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novel. It was the first time Steiner saw his Hitler character in the flesh. Until

then. his Hitler character was just the barest of initials on a page. Now, sud-
denly. "A. H.” was a charismatic, full-bodied. full-blooded figure bestriding the
stage. mesmerizing an audience with words of self-justification Steiner put in
his mouth. It was the first time he heard the applause.

The dispute over the nature of that applause is a deeply disturbing one to
Steiner. who has both an enormous scrupulosity about—and an enormous dis-
trust of—the power of language. of the Word.

Toward the close of our conversation in Steiner's Cambridge University
study. I read him a quotation from an account in the London Observer of the play
and the fierce controversy that surrounded the production—the pickets outside,
the applause within. The Observer critic said the audience appeared to be ap-
plauding Hitler's speech in the play. the final epic soliloquy of self-justification
Steiner had crafted for his Hitler character: the words that close the play,

"Oh no!" said Steiner, horrified. “Oh no, no, no, no, no,” he insisted five
times. The applause was not for what Hitler said, he told me, but for the play as
a whole. which ends a moment after Hitler's speech. In other words, they were
applauding him—or the actors—not Hitler.

Even assuming Steiner is correct about who the applause was for, he con-
cedes he knows that the Hitler character he created might be dangerous, even
on the page. He was aware of it, he told me, from the moment he put his pen
down at the end of a three-day sleepless “fever dream"” of composition. He was
aware he'd created an entity that needed to be controlled rather than un-
leashed indiscriminately upon the world.

“The moment I finished it,” Steiner told me, “I pledged to myself that nei-
ther in Hebrew nor in German would I allow it to be translated. I'm not going
to have the Germans hear that in their own language.”

“Was it because you fear Hitler's speech could escape from its context?" I
asked him.

“Yes. yes."” he said. “and it could be used. There have been pirated attempts
in German. but they've been stopped,” he said. They've been stopped. but it's
out there in circulation. however unauthorized: Steiner’s Hitler speaking Ger-
man to Germans. explaining himselr, excusing himself, blaming the Jews for
everything including himself.

The notion of a German edition of his Hitler is troubling to Steiner, but it
doesn’t seem to trouble him as much as seeing his Hitler in the flesh. And even
more than the sight. it was the voice: hearing his voice from the stage, “scared
the hell” out of him. There is something more dangerously potent to him about
the voice. the word made flesh. than the word on the page alone. Perhaps it is

because Steiner's lifelong horrified fascination with Hitler began—at age five—
with the sound of Hitler's voice.
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The essence of the genius, Steiner insists, is not so much in the written
word. but the embodied voice. “It's a hard thing to describe, but the voice itself
was mesmeric.” he says. recalling the radio addresses. It was specifically the
physicality rather than the metaphysicality that mesmerized, he told me. “The
physique is—the amazing thing is that the body comes through on the radio. [
can’t put it any other way. You feel you're following the gestures. [Marshall]
McLuhan has a famous thesis that it [Hitler's charisma] wouldn't have worked
onT\!I think that's balderdash. Hitler would have been the ultimate master on

TV—all you need to look at is the Riefenstahl films of the rallies to see how he
mastered every image, every gesture.”

The fascination and the distrust of spee
and terror of language. has be
reer as literary prodigy
of Chicago and Harv

ch. the love and hate for the power
en at the very heart of Steiner's remarkable ca-
and prodigal. After earning degrees from the University
ard and spending a stint at Princeton's Institute for Ad-
vanced Study. he made a decision to return to England and the Continent: he
held dual professorships at Cambridge and the Univ
turn was not casual, it was the fulfillment of a paternal injunction.
“It was my father's central resolution that I go back to Europe,” he told me.
“Because—although there were wonderful
father. for me not to have come back would have meant that Hitler had won his
boast that Europe would be Judenrein [Jew-free]. And that he couldn't bear.”
There is something in this that echoes E
post-Holocaust Jews, his commandment that
posthumous victories. But there is also someth
Steiner formulates it: “for me not to have
almost as if Hitler's post
by whether Europe w

ersity of Geneva. The re-
opportunities in America—for my

mil Fackenheim's injunction to
Thou shait not grant Hitler any
ing very idiosyncratic in the way
come back™ would be decisive—
humous victory or defeat would have been decided not
as Jew-free but whether or not it was Steiner-

