (2 Corinthians 12.10) the synagogue 
of Satan would have to say the opposite, namely, "when I am strong, then I am 
weak." That corresponds uncannily to the phenomenon of the "proud, self-hating 
Jew" we have been discussing. 

The final collapse ofJewish resistance to Logos will take place when they have 
reached the pinnacle of worldly power. At no time in the past 2000 years have Jews 
had more power than now. The Jews possess Jerusalem and, according to reports, 
plan to rebuild the temple, lending credence to the belief the stage is set for that 
last great battle over who will rule the Jewish soul. Fr. Augustin Lemann, a Jewish 
convert, feels the conversion of the Jewish people is certain, based on the testi
mony of many Church Fathers. "There is a well-known tradition cherished by the 
faithful," says St. Augustine, "that in the last days before the Judgment, the great 
and admirable Prophet Elias is to explain the law to the Jews and to lead them to 
the acceptance of the True Messias Our Christ.'!!5 "These carnal Israelites," he says, 
"who today refuse to believe in Jesus Christ, will one day believe in Him ... Osee 
foretells their conversion in the following terms: 'The children of Israel shall sit 
many days without king and without prince and without sacrifice, and without 
altar and without ephod and without theraphim.'!!6 "Who is there," Denis Fahey 
interjects, "who does not see in this a portrait of the present state of the Jewish 
people.'l!7 

Augustine is not alone in his belief that, near the culmination of human his
tory, the Jews will convert. St. Thomas Aquinas says, "as by the fall of the Jews, 
the Gentiles who had been enemies were reconciled, so after the conversion of the 
Jews near the end of the world, there will be a general resurrection by which men 
will rise from the dead to immortallife.,!!8 According to Father Lemann, 

The prophet Elias then shall return upon the earth to bring back the Jews to the 
Savior. Our Lord Himself has clearly affirmed it (Matt: XVII, II) .... The fathers 
are the patriarchs and all the pious ancestors of the Jewish people, the sons rep
resent the degenerate race of the time of Our Lord Jesus Christ and of the suc
ceeding centuries. It is however only some time before the second coming of Our 
Lord Jesus Christ, before the dreadful day of the Divine Judgment dawns that 
our Savior will send the prophet Elias to the Jews to convert them and to save 
them from chastisement.49 

St. Paul claims this conversion will take place at the end of time, until then the 
Jews will "fill up their sins always: for the wrath of God is come upon them to the 
end.''5O St. Jerome also believes the Jews will convert at the end of the world when 
they "find themselves in dazzling light, as if Our Lord were returning to them 
from Egypt."!' According to Suarez, "The conversion of the Jews will take place at 
the approach of the Last Judgment and at the height of the persecution which An-
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tichrist will inflict on the Church,''5' The Jews will, by all accounts, express hostil
ity to Christ until the moment of conversion. The conversion will be dramatic and 
in the last times Christians will resemble Jews "because of our sins, in fact they 
will be worse,''53 Origen supports the contention of Yuri Slezkine that modernity 
is Jewish. St. John Chrysostom claims "God will recall the Jews a second time,''54 
when Christians have abandoned the faith. Jews will become Christians when 
Christians have become Jews. 

The Antichrist will then appear, and, according to Suarez, he will be a Jew 
who will find "his chief support among the Jews.''55 He will "restore the city of 
their ancestors and its temple in which they have always taken a special pride" 
because ifhe did not, he could not "get himself accepted as the Messias by the Jews 
who dream of earthly glory for Jerusalem and imagine that that city will become 
the capital of the future Messianic kingdom."56 If Suarez were catapulted into the 
future to contemplate the state of Israel in 2008, he might conclude the end times 
are at hand. Ifhe read Atzmon's website, he might conclude that the conversion of 
the Jews is at hand too. The unprecedented strength of the Jews coupled with the 
unprecedented weakness of the Church allows apocalyptic explanations; in fact, 
it demands them. 

At the end of history, the antichrist will be stronger than ever before, and the 
Church will be weaker than ever before. Then the messianic kingdom of heaven 
on earth, the kingdom of maximal wealth and power for the Jews, will be at hand; 
all the synagogue of Satan has sought for centuries will seem within its grasp. The 
Jews then will have a choice; according to Christian tradition, many will choose 
Christ. Why is easy to explain. Rabbi Dresner does so in his book on the plight of 
the American family which is really a tract on the plight of American Jews, who: 

in their search for passion and pleasure and power, have lost themselves in the 
kingdom of Caesar. Is it not ironic that the descendants of those who wrote the 
Psalms and offered prayer to the world became, according to all accountings, the 
least worshipful.. .. 'The chosen people seemed to flatten into normality, becom
ing what the prophets had warned against: "like the nations." ... Many postmod
em Jews have discovered a puzzling truth. No license has replaced the Law; no 
symphony, the Psalms, no chandelier, the Sabbath candles; no opera, Yom Kip
pur; no country club, the synagogue; no mansion, the home; no Jaguar, a child; 
no mistress, a wife; no banquet, the Passover seder; no towering metropolis, Je
rusalem; no impulse, the joy of doing a initzvah; no man, GodF 

