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Editor's Note




This volume is published posthumously. Philip Eversoul completed the manuscript prior to his death in 2007. The text is presented substantially as written, with only minor editorial adjustments made for formatting and clarity in preparation for publication. 

The editor’s role has been limited to preserving and presenting the author’s work for a contemporary audience. Responsibility for the views expressed rests with the author alone, and their inclusion here does not imply endorsement by the editor.








  
    
      Contents

    

    
      
        
        
          
      	
      
      
        About the Author
        
        
            
            
            
            
    
      

    
        
        
        
          
      	
      
      
        Introduction
        
        
            
            
            
            
    
      

    
        
        
        
          
      	
      
      
        1.
        
        Origins of the Mosaic Code
        
        
            
            
            
            
    
      

    
        
        
        
          
      	
      
      
        2.
        
        The Mosaic Code and Jesus
        
        
            
            
            
            
    
      

    
        
        
        
          
      	
      
      
        3.
        
        Paul— Originator of Christianity
        
        
            
            
            
            
    
      

    
        
        
        
          
      	
      
      
        4.
        
        The JINN and Masonry
        
        
            
            
            
            
    
      

    
        
        
        
          
      	
      
      
        5.
        
        The Religion of the Holocaust
        
        
            
            
            
            
    
      

    
        
        
        
          
      	
      
      
        6.
        
        The Two World Wars
        
        
            
            
            
            
    
      

    
        
        
        
          
      	
      
      
        7.
        
        The Cold War
        
        
            
            
            
            
    
      

    
        
        
        
          
      	
      
      
        8.
        
        Christian Zionism
        
        
            
            
            
            
    
      

    
        
        
        
          
      	
      
      
        9.
        
        Assimilation and Self-Deception
        
        
            
            
            
            
    
      

    
        
        
        
          
      	
      
      
        10.
        
        The Jewish Gene Pool
        
        
            
            
            
            
    
      

    
        
        
        
          
      	
      
      
        Bibliography
        
        
            
            
            
            
    
      

    
        
        
      

    

  


  
  
About the Author





Phil Eversoul grew up in Chicago. I’m not sure when he was born, but it must have been in the mid 1940‘s, since he was just a bit older than myself. His parents were Eastern European Jews of Russian origin. They were atheist Communists and they followed the Moscow party line in their thinking and worldview, but with no loss of loyalty to their Jewish identity. 

Phil received a prestigious education at the University of Chicago and was fully trained to be an academic scholar, but soon afterwards had a life-changing experience as a result of an existential crisis. Everything he had learned from his education and upbringing had convinced him that reality, and his participation in it, was a meaningless and pointless exercise in futility. Before doing away with himself, which seemed like the only reasonable thing to do, it somehow occurred to him to lay the whole matter before God, if indeed there was a God.

This triggered an inner transformation that eventually led him to the Urantia Book. By the time I met Phil in San Francisco in the mid 1970‘s, he had given himself a new surname and was a thoroughly dedicated student of the Urantia Book’s teachings. He remained so for the rest of his life. We became good friends and stayed in contact up until his death a few years ago.

Phil’s uncompromising insistence upon freedom of thought and “following the truth wherever it may lead” brought an end to his hopes for an academic career, but not to his tireless writing and research efforts. He was unwilling to stay within the boundaries of “political correctness” that govern most American academic institutions, and instead determined that he would dedicate his life to an unhindered study of Jewish history and Jewish issues, while earning a living by other means.

His unyielding attitude and unwelcome discoveries led to a painful estrangement from his family. He also aroused unwanted attention from “watchers’ who report to the ADL, which effectively closed off any possibility of finding a mainstream publisher for his writings. But he pressed on, regardless.

By combining the intellectual rigor of his academic training with an insider’s view of certain aspects of Jewish culture that are ordinarily hidden behind closed doors, along with a wide-ranging study of history and a strong grasp of spiritual understanding from the Urantia Book, he was able to offer a rare and highly coherent analysis of deeply important matters concerning the state of affairs on this world.

While Phil may not have been gifted with easy-going social graces, he always spoke honestly, and he was by far the most skilled person I have ever known in the art of conversation, a tradition from his heritage that he upheld to a high standard. He would sometimes remind me of a heavily armored sea mollusk. He could seem unwelcoming and impenetrable on the outside, while producing pearls of tremendous value on the inside.

Before he died, he left me with his unpublished works, the most important of which, I believe, is his unparalleled study of the relationship between Judaism and Christianity. This is not lightweight or carelessly conceived material. Phil examines the views of many significant authors while building his arguments. He brings great depth to the subjects he covers. Even so, his writing style is very engaging, like good conversation.

In his writing, Phil never avoided controversial topics. Like a wise elder, he always preferred difficult truth over the easy convenience of socially acceptable false beliefs. His approach, as he carefully explains in the introduction to his book, is focused on the impersonal characteristics and behaviors of cultures and social institutions, and never on the unfair stereotyping of individuals:

“This book has nothing at all to say about the worthiness or unworthiness of individuals, Jewish or otherwise, nor should it presume to do so. What I may criticize or scrutinize is the object, not the subject. The culture, not the person. In this manner, be it noted, I am as unsparing of Christianity as I am of Judaism.

“What is essential is to find an impersonal and objective way to look at a society or a culture throughout its history so that judgment of individuals, or of a collection of individuals, is avoided. In this way one can feel free to come to any conclusion that the examination of the facts warrants without feeling that one has committed a moral wrong against persons. This is my starting point.”1



-Charles
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Introduction





Historical entities such as Christianity and Judaism that have survived for centuries and millennia have largely unalterable characteristics that include clusters of ideas, attitudes, values, outlooks, practices, customs, and habits, resulting in a culture. 

There is a period of origination to each unique historical entity, such as a state, a nation, a religion, or a society. In this gestation period, all the essential traits are implanted, embodied, or received. Such an entity is the result not only of cultural conditioning or only of genetics but a unique fusion of both. There is no such thing as a biologically pure race, but there are culturally created quasi-races that function as a race within their culture.

These quasi-races have historically been the foundation of nationhood, for they provide the necessary sense of social unity, social solidarity, and social integrity. A true nation is an integrated whole, not a chaos or mishmash of competing cultures and competing quasi-races. The survival of such a “multi-cultural” nation, in the absence of some new and unprecedented unifying factor, will inevitably be at risk, for it has no firm basis.

In spite of the fact of individual freedom, there could be no such thing as Jews unless there was a Jewish people, a Jewish culture, and a Jewish nation. There cannot be a Jewish people, a Jewish culture, or a Jewish nation unless Jews have common characteristics that persist through time and that create inevitable and observable patterns. In general, the same is true of Christianity (or of any other historical reality), although Christianity is not race-based the way Judaism is.

In human history, surviving social entities can be called institutions. Institutions, by their nature, are deterministic: they manifest their inherent structure in entirely predictable ways once the structure and the interplay of its infrastructures are understood. This is, after all, what people want and seek: stability, endurability, safety. Humans create their institutions on the basis of agreement, common doctrine and common patterns of behavior. Human institutions are made to be predictable and understandable so that necessary and inevitable patterns occur for the sake of social benefit. 

In such a way are Judaism and Christianity to be understood. They are vast and complex structures, but as structures, they have inherent traits that ensure inevitable or necessary ways of thinking and acting, so that the institution is maintained and preserved if possible. If not, the institution starts to disintegrate. 

On the other hand, each individual has freedom and choice and is not necessarily bound by the dictates or usual patterns of his culture. He is free to decide the degree of loyalty, cooperation, and identification he will give to his institutions. Each person must be judged on this basis, whether Jew or Christian. 

From this tension between freedom and determinism, the personal and the impersonal, two conclusions can be drawn:


	No matter what the power of the institution or culture, the individual has the freedom to determine his relationship to it.


	No matter what the freedom of the individual may do in deciding his relationship to the institution or culture, the institution or culture will retain its inherent characteristics and will continue to proceed on its inevitable course regardless of individual choices.





Three corollaries suggest themselves:


	The institution cannot destroy or entirely control the freedom of the individual.


	The individual cannot destroy or entirely control the characteristics of the institution.


	The most each can do is modify the other.





The interplay suggested by corollary (3) often results in subgroups, or various shades of opinion expressed in the political spectrum. Such subgroups mediate between the individual and his cultural totality. The different political groupings within any such gestalt testify to the existence of that gestalt to which all the subgroups are more or less loyal no matter what their differences. 

Taking the interplay of subgroups into account, we can state that cultural or institutional purposes, goals, intentions, motives, attitudes, beliefs, practices, activities, philosophy and theology can be ascribed to historical entities regardless of the variations of such realities among individuals of the associated culture. That is the approach that this book will take.  

The culture of Judaism, together with its internal politics, has its purposes and practices regardless of the life-choices of individual Jews who may not fit the pattern or who may be exceptions to the rule. The same is true for Christianity. They both can, and should, be criticized or condemned or challenged or assessed as impersonal entities, and no judgment or stereotyping of individuals is involved or is relevant.

No attempt to account for history or social behavior should be held to the impossible task, and false standard, of making generalizations that apply to all individuals. The study of history and cultures is not the attempt to account for the choices and behavior of all individuals. It is therefore false and misleading to object to descriptions of historical entities, cultural patterns, or social behavior by saying, “Not all Jews are like x,” or “not all Christians are like y.” No one here is trying to say that they are.

This book, therefore, is not trying to describe all Jews, as persons, or all Christians, as persons. This book is trying to describe Judaism and Christianity as historical realities and is trying to make assessments of them. To be fair to all Jews or Christians, as persons, one would have to write a very big book indeed.

Let me give an illustration. In his classic work Antisemitism (1893), Bernard Lazare says,

“The different varieties of antisemitism may, then, be reduced to three: Christian antisemitism, economic antisemitism, and ethnological [racial] antisemitism. In our examination just made we have pointed out that the grievances of the antisemites were religious grievances, social grievances, ethnologic grievances, national grievances, intellectual and moral grievances. To the antisemite the Jew is an individual of a foreign race, incapable of adapting himself, hostile to Christian civilization and religion; immoral, antisocial, of an intellectuality different from the Aryan intellectuality, and to cap it all, a depredator and wrongdoer.”1

The key to the problem is the phrase “the Jew,” or in other phrasing, “the Jews.” When one uses such a phrase, one creates an ambiguity that in turn can create an injustice. If it is clear from context that “the Jew” or “the Jews” refers not to a person or a set of persons but to national or cultural characteristics, then one is on firm ground as long as one’s attributions to the nation or culture are accurate. But if the context allows a reading of “the Jew” or “the Jews” to mean a group of individuals, then one is obliged to be accurate about each person. It is morally wrong to hate persons as persons, but it may be morally correct, and even morally necessary, to hate or condemn or disapprove of what a person, reflecting his culture or nation, may do, say, or believe. 

On the one hand, no one acts purely as an individual. One always acts, to some degree, in expression of agreement or disagreement with one’s culture or nation. To the extent that one acts in harmony with one’s culture or nation, one is making it the source of one’s acts. To that extent, the culture or nation is responsible for, or expressive of, what one does. On the other hand, if one acts in disagreement with one’s culture or nation, one is making oneself, and not the culture or nation, responsible. In such a case it is wrong to connect the culture or nation to the act, except in a negative way, and instead the individual must be recognized as acting out of his own freedom to pursue a new path.

To the anti-anti-semite, (one who seeks to expose the evils of so-called anti-semitism), the typical tactic is to assert that all those who criticize or condemn aspects of Judaism are likewise those who criticize or condemn Jews as persons. The idea is to make all criticism (or condemnation) of Judaism disreputable, disgraceful, and taboo by asserting that Jews are being personally attacked in some way whenever such criticism (or condemnation) is voiced. 

In fact, within Judaism, Gentile “anti-semitism” is generally seen as a pretended criticism of some objective aspect of Judaism, while the real purpose is believed to be an attack on Jews personally. The underlying assumption is that Judaism and Jews are, in truth, above any valid criticism from non-Jews, and that any attempt at such criticism is really a veiled attack on Jews personally, which must be exposed for the contemptible action it is. The accusation of “anti-semitism” is always connected to an attack on a person’s character, and thus the word itself has an unethical modus operandi.

Mr. Lazare is not the typical anti-anti-semite who seeks to win arguments with ad hominem attacks. Instead, he is that rare Jew who is, for the most part, able to be objective and fair in his analysis of the conflict between Jews and Gentiles. Because of this, he can see right and wrong on both sides, and he can respond to the criticism of what he calls “antisemites” with reasoned arguments and not with veiled attacks on their integrity. He is opposed to what he calls “antisemitism,” and seeks to expose its fallacies, but, as an honorable gentleman, he does not stoop to calumny to prove his case. 