It's the kind of casual hubris that has made Steiner such a c
figure, an intellectual provocateur w

free.

ontroversial
ho both dazzles and ouftrages. An admiring



2304 Explaining Hitler

introductien to a book of essays about Steiner's work speaks of his “great-
ness. . . . Theshocking massiveness of his learning . . . the prodigiousness of his
competence in the major Western languages. the speculative power of his...
refllections, the brilliance of his textual commentary: the piercing eloquence of
his prose . . . [an] oeuvre that, in its puissant majesty. is virtually without paral-
lel.” But this same commentator nonetheless acknowledges that “an enormous
amount of ill will toward him is harbored within the Anglo-American univer-
sity community” because “he can seem too vehement. hortatory. overbearing:
he raises his voice in public. . . . Conventional academicians cannot forgive his
polymathic virtuosity.”
How much Steiner's Jewishness enters into the resentment he engendersis
a difficult question. The suspicion of some that his Jewishness had in the past
denied him the honors in the Oxbridge academic community that his accom-
plishments should have commanded may be matched by the Oxbridge com-
munity's resentment of the implicit imputation of gentee] anti-Semitism to it.
But it cannot be gainsaid that Steiner's speculations are often designed to
be not just vehement and hortatory but profoundly provocative. Such is cer-
tainly the case with his assault on language—and civilization itself—for its
guilty implication in the Hitler horror, an assault that became the central
theme of his work with the publication in 1967 of Language and Silence and
then in 1975 of After Babel, the nonfiction predecessor to his notorious Hitler
novel.
Both works raised the question of the potential diabolism withip language
itselfl and implicitly addressed the relationship between Hitler and language:
Did the evil of the Holocaust come into being because of Hitler's power to ma-
nipulate language to bad ends, or was there something perverse—something
demonic and Hitlerian—in the very essence of the language and the civiliza-
tion built upon it? Something that expressed itself through Hitler. Steiner fa-
mously challenged the notion that language and culture were “civilizing”
factors with his image of a death-camp guard reading great German literature
and listening to great German music and then proceeding to go out and stoke
the great German crematoria.

This issue can be found at the heart of some of Steiner’s most daring and
provocative speculations. Consider the suggestion he made to me about the way
the language of Kafka might not only have foreshadowed but somehow created
Hitler.

I'd been struck by something Steiner had written about Kafka's Metamor-
phosis: that the word * Ungeziefer"—the word Kafka used in 1922 to describe the
kind of insect poor Gregor Samsa found himself transformed into—was the
very same word Hitler used to characterize jews in his earliest speeches: ver-

min. Were you the first to point this out? I asked Steiner.
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The notion of an anti-word comes
Steiner as the notion of Hitler's language as antimatter. fusing, perhaps too ca-
sually. concepts from ancient cabalistic legends and up-to-the-minute quan-
tum physics. This was the sortof feverish speculation that gave rise, Steiner told
me. to the “fever dream” in which he gave birth to the Hitler novel and the
Hitler character, his Frankenstein creation.

“I'wasin Geneva. and it actually took only three days and nights. It was a
single—total rush {in which he wrote] two things, Licber's speech [an attempt
to capture the hideous pathos of the death-camp victims in maimed and frag-
mented sentences) and the speech of A. H..” as his Hitler character is referred
to in the text of the novel. “Matter and antimatter. "

Why then: I asked him. Was there anything about the circumstances of his
life that brought forth the fever dream of creation at that point?

“Possibly—a naive guess.” he says with surprising candor. “It could be that
it was the point at which it became evident that my wife and children would be
staying in our new home in Cambridge. She has an appointment [a professor-
shipin history] here. And that we would have to explore the very difficult sepa-
rate lives. And that may have triggered certain intensities. I wouldn't know. but
it came in one extremely simple—it wrote itself. It wrote itself and then had its
very complicated destiny.”

Before getting into that complicated destiny.
fierce attacks on it and the Frankenstein-like escap
look more closely at what Steiner actually

Fever, in fact—in one form or another—infects the novel. Set in the feverish
heat of the steamy. swampy rain forest, where almost all jts characters become
progressively infected with malaria and other, worse forms of fever, it js a trek

through the jungle that becomes a trek back into the fever dream of twentieth-
century history.