At the heart of Rabbi Dresner's panegyric, we uncover the psychological 
mechanism that will lead to the Jews' conversion. When they are strong, they are 
weak. Alan Dershowitz said something similar about Jewish demographics in 
America in The Vanishing American Jew. The more wealth and power the Jews ac
cumulate, the weaker they become because wealth deprives the Jew of his perhaps 
most perduring illusion, i.e., Tevye would be happy "if! were a rich man." Tevye's 
grandchildren are far richer than he could have imagined, but as a result, many 
have become "proud, self-hating Jews," and their number is growing. Money is 
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the least important issue. As Rabbi Dresner indicates darkly, "Jews have tried all 
things." After having "exhausted modernity," Jews now "seek the recovery of the 
sacred." 

Rabbi Dresner did not understand that the sacred cannot be recovered by 
performing outmoded rites. The Jews cannot find the sacred among the dead, only 
among the living. The Church can save the world from a nuclear Masada only if 
it reasserts its traditional position, "Sicut Iudeis non." No one may harm Jews or 
disturb their worship, but Christians also have a duty to prevent Jewish subversion 
of faith and morals. The Church should condemn anti-Semitism, "hatred of the 
Jews as a race," but should not allow the Jews to define the term, because the Jews, 
in Denis Fahey's words, will use "the word to designate any form of opposition to 
themselves"58 or the cultural subversion in which they may be engaged. According 
to the Jewish definition, "anyone who opposes Jewish pretensions is more or less 
mentally deranged."59 

The Church has never been anti-Semitic. Traditional Catholic teaching has 
always involved a delicate balancing: 

On the one hand, the Church has spoken for the Jews to protect their persons 
and their worship against unjust attacks .... On the other hand, the Church has 
spoken against the Jews, when they wanted to impose their yoke on the faith
ful and provoke apostasy. She has always striven to protect the faithful from 
contamination by them. As experience in past centuries showed, if the Jews suc
ceeded in attaining to high offices of State they would abuse their powers to the 
detriment of Catholics, the church always strove to prevent Catholics from com
ing under their yoke. They were forbidden to proselytize and were not allowed to 
have Christians as slaves or servants.60 

At the darkest hour of Nazi persecution during the '30S, Pope Pius XI de
fended the Jews, proclaiming "anti-Semitism is inadmissible. We are spiritually 
Semites.''61 Less well known is the rest of what he said. After affirming it was "im
possible for Christians to be Anti-Semites," Pope Pius XI went on to say "we ac
knowledge that everyone has the right to defend himself, in other words to take 
the necessary precautions for his protection against everything that threatens his 
legitimate interests.''62 

In his gloss on Pius Xl's speech, Denis Fahey reiterates what the Church has 
always proclaimed: 

On the one hand, the Sovereign Pontiffs strive to protect the Jews from physi
cal violence and to secure respect for their family life and their worship, as the 
life and worship of human persons. On the other hand, they aim unceasingly at 
protecting Christians from the contamination ofJewish Naturalism and try to 
prevent Jews from obtaining control over Christians. The existence of the second 
needs to be strongly stressed because to some extent it has been lost sight of in 
recent times. Catholics need to be made familiar, not only with the repeated Pa
pal condemnations of the Talmud, but with the measures taken by the Sovereign 
Pontiffs to preserve society from the inroads of Jewish naturalism. Otherwise 
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they will be exposed to the risk of speaking of Pope St. Pius V and Pope Benedict 
XIV, for example, as Anti-Semites.63 

Opposition to Jewish ambition is not anti-Semitism, even if Jews portray it 
that way. The Christian must oppose anti-Semitism, defined as hatred of the Jew
ish race, but he must also oppose the Jewish agenda of opposition to Logos. The 
Catholic must oppose the agenda of the revolutionary Jew, not least when he has 
adopted, however sincerely, the tropes of conservatism to disguise his aims. 