Let us take the second sentence from Mr. Lazare’s paragraph and change it into terms that are unquestionably impersonal:

“To the antisemite Judaism (not “the Jew”) offers a foreign race, incapable of adapting itself, hostile to Christian civilization and religion; immoral, antisocial, of an intellectuality different from the Aryan intellectuality, and to cap it all, a depredator and wrongdoer.”

Such a statement provides issues that can be discussed and debated without the possible injustice of accusing individuals of such characteristics, to wit:


	Does Judaism arrive in Christendom in the form of a foreign race with an alien and hostile culture?


	Is Judaism incapable of adapting itself to Christian civilization and religion?


	Is Judaism, relative to Christian civilization, immoral, antisocial, or of a different intellectuality?


	Is Judaism, relative to Christian civilization, a depredator or wrongdoer?





These issues can be discussed or debated without the implication that those who raise them must necessarily be haters of Jews as persons or that their criticism is an insincere way of disguising their true intentions, which are disreputable. Mr. Lazare, in the first chapter of his book “Antisemitism,” admitted the truth of some of the assertions about the negative aspects of Judaism. He said,

“Why was [the Jew] ill-treated and hated alike and in turn by the Alexandrians and the Romans, by the Persians and the Arabs, by the Turks and the Christian nations? Because, everywhere up to our own days the Jew was an unsociable being.

“Why was he unsociable? Because he was exclusive, and his exclusiveness was both political and religious, or rather he held fast to his political and religious cult, to his law.”2

The irony is that if “antisemitism” were ever to be recognized or accepted as a valid, or potentially valid criticism of Judaism, then another word for it would have to be invented, for the current word has always been intended as a way to defame and silence any non-Jew (and sometimes Jews as well) for daring to offer criticism or condemnation. 

The problem involved in making a sincere and thoroughgoing critique of Judaism, as this book intends, is that the false and misleading issue of “anti-semitism” always arises in response because of the general inability, a cultural characteristic of the Jewish side, to make the essential distinction on which this book depends, between the person and the institution where criticism is concerned. 

This book has nothing at all to say about the worthiness or unworthiness of individuals, Jewish or otherwise, nor should it presume to do so. What I may criticize or scrutinize is the object, not the subject. The culture, not the person. In this manner, be it noted, I am as unsparing of Christianity as I am of Judaism. 

What is essential is to find an impersonal and objective way to look at a society or a culture throughout its history so that judgment of individuals, or of a collection of individuals, is avoided. In this way one can feel free to come to any conclusion that the examination of the facts warrants without feeling that one has committed a moral wrong against persons. This is my starting point.

I should add the caution that I am not a historian and I do not pretend to be one. I am dependent on historians for accurate accounts. Historians are good at describing the trees in the forest, but I have found that they are poor at describing the forest itself. It is the nature of their job that they cannot devote the greater part of their energies to describing the big picture. They are not seers, visionaries, or even political philosophers. Their fundamental task, if they are true to it, is to get the facts straight and the sequence of events straight. Beyond that, if they have any insight to add, that is frosting on the cake. 

Because of the analytical limits of their task, they tend to describe one tree at a time. The task of describing the forest itself is not theirs, for it is too big a task for research alone. This is where a person like myself might make a contribution. Hence this book.






1.
       Bernard Lazare, “Antisemitism”, trans. G. Keane (London: William Heinemann, 1894), 118.
    

2.
       Lazare, “Antisemitism”, 9.
    










  
  

Chapter 1

Origins of the Mosaic Code






In his book, The Controversy of Zion , Douglas Reed makes a series of all-important distinctions between the older Israelite religious tradition of the northern tribes prior to 700 B.C. and the newer Judahite religious cult that began to develop afterwards, especially after 621 BC, under the leadership of the Pharisees and Levites.  The Israelites of the northern tribes had never been part of the later-forming Judahite religion of racial and religious exclusivism and separation, with its strictly nationalistic Jehovah, innumerable commandments, its Levitical priesthood, and continuous blood-sacrifices of animals.

“From the moment when it first appears as an entity this tribe of Judah has a strange look. It was always cut off, and never got on well with its neighbors. Its origins are mysterious. It seems from the beginning, with its ominous name, somehow to have been set apart, rather than to have been ‘chosen.’”1

Reed then quotes Josef Kastein’s History and Destiny of the Jews, in speaking of the Judahites, as saying,

“They demanded an order of existence fundamentally different from that of the people about them. These were differences which allowed of no process of assimilation to others. They demanded separation, absolute differentiation.”2

This Judahite cult of Jehovah, which arose after the original Israelite religious traditions of the First Temple, was the origin of what we now call Judaism or the Jewish religion. Reed explains that

“The ancient Israelites built on current ideas, and by this means apparently were well on the way to a universal religion when they were swallowed up by mankind.”3

This “swallowing up” refers to the Assyrian conquest of 721 BC, which transported the Israelites to the area between the Black and Caspian Seas. The presumably universal religion, in process of development by the Israelites, was stymied by the Assyrian conquest. Reed continues,

“Then [after the disappearance of the Israelite tribes] Judah put the process into reverse, so that the effect is that of a film run backward. The masters of Judah, the Levities, as they drew up their Law also took what they could use from the inheritance of other peoples and worked it into the stuff they were molding. They began with the one just God of all men, whose voice had been briefly heard from the burning bush (in the oral tradition), and in the course of five books of their written Law [the Pentateuch] turned him into the racial, bargaining, Jehovah who promised territory, treasure, blood, and power over others in return for a ritual of sacrifice, to be performed at a precise place in a specified land.

“Thus they founded the permanent counter-movement to all universal religions and identified the name Judah with the doctrine of self-segregation from mankind, racial hatred, murder in the name of religion, and revenge.”

“The perversion thus accomplished may be traced in the Old Testament, where Moses first appears as the bearer of the moral commandments and good neighbor [sic], and ends as a racial mass-murderer, the moral commandments having been converted into their opposites between Exodus and Numbers. In the course of this same transmutation the god who begins by commanding the people not to kill or to covet their neighbors’ goods or wives, finishes by ordering a tribal massacre of a neighboring people, only the virgins to be saved alive!

“Thus the achievement of the itinerant priests who mastered the tribe of Judah, so long ago, was to turn one small, captive people away from the rising idea of a God of all men, to reinstate a bloodthirsty tribal deity and racial law, and to send the followers of this creed on their way through the centuries with a destructive mission.”4

In corroboration of Reed’s insight, there is a penetrating little study of the cruel and bloodthirsty Jehovah, in a booklet of 65 pages circa 1958 called The Sadist God, by a certain Jack Bays of Cedaredge, Colorado. The power of Jack Bays’ analysis lies in his spiritual insight that it is preposterous for a spirit-led person to believe in Jehovah, whose nature is as unspiritual as it is possible to be. 

Before proceeding into Jack Bays’ booklet, let me first answer those apologists for Jehovah who would argue, from conventional wisdom, that the reasons for Jehovah’s intolerance of non-Jews and his injunctions for mass murder of the peoples conquered by the Jews were, first, to insure the ethnic purity of the Israelites, they being the only people of God, and second, to abolish idolatry. The answer is simple: on the assumption (which we will later expose as false) that the Books of Moses reflect accurate history, the undesirable people, if such they truly were, could have been made to move away, thereby preventing their annihilation. Even in those days it would not have been an impossible task, and it would have been a far more decent thing for God to command than mass slaughter and total destruction with its accompanying mercilessness. 

Of course, this presumes that we humans have some idea of how God should behave, or what God is truly like, and that is where spiritual insight enters. With such insight, which is itself a gift of God, we know that the true God, acting on his own true ethics, would never do what the Old Testament portrays him, at times, as doing. This principle is what Jack Bays is relying on without ever saying so.

He quotes Deuteronomy:

“‘And when the Lord thy God shall deliver them before thee; thou shall smite them, and utterly destroy them…not show mercy unto them.’ (Deut. 7:2)

“‘Thou shall save alive nothing that breatheth.’ (Deut. 20:16). Why? Because they had a different religion. This is tolerance as taught by the Bible.

“‘He left none remaining, but utterly destroyed all that breathed, as the Lord God of Israel commanded.’ (Josh. 10:40). (Women, children, even babes in arms slaughtered by these fiends and the massacre blamed on God.)

“‘And we took all of his cities at that time and utterly destroyed the men, and the women, and the little ones of every city.’ (Deut. 2:34)

“‘And we utterly destroyed them, men, women and children of every city. (Deut. 3:6).

“(Lovely stuff for Christians to put out as the word of God!).

“(We are told that sometimes with the permission of God these brutes saved the virgins to satisfy the lusts of the soldiers and priests. See Num. 31: 24-40.) You believers should kneel before your beds tonight and ask God’s forgiveness that you ever said you believed that your heavenly Father was guilty of such villainous outrages.”5

The objection could be made that the Bible is speaking of rough times when the Jews did not have fine morals. But the same cannot be said of God, whose morals, being perfect, are not supposed to improve over time. On the assumption that the Bible is the perfect word of God, it is supposed to give us an absolute and perfect standard, and it is for this reason, apparently, that Jack Bays is outraged at the barbarity of the standards offered by both Jehovah and his chosen people. Even if the Bible is not assumed to portray absolute and perfect standards but is seen in an evolutionary context of spiritual development, the God portrayed in it should not offend the minimum standards of human decency that are currently held. Jack Bays shows that this “God” does so offend.

“The whole nation of the Amelikites were destroyed utterly by the command of God, we are told, because of something that an ancestor had done 400 years before. (1 Sam. 15:2-3) How can a civilized people perpetuate such villainous lies about God and still claim to have faith in God? How absurd can people be?

“Because David numbered the people, God is accused of sending a pestilence on the people that killed off about 200,000 men, women and children. 2 Sam. 24:15 says “70,000 men,” and the women and children are never considered worthy of mention by the Bible writers. In the next verse we are told that it finally dawned upon the Lord that he was making a great mistake, and ‘the Lord repented him of the evil.’ Just think of teaching that the God of the universe is a great dumb monster who goes about slaughtering innocent people and that once in a while it dawns upon him that he is committing an evil.

“It is hard to imagine a moron dumb enough to believe such insulting stories about God.”6

Blunt words. We should remember that these are the books that Christianity has always held to have equal value with the teachings of Jesus in the New Testament. Jack Bays expresses the spirit of Jesus, in his own human way, in his reading of the Old Testament. The essential spiritual point is that there is an irreconcilability here between Jehovah and Jesus. It is instructive to let Jack Bays continue:

“The nations around them were not so brutal as they, according to the Israelites’ own records. Six different times they were under the sway of other people and were not slaughtered. Had they been treated in Israelite style there would have been none of them left. But whenever the Israelites got the upper hand the command was to slay utterly old and young. Many times their cities were captured and sometimes whole tribes but they were merely carried away and never slaughtered as for example, 1 Sam. 30:2 tells of the Amelekites taking Zilag and it says, ‘they slew not any either great or small but carried them away.’ How unlike the chosen people.”7

From such examples as this Jack Bays concludes,

“The Bible presents God as such a brute that only brutal people suited him.

“Jehovah not only chose the worst tribe as his own, but picked out the very worst ones of the lot for his special favorites. Reading of these ‘men of God’ is like reading a rogue’s gallery. Every one was a villain, and most were guilty of murder as well as other evils.”8

Jack Bays then illustrates his conclusion by giving what he sarcastically calls “moral examples from the Bible.” To cite just a few:

“Joshua was another war criminal, who killed captives, old and young, except girls taken for immoral purposes. He had no conception of justice or mercy at all. This is shown by his burning of Achen’s whole family for an offense that Achen had committed. The Lord ordered the massacre of this family, we are told. (Josh. 7:10-26).”

“Samuel was a villainous old murderer instead of the holy man of God that he is pictured as being to Sunday school pupils. ‘And Samuel hewed Agag in pieces before the Lord,’ (1 Sam. 15:33).

“This was as villainous a murder of a helpless prisoner as was ever committed. How can anyone who claims to be just and merciful read these fiendish lies on God and believe them?

“Samson had an insatiable lust for lewd women, murder, cruelty to animals and filthiness. The story traduces the name of God. We are told that every time the spirit of God came upon Samson he went out killing, at times murdering people just to get their clothing. (Judges 14:19).”9

As for David,

“‘And he brought out the people that were in it [the city] and cut them with saws, and with harrows of iron, and with axes. Even so dealt David with all the cities of the children of Ammon.’ (1 Chron. 20:3) Imagine a fiend brutal enough to torture prisoners, even women and children in this way, and then [how] can you call him ‘a man after God’s own heart.’?

“Although we are told in several places in the Bible that God approved everything that David did, in 2 Sam. 12-21, it says that for the murder of Uriah, Jehovah sentenced David to having his wives ravished before all Israel. Absolum carried this sentence out the best that he could. …”10

We should note that these examples of violence and cruelty in which the Old Testament abounds are not, presumably, that which the Prophets condemned as the evildoing of Israel or Judah. This is because, according to the record, Jehovah himself commanded or approved of these actions that Bays cites.