The Portage to San Cristibal of A.H. is a philosophical novel that makes use

of a pulp-fiction premise: Hitler is alive in South America. Hitler escaped the
bunker, as the survival myth has it. He's been living comfortably in South

1
from the same speculative vein ip

by which Steiner means the
e of his Hitler character. let's
wrote in that three-day fever dream.

trail. he flees to the depths of the rain forest.

The novel opens with the Nazi-hunter t
ing prisoner the frail, gray ninety-year-old the Fihrer has become, signaling
their team leader back in civilization. in San Crist6bal. that they're beginning
the trek back out. But Hitler's too weak to walk, and his captors become too
weakened with fever to carry him. Deep in a malaria Swamp, eaten alive by in-
fectious insects, they realize theyll never succeed in making it all the way back,
in bringing him to justice. And so they decide that before théy all die, they 1l put
Hitler on trial right there in the jungle.

Meanwhile. their radio signal has been intercepted by various intelligence

eam catching up to him there, tak-
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imposing his will upon the world but expressing, carrying out the wishes of
the rest of the world—with its willing collaboration. It was not just the Ger-
mans but the whole world who wanted to erase the Jews because “the Jew
invented conscience and left man a guilty serf.” forever tortured by expecta-
tions he cannot meet. Expectations Hitler summarizes as the threefold “black-
mail of transcendence”: the Ten Commandments of Moses, the Sermon on
the Mount of Jesus. and the demands for social justice of Karl Marx—three
Jews who tormented mankind with the demands of conscience, love. and
justice.

“What were our camps compared with that:" Hitler asks the jury in the
jungle. "Ask of man more than he is. hold before his tired eyes an image of al-
truism. of compassion. of self-denial which only the saint or the madman can
touch. and you stretch him on the rack. Till his soul bursts. What can be cru-
eler than the Jew's addiction to the ideal:” With Moses, Jesus, and Marx. “Three
times the Jew has pressed on us the blackmail of transcendence. Three times he
has infected our blood and brains with the bacillus of perfection.”

Steiner’s Hitler denies. then. that he is some “singular demon of your rhe-
torical fantasies.” He is not an aberration: “You have made of me some kind of
mad devil. the quintessence of evil. hell embodied.” No. he says, he is rather a
culmination of human wishes: How else “could millions of ordinary men and
women have found in me the mirror. the plain mirror of their needs and ap-
petites?” The slaughter could not have happened without their active and pas-
sive complicity: “It was . . . an ugly time. But I did not create its ugliness., and
was not the worst.” Here, he indulges in an excursion into exculpation through

comparative evil. measuring himself against the slaughter of the Congolese by
the Belgians (twenty million. he says), against the Boer War inventors of the
concentration camp, and finally. against Stalin: "Our terrors were a village car-
nival compared with his.”

Hitler's final argument is that he was, in fact, serving as an instrument of
the will of the Jewish God. He was not the destroyer of the Jews but, in fact,
their savior. because his war on them made possible the fulfillment of the mes-
sianic dream of the return to Israel. In fact, his most outrageous claim is that
he. Hitler. might in fact be the promised Messiah.

Finally. Hitler gives his summation. “Gentlemen of the tribunal: I took my
doctrines from you. I fought the blackmail of the ideal with which you have
hounded mankind. My crimes were matched and surpassed by those of others.
The Reich begat Israel. These are my last words.”

His last words: Part of the problem with this astonishing speech—and I
should stress it's only one cause of the rage with which many reacted to it—is

that these are not only Hitler's last words but virtually the last words in the en-
tire novel.
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Hitler was saving things about the

Jews that Steiner himself believed. For a
time after the publication of the

book. this argument was carried on in small in-
tellectual publications and Jewish journals. But when Steiner permitted the
novel to be staged. when the actor Alec McCowen gave full-blooded persua-
sive voice to Steiner's Hitler's words. when audiences seemed to some to ap-
plaud Hitler and Jewish pickets chanted outside the theater. it became a public
nightmare for Steiner. A Erankenstein nightmare: Some part of him clearly
wondered whether he had in fact given birth anew to a posthumous Hitler
that would haunt him, haunt Jews forever after—giving Hitler not just a post-
humous victory but a posthumous life. Some part of him must have feared that
the fantasy in the novel—a Hitler who had escaped—had come true, although
Hitler hadn’t escaped until Steiner freed him. gave him voice again. A perverse

fulfillment of the warning of one of his characters: “If he is allowed speech he
will trick vou and escape.”