St. Pope Pius X felt the end times had arrived in 1903, and in a sense he was 
right. By the time the dust settled after World War I, Europe's remaining Catholic 
empires had been toppled and the Jewish communist antichrist was on the throne 
of Russia's Christian Czar. Perhaps Pius X had a vision of the future when he wrote 
in October 1903 that: 

Whosoever weighs these things has certainly reason to fear that such perver
sion of mind may herald the evils announced for the end of time and as it were, 
the beginning of those calamities and that the son of perdition of whom the 
Apostle speaks may have already made his appearance here below. So great are 
the fury and hatred with which religion is everywhere assailed, that it seems to 
be a determined effort to destroy every vestige of the relation between God and 
man. On the other hand-and this is, according to the same Apostle, the special 
characteristic of Antichrist-with frightful presumption man is attempting to 
usurp the place of his Creator and is lifting himself above all that is called God .... 
is dedicating the visible world to himself as a temple, in which he has the preten
sion to receive the adoration of his fellow men. 'So that he sitteth in the temple of 
God showing himself as ifhe were God."'64 

There have been "many Antichrists"65 throughout history, and the Jews, ac
cording to Father Lemann, have welcomed them all: "Down the centuries, the 
Jews have welcomed all the enemies oEJesus Christ and his Church and have con
stituted themselves their auxiliaries. In the Great Sanhedrin, held at Paris in 1807, 

they applied the Biblical titles, exclusively reserved to the Messias to Napoleon, 
though Napoleon was not oEJewish blood. They even welcomed the principles of 
the French Revolution as the Messias: 'The Messias came for us on Feb. 28, 1790, 

with the Declaration of the Rights of Man."'66 
Inspired by Pius X's statement, Msgr. Robert Hugh Benson wrote Lord of the 

World, a novel that appeared in 1907 and was set roughly 100 years in the future, 
i.e., in 2007. In the novel a weakened English pope confronts an antichrist with the 
iconic name of Julian Felsenburgh on the plains of Megiddo. In June 2006 Pope 
Benedict XVI announced he was going to Megiddo in 2007. Megiddo is another 
word for Armageddon. The apocalyptic aura of his visit was overshadowed by the 
apocalyptic nature of the age. George Bush, like Julian the Apostate, was locked 
in an unwinnable war and threatening to extend it eastward by dropping nuclear 
weapons on Iran. The conversion of the Jews did not seem imminent. The Jews had 
never been more powerful; the Church, the antagonist of the synagogue of Satan 
for 2000 years, had never been weaker. But appearances can deceive. Benedict 
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XVI, the author of Dominus Iesus, had said, even before becoming pope, that he 
looked forward to the conversion of the Jews. Reversal was in the air. 
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Endnotes to Introduction 

1 All quotes in this section are taken from Faith, 
Reason and the University-Memories and Re
flections, talk given by Pope Benedict XVI at the 
University of Regensburg 12th September 2006 
(accessible at http://www.vatican.va/holy fa
ther/benedict xvi/speechesho06/septemberl 
documents/hf ben-xvi spe 20060912 uni
versity-regensburg en.html). 

2 See Justin Raimondo, Rotten in Denmark 
8th February 2006 http://www.antiwar.com/ 
justinl?articleid-8S12 and In Defense of Pope 
Benedict 18th September 2006 http://www.anti
war.com/justin/?articleid-qz09 . 

3 Hilaire Belloc, The Jews, p. 148-9 (Omni Pub
lications [3rd ed.] 1983). 

4 On this matter see Norman G. Finkelstein, 
Beyond Chutzpah: On the Misuse of Anti
Semitism and the Abuse of History (University 
of California Press 2005), and Alexander Cock
burn & Jeffrey St Clair (eds.), The Politics of 
Anti-Semitism, (AK Press 2003). 

5 St John Chrysostom quoted in The New Tes
tament with Commentary by Father Haydock p. 
1494, (Catholic Treasures 2000). Paul makes it 
clear that only "some» of the Jews, out of the na
tion of Jews, were cut off for unbelief. The word 
"some» distinguishes those in Israel who were 
unfaithful from those who remained faithful 
(Romans 11.4). Robert Sungenis, Not By Faith 
Alone p. 279 f68 (Queenship 1996). The Jewish 
people is "not absolutely and without remedy 
cast off for ever; but in part only [many thou
sands of them having been at first converted] 
and for a time: which fall of theirs God has been 
pleased to turn to the good of the Gentiles». See 
Challoner, quoted in The New Testament with 
Commentary by Father Haydock, p. 1494. 

While race is not directly relevant to individual 
salvation, it still plays a role in defining the 
Jewish people referred to above. Jews, being of 
the race of Abraham, can be ingrafted back into 
their "own olive-tree» by converting to Christ
the fulfillment of the promises of Abraham. 
But those that reject Christ still constitute a 
people that will perdure. If any person persists 
in his unbelief he cannot be saved-assuming 
what may well be lacking, full knowledge and 
consent in so doing. Yet Christ, who in Chris
tian belief is God Himself, offers all people His 
Love unceasingly. St Paul explains of the Jew
ish people, that insofar as they reject Christ, "a 
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hardening has come upon part ofIsrael, until 
the full number of the Gentiles come in, and 
so all Israel should be saved, as it is written ... » 
(Romans 11.25-26). 