The nature of Jehovah, says Jack Bays, qualifies him to be called a demon:

“Jehovah’s mind was always filled with sadist thoughts. Never do we find him talking of anything high and noble. He was always racking his brain to find some more hideous method of torturing people; threatening to force them to eat their own children (Jer. 19:9), or forcing the children to eat them. (Ezek. 5:10).”11

In fairness, it must be said that these threats of forcing the people to eat their own children, or vice versa, are laid down as punishments if the people will not obey Jehovah. These threats by Jehovah are made in Ezek. 5:10, Jer. 19:9, and Deut. 28:53-57. They are not something that Jehovah will do if he is obeyed. Nevertheless, the threat of personally imposing such a terrible punishment does not bespeak the true God of the universe, but some sort of demon or devil, and Jack Bays is right about this essential point. Such a threat is also made in Leviticus 26:27-31:

“And if you will not for all this hearken unto me,

“Then I will walk contrary to you also in fury, and I, even I will chastise you seven times for your sins.

“And you shall eat the flesh of your sons, and the flesh of your daughters will you eat.

“And I will destroy your high places, and cut down your images, and cast your carcasses upon the carcasses of your idols, and my soul shall abhor you.

“And I will make your cities waste, and bring your sanctuaries unto desolation, and I will not smell the savor of your sweet odors.”12

It is not strange that this sort of god encourages violence, sadism, cruelty, and callousness in his human followers. The people become the image of their god, and this is precisely what Jack Bays is showing and protesting against. Toward the end of his pamphlet he recapitulates his main points:

“Let us look at the lives of these ‘chosen people’ to see what moral guidance we can get. One little nation after another is overrun, the people massacred and their homes taken by these chosen people of God, all as the direct order of the Lord.13

“ ‘Slay both man and woman, infant and suckling’ (1 Sam. 15:3). (Nice heavenly advice!) ‘Thine eye shall have no pity upon them’ (Deut. 7:16,) (God of love) or ‘Save alive nothing that breatheth’ (Deut 20:16-17), were the orders.

“For about 400 years of blood, blood, and more blood it went on and never was the Lord satisfied. Always calling for more slaughter. ‘Cursed be he who keepeth back his sword from blood’ (Jer. 48:10), was the sentiment of the Lord, we are told.14

“He did relent enough at times to save the young girls. They were divided among the soldiers and priests to be raped and used as concubines, or a sort of slave wife to the men who had murdered their fathers, mothers, sisters, and brothers. (Num. 31:18).

“You, priests, preachers, and Rabbis, who have foisted these villainous stories onto the people as the word of God, or as true accounts of the acts and orders of God; you should hang your heads in shame. How can you accuse your heavenly Father of being such a fiend? Possibly God will forgive you but I do not see how you can ever forgive yourselves.

“Instead of these brutal stories the Bible should be filled with true life stories, showing how loving kindness has eased troubled situation and made friends of former enemies. Many such stories can be found to show that the gospel of love does actually work when applied. The Bible should be a gold mine of evidence that Christian principles do really work for bringing happy lives.

“It seems very apparent that the teaching of the gospel of love will make better men and women, but the teaching of the first fourteen books of the Bible will not, for they are full of brutality, obscenity, falsehood, and not a character in them is a fit example for our people. More than a score of evil men and women are presented in these books as being the favorites of God and no one can read these stories and believe them without being injured morally.”15

Most critics who have attacked the Bible on similar grounds do so in order to debunk the whole idea of religion and God. Jack Bays, however, is one of those rare believers in God through Jesus who has actually used the Christ spirit bestowed on him to perceive Jehovah and his followers, Jewish or Christian, for what they really are: a false god and a deceived people who are not actually followers of the true God, either before or after the mission of Jesus.

It is only the true follower of Jesus who can see through the Biblical falsehoods and deceptions that ensnare both Jews and Christians. Such a true follower does not use the hideous passages in the Old Testament to deny God or to proclaim some sort of false anti-God religion but to assert that such passages cannot be reflective of the true God of all.

It is theologically absurd to attempt to argue, as Christianity does, that the savage Jehovah transformed his attitude into that of the kind and loving God of all after he accepted the blood sacrifice of his innocent Son for the sins of mankind. To say that God required such a sacrifice in order to change his attitude toward mankind is to insult the nature of the true God. Yet Christianity must argue this point because it is the only way to attempt a reconciliation of Jesus with the religion of Judah. We will fully discuss Paul’s doctrine of the atonement in a later chapter.

Now that some background has been provided about the general nature of this new religion of Judah that arose after the return from exile in Babylon, we can return to Douglas Reed and sum up the main characteristics of Jehovahism that he describes, all of which are aspects of its Law, to show its total hostility to the mission of Jesus:  


	Blood terror.


	Claim to sacrifice the firstborn.


	Massacres of non-Jews.


	A demon-god who is not the loving Father of All but who promises to make the Jews the rulers of the world if they are sufficiently observant of the Law. 


	An oral law by which the priesthood rules in any way it wants.


	Destruction and conquest of all other nations, Israel to reign supreme over them.





Once we have contemplated the totality of this inherent enmity to the mission of Jesus or of anyone like him, we will consider where this enmity really comes from.

Let us take these characteristics one by one and see what Reed says about them. In regard to blood terror, we read:

“But in Exodus something of the first importance appears: this promise [of God to destroy Israel’s enemies] is sealed in blood, and from this point on blood runs like a river through the books of The Law. Moses is depicted as ‘taking the blood and sprinkling it on the people’ and saying, ‘Behold the blood of the covenant, which the Lord hath made with you concerning all these words.’ The hereditary and perpetual office of the Aaronite priesthood is founded in this blood-ritual: Jehovah says unto Moses: ‘And take unto thee Aaron thy brother and his sons with him that he may minister unto me in the priest’s office.’

“The manner of a priest’s consecration is then laid down in detail by Jehovah himself, according to the Levitical scribes:

“He must take a bullock and two rams ‘without blemish’, have them butchered ‘before the Lord’, and on the altar burn one ram and the innards of the bullock. The blood of the second ram is to be put ‘upon the tip of the right ear of Aaron and upon the tip of the right ear of his sons and upon the thumb of their right hands and upon the great toe of their right foot’ and sprinkled ‘upon the altar round about...and upon Aaron, and upon this garments, and upon his sons and the garments of his sons.’

“The picture of the blood-bespattered priests, thus given, is worth contemplation. Even at this distance of time the question prompts itself” why was this insistent emphasis laid on the blood-sacrifice in the books of the Law which the Levites produced. The answer seems to lie in the sect’s uncanny genius for instilling fear by terror; for the very mention of ‘blood’ in such contexts, made the faithful or superstitious Judahite tremble for his own son!”16

This leads directly in the issue of the sacrificing of the first-born, which is the second item in the above list. Reed continues,

“According to the passage earlier quoted from Micah, [Ref. Micah 6:7], this practice of sacrificing the human firstborn long continued, and the sight of the bloodied Levite must have had a terrible significance for the humble tribesman, for in the words attributed to God, quoted above, the firstborn ‘of man and beast’ are coupled. The significance remained long after the priesthood (in a most ingenious way which will later be described) contrived to discontinue human sacrifice while retaining the prerogative. Even then the blood which was sprinkled on the priest, though it was an animal’s, was to the congregation still symbolically that of their own offspring!”17

Reed describes this “most ingenious way”:

“Numbers, the last of the five Books to be produced [Deuteronomy being the first, in 621 BC, according to Reed], is the most extreme. In it the Levites found a way to rid themselves of their chief prerogative (the claim to the firstborn) while perpetuating “the Law” in this, its supreme tenet. This was a political move of genius. The claim to the firstborn evidently had become a grave embarrassment to them [Reed gives no evidence of this, however], but they could not possibly surrender the first article of a literal Law which knew no latitude whatever in ‘observance’; to do so would have been itself a capital transgression. By one more reinterpretation of the Law they made themselves proxies for the firstborn, and thus staked a permanent claim on the gratitude of the people without any risk to themselves.

“‘And the Lord spake unto Moses, saying, And I, behold, I have taken the Levities from among the children of Israel instead of all the firstborn that openeth the matrix among the children of Israel: therefore the Levites shall be mine; because all the firstborn are mine...’”18

Thus the Levites redeemed the firstborn upon the payment of five shekels each. Human sacrifice had been replaced with the vicarious atonement performed by the Levites.

“Proceeding from this new status of redeemers, the Levites laid down many more ‘statutes and judgments’ in Numbers. They ruled by terror and were ingenious in devising new ways of instilling it.”19

The third characteristic of “Mosaic” Judaism listed above is massacres. Deuteronomy and Numbers abound in so many “divine” incitements to mass murder that it seems hardly necessary to mention any to prove the point. However, Reed makes special mention of one of them:

“The final touch is given to “the Law” in the last chapters of this, the last book to be compiled [Numbers]. It is provided by the parable of Moses and the Midianites. The reader will have remarked that the life and deeds of Moses, as related in Exodus, made him a capital transgressor, several times over, under the ‘Second Law’ of Deuteronomy and the numerous other amendments of Leviticus and Numbers. By taking refuge with the Midianites, by marrying the Midianite high priest’s daughter, and by receiving instruction in priestly rites from him, and in other ways, Moses had ‘gone a-whoring after other gods,’ had ‘taken of their daughters,’ and so on. As the whole structure of the law rested on Moses, in whose name the commands against these were laid down in the later books, something evidently had to be done about him before the Books of the Law were completed, or the whole structure would fall to the ground.

“The last small section of Numbers shows how the difficulty was overcome by the scribes. In these final chapters of “the Law” Moses is made to conform with ‘all the statutes and judgments’ and to redeem his transgressions by massacring the entire Midianite tribe, save for the virgins! By what in today’s idiom would be called a fantastic ‘twist’, Moses was resurrected so that he might dishonour his saviors, his wife, two sons and father-in-law, to validate the racio-religious dogma which the Levites had invented, and by complete transfiguration from the benevolent patriarch of earlier legend to become the founding father of their Law of hatred and murder!”20

A page later, Reed adds,

“With that, Moses was allowed at last to rest and the Books of the Law were concluded. Incitement could hardly be given a more demoniac shape.”21

The fourth characteristic of post-exilic Judaism is the demon-god who is not the loving Father of all, certainly not the God of Jesus. Later in his book, Reed discusses an incident involving Disraeli, the British prime minister in the mid-1800s, who was a sincere Jewish convert to Christianity. Disraeli was involved in settling an incident which threatened to make the British people rise up in vengeance. Reed quotes Disraeli as saying,

“‘I protest against meeting atrocities by atrocities. I have heard things said and seen things written of late which would make me almost suppose that the religious opinions of the people of England had undergone some sudden change, and that, instead of bowing before the name of Jesus, we were preparing to revive the worship of Moloch. I cannot believe that it is our duty to indulge in such a spirit.’ 

“These words contain an allusion which reaches every Jew and Gentile. Talmudic Judaism is ‘the worship of Moloch’ and Disraeli knew this when he chose the words. The whole dispute between ancient Israel and Judah of the Levites raged round this false deity and his demands, and Israel turned its back on Judah on this very account: this is the root of the controversy of Zion, three thousand years ago and now.

“It is reflected in the two most significant passages in the Old Testament: Jeremiah’s charge that God had never commanded the children of Israel ‘to cause their sons and daughters to pass through the fire unto Moloch...neither came it into my mind, that they should do this abomination, to cause Judah to sin’; and Ezekiel’s answer that God had given Israel these ‘statutes that are not good’ and sacrifice of the firstborn. The god of love and mercy, the god of hatred, vengeance, and human sacrifice: that was from the start the issue, and is today...”22

Authoritative Jewish sources confirm that Jeremiah accused Deuteronomy of being a priestly lie. In a book edited by no less than David ben Gurion himself, we read:

“Jeremiah was radically opposed to sacrifices, more so than any prophet before him. He denied that they had the sanction of Divine Law:

“‘For I spake not unto your fathers, nor commanded them in the day that I brought them out of the land of Egypt, concerning burnt offerings or sacrifices:

“‘But this thing commanded I them, saying, Obey my voice, and I will be your God, and ye shall be my people…’ (7:22-23)”23

Ben-Gurion emphasizes that Jeremiah did more than denounce the sacrifices and burnt offerings but charged deliberate falsehood:

“Jeremiah met a great deal of opposition. Many people held that the scroll of the Law discovered in 622 BCE required the offering up of sacrifices. Jeremiah replied:

“‘How do ye say, we are wise, and the law of the Lord is with us. Lo, certainly in vain [falsehood] made he it; the pen of the scribes is in vain.’ (7:8).