L could sense Steiner's deep unease o
that the audience at the London productic
play. His quintuple “no. no, no. no. no.”

‘er the issue in his anguished denial
on had applauded Hitler and not his

And vet I found to my surprise he was willing to
about his Hitler quite frankly. more reve
fore. I put the question very directly: Can't the unanswered Hitler speech, the
novelitself. be interpreted as blaming the Jews for Hitler's crimes against thems?

At first, he seemed to be distancing himself from that possibility with the
it's»only~a»Characler—speaking ploy. “It can be interpreted that Hitler would
have defended himself thisway. . . . Suppose he hadn't shot himself, He's putin
a glass box. And suppose his demonic power had been unleashed:"

In other words. Steiner was merely trying to extrapolate the reality of
Hitler rather than put his own persuasive words into his mouth or endorse
those words in any way. His use of the word “demonic"” suggested to me that he
might. in fact. be deploying the “Milton's Satan" defense of his Hitler speech.
William Blake had argued provocatively that the dazzling heroic rhetoric Mil-

ton puts in Satan’s mouth in Book | of Paradise Lost (when a speech by Lucifer
rallies his fellow fallen angels with romantic rhetoric of rebellion against
tyranny) proved that Milton himself was “of the Devil's party.” But the thrust
of the twentieth-century critical response to Satan's speech was to attempt to
prove that Milton had ingeniously devised Satan's rhetoric in such a way that,
examined closely. it betrayed its own diabolical meretriciousness; that the
reader was designed to first be seduced, to be “surprised by sin” (the title of an
excellent early study of the question by Stanley Fish), only then to realize how
the glittering surface of Satan’s rhetoric had ensnared him. And—shocked by

the nearness of his own fall—to emerge chastened and ever more alert to the
danger of taking at face value the words of the Devil.

answer my questions
alingly 1 believe than he ever had be-
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“We can show'that the miracle of the rec
separable from the Shoah.” Steiner replied,
rael" There wouldn't have been

ognition of Israel in 1948 is in-
“so my Hitler says, ‘Who created [s-
an Israel without the Shoah.”

[ tried to get a sense of just how closely Steiner stands behind another
assertion of his Hitler: that he was only embodying the animus of the world
against the Jews, exterminating the Jews for the “blackmail of transcendence,”
for torturing no}l-lews with the invention of, the demands of conscience.

"It scems pejorative. the phrase you use.” I said. “calling it ‘the blackmail of

transcendence.’ Is there something wrong with asking people to be better than
themselves: "

“No.” he says. "But they hate vou for it. We hate no on
body who says we 've got to do better and keeps say

rubbing our nose in our own failing. Oh boy! Who do we hate most? Those who
have been generous to us in amoment of w

reakness, those who have seen us in
abject need? And when we end up doing well, we will do anything not to look
them in the eve again.”

It's hard to deny that this is a truth of human
goes. no good deed goes unpunished. But is Steiner e
Jews deserve to be punished for asking (in the per
Marx) for an ethic of good deeds? *
apologetic for?" [ asked Steiner.

"On the contrary.” he said. “It's the highest—My
could love our neighbors as ourselves, oh boy.”

“But aren’t you sayving the inev
Hitler:"

“Not just positing it,” Steiner replied. “The Jews were demanding it and
demanding it.” he said. once again sounding as if the Jews were to blame.