He further adds "As regards the gospel, they 
are enemies of God, for your sake: but as re
gards election they are beloved for the sake 
of the forefathers. For the gifts and calling of 
God are irrevocable» (Romans 11. 28-29). 

The "gifts and calling» of God refers to the spir
itual blessing God wants to give Israel-Le., 
the salvation promised to Abraham, Isaac, Ja
cob and Moses (see Genesis 12.3 and Galatians 
3.8). It is for this reason that Paul reminds us 
at Romans 2.28-29 that "he is not a real Jew 
who is one outwardly, nor is true circumcision 
something external and physical. He is a Jew 
that is one inwardly, and real circumcision is 
a matter of the heart, spiritual and not literal. 
His praise is not from men but from God.» In 
other words, those Jews who are not hardened, 
but who make up a "remnant chosen by grace» 
(Romans 11. 5) are those that receive the call 
willingly and turn to Christ. But God's call to 
the fulfillment of the Abrahamic promises is 
always there for the Jewish people. And that 
people will be with us till the Second Com
ing, when, Christians believe, they will, as a 
distinct people, playa significant role during 
the End Times. 

In thinking about the fulfillment of the Abra
hamic covenant we need to remember that it 
is still active and has been made part of the 
New Covenant in Christ-Le., it is a covenant 
of grace (Galatians 3:27-29; Romans 4:13-17; 
Hebrews 10:16-18) [See CASB Apologetics 
Study Bible The Gospel According to Mat
thew p. 218, Queenship 2003]. But references 
to the Old Covenant in Scripture mean not the 
Abrahamic covenant but the Mosaic covenant 
of the Law (2 Corinthians 3:7, 14). The Mosaic 
Law had purely moral precepts, expressed in 
the Decalogue, which mostly coincide with 
the commandments of the natural moral law 
accessible to all. Insofar as the Decalogue em
bodies the natural moral law, Christ makes 
clear that concerning the Law and the Proph
ets he has come "not to abolish them but to 
fulfill them.» (Matthew 5.17) Le.,-raise them 
to a higher plane. 

The ceremonial precepts of the Mosaic Law 
no longer have force and have been formally 
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repealed [See e.g. Romans 7. 1-4. Aquinas 
further holds that to observe them as bind
ing is mortally sinful (Summa Theologiae 
Ia 2ae, q. 103 arq, ad 1).]. In any case, it is 
not obedience to the Law alone that saves. 
St Paul comments: " ... before faith came, we 
were confined under the law, kept under 
restraint until faith should be revealed. So 
that the law was our custodian until Christ 
came, that we might be justified by faith. 
But now that faith has come, we are no lon
ger under a custodian; for in Christ Jesus 
you are all sons of God, through faith. For 
as many of you as were baptized into Christ 
have put on Christ. There is neither Jew nor 
Greek, there is neither slave nor free, there 
is neither male nor female; for you are all 
one in Christ Jesus. And if you are Christ's, 
then you are Abraham's offspring, heirs ac
cording to promise." (Galatians 3.23-29). 
The Old Mosaic Covenant of Works of the 
Law could not of itself save and was, St Paul 
says, but the shadow of things to come (Co
lossians 2.17). Such a law, while a special gift 
to the Jews, was imperfect in form (consist
ing mainly of prohibitions) as well as in the 
manner of fulfillment. "It did not possess 
the power of justifying those to whom it was 
given, nor was it intended for this purpose." 
An aim of the Law was "to remind the Isra
elites of their sinfulness and to inspire them 
with a desire for Christ, who was to fulfill 
and perfect the law." [Quoted in Handbook 
of Moral Theology, p. 139 VoL1. (1925) 3rd 
Edition, B.Herder Book Co.] 

St Paul reminds us that "Do we then over
throw the law by this faith? By no means! On 
the contrary, we uphold the law."(Romans 
3.31). Yet it is not the law of the Mosaic cove
nant that can ultimately justify-(Le., bring 
about salvation of itself), even though prin
cip�es of it are maintained. 
So it is this covenant that many religious 
Jews refer back to, often through the lens 
of the later Talmud. The Christian believes 
such a Covenant has now been set aside 
once and for all and that the Jewish people 
is clinging to (and partly defined by) a Cov
enant that has not only been removed, but 
whose preparatory purpose has been ful
filled in Christ, founder of the Church-the 
New Israel. 
6 As this is only a rough outline of a defini
tion I leave to one side difficulties in clas-
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sifying e.g. Jewish heretics, children acquired 
by adoption or more recently gamete dona
tion etc. It should also be noted that "converts' 
are regarded in certain branches of Judaism 
as having an inferior position to cradle Jews 
(see Kevin MacDonald, A People That Shall 
Dwell Alone: Judaism as a Group Evolutionary 
Strategy Ch.4 and references therein. (Praeger 
1994)· 
7 Jacob Neusner, "Defining Judaism," p. 5 
collected in The Blackwell Companion to Juda
ism, ed. Jacob Neusner & Alan J. Avery-Peck 
(Blackwell Publishing 2003). 