“The meaning of Jeremiah’s words is quite clear. The prophet is proclaiming the discovered Book of the Law (2 Kings 22:8) to be the deceitful forgery of a scribe. As against the written word — the fruit of the ‘false’ pen of the scribes — he sets, with all the sureness of the prophetic voice, the true ‘word of the Lord.’ ) The Revised Standard Version of 1952 gives this more precise translation of the above sentence: ‘But, behold, the false pen of the scribes has made it into a lie.’”24

It is significant that Jewish Zionist scholars, inheritors of the Pharisaic-Talmudic tradition in a book edited by David ben Gurion, would admit this, because they, and the entire Jewish tradition since the time of Jeremiah, did not heed what he said. If they had, Deuteronomy, chronologically the first of the books of this priest-originated “Law,’ known as the Books of Moses, would not have become central to Judaism. In fact, Judaism as we know it would never have existed. Instead, the Jews chose to establish their post-exilic tradition on what Jeremiah denounced as a fraud. We therefore have the opportunity to choose between Jeremiah and rabbinic Judaism, or at least to see the critical distinction between the two. 

Early in his book, Reed had pointed to Ezekiel as being even more important than the books of the Law in setting up the Judahite religion.

“During that period [between the introduction of Deuteronomy in 621 BC and the imposition in Jerusalem of all the books of the Law in 458 BC by Nehemiah] the Levites in Babylon completed the Law, the impact of which all nations have felt even since. Ezekiel of the high priest’s family was its chief architect and probably all five books of the Law, as they have come down, bear his mark. He was the founding-father of intolerance, of racialism and vengeance as a religion and of murder in the name of God.

“The book of Ezekiel is the most significant of all the Old Testament books. It is more significant than even Deuteronomy, Leviticus and Numbers because it seems to be the fountainhead from which the dark ideas of those books of the Law first sprang. For instance, the student of the curses enumerated in Deuteronomy is bound to suspect that the deity in whose name they were uttered was of diabolic nature, not divine; the name, ‘God,’ in the sense which has been given to it, cannot be coupled with such menaces. In Ezekiel’s book the student finds this suspicion expressly confirmed. Ezekiel puts into the very mouth of God the statement that he had made evil laws in order to inspire misery and fear! This appears in chapter 20 and gives the key to the whole mystery of ‘the Mosaic Law.’ 

“In this passage Ezekiel appears to be answering Jeremiah’s attack on the Levites in the matter of sacrificing the firstborn. ‘And they have built the high places to burn their sons and daughters in the fire; which I commanded not, neither came it into my heart.’ Ezekiel is not much concerned about the lot of the sons and daughters, but is clearly enraged by the charge that the Lord had not commanded the sacrifice of the firstborn, when the scribes had repeatedly ascribed this command to him. His retort is concerned only to show that God had so commanded and thus to justify the priesthood; the admission that the commandment was evil is casual and nonchalant, as if this were of no importance.

“ ‘I am the Lord your God; walk in my statutes and keep my judgments, and do them... Notwithstanding the children rebelled against me; they walked not in my statutes, neither kept my judgments to do them...then I said, I would pour out my fury upon them, to accomplish my anger against them in the wilderness...Wherefore I gave them also statutes that were not good and judgments whereby they should not live; And I polluted them in their own gifts, in that they caused to pass through the fire all that openeth the womb, that I might make them desolate, to the end that they might know that I am the Lord.’ ”  (Ezek. 20:25-26)25

The only possible rationale for such a god is that, since he is all-powerful and answerable to no one, he may do as he pleases. If he wishes to demand the sacrifice of children, he may do so, for who is to oppose him? Both good and evil are under his command, to express in whatever way he desires. We have here a portrait of a god who has not constrained himself either to be or to do only good.

“The ruling of Christian theologians that the Old Testament is ‘of equal divine authority’ with the New, presumably includes this passage! Ezekiel, in his day, forbade any protest by quickly adding, ‘And shall I be enquired of by you, O house of Israel? As I live, saith the Lord, I will not be enquired of by you.’”26

Exactly so, for to whom is this god answerable or accountable? Certainly not to man. 

“Ezekiel experienced the Fall of Judah and the removal of the sect to Babylon, so that his book is in parts an eye-witness account of events. Its other, ‘prophetic’  parts show this founding-father of literal Judaism to have been a man of dark, even demoniac obsessions; indeed, parts of the book of Ezekiel probably could not be publicly printed as anything but Scripture.”27

Indeed. For if these parts had not been presented as Scripture, the obvious perception would be that they were of the devil. For example:

“Ye shall eat the flesh of the mighty and drink the blood of the princes of the earth, of rams, of lambs and of goats, of bullocks, all of them fatlings of Bashan.

“And ye shall eat fat till ye be full, and drink blood till ye be drunken, of my sacrifice which I have sacrificed for you.” (Ezek. 39:18-19)28

For some reason such passages, which encourage cannibalism and the drinking of human blood, do not make the average Christian recoil in horror. But they should. They are even contrary to Leviticus:

“For it is the life of all flesh, the blood of it is for the life thereof; therefore I said unto the children of Israel, Ye shall not eat the blood of no manner of flesh; for the life of all flesh is the blood thereof; whosoever eateth it, shall be cut off.” (Lev. 17:14).29

The fifth characteristic is the oral law, in effect making the priesthood God. Reed explains it this way:

“Among the priests themselves, the passing generations had produced something of a revolt against the process of constant amendment of The Law, begun by the scribes of the school of Ezekiel and Ezra. These priests held that The Law was now immutable and must not be further ‘reinterpreted.’

“To this challenge (which strikes at the very root of Judaist nationalism) the Pharisees in deadly enmity opposed their reply: that they were the keepers of ‘the traditions’ and of that oral Law, directly imparted by God to Moses, which must never be put in writing but which governed all the rest of The Law.  This claim to possess the secrets of God (or, in truth, to be God) is at the heart of the mystic awe in which so many generations of Jews hold ‘the elders’; it has a power to affright which even enlightened beings on the far fringes of Jewry cannot quite escape.”30

To usurp the place of God in the Jewish community, then, is inherent in the nature of the Levitical and Pharisaical priesthood. Jesus certainly leveled such a charge against this priesthood.

The sixth and last characteristic is the immense negative energy gathered to conquer and destroy other nations. Reed points to Deuteronomy and says,

“Thus the moral commandments against murder, stealing, adultery, coveting, bad neighborliness, and the like are vitiated by a mass of ‘statutes’ expressly enjoining the massacre of other peoples, the murder of apostates individually or in communities, the taking of concubines from among women captives, ‘utter destruction’ that leaves ‘nothing alive’, the exclusion of ‘the stranger’ from debt-remission and the like.

“By the time the end of Deuteronomy is reached the moral commandments have been nullified in this way, for the purpose of setting up, in the guise of a religion, the grandiose political idea of a people especially set into the world to destroy and ‘possess’ other peoples and to rule the earth. The idea of destruction is essential to Deuteronomy. If it be taken away no Deuteronomy, or Mosaic Law, remains.  ...

“Deuteronomy is above all a complete political programme: the story of the planet, created by Jehovah for this ‘special people,’ is to be completed by their triumph and the ruination of all others. The rewards offered to the faithful are exclusively material: slaughter, slaves, women, booty, territory, empire. The only condition laid down for these rewards is observance of ‘the statutes and judgments,’ which primarily command the destruction of others.”31

A less spiritually oriented religion and culture can hardly be imagined. A few pages later Reed puts it this way:

“The purpose and meaning of existence, under this ‘Mosaic Law,’ was the destruction and enslavement of others for the sake of plunder and power.”  ...

“The command, ‘destroy,’ forms the very basis of the Law which the Levites made. If it be deleted, what remains is not ‘the Mosaic Law,’ or the same religion, but something very different; the imperative, ‘destroy,’ is the mark of identity. It must have been deliberately chosen. Many other words could have been used; for instance, conquer, defeat, vanquish, subdue; but destroy was chosen. It was put in the mouth of God, but obviously was the choice of the scribes.”  ...

“This was the basis on which all The Law, and all history of that time and later times, was built. From the moment when Israel rejected them and they were left alone with the Levites, the Judahites were ruled by a priesthood which avowed that destruction was Jehovah’s chief command and that they were divinely chosen to destroy. Thus they became the only people in history specifically dedicated to destruction as such. Destruction as an attendant result of war is a familiar feature of all human history. Destruction as an avowed purpose was never before known and the only discoverable source of this unique idea is the Torah-Talmud.”32

Expanding on this theme later in his book to explain what was to be destroyed, Reed says,

“The Torah-Talmud is the only discoverable, original source of this idea of ‘destroying nations;’ Mr. House [Colonel House, Woodrow Wilson’s alter ego] thought it almost impossible to trace any ‘idea’ to its fount, but in this case the track can be followed back through the centuries to 500 BC, and it is nowhere obliterated during those twenty-five hundred years. If before that time anybody in the known world had made this ‘destructive principle’ into a code and creed they and it have faded into oblivion. The idea contained in the Torah-Talmud has gone unbroken through all the generations.”33

Does this sound like a religious culture that is preparing itself for Jesus, even unconsciously? And yet does it not sound like an accurate description of what is in the Pentateuch?

We are now ready to contemplate the mystery of why such a “religion” existed and still exists. Reed poses the question this way:

“The creed which a fanatical sect produced that day has shown a great power over the minds of men throughout these twenty-five centuries; hence its destructive achievement. Why it was born at that particular moment, or ever, is something that none can explain. This is among the greatest mysteries of our world, unless the theory that every action produces an equal and opposite reaction is valid in the area of religious thought; so that the impulse which at that remote time set many men searching for a universal, loving God produced this fierce counter-idea of an exclusive, vengeful deity....

“In truth, the idea of the one-God of all men was known long before the tribe of Judah even took shape, and Judaism was above all else the denial of that idea.”34

Pursuing that thought, Reed says two pages later,

“Thus they founded the permanent counter-movement to all universal religions and identified the name Judah with the doctrine of self-segregation from mankind, racial hatred, murder in the name of religion, and revenge.”35

Thus the inevitable question arises,

“What relationship can there be between the universal, loving God of the Christian revelation and the cursing deity of Deuteronomy ? ...

“...if any simplification is permissible, the most tempting one is to see the whole story of the West, and particularly of this decisive Twentieth Century, as a struggle between the Mosaic Law and the New Testament and between the two bodies of mankind which rank themselves behind one or another of those two messages of hatred and love respectively.”36

A most intriguing question that Reed raises is why the Judaic religion of destruction was born at that particular time and place. He recognizes that it represents the antagonist to the religion that Jesus brought. We see that Reed is groping unconsciously toward the possibility of a cosmic war between good and evil, centered around the conflict between Jesus and Judaism. But he retreats. His final conclusion on the matter is given at the end of chapter 6:

“...On the day when King Artaxerxes’s soldiers forced the Jerusalemites to sign Ezekiel’s New Covenant [458 BC], the perversion of the earlier Israelite tradition was made complete and the affirmation of God was supplanted by the denial of God.

“No resemblance remained between the God of the moral commandments and Ezekiel’s malevolent deity who boasted that he commanded men to kill their firstborn in order to keep them in awe of himself! This was not revealed God, but a man-made deity, the incarnation of primitive tribalism. what those ancient people signed under duress, in the New Covenant, was either the formal denial of God or the formal claim that God was Judah, and this in fact is the claim expressly made in many Zionist utterances of our time, so that the heresy is openly avowed.”37

At the prospect of describing or explaining a cosmic war that had origins on higher than human levels, Douglas Reed can go no further. It is as this point that I propose to advance our understanding, based on what he has established, and to discuss the connection to the Lucifer Rebellion. My thesis is that Lucifer, Satan, and perhaps other rebellious superhuman personalities, set up the Jewish nation of post-exilic times to reject Jesus, to work for centuries to cause the collapse of Christian civilization, and to promote a counterfeit Kingdom of God called socialism, communism, and Zionism. 

This thesis is solidly grounded in what Douglas Reed and many others have established; my only contribution is to show how the superhuman dimension can be added to the picture. Reed’s entire description of the Levitical-Pharisaic culture is that it is, in essence, a campaign against the true God, represented by Jesus, and on behalf of a false god. It only remains to add the next higher dimension of the situation to get a better perspective. 

For this purpose, I have used what I believe is a new epochal revelation recently delivered to our planet, as of 1955, called the Urantia Book or, more properly, the Urantia Papers. It would require a vast digression on my part to explain the nature and scope of these Papers, and it is not my purpose to do so. The Urantia Papers are available; seek and you will find. 

These Papers are helpful to my thesis in that they confirm the possibility of what I suggest; they neither confirm nor deny the specifics of my case, at least in my interpretation. What the Urantia Papers do say is that the superhuman person whom we know as the divine-human Jesus is the Creator Son of our particular time-space universe, with the name of Michael. Many thousands of earth-years before he was to incarnate on our planet (Urantia), he announced his intention of doing so to the heavens. 

At that time the arch-rebels, led by Lucifer, were free to roam, not being confined to prison until after Michael’s mission on earth as Jesus had reached a certain point (when he saw Lucifer fall as lightning from heaven). Since the arch-rebels were free until then, they must have known of Michael’s announcement to incarnate on our planet. They could easily figure out where he would do so, since it would have to be in the region where a certain previous religious “seeding” program had occurred to keep alive the memory of the One God of All in the area of Palestine. The Israelite culture was the inheritor of this tradition of Abraham and Melchizedek of Salem. Therefore, it was obvious that Michael would incarnate as a human in this culture that had a memory of Abraham.

The arch-rebels, I suggest, planned to implant a religious culture therein that would serve to reject Michael’s incarnation mission as Jesus. This is why, then, the Jewish religion took a downward spiral, away from the previous Israelite prophetic traditions of universal spirituality under a universal God of all men (even though the prophets placed the Jews in a superior position in relation to all non-Jews) and towards a racial-religious exclusivism, the arrogance of a false, unspiritual idea of its ‘chosen people” status, and worldly supremacy over all nations.

I suggest that the earlier Israelite tradition had been consciously re-designed, in the secret levels of contact between the Levitical priesthood and the arch-rebels, to be a force to oppose Jesus and the Western civilization that arose in his name. It seems likely that Ezekiel would have been a key contact for the arch-rebels. I cannot prove it; I can judge only by the fruits of the Mosaic Code.

I have no special inside knowledge; I can only say the shoe fits. An alliance of arch-rebels and Levitical priests explains the downward spiral of Judaism into a ghastly system of blood-sacrifice, creating a priestly terrorism over the minds of the people, and it explains why such a falsely religious culture inevitably rejected Jesus on the basis of its fundamentally non-spiritual premises.

The oral tradition of the priesthood was the perfect vehicle to set up a secret connection and compact with the devil, particularly since it arrogated to itself the powers of a god over the people. Whatever it decided was the law, no matter what was already written, and no matter if the decision was in error. The fundamental premise of the Lucifer Rebellion was that God the Father did not really exist, and in that case there was no need to respect or follow the teachings supposedly derived from such a God. The Pharisaic priesthood had made itself the supreme authority over the Jewish people, replacing God and God’s law. Jesus’ basic criticism of this priesthood was that it knew that it was not the supreme authority, that it had presumed to replace God’s true word and law with the commandments and oral traditions of men, and therefore, that it refused to recognize him as the true representative and exemplar of God’s word and law.

Just as the arch-rebels in the heavenly realms refused to recognize the cosmic Michael as their proper authority and representative of the Father, so the Levitical-Pharisaic priesthood likewise refused to recognize Jesus as their proper authority and representative of the Father. When the Jewish priesthood established the oral tradition, it set itself up as a secret society. By means of its oral tradition, which was supposed to have originated at Mount Sinai, the priesthood could devise new rulings, new commandments, and new laws to supersede any previously known authority.

Any society needs flexibility in adjusting and interpreting its laws, but such a priesthood became an unaccountable theocracy, and absolute power corrupts absolutely. In effect, what the oral tradition and the secret society of priests established was a priesthood that in effect became God, not in the sense of sonship, by moral growth through submission to the will of the Father, but by exaltation of the human self to the presumption of Godhood.

This, too, was the sin of Lucifer, albeit on a superhuman level. He in his pride exalted his own personhood over and against the Father God. The Jewish priesthood, therefore, was knowingly or unknowingly following the same path as Lucifer, and it is not surprising that at some point they both probably joined forces in seeking to defeat Jesus. They were birds of a feather, and Lucifer was looking for his feathered friends here on earth. The Jewish priesthood was perfect for his purposes. Certainly there have been other odious theocracies in this world, but the Jewish culture of 500 BC was in the right place to confront Jesus five centuries later. It was the right odious theocracy for the archrebels.

Therefore, I suggest, the creation or later use of the Books of Moses—especially Deuteronomy, Leviticus, and Numbers—was in all likelihood a collaboration to a certain extent between Lucifer’s archrebels and the Jewish priesthood, for the purpose of creating a religious culture which, although following in the wake of Melchizedek and Abraham and having the privilege of receiving the Creator Son Michael known humanly as Jesus, was calculated to reject his mission and teaching.

My thesis explains the otherwise incomprehensible results of Jesus’ life, in which the Jewish national culture, having its origin in Abraham’s covenant through Melchizedek, having been organized and directed by Moses (hundreds of years before the so-called Books of Moses were ever written), and having presumably been intended as preparation for the coming of the Savior, instead rejected him on the basis of a rabbinical culture that had been created for that very purpose. We shall later see that Paul’s attempted explanation of Jesus’ rejection fails.

There is the well-known passage in the Gospel of John, in which Jesus denounces the Jewish leadership as being of the devil, the father of lies. If this record is accurate, it must be taken metaphorically to mean that its teachings, doctrines, and practices are of the devil. John’s denunciation clearly implies that the Jewish leadership is in league with the devil, which in turn implies a secret society for that purpose, which in turn may explain where the oral tradition comes from.

This thesis is not an indictment of individual Jews or Christians. It is an indictment of the culture created by following Jehovah-Moloch, and this culture includes both Jewish and Christian varieties of it. Every individual has own personal choice of what his relationship to his culture will be.

Not only is this Jehovah-Moloch culture unworthy of civilization and basic human decency, but it is also a historical falsification, which is not surprising considering its nature. It is easy to establish that the Pentateuch was not written by Moses but by several authors many centuries later, belonging to the Levitical priesthood. For example, David Sperling, a modern biblical scholar, writes,

“It is not a mistake to apply archaeology to the study of the Bible. Rather, the mistake is in expecting archaeology to verify the biblical accounts. In fact, the examination of the Torah in light of archaeology has performed a far greater service than demonstrating ‘general accuracy’ [of the biblical accounts]. the systematic excavation of Israel since 1967 has shown that the Torah’s account of the period preceding the rise of the first Israelite commonwealth is completely unhistorical. Whereas the Torah devotes more than four books to the proposition that the Israelites came to Canaan after having been subjugated in Egypt for generations, there is no archaeological evidence in Egyptian sources that any elements of later Israel were ever in Egypt. In addition, a prolonged Egyptian stay should have left Egyptian elements in the material culture of the early Israelite settlements in Palestine, but there are none.

“As for the desert-wandering tradition, we would expect a large transient group to have left some indication of its desert presence. Instead, extensive exploration of the entire Sinai has found ‘virtually no Middle Bronze-Late Bronze presence in the central or southern Sinai.’ Likewise, ‘the notion of large-scale 13th-12th century Israelite military campaigns in Southern Transjordan, or even of peaceful settlement there, is no longer tenable; the occupational history of the region simply does not fit.’ What appears most likely from the available archaeological evidence is that the nucleus of Israel was ‘derived from the local Late Bronze culture of Canaan through relatively normal processes.’ The continuity of material culture discovered by archaeologists is in complete accord with the linguistic continuity of biblical Hebrew and the Canaanite dialects reflected in the Amarna letters of the fourteenth century B.C.E.

“If history is understood as tied to time and place, the only conclusion can be that the Pentateuch is not history. The American scholar Baruch Halpern argues that the biblical writers should be considered historians because they thought they were writing history. With only a few exceptions, however, the Torah is not even historiographical in any way that the term historiography may be understood, unless we mean ‘historiographic appearance,’ fiction composed to look like history, as in a historical novel. Inasmuch as archaeology has shown that the Pentateuch cannot be characterized as a ‘historical’ document, we must seek a more accurate characterization.”38

In other words, Moses did not lead the Jews, as an entire people, out of Egypt to re-settle in Canaan or Palestine. There is no historical record of such an event. It is possible that Moses did lead some Jews out of Egypt, leaving little or no trace. Along this line of historical debunking it is also easy to establish that the Pentateuch was written as a political agenda. David Sperling’s “more accurate characterization” is:

“What archaeology has demonstrated is that despite some historical semblance, the Torah’s narratives are not history in the sense of events occurring in the time and place in which the biblical writers set them. It follows that the narratives of the Torah do not reflect the lives of the people who served the writers as protagonists. Instead, the stories in the Torah are allegories. They speak of the times in which they were written in the allegorical setting of a completely fictional past. By approaching the stories of the Torah as fiction, we are not, however, dismissing their historical significance. On the contrary, we are attempting to show how these politically charged texts provide historical evidence for the period in which they were composed.” ...

“In this book, I am suggesting that the different writers of the Torah aimed their messages at particular audiences and constituencies. Their method was allegorical and their goals ideological. ...

“The key to understanding what the narratives of the Torah tell us is to decode what ‘Yahweh’ meant to the Torah’s writers in their own age, how they used the allegory of Yahweh’s deeds in the past to comment on their contemporary situation. ...

“In short, Yahweh always stands for the agenda of the individual writer. When contemporary readers try to discover the ancient agenda, they are, in fact, coming closer to understanding Yahweh.”39

We have already seen what this agenda is, and thus we do have an understanding of Yahweh-Jehovah: the religion of racial supremacy and racial exclusion, for Yahweh-Jehovah cares only for his chosen people and promises to make them the rulers of the earth. 

Not only did the Babylonian priesthood create Deuteronomy, Numbers, and Leviticus and rework the ancient Hebrew legends in Genesis and Exodus, but it also rewrote the earlier Israelite books to conform to its current political-genetic agenda. MacDonald says,

“Indeed Ackroyd (1968, 234) finds that during the Exile there was a general reworking of older materials so that all of Israel’s previous history was seen from the standpoint of the Exile. The Exile was accepted as the result of turning away from God’s ways and was viewed as part of a larger purpose. This larger purpose necessitated the establishment of elaborate legal codes, which separated the Jews from gentiles [racially, genetically, ethnically] and the purification of the community: ‘We are shown the community being purified, undertaking the response which testifies to the need for purity, purity of race, freedom from contamination with alien influence, so attesting its real nature as the people of God.’”40

Let us examine this weighty statement in detail. First, the euphemistically phrased “general reworking of older materials” means the politically motivated editing of all books prior to the supposed Books of Moses: the Prophets, the Psalms, the Proverbs — everything — to fit the new political program. Therefore, every statement in the Old Testament is suspect: there is no reason not to assume priestly tampering with any book. 

Secondly, the priests gave the people the reason for the Exile: the people had turned away from God and were not observing his commands. But what commands had they not observed? That is why, thirdly, the priests supplied the missing commands: the Books of Moses, which were to be observed henceforth. Because of this, Ezra and Nehemiah later portray a community in the midst of separating itself from the rest of mankind and “ethnically cleansing” itself, even though it meant the severing of many family bonds. 

Douglas Reed gives some of the pertinent history:

“That Deuteronomy was different from anything that had been known or understood before is implicit in its name, which means ‘Second Law.’ Deuteronomy, in fact, was Levitical Judaism, first revealed; the Israelites (as already shown) ‘were not Jews’ and had never known this ‘Law.’“Significantly, Deuteronomy which appears as the fifth book of today’s Bible, with an air of growing naturally out of the previous ones, was the first book to be completed as a whole. Though Genesis and Exodus provide the historical background and mount for it, they were later produced by the Levites, and Leviticus and Numbers, the other books of the Torah, were compiled even later.  …

“The few people who heard Deuteronomy read in 621 BC, and then first learned what ‘the Mosaic Law’ was to be, were told that the manuscripts had been ‘discovered.’ Today’s Judaist authorities dismiss this and agree that Deuteronomy was the independent work of the Levites in isolated Judah’s rejection by the Israelites and the conquest of Israel. Dr. Kastein puts the matter like this [in his “History and Destiny of the Jews, p. 57]:

“ ‘In 621 BC, a manuscript hoary with the dust of ages was discovered among the archives. It contained a curious version of the law which had been codified up to that time, a sort of repetition and variation of them, giving a host of instructions regarding man’s duty to God and to his neighbor. It was couched in the form of speeches supposed to have been delivered by Moses just before his death on the farther side of Jordan. Who the author was it is impossible to say.’ 

“Thus Dr. Kastein, a zealot who awaits the literal fulfillment of ‘the Mosaic Law’ in every detail, does not believe that its author was either Jehovah or Moses. It is enough for him that it was produced by the lawgiving priesthood, which for him is divine authority.”41

This, then, is part of the story of how the Levitical priesthood itself — not Moses, not God, and not God through Moses —came to write the so-called Books of Moses. It was necessary for the priesthood to ascribe the defeat and exile of the Jews to a lack of observance, for which they produced the books of observance, the first of them being the newly ‘discovered’ Deuteronomy. This explanation, however, created a strange theological contradiction that has been embedded in Jewish psychology ever since.

“Deuteronomy employs this doublespeak (to use the modern idiom) throughout: the Lord makes the special people homeless among the heathen for their transgressions; the heathen, who have no blame either for their exile or for those transgressions, are their ‘persecutors’; ergo, the heathen will be destroyed.