8 Ibid. p. 6. 
9 Roy Schoeman, Salvation is from the Jews: 
The Role of Judaism in Salvation History from 
Abraham to the Second Coming; p. 360 (Igna
tius 2003). 

10 Instructive is the case of the Jewish con
vert and Carmelite monk Oswald Rufeisen 
(subsequently known as Brother Daniel) who 
appealed for Israeli citizenship under the Law 
of Return on the grounds of his ethnicity. His 
appeal was rejected by the Israeli government 
on the grounds of his conversion to Catholi
cism (decision upheld on appeal by the Su
preme Court). Finally the decision at (Ru
feisen v Minister of the Interior, (1962) 16 PO 
2428) was that any Jew converting to another 
religion would lose their preferential access 
to Israeli citizenship. Nevertheless, as Neus
ner suggests, conversion to Christianity is 
problematic in a way that moves toward other 
religions are not. (N.B. Orthodox Jewish re
ligious teaching holds that once a Jew always 
a Jew-but nevertheless holds that conversion 
to Christianity is especially egregious). 

11 It is noteworthy that the charge of idolatry 
made against Christ and Christians by cer
tain rabbis contrasts strongly with the com
paratively mild denunciations of Muslims in 
Jewish discourse. According to the controver
sial Israel Shahak, "Although the stock epithet 
gi;en t~ Muhammad is 'madman' (,meshug
ga~, this was not nearly as offensive as it may 
sound now, and in any case pales before the 
abusive terms applied to Jesus", Jewish Histo
ry, Jewish Religion: The Weight of Three Thou
sand Years, p. 98, (Pluto Press 2002). 
12 Peter Schaefer, Jesus in the Talmud (Princ
eton University Press 2007). The same can 
be said of the later Toledot Yeshu (though of 
course this work does not occupy the place in 
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Judaism that the Talmud does). Schaefer also notes 
that, "The Babylonian Jews in the Sasanian Empire, 
living in a non-Christian and even progressively 
anti-Christian environment, could easily take up, 
and continue, the discourse of their brethren in 
Asia Minor; and it seems as if they were no less 
timid in their response to the New Testament's 
message ... " (p. 129) In other words, amongst Baby
lonian Jews at least, there was no Christian perse
cution immediately preceding the writing of the 
attacks on Christ in the Talmud. 
The 

13 See Schoeman p. 124-132. 

14 Catechism of the Catholic Church, 598 (Geoffrey 
Chapman 1994). 

15 This is an important point to make. Jews, as Bel
loc noticed, have sometimes benefited from revo
lutionary movements, but often suffered. (Belloc p. 
153) Some have sympathised with such movements; 
some have opposed them. But such statements are 
concerned with a given political order. What we 
are concerned with is the undeniable fact the Jew 
is by definition, a rejecter of Christ and therefore, 
insofar as he is a rejecter of Christ he is, in some 
sense, a rejecter of the true order of the world. As 
Father Denis Fahey put it: "It is absurd and confus
ing to speak of that opposition as a plot or a con
spiracy, for not only is it clear to us but the Jews 
proclaim it openly. We must always bear in mind 
that the world is one, and that it is only through 
acceptance of Our Lord Jesus Christ as the True 
Messias that we can live our lives as the objective 
order of the world demands." (Father Denis Fahey, 
The Kingship of Christ and The Conversion of the 
Jewish Nation, p. 57 (The Christian Book Club of 
America 1993). 

16 John Henry Newman, The Arians of the Fourth 
Century, p. 13-15 (WIPF & Stock Publishers 1996). 

17 Ibid. p. 16. 

18 Louis Israel Newman, Jewish Influence on 
Christian Reform Movements (New York: Colum
bia University Press, 1925). 

19 Kevin MacDonald, Culture of Critique, p.v-vL 
(lstBooks 2002). Writers like Walter Lacquer (The 
Changing Face of Anti-Semitism: From Ancient 
Times to the Present Day (Oxford: Oxford Univer
sity Press, 2006) have said that many leaders of e.g. 
the radical left in the West "especially ... the Trotsky
ites and similar groups ... " were "non-Jewish Jews" 
(p. 181). MacDonald's definition however accom
modates such people because 1) they remain Jews 
insofar as they have not converted, especially to 
Christianity (see Neusner) and 2) they can be said 
to be leaders of a Jewish movement if they fulfill the 
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second criterion that MacDonald proposes. 
Moreover, as Albert S. Lindemann points 
out (Esau's Tears: Modern Anti-Semitism 
and the Rise of the Jews (Cambridge: Cam
bridge University Press, 2000), Jewish eth
nic background played an important role 
in divisions between differing communist 
factions (p. 452). The same author also notes 
that even "non-Jews" like Lenin could be 
considered "jewified" on account of their 
praise of things Jewish and seemingly in
consistent acceptance of the legitimacy of 
Jewish nationalism (p. 433). 