“The Judaist attitude towards other mankind, creation, and the universe in general, is better understood when these and related passages have been pondered, and especially the constant plaint that Jews are ‘persecuted’ everywhere, which in one tone or another runs through nearly all Jewish literature. To any who accept this book as The Law, the mere existence of others is in fact persecution; Deuteronomy plainly implies that.”42

It might be more accurate to say that the mere existence of Jews amid non-Jews is, to the Jewish mind, persecution or the ever imminent threat of it. To continue the story of how the Books of Moses came about, Reed says,

“Presumably because the older tradition imposed some restraint in the writing of history, Genesis and Exodus are relatively restrained. The fanatical note, first loudly sounded in Deuteronomy, then becomes ever louder in Leviticus and Numbers, until at the end a concluding parable depicts a racio-religious massacre [Moses’ slaughter of the Midianites] as an act of the highest piety in ‘observance,’ singled out for reward by God! These last two books, like Deuteronomy, are supposed to have been left by Moses and to relate his communions with Jehovah. In their cases, no claim was made that ‘manuscript hoary with the dust of ages’ had been discovered; they were just produced.”43

Although Deuteronomy was read to the people in 621 BC, the full imposition of the Mosaic Law took almost another 200 years. First, Babylonia conquered Judea in 596 BC and forced the Judeans, or a good portion of them, into Babylonian exile. They, or a certain portion of them, returned about 60 years later in 538 BC.

“The first people to feel the impact of this ‘Mosaic Law’ which the Levites were developing in Babylon were the Samaritan, who in 538 BC warmly welcomed the Judahites returning to Jerusalem and in token of friendship offered to help rebuild the temple, destroyed by the Babylonians in 596 BC. At the Levites’ order the Samaritans were brusquely repulsed and at this affront became hostile, so that the restoration of the temple was delayed until 520 BC.  …

“The friendly approach shows that the new ‘Law’ of the Judeans was unknown to their neighbors, who were taken by surprise by this rebuff. It seems to have been just as little known to, or understood by the Judeans themselves, at that period. The books of the Law were still being compiled in Babylonia and, despite anything the priests may have told them, they clearly did not at that time realize that they were to be racially, as well as religiously, debarred from their fellow men.

“The repulse of the Samaritans gave the first hint of what was to follow. The Samaritans were Israelites, probably infused with other blood. They practised Jehovah-worship but did not recognize the supremacy of Jerusalem and on that account alone would have incurred the hatred of the Levites, who probably saw in them the danger of an Israelite revival and absorption of Judah. Thus the Samaritans were put under the major ban; even by taking a piece of bread from a Samaritan a Judahite broke all the statutes and judgments of the Levites and abominably defiled himself.”44

From 538 to 458 BC the Judeans in Jerusalem and its environs lived without any laws of racial exclusion. This is important because it showed that the earlier Israelite tradition knew nothing of racial exclusion in the name of God.

“The Jerusalem to which a few [Judahites] returned was far from Babylon, in those times, and after their first coup (the repulse of the Samaritans’ offer of friendship) the Levites apparently found themselves unable, from a distance, to restrain the normal impulses of human kind. The Judahites, in their impoverished fragment of land, began to settle down and intermarry with their neighbours for all that. They broke no law comprehended by them. The books of the Law were still being compiled in Babylon.”45

Even though they did know of Deuteronomy and perhaps parts of other “works in progress,” there was as yet nothing in those works that forbade intermarriage on the basis of lineage or race. True, they had been enjoined to destroy, slaughter, and annihilate their neighbors, but that had been, according to Jehovah, for reasons of their idolatry or his revenge for past transgressions of some sort.

“While the school of scribes founded by Ezekiel continued for eighty years, in Babylon, to compile their Law, the repatriated Judahites in Jerusalem gradually developed normal relationships with their neighbors. They had never known the regime of bigotry and exclusion which was being prepared for them in Babylon. Many of the people still prayed to ‘other gods’ for rain, crops, sun and herds, and to Jehovah in tribal feuds.

“Then, in 458 BC, the Levites struck.

“Their Law was ready, which was not by itself of much importance. The Persian King was ready to enforce it for them, and that was of the greatest importance, then and up to the present moment. For the first time the ruling sect accomplished the wonder which they have since repeatedly achieved: by some means they induced a foreign ruler, who was their ostensive master and to all outer appearances a mighty potentate in his own right, to put his soldiers and money at their disposal.

“On this day in 458 BC the Judahites in Jerusalem were finally cut off from mankind and enslaved in a way they never knew in Babylon. This was the true ‘start of the affair.’ The story is told in the books of Ezra and Nehemiah, the Levitical emissaries from Babylon who were sent to Jerusalem to enforce Ezekiel’s law.”46

This was the beginning of the time of the strict racial segregation of Judah (with Benjamin and Levi) from all other surrounding peoples. This all came about not from the commands of the true God of all peoples but from the political program of the Levites in Babylon, apparently under Ezekiel’s direction. Ezekiel being perhaps the most demonically oriented of the priests, it is not implausible that he was in communication with superhuman rebels for the accomplishment of his — and their — goal: to create a religious culture among the people whom the Savior was to visit which would reject him.

In this project the editing, reworking, and fabricating of Hebrew scripture was the first priority. All of it had to conform with “the Law.”

In the nineteenth century, a careful and commonsense analysis of the text of Exodus itself, by biblical scholar John W. Colenso, the Bishop of Natal in South Africa, showed how the biblical account of the Jewish flight from Egypt was logistically and demographically impossible. It is another example of the priesthood’s reworking of the ancient Hebrew legends that recounted the deeds of the hero Moses. In a summary of his analysis of Exodus, he writes,

“195. It remains only to suppose that Moses did not write these chapters at all, (as we believe), or did not write them as they now stand, so that these passages, and all the others, where these numbers are involved [the logistical and demographic numbers, which are far too large to be believable, as we will show], have been systematically and deliberately falsified in later days, which would indicate that they were not regarded as so unspeakably sacred and divine, as to be secured from such ‘free handling.’ I confidently challenge investigation on this point; and I call upon any, who are prepared to maintain the possibility of the story being true, although these numbers may be wrong, not merely to suggest that the numbers may have to be reduced, but to point out in what way it is conceivable that they can be reduced, so as to get rid of the contradictions and impossibilities which they involve, without, at the same time, introducing other difficulties into the question, as grave as any which the numbers occasion. Until this is done, I must assume that I have proved above that such a reduction is impossible, without sacrificing some of the most essential details of the story, and, in fact, its general historical character.”47

Colenso here is assuming that in the beginning, Exodus, and many of its connections to the other books of the Pentateuch, was a true account that was later grossly exaggerated. This in itself is questionable. But even if there were an original true account, he is also pointing out that such a text, even though supposedly the sacred word of God through Moses, was not viewed in such a light by the priests and scribes who felt free to amend it. This in itself indicates clearly that no one ever believed, in the beginning, that the Books of Moses were of divine origin or divine inspiration—hence there is a strong presumption that they never were a true account at all. Colenso continues,

“196. But the reasonings, adduced in part I, are by no means all arithmetical, although they are of a practical character. 

“Thus, for instance, it requires only the application of common sense, and no arithmetical calculation whatever, to see that even a small body of men, women, and children, must have needed water during the long interval of nearly forty years between the miracles at Horeb, Ex. xvii, and Meribah, Num. xx. They wanted firewood for daily use, and must have certainly perished, if exposed to the bitter cold of the desert of Sinai during the severe winter months without constant supplies of fuel, as were not to be obtained in that desolate waste. Further, their sheep and cattle, however few in number, must have needed grass, as well as water; and the rules for ensuring perfect cleanliness, by carrying out the refuse of the sacrifices, and all their rubbish, etc., to a place without the camp, would have been futile, if laid down for the population of an ordinary English town, as well as for a much greater multitude. [As we shall see, Colenso conservatively estimates the population at 2 million]. Nor would a small body of such fugitives any more than a large one, have been able to carry tents with them; and it would have been just as impossible for ten poor men, as for ten thousand, to have supplied themselves easily with pigeons or turtle-doves [for burnt offerings] under Sinai.

“197. Once more, therefore, I repeat, it is vain to argue that the story is in the main correct and historically true, though marred by the mistake, so common among Eastern writers, of exaggerating, perhaps a hundredfold, the numbers of the people, and placing this large body under laws, and in circumstances, which were only possible for a small community. In fact, we have only to realise for once to our minds the idea of a city, as large and populous as modern LONDON (in 1870), if that be conceivable or possible, in the midst of the Sinaitic waste,—and set down, not at one place only in that Desert, but at more than forty different places, Num. xxxiii, if so many places can be imagined in the wilderness, where such a city could have been planted,—without any kind of drainage, with no supplies of water for purposes of cooking or cleanliness, brought round, as in a modern town, by running streams or waterpipes to the neighborhood, at least, of every house,—nay, with no supplies of water at all, except on three special occasions,—with no supplies of fuel for warmth, during the frost and snow of forty winters,—even allowing that the miraculous ‘manna,’ together with the flesh of their flocks and herds (which must have been supported, however, without water or pasturage) may have sufficed for all their wants as food, allowing also that they needed no salt, nor required fresh stores of raiment, for—

“‘Their clothes waxed not old upon them, nor their shoes upon their feet,’ Deut. xxix.5—

“—we have only, I repeat, once for all, deliberately to face this question, and to try to realise to ourselves such a state of things as this, and we shall see the utter impossibility of receiving any longer this story of the Exodus as literally and historically true, whatever real facts may lie at the basis of the narrative.”48

Let us now look at a few of the population issues that Colenso explores. The book of Numbers is explicit on the number of young men.

“23. Now the men in the prime of life, ‘above twenty years of age,’ Num. i.3, were more than 600,000 in number. We may reckon that the women in the prime of life were about as many, the males under twenty years, 300,000, the females under twenty years, 300,000, and the old people, male and female together, 200,000, making the whole number about two millions. This number is, indeed, a very moderate estimate....”49

This is how Colenso arrives at a figure for the total population. Immediately we have the question of how this population was to be assembled, as a congregation, in front of the Tabernacle. The entire congregation, not just the elders, was called.

“26. Now the whole width of the Tabernacle was 10 cubits or 18 feet, reckoning the cubit as 1.824 feet, and its length was 30 cubits or 54 feet. Allowing two feet in width for each full-grown man, nine men could just have stood in front of it. Supposing, then, that ‘all the Congregation’ of adult males in the prime of life had given due heed to the Divine Summons, and had hastened to take their stand, side by side, as closely as possible, in front of the whole end of the Tabernacle, in which the door or entrances was, they would have reached, allowing 18 inches between each rank of nine men, for a distance of more than 100,000 feet,—in fact, nearly 20 miles! or, if we reckon, with Dr. McCaul, the old men, women, and children, for a distance of more than sixty miles! It is surely inconceivable that such an enormous congregation—the warriors alone being nearly twice the whole population of Manchester, —should have been summoned expressly for Jehovah Himself, to attend for the purpose of witnessing a ceremony, taking place in a tent eighteen paces long and six wide, which could have been seen by a few standing at the door.”50

The next important population problem has to do with the number of first-born sons. “Numbers” gives us a fixed, explicit number. 

“88. THE NUMBER OF FIRST-BORNS.

“All the first-born males, form a month old, and upwards, of those that were numbered, were 22,273.” Numbers iii.43.

“Let us see what this statement implies, when treated as a simple matter of fact. For this purpose I quote the words of Dr. Kurtz, who strenuously maintains the traditionary view of the strict historical veracity of the Pentateuch.

“ ‘If there were 600,000 males of twenty years and upwards, the whole number of males may be reckoned at 900,000. [he elsewhere reckons 1,000,000], in which case there would be only one first born to forty-two [forty-four] males. In other words, the number of boys in every family must have been on the average forty-two.’

“This will be seen at once if we consider that the rest of the 900,000 males were not first-borns, and therefore, each of these must have had one or other of the 22,273 as the first-born of his own family—except, of course, any cases where the first-born of any family was a daughter, or was dead, of which we shall speak presently.

“And these were not the first-borns on the father’s side, and Michaelis supposes, so that a man might have many wives and many children, but only one first-born, as was the case with Jacob himself. They are expressly stated to have been the first-born on the mother’s side—’all the first-born that openeth the matrix,’ Num.iii.12. So that, according to the story in the Pentateuch, every mother of Israel must have had on the average forty-two sons!”51

The third population problem is the lack of a sufficient number of generations to produce anywhere near 2,000,000 people. There were only four or five generations of Jews in the book of Exodus. Based on figures in Genesis xlvi and Numbers xxvi, Colenso made the following estimates:

“112. The twelve sons of Jacob, then, as appears from the above, had between them 53 sons, that is, on the average, 4.5 each. Let us suppose that they increased in this way from generation to generation. Then in the first generation, that of Kohath, there would be 54 males (according to the story, there were only 53, or rather, 51, since Er and Onan died in the land of Canaan, v.12, without issue)—in the second, that of Amran, 243, —in the third, that of Moses and Aaron, 1094,—and in the fourth, that of Joshua and Eleazar, 4923; that is to say, instead of 600,000 warriors in the prime of life, there could not have been 5,000.