20 It should be noted that despite whatever 
elements of the natural moral law remain 
in religious Judaism, the defining rejection 
of Logos must, to a greater or lesser extent, 
undermine adherence to natural law-a 
law the very point of which is to lead to the 
Higher Logos. It should further be noted 
that the 10 Commandments are alleged by 
some to occupy no special place in obser
vance within the 613 mitzvot of Rabbinic Ju
daism and that any overemphasis on them/ 
daily recitation is allegedly condemned in 
the Talmud, tractate Berachot 12a. The ex
tent to which the Decalogue is regarded 
by Jews as concerned with natural moral 
truths is also disputed. Moreover, the Jew
ish understanding of Old Testament texts is 
markedly different from the Christian. As 
Guenter Stemberger points out, referring to 
tractate Abot (an addition to the Mishnah): 
"Moses received not just the "Torah," that 
is the Pentateuch, but Torah as such, Le., 
not limited to its written expression, from 
Sinai, and handed it on in an unbroken suc
cession to Joshua, the elders, and so on until 
the Rabbinic masters of the second century. 
What is written in the Mishnah and has no 
evident basis in the Bible is therefore never
theless part of the Torah revealed to Moses 
on Sinai...In a second stage, this oral Torah 
has to be united with the written Torah"
ultimately the oral and written Torah are 
essentially the same revelation. Stemberg
er, as if to emphasise the difference from 
Christianity adds, "In a period in which 
Judaism had to share the text of the written 
Torah with Christianity, which had taken it 
(in the form of the Septuagint) as part of its 
Jewish heritage, the oral Torah became the 
essential mark of the true people of God, 
distinguishing them from all those who 
knew only the written Torah.", Guenter 
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Stemberger, The Formation of Rabbinic 
Judaism p. 88 collected in The Blackwell 
Companion to Judaism, ed. Jacob Neusner 
& Alan J. Avery-Peck (Blackwell Publishing 
2003). Attempts have been made to suggest 
that Natural Law is a constant element in 
Jewish thought (David Novak, Natural Law 
in Judaism, Cambridge University Press 
1998). Such a position is at odds with the 
view of the vast majority of Jewish scholars, 
and it is hard to see how a Natural Law eth
ics is to be found in e.g. the Mishna and the 
Babylonian Talmud (as opposed to the Old 
Testament-which, however, is interpreted 
through latter texts). Michael A. Hoffmann 
II notes that there are "numerous examples 
of Old Testament denigration and nullifi
cation in the Talmudic and post-Talmudic 
texts ... The Talmud, at tractate 49b, relates 
how the execution of the prophet Isaiah was 
a justifiable penalty for his having said of 
the Israelite people that they had unclean 
lips (Isaiah 6.5). This is what the oral tra
dition of the Pharisees and their rabbinic 
heirs, taught about the prophet Isaiah, that 
he was killed and that he got what he de
served for having offended the Israelites by 
daring to say they had unclean lips. Christ 
knew the oral traditions of the Pharisees 
and this may be what he was referring to 
when he stated in Matthew 23.31 "you are 
witnesses against yourselves" concern
ing the murder of the prophets." (Johann 
Andres Eisenmenger, The Traditions of the 
Jews, edited by J.P Stehelin, Introduction by 
Michael A. Hoffmann II p. 80-81 (Indepen
dent History & Research 2006». Official 
Catholic teaching is clear on the relation
ship between Christ, the Natural Law and 
rejection of Christ. Pope Pius XI in the En
cyclical Mit Brennender Sorge (14/03/1937) 
wrote: "No faith in God can for long survive 
pure and unalloyed without the support of 
faith in Christ. "No one knoweth who the 
Son is, but the Father: and who the Father is, 
but the Son and all to whom the Son will re
veal Him" (Luke 10. 22). "Now this is eternal 
life: That they may know thee, the only true 
God, and Jesus Christ whom thou has sent" 
(John 17. 3). Nobody, therefore, can say: "I 
believe in God, and that is enough religion 
for me," for the Savior's words brook no eva
sion: "Whosoever denieth the Son, the same 
hath not the Father. He that confesseth the 

1082 

Son hath the Father also" (1 John 2. 23) ... 
It is on faith in God, preserved pure and 
stainless, that man's morality is based. All 
efforts to remove from under morality and 
the moral order the granite foundation 
of faith .. .lead[sl ... to moral degradation. 
(14,29). Even more striking in the context 
of this discussion is Pope Leo XIIIs state
ment in Tametsi Futura Prospicientibus 
(01/11/1900): "When Jesus Christ is absent, 
human reason fails, being bereft ofits chief 
protection and light, and the very end is 
lost sight of, for which, under God's provi
dence, human society has been built up. 
This end is the obtaining by the members 
of society of natural good through the aid 
of civil unity, though always in harmony 
with the perfect and eternal good which is 
above nature" (8). 