“113. Further, if the numbers of all the males in the four generations be added together, (which supposes that they were all living at the time of the Exodus), they would only amount to 6,311. If we add to these the number of the fifth generation, 22, 154, who would be mostly children, the sum-total of males of all generation could not, according to these data, have exceeded 28,465, instead of being 1,000,000.”52

It is another matter, however, to show that the Pentateuch is not of divine origin in spite of its non-historicity and is therefore not the word of God. Such a realization requires spiritual insight and a spiritual appreciation of God’s nature and purpose. Therefore, such an argument cannot be proved historically or through textual analysis unless one is willing to concede that the non-historicity and absence of Mosaic authorship are sufficient in themselves to show fraud and falsehood, or a lack of divine inspiration.

If that is not enough, then the true nature of God, spiritually understood, must be contrasted with the supposed nature of God presented in, for example, Deuteronomy. One can easily show that the nature of the Deuteronomic god is actually cruel, material-minded, and blood-thirsty. But one must have a spiritual appreciation of the true God to see that Deuteronomy’s presentation of Jehovah is not even an early, primitive conception of him that may have been the only way for the childish mind of man to understand him. This is because the pre-Mosaic conception of God, in the second Isaiah, for example, is incomparably higher and qualitatively different. The god of Deuteronomy is not an elementary approach to the true God, but quite the opposite. Isaiah and Jeremiah would certainly have welcomed Jesus, but not Ezekiel or Ezra. 

On this point, Colenso, like Reed, comments on the supposed treatment of the Midianites by Moses.

“158. But how thankful we must be, that we are no longer obliged to believe, as a matter of fact, of vital consequence to our eternal hope, each separate statement contained in the Pentateuch, such, for instance, as the story related in Numbers xxxi!—where we are told that a force of 12,000 Israelites slew all the males of the Midianites, took captive all the females and children, seized all their cattle and flocks, (72,000 oxen, 61,000 asses, 675,000 sheep) and all their goods, and ‘burnt all their cities, and all their goodly castles,’ without the loss of a single man—and then, by command of Moses, butchered all the women and children, except—

“ ‘All the women-children, who have not known a man by lying with him.’ v.18...

“160. Who is it that really dishonours the Word, and blasphemes the Name of God Most High?—he who believes, and teaches others to believe, that such acts, as those above recorded, were really perpetrated by Moses under express Divine sanction and command, or he who declares that such commands as these could never have emanated from the Holy and Blessed One, the all-Just and All-Loving, the Father of the spirits of all flesh,—that we must not, dare not, believe this,—that we are bound not to do so by the express authority of that Divine Law, which we hear in our hearts, which is written in our consciences, and answers there to the voice which speaks to us from without, Deut. xiii. 1-3,—that we must not ‘hear’ such doctrines as this, no, not though all the Doctors and Divines in the world should assert it, and appeal to any number of prophecies or miracles to prove it...”53

In citing another command of Jehovah to commit slaughter in Deuteronomy xx.10-15, Colenso comments,

“889. Such laws as the above are felt at once to be directly contradictory to those first principles of humanity and equity, which God our Creator has planted within us, to be our monitors and guides through life; and they equally contradict the plainest teaching of the Gospel of Christ.”54

However, we need to be aware that because so much of the Pentateuch is historical fiction written as an allegory for the real authors’ political goals and agenda at their own time in history, most if not all of this mass slaughter and intolerant punishment commanded by Jehovah never really happened, at least not at the times and places depicted. Colenso and Reed offer two contrasting opinions on the reasons for these brutal and bloody depictions. Colenso says,

“And so, too, the last of the above laws [in Deuteronomy, commanding slaughter] simply expresses the burning zeal which glowed within him [the writer] against the idolatrous practices, human sacrifices, impurities, etc., which were then common among his own people, and which they had adopted either from the Canaanite nations of former days, or more probably from the heathen tribes then living around them. ...

“In such a way as this we can explain intelligibly the fact, that even a good man, a lover of justice, and mercy, an inspired Prophet, could yet write down such laws as these. But it is surely nothing less than a tampering with the truth—an unintentional, doubtless, but yet a real, dishonesty, —and therefore, if done with a religious motive, only (disguise it as we will) an idolatrous worship, of a God, who is not our God, the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, the very God of Truth...”55

Reed saw an even more ominous reason for the teaching of a bloody but fictitious Jehovah of the Pentateuch, and which is just as reasonable and unforced as Colenso’s more charitable explanation. It is simply that such teaching about a “God,” whom even Colenso admits is a false god, creates a religious culture after the image and traits of such a “God.” The actual events of Deuteronomy may have been fictitious, but the effect on the culture was real and deep, so much so that it could not recognize Jesus but went off in an entirely different direction, which it is still pursuing to this day.

Even if one entirely discounts any connection of Levitical-Mosaic Judaism to superhuman rebels, it still remains true that the Levitical-Mosaic culture is inherently hostile to Jesus’ mission. This key point does not require superhuman rebels to be valid, but the traces of it are suggestive and worthy of note. Either the Levitical-Mosaic culture came to an anti-Jesus position on its own or it was helped to get there by the archrebels. 

In either case this culture arrived at a de facto rebellion against God-in-Jesus. Regardless of its origins, therefore, the Levitical-Mosaic culture did not exist to support Jesus’ mission in any way, but the contrary. In pursuing its antagonism to him, it became de facto Luciferian. Chamberlain, in his “Foundations of the Nineteenth Century,” has a corroborating interpretation of the origins of Judaism. In comparing Israel with Judah, he says,

“...the real Jew only developed in the course of centuries by gradual physical separation from the rest of the Israelite family, as also by progressive development of some mental qualities and systematic starving of others; he is not the result of a normal national life, but so to speak, an artificial product of a priestly caste which, with the help of alien priests, forced upon the people against its will a priestly legislation and a priestly faith as having been given by God.”56

This certainly fits with Exodus 19:4-6, which says,

“...and ye shall be unto Me a kingdom of priests and a holy nation.”

The “alien priests” must refer to the Babylonian priesthood, and when he refers to priestly legislation forced upon the people, he is referring to what Ezra and Nehemiah did, with the help of the Persian king, in imposing “the Law” after the return of some Jews from Babylonian exile in 458 BC. In emphasizing the distinction between Judah and Israel, Chamberlain says,

“From the beginning we see the great strong tribes of the Josephites, Ephraim and Manasseh, round which most of the other tribes grouped themselves like a family, looking upon Judah with a certain contempt, or even with distrust. ...

“Like Simeon and Levi, Judah was almost destroyed when it entered Palestine, so that it was hardly taken into account; of the three branches of which it consisted only one remained, and it was only by amalgamation with the settled Hittites and Amorites that Judah gradually received a new lease of life and strength. ...

“In after times, seven centuries before Christ, Judah was practically isolated and separated from Israel for ever by the carrying off of the latter into captivity; Judah, however, retained from its brother an intellectual legacy of the history of the people, the bases of its political organization, of its religion, of its cult, of its law, of its poetry. All this, that is to say, every creative element is essentially Israelite work, not the work of Judah. 

“All authors are unanimous in laying stress upon the intellectual superiority of the house of Joseph; I will quote only one. Robertson Smith writes (“The Prophets of Israel,” p. 192):

“ ‘It was the northern kingdom that upheld the standard of Israel ...’ ”57

Chamberlain shows evidence that the prophetic movement and even the Decalogue of Exodus xxxiv were from the northern kingdom. He points out that

“...for the later purely Jewish editors of the sacred books have given themselves all imaginable trouble to represent the Israelite kingdom as apostate and heathen, whereas it now appears that the foundations of the religious law originate from this tabooed kingdom and not from pious Judah.”58

In this introduction to Israel and Judah, Chamberlain is laying the background for the origin of the Jew, or the cultural-historical entity of Judaism. 

“The Jew is a unique phenomenon, to which no parallel can be offered. Without definite historical conditions, he would, however, not have become what he did become; the particular ethnological mixture out of which he arose, and his further history to the isolation from Israel, would not have produced the abnormal phenomenon of Judaism had not a series of remarkable circumstances favoured this special development. These circumstances are easy to enumerate; they are five in number, and like the wheels of a well-made watch, fit into each other: [1] the sudden isolation [after the disappearance of the northern tribes in 701 BC], [2] the hundred years in which they might develop their own individuality [from 701 BC to 586 BC], [3] the breaking off of all historical local tradition owing to the exile [from 586 BC to 526 BC], [4] the renewing of old associations by a generation born abroad [after the return, 526-458 BC], [5] the condition of political dependence in which the Judeans thenceforth lived.”59

It was these unique historical circumstances that produced what we now know as Judaism. When the northern tribes were taken away, Judah inherited all their traditions and culture, to be reworked and edited as Judah saw fit in the pursuance of its own Jehovah cult. When Judah was taken away to Babylon in 586 BC, the priesthood was well able to continue its work there in the development of its new cult, cut off from the older traditions and connections. When the priesthood was later able to return to Jerusalem, it had already prepared its doctrines and laws, and with the help of the Persian king, it was able to impose them on the population, forcing it to divorce all non-Jewish husbands and wives in the name of racial purity.

As Chamberlain commented,

“It is probably the first and last time that in this way a religion originated in the world! Fortunately, religious instinct still lived among the people, from the midst of which a short time before a Jeremiah and a second Isaiah had arisen. Human nature does not permit itself to be stamped out and distorted without leaving a trace behind, but in this case all that was possible in that way had been done; and if in consequence the Jews became generally unpopular, the reason is solely to be sought in this artificially constructed and mechanically enforced faith, which gradually grew into an ineradicable national idea and destroyed in the Jewish heart the purely human legacy which is common to us all.”60

This is corroborated in a subtly nuanced way by a 20th century scholar, Peter Ackroyd, who said:

“The older prophetic material which has been dealt with only briefly in this study, shows many signs of having been reinterpreted in the context of the exile. The older narratives and laws were not only gathered to a quite considerable extent, but in the two great compilations of the period — the Priestly Work and the Deuteronomic History — have been given a definitive or almost definitive form, with a consequent shift in interpretation which results from their older material being seen now against the background of the exilic age.”61

Ackroyd gently says that the older prophetic material “shows many signs of having been reinterpreted in the context of the exile,” and the only way that such “reinterpretation” could have been possible, and preserved through the centuries, is by the editing of that older material to make it conform to the new post-exilic theology. Otherwise, we would have a separate book of the priestly reinterpretations as well as the original prophetic material, which presumably would contradict, or not support, the post-exilic theology.  To say that the older prophetic material “shows many signs” of reinterpretation is to imply that its “editing” is obvious. The entire Hebrew tradition, then, was recast under Levitical direction to justify Jehovah and the new racial-supremacist and racial-separation doctrines.

Chamberlain now arrives at one of his main points, which entirely supports my thesis that Levitical Judaism was the opposite of a preparation for Jesus.

“And as I must a thousand times repeat: for no one says it, and it is the only thing that has to be said — the only thing that makes the position of the Jews among us children of the nineteenth century comprehensible — this so-called reform of Ezra [in 458 BC, the imposition of the Law], which in reality signifies the foundation of Judaism, this reform which became only possible through the coincidence of the five historical conditions enumerated, does not betoken a stage in religious development; it leaves the tree standing, but cuts away all roots from below it; now it may stand and wither, supported by the 13,600 neatly cut stakes of the law, that it may not fall. When, therefore, so important a scholar as Delitzch writes, 

“‘The Thora [sic] shows how the Mosaic law continued for a thousand years to develop in the consciousness and practice of Israel,’

“we must offer the objection that the Thora on the contrary does everything which it can to mask the process of development which had hitherto taken place; that it does not hesitate to utter any lie in order to represent the law as absolutely stationary, and fixed since time immemorial, that it gives even such manifest absurdities as the story of the Tabernacle and its arrangement; and we must assert that the Thora is directed not only against the so-called ‘idolatry” (from which the whole Israelite cult proceeded), but just as much against the free spirit of genuine religion which had begun to stir in the Prophets. Not one of these great men — neither Elijah nor Amos, nor Hosea, nor Micah, nor Isaiah, nor Jeremiah, nor the second Isaiah — would have put his seal on that document of the New Covenant: otherwise he would have had to deny his own words.”62

The “masking of the process of development which had hitherto taken place” can only mean the priestly “editing” of the Hebrew scriptures to put them in accord with the new Jehovah cult. We are talking here about an artificial construction, about a perversion of development, in short, about a very strange religion indeed. Like Reed, Chamberlain points to Ezekiel as the source. 