It is important to understand the relation
ship between Higher and Lower logos. The 
Higher Logos (Christ) is understood as part 
of the supernatural order. To understand 
Jesus as the Second Person of the Trinity 
requires the special supernatural gift of 
faith; it doesn't just follow logically by a 
process of human reasoning, from discern
ing the natural moral law (logos) inscribed 
in the hearts of all men (Romans 1-2). So 
likewise, going in reverse order, rejecting 
Christ by resisting the theological virtue of 
faith offered by the Holy Spirit does not of 
itself mean, in theory or practice, rejecting 
the "lower logos" of natural law. 

However, as M. A. Krapiec, O.P. follow
ing St. Thomas Aquinas, says "to become 
aware of the existence of the law of nature 
is nothing other than to become aware of 
one's own ratinality, proportional to the 
nature of contingent being. This means 
that the human being, existing contig
nently, is a being "through participation in 
the Absolute. By participating in the Ab
solute, he or she particpates, at the same 
time, in its rationality and also in Eternal 
Law .... An inferior being participates in a 
superior being, and particularly, contigent 
beings participate in the Absolute, by the 
fact that they are: a) caused by the Abso
lute (that is God is the efficient cause), b) 
The Absolute is for them a model, that is, 
the ultimate exemplary cause, c) The Ab-/ 
solute is for them at the same time the final 
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cause .... If, therefore, we affirm that natural law is 
the participation in Eternal Law, this means that 
the human being's naturally oriented inclinations 
come from the Absolute, in the sense of triple cau
sality of external causes described above" (Person 
and Natural Law, Peter Lang, 1993, p. 199). 
Given the above, we can say that to knowingly 
reject the revealed Higher Logos can never be an 
act in accordance with the Natural Law (lower 
Logos). We might say that such an act is pragmati
cally contradictory. However, to knowingly reject 
Higher Logos is also to create a certain instabil
ity in one's ability to discern the lower logos, even 
though the lower logos can be known naturally. 
For access to the lower logos is partly reliant on 
the contingent nature of the human subject. And 
to admit this contingency is to begin to admit the 
existence of an Absolute Who, Christians believe, 
has revealed Himself in the Second Person of the 
Trinity as the Higher Logos. Rejectionism in the 
sense applied in this volume to Jews (though not 
to any specific individuals) will inevitably affect 
appreciation of the Natural Law. 

21 Modras 346-7. 
22 Daniel Jonah Goldhagen, A Moral Reckoning: 
the Role of the Catholic Church in the Holocaust 
and its Unfulfilled Duty of Repair, p. 37 (Vintage 
2003). 
23 Yona Metzger, Yesterday, Today and Tomor
row, America, October 24th 2005. 

instantly" have a long history and have in 
recent times regained popularity in cer
tain Jewish congregations close to the Gush 
~munim. Nor can they be said to have orig
mated as a result of Christian persecution, 
for they were allegedly recited while Chris
tians were still a persecuted minority. 
The Scripture passages that form the basis 
of the prayer are full of references to veils, 
blindness etc. St Paul strikingly states that 
"Sin~e we have such a hope, we are very bold, 
not hke Moses who put a veil over his face so 
that the Israelites might not see the end of 
the fading splendour. But their minds were 
hardened; for to this day, when they read 
the old covenant, that same veil remains 
unlifted, because only through Christ is it 
taken away. Yes, to this day whenever Moses 
is read a veil lies over their minds; but when 
a man turns to the Lord the veil is lifted" (2 
Corinthians 3.12-16). 

Before these words were written Christ had 
spoken of the blindness ofIsrael: "'You shall 
indee? hear but never understand, and you 
shall mdeed see but never perceive'" (Mat
thew 13.14-16). 
The pope's recent intervention on the issue of 
the Good Friday prayer has apparently led to 
Walter Cardinal Kasper now rejecting dual 
covenant theology. See Thomas Pink,http:// 
www.ratzingerfanclub.com/blog/2008/04/ 