“It was in the captivity that specific Judaism had its foundation, and this was brought about by Ezekiel, a priest of the family of the High Priest; hence it is that Judaism has from the very beginning borne the stamp of the Captivity. Its faith is not the faith of a healthy, free people that is fighting for its existence in honest rivalry; it breathes impotence and thirst for vengeance, and seeks to blind men to the misery of the moment by forecasting an impossible future. The book of Ezekiel is the most frightful in the Bible; by its employment of extreme means — horrible threats and the most atrocious promises — this narrow-minded, abstractly formalistic, but noble and patriotic spirit wished to save the much-shaken faith of his brothers, and with it the nation. ... Even Deuteronomy had admitted that other peoples had other gods; Amos, as an isolated great mind, had had a vague feeling of the existence of a cosmic god, who was something more than the political deus ex machina of a special little nation: Ezekiel now united both views and invented therefrom the Jehovah of Judaism, monotheism in a frightful, distorted form. Of a surety Jehovah is the only and almighty God, but He lives merely for His own glory; sympathetically gracious towards the Jews (for through them He will proclaim His glory and show His power under the condition that they devote themselves solely to His service), but to all other peoples of the earth He is a cruel God, who will visit them with “pestilence and blood,’ in order that ‘He may become glorious, sacred and known.’ ! All these other peoples are to be destroyed, and Jehovah commands His prophets to call together the birds and the animals of the world ‘that they may eat the flesh of the strong and drink the blood of the princes.’

“...Under the protection of Aryan tolerance the hearth was erected from which, for tens of centuries a curse to all that is noblest and an everlasting disgrace to Christianity, Semitic intolerance was to spread like a poison over the whole earth. Whoever wishes to give a clear answer to the question, Who is the Jew? must never forget the one fact, that the Jew, thanks to Ezekiel, is the teacher of all intolerance, of all fanaticism in faith, and of all murder for the sake of religion; that he only appealed to toleration where he felt himself oppressed, that he himself, on the other hand, never practised it nor dared to practise it, for his law forbade it as it forbids it today and will forbid it tomorrow.”63

If murderous intolerance is inherent in this Jehovah cult, it is not there for no reason, but rather its purpose is to create a motive to conquer all other nations. Of course, the world’s other two monotheistic religions also practiced intolerance, in different ways and for different motives, but that is not Chamberlain’s subject. Intolerance is not necessarily a bad thing, and it may be essential to racial, national, or theological survival. The key issue is what one is intolerant of and why. 

The uniqueness of Judaism’s intolerance, for Chamberlain as for Reed, is “murder for the sake of religion,” but this means mass murder or genocidal intentions in the name of one’s God, as in the Books of Moses. Certainly Christianity has engaged in religious wars and has executed heretics, but in the Books of Moses we find “God” commanding the slaughter of innocent or helpless civilians or of enemy soldiers who have surrendered. Christianity never condoned such practices of merciless destruction. That is the crucial distinction: mercilessness and utter ruthlessness. Chamberlain continues:

“In humility he [the Jew] shall bow before God, but not in that inner humility, of which Christ speaks — he bows the head before Jehovah, because of the promise that by the fulfillment of this condition [observance] he will put his foot upon the neck of all the nations of the world and be Lord and possessor of the whole earth. This one basis of Jewish religion includes, therefore, a direct criminal attempt upon all the peoples of the earth, and the crime cannot be disavowed because hitherto the power has been lacking to carry it out [written a hundred years ago]; for it is the hope itself which is criminal and which poisons the heart of the Jew.”64

In a footnote to this last quote Chamberlain adds:

“The absurdity of the idea, that this religion is the stem of Christianity, Christianity its blossom, must be manifest to the most prejudiced.”65

So true, and yet Christianity is the very attempt to combine Jesus and Judah’s Jehovah, as we shall see in the chapter on Paul. I believe that it is fair to say that once we have separated the religion of Israel from the religion of Judah, we see in Judah the outlines of an anti-God, anti-humanity religion. It has all the markings of the Lucifer rebellion, whether purely of human origin or partly with superhuman help. The shoe fits. 

However, it should be well noted that the problem with this New Covenant, this new Jehovah-religion of Judah, is not its racism or nationalism as such. Jews are entitled to associate with their own kind, and to prevent outsiders from entering, just as much as other gentile nations are. The problem with this new Judaism of the rabbis is that Jehovah, the “god” of all creation, is described as being concerned only with “Israel,” his people, so that if they obey all his judgments, commandments, and ordinances (as given out by the priesthood), and if in so doing separate themselves strictly from the rest of mankind, they will rule all the nations and slaughter anyone who gets in their way. 

The primary premise of Talmudism, originating in the Books of Moses, is that only Jews are human and that all gentiles or non-Jews are merely animals in human form or at best servants for the Jews. Therefore, Jehovah is concerned only with Jews. Non-Jews exist only to serve Jews. “Mankind” means only Jews, only Israel.

The Lucifer Rebellion created this false religion of Judah, and gave it a motive to conquer the world, in order to attempt to frustrate the divine plan as revealed in Jesus and to establish instead an atheistic, materialistic, and unspiritual world culture, in which there is no hope for life beyond this world. The “Jehovah” of the Judahites represents the agenda, the goals, and the methods of the arch-rebel Lucifer against the true God. In this attempt, the Lucifer Rebellion will fail, but apparently it must play itself out and exhaust its potential for rebellion against God, by means of the Jewish nation and its allies, which now rule our world. This is not an indictment of the individual Jew, or of any individual, but of the Jewish national culture and of all its allied rebellious gentile cultures. 

To be universally applicable, and to give equal regard to all men before God, one’s religion should not be racial or nationalistic in its basis. But race, or more accurately, quasi-race, and nationhood must be given their due in the building up of a global society. Race or quasi-race is the building block of nationhood, and genetically based nationhood is the building block of civilization because evolving man needs a “special space” of his own, with his own kind, to grow properly. 

There is only so much variety and difference that evolving man can properly assimilate at any given time in his cultural growth. Man must organize his societies according to race, genetics, and nationhood, in order to preserve his cultural homogeneity, thereby restricting the amount of social variety and diversity to tolerable levels, but God transcends these categories in relation to man. This is because for God — the true God — what really matters to him in man is choice, trust, sincerity, loyalty, faith, truth, goodness, and love. This is what Jesus taught.
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Chapter 2

The Mosaic Code and Jesus





In terms of Christian faith, Jesus is the culminating spiritual truth of the Jewish (but non-Pharisaic and non-Talmudic) tradition and culture. For Christianity, this Jewish tradition has a spiritual meaning only in universalist terms; acceptance of all mankind. The Pharisaic-Talmudic tradition, on the other hand, viewed in Christian terms as a racial-exclusionist or nationalist-exclusionist belief-system that rejects Jesus, has no spiritual truth, i.e., no path to God. In the twentieth century, Christian Zionists and ecumenicists have denied this traditional Christian viewpoint; we shall discuss Christian Zionism in a later chapter. 

The problem for the Jews, when Jesus appeared among them, was that to accept his teaching, and his very being as a Son of God, the Bread of Life, the combined nature of man and God, they had to drop their racial and nationalist beliefs about the nature of salvation and redemption and to suddenly change their conception of the Messiah from material-national to spiritual-universal. This was a terrible challenge and shock to all of them, even his apostles and disciples.

The Jewish traditions of the previous five or six centuries, beginning with the Books of Moses, Ezra, and Nehemiah, were inherently racial and nationalistic. These traditions were of Judah and not of the northern tribes, the Israelites proper, who had become the so-called Lost Tribes and were not present, to any significant extent, at the arrival of Jesus in Galilee and Judea. The Great Teacher, the Savior, the Culmination of the hopes and prophecies of the prophets, was a spiritual universalist who welcomed all men and women on equal terms. He did so as the Son of God and would not let “the Law,” rabbinically interpreted, get in his way.

This was the essential crisis that Jesus provoked by his very existence among the Jews. If the Israelites of the northern tribes had been there to any great extent, it is likely that they would have given him far greater acceptance than the Jews (Judahites and Judeans) did, because the northern tribes had never accepted the racial-national exclusivism of the Jews and had broken off from them because of it. Nevertheless, Jesus did say that he had come to save the lost sheep of the House of Israel. He did not say the same of the House of Judah, probably realizing that Judah would never accept him.

From the Christian perspective, Jesus defines what is and is not the true Jewish tradition and whither it goes in its next stage of development. That culture which accepts and follows him, and to the extent it does so, is the true Jewish culture, which can be called the spiritual Israelite culture. Contrariwise, that Jewish culture which rejects and denies Jesus, and which even goes so far as to define itself by this rejection and denial, becomes false Jewish culture (rabbinic, Pharisaic, Talmudic) because it denies and rejects its own Central Figure. Therefore, what is currently called Jewish culture and religion is false Judaism, in terms of Jesus, and what is called Christianity is, in terms of its acceptance of Jesus, true Judaism, spiritual Israel.

On the mission of Jesus, De Poncins quotes G. Batault’s Le Probleme Juif, (p. 91):

“‘But, and this is the most serious point about his mission, he interpreted the Promise in a new and entirely different sense, which threatened to overturn and destroy the whole proud Judaic edifice, by rendering it spiritual and universal.

“‘The realisation of the Promise was transferred from the material to the spiritual level: it overflowed beyond national limits and was no longer reserved to the Jews as its sole beneficiaries, but extended to include the whole world.

“‘The idea of a celestial fatherland common to all souls replaced that of Jerusalem of the Jews; it no longer conceived of the flowering of one race nor of the triumph of one nation, for the chosen people was lowered to the level of just one among the peoples. This was something to which neither the pride nor the religious nationalism of the Jews could consent; it was contrary to the Law and the Prophets, and contrary to the messianic promises. The time was to come when the kingdoms would submit to Israel.’”1

This is the essential conflict brought by Jesus. Mr. Batault goes further than I where he says that Jesus’ mission was contrary not only to the Law but also to the Prophets and the messianic promises. If that were entirely true, then Jesus would have had no business at all being born in Palestine. Jesus was able in fact to hark back to much of the older teachings in order to provide himself a basis for his work, insofar as he was able to give a spiritual interpretation to them. But Batault is essentially right that Jesus found himself in a largely alien and hostile culture. This agrees with my own primary thesis that Judah was “anti-prepared” to receive Jesus. De Poncins shows how Jesus’ mission was, for this very reason, more difficult for Judah than for any other people:

“...The rupture between Judaism and Christianity is total. The position is one of mutual, unyielding antagonism. It could hardly be stated more clearly than in the following remarkable passage from the Jewish convert, Fejtö:

“‘If the Jew is right, Christianity is only an illusion.

“‘If Christianity is right, the Jew is, in the most favourable hypothesis, an anachronism; the image of something which ought no longer to exist.

“‘Christianity, for the Jew, means the renunciation of a monopoly and of a ‘nationalist’ if not to say racialist interpretation of ‘the election’: it means opening oneself to human fraternisation and at the same time a great “amen’ to God and all that God decides; ...

“‘I know of no other people that has been submitted to such a difficult trial by Christianity.

“‘Since for no other people has the change to Christianity signified, in the short or long run, the disappearance of the people itself as such. No other peoples’ religious traditions, which faith in Christ demanded they should abandon, were so intimately connected with all the conditions of their civil existence.

“‘For the other peoples of the Roman empire, religion was in effect a ‘superstructure” or an embellishment. It could be replaced without shaking the edifice. But for the Jew, religion was the infrastructure, the raison d’etre, the base of his being. But the apostles invited them to sell all their goods, for Heaven was at hand and the gates beyond were wide open. The Jew said: no, it is not true, it cannot be true that God wants me to do this. Prove it to me.

“‘And it is at that point that we reach the other reason (or pretext) which justifies the Jew saying ‘no’ to Christ, that he did not correspond to the idea, whether true or false, which the Jew had developed of the Messiah, and of his own salvation.’” (F. Fejtö, “Dieu et Son Juif,” pp. 34, 190-2).2

When Mr. Fetjö describes how the apostles invited others to sell all their goods in the expectation that Heaven was at hand, he is sharing in the same mistake that the apostles themselves made about Jesus’ teachings on the Kingdom of Heaven. The first Christians had basically Jewish eschatological expectations, in which they assumed that Jesus was going to return very shortly to set up, physically, his Kingdom. They were not able to understand that, according to Jesus, the Kingdom of Heaven was first of all an internal, spiritual experience that aimed at creating a reborn person, not a new regime.

The first Christians, therefore, advocated giving up all their worldly goods, or at least giving them to the ecclesia, because they believed that Jesus was going to return shortly and put an end to the unregenerate world. Fortunately, or unfortunately, the same old unregenerate world is still with us. Mr. Fetjö here has shown precisely why the very culture of Judaism is opposed, in its very nature, to the will of God through Jesus. The Jewish vessel itself, international Jewry, is in rebellion against God through Jesus, and it is both possible and necessary to make this statement without in any way accusing any individual Jew of such rebellion. Judaism by its nature is a culture of inherent opposition to sonship with God, either in Jesus or in any individual. On this point De Poncins quotes the Jewish writer Rabi:
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