24 Shahak p. 92-93. He also claims that Jew
ish prayers asking that Christians "may perish kaspers-attack-on-dual-covenant.html 
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the 'Satmar Gonniff stole tens of millions of dollars throughout his thirty 
years at Satmar. The government finally caught up with him, he plea 
bargained, and stayed out of jail. Do not tell me that the Rebbe did not know 
where all these millions came from. Leib Pinter, the notorious Bnai Torah 
fraudster, stole millions of dollars for non existent government lunch 
programs. Every single Chassidic Mosad participated willfully and knowingly 
with Pinter. Munkascz, Vishnitz, Ger, Belz, Satmar, Skver, Bobov, and all 
the other midgets with fur hats and long filthy black bathrobes, had a direct 
hand in this and all other government frauds through Pinter and his cohorts. 
Pinter went to jail. Pinter has been indicted again for mortgage fraud. He is 

the 'energizer' goniff26, he keeps stealing & stealing & stealing When they 
got caught, these nice guys, rebbes, threw the front men to the dogs. There 
was drug money laundering, and drug selling through Bobov. Maher Reiss 
went to jail. The Munkaczer's brother, the Dinover Rebbe, brother in-law of 
the Vyepoler Rebbe (Frankel's shul27 in Flatbush), was caught drug 
smuggling. But they have pretty shuls and fancy homes. Every single time 
records had to be produced, all of a sudden the files somehow got destroyed 
by fire....Skver, Bobov, Munkascz, Satmar, Gur....all had fire sales. 

"You criminals alter the Torah to suit your dementia. You all belong in 
mental hospitals when you get out of jail. You guys sicken me. There is not 
an honest person among you! I have more respect for Al Capone than I have 
for you. He did not hide his fraud and theft behind God. 

"Shlomo Halberstam, the first misfit of Bobov, landed in New York after 
the war. He had his butt fired at the first shul that hired him...This holy 
genius moved to Crown Heights and ran a kindergarten. His job was to give 
the kids candies. I swear this is true, I spoke to one of those 'kids.' A few 
lunatic admirers of this Don Juan, decided to move him to Boro Park. So 
what that he had no clue about learning. He made them feel good, what else 
matters? He was a master at his game....his father advised his kehilla in 
Poland not to worry about the Nazis, and assured them that no harm would 
come to them. He was a "holy" man, surely his bracha had G-D's seal of 
approval. Well, you know the end of that story. The 'holy' men from Gur and 
Belz gave the same advice to their followers. They would do and say anything 

2 6 Con-man. 

2 7 Synagogue. 























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































JUDAISM DISCOVERED 473 MICHAEL HOFFMAN 

of "Eretz Israel" to a non-Judaic, i.e. to Palestinians. In the summer of 2004, 
Avigdor Neventzal, Chief Rabbi of the Old City in Jerusalem stated: "It 
should be known that anyone who wants to give away Israeli land is like a 
rodef, and certainly land should not be given to non-Jews. Anyone ceding 
parts of the Land of Israel to gentiles is, from a halakhic point of view, 
subject to din rodef." This term, "subject to din rodef denotes "classified as a 
pursuer." Apologists explain the killing of a rodef in terms of an 
understandable, common sense survival ethic: "someone comes to kill you, 
you kill him first." 5 5 9 What apologists don't tell you is that rodef is defined 
broadly —a tipster who identifies a Judaic child molester to the police, an 
unborn baby "pursuing" its mother, or an Israeli Prime Minister who signs 
the Oslo accords. In a tyranny, a word is anything the tyrants say it is, and in 
Orthodox Judaism a rodef is defined so loosely it encompasses whomever the 
rabbinate wants bumped off. 

One can say that the entire nation of Palestinians have been classified 
en masse as din rodef. Several prominent Israeli rabbis, including Rabbi 
Haim Druckman, declared on Sept. 7, 2004 that "killing enemy civilians 
during war is normal." So what problem do the rabbis have with Hitler? 
Simply stated, his sin was based on the fact that, mistakenly thinking he was 
head of the Master Race, Hitler killed human beings; whereas Israelis, who 
know for certain they are the Master Race, merely snuff-out sub-humans. 

"A group of fourteen prominent rabbis, led by Druckman, who are 
considered authorities by the religious-Zionist public, asked the Israeli army 
not to flinch from killing Palestinian civilians in the context of the ongoing 
military campaign against armed groups resisting the occupation. Druckman, 
71, is one of the most prominent and veteran leaders of the religious Zionist 
movement, has been a public figure for over 50 years, since serving as a 
revered leader in the Bnei Avika youth movement in the early 1950s. In a 
letter to the Israeli defense minister, Shaul Mofaz, published on Sept. 7, 
2004, the rabbis said killing enemy civilians is 'normal' during time of war 
and that the Israeli occupation army should never hesitate to kill non-Jewish 
civilians in order to save Jewish lives. The rabbis quoted a Talmudic edict, 
from the ancient 'sage,' Rabbi Akiva, as stating: 'Our lives come first.' The 
Israeli newspaper Haaretz (Sept. 9) warned that Israeli '...soldiers, and even 

5 5 9 Cf. Midrash Tanhuma, section Mattot, section 3 (on Numbers). 
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