“Should we have demanded less or—"

He sighed. “Probably we should have done better by demanding it more of
ourselves. Now if Mother Teresa were sitting here, I'd shut up. She has the right
to demand it. I've known human beings—very few—who have given up high
careers to work on the Afghan border in the refugee camps, right. Or people in
geriatric wards in New York. emptying the shit bowls at night. holding people
shouting and shaking with drugs. These people have every right to say to me,
‘Why don't vou do something more with your life?" In fact, they don't. The
other ones that don't (live those lives] do [demand] it. And until you know that

vou can do far better. it is very difficult to ask it of others. And Judaism has
asked it of others three times.

e as deeply as some-
ing it and rubbing it in, just

nature, that, as the saying
ndorsing the view that the
sons of Moses, Jesus. and
Is transcendence something Jews should be

God. if we could be—if we

itable product of positing this as an ideal is

Again. while Steiner insists these are questions he wants answers to,

the way he frames the questions seems to suggest he knows the answers.
Not that he likes the answers, but the answers do seem, if not to blame the
Jews. then to implicate them in their fate. Here he seems to be saying that it's
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"By being the OccaSl(:i?lkind to be ultimately bestial. We %'efused ]esu;;d y
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counter-Golg

he does it to the child. he does it to himself, too.
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athize with—both equa .
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ith his extrao ope
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the threshold of mankind: “Auschwitz

in a sense.” .
“Breaks the reinsurance on human

no
always some kind of safety net, some reason
evil in the world?”

pe?” [ asked. “The sense that there is
t to give in to utter despair at the
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“Yeah. And without us. there wouldn’t have been
an obscene statement and yet an accurate slate;nent,"

Again. I found mvself not quite willing to belie
the implications of what he was saving: It went be
giving the perpetrator an excuse. a “reason’
them: it blamed the victim for even o

Auschwitz. In a sense,

ve that Steiner believed in
vond blaming the victim for
" that explained his crime against

isting in the first place and thus becoming
an “occasion” for the perpetrator sinking to new lev

ing new degrees of evil.

And so I questioned him closely
Auschwitz in the first place that defin
evil. made it different from previou

els of depravity or invent-

about this conjecture. What was it about
ed it as a quantum leap in the evolution of

§ massacres. in the sense that this on
“breaks the reinsurance on human hope"?

What made it different. he say
ness. There have been m

s. s its “terrible ontological comprehensive-
any other horrible massacres," he says. “And men are
cruel. and they've tortured.” But the ontological difference, the new. darker.
mode of being that came into being with Auschwitz. has to do with the onto-
logical reason the Jews were killed: not because of their actions but because of
their being.

“To kill a child because he is, not because he does, not because he believes,
not because he belongs [to a religion]. For his being. That's w
tological’ means. Because You are. you must die. This is not like other pursuits.
If voukill alot of Serbs. it's because youwant their territory. et cetera. et cetera.
Islam converts Jews. doesn't kill them, The idea that the jew has to be elimi-

nated because he is. that his existential being is inadmissible—the attempt
to fulfill that idea probably me:

ans that humanity has no road back to certain
illusions.”

“No road back”: What he's saying h
speculation on Kafka as the cause of the death camps: By bringing into the
world the previously unthinkable idea of such sophisticated bestiality, Kafka
might somehow have caused it. Similarly by being the victim of such previously
unimaginable bestiality. the Jews may have “caused” the bottom to drop out of
the world. an unmendable rent in the tenuous fabric of hope suspended over
the bottomless abyss of despair.

Which is why Steiner invokes Sidney Hook's despairing posthumous ques-
tion: Might the world have been better off if the Jews had stopped being Jews?

Hook asks. Might the world have been better off if the Jew
all? Steiner asks.

hat the word ‘on-

as something in common with his

s had never existed at

Steiner calls this line of speculation obscene vet accurate. It's cert

ainly ob-
scene: is it

accurate: For one thing, Hook's conjecture is belied by the fact that
conversion or assimilation rarely spared Jews ther.
cently. Benzion Netanvahu demonstrated that in t
and murder of the Jews persisted re

avages of anti-Semitism. Re-
e Spanish Inquisition hatred
gardless of their conversion to Christianity:
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[t was racial rather than religious (in fact, especially targeted at the converts and
Marranos): so, of course, was Hitler's.

In another sense, Steiner’s ontological blame-the-Jews argument contra-
dicts the gravamen of what he—or his Hitler—argues in that notorious speech
in the novel. To Steiner's Hitler, Jews weren't exterminated just for “heing” but
for “cause’—for the torments of conscience they supposedly intlicted on the
world, for instance.

Just to clarify this point. I asked Steiner about his argument that the Jews
were killed because they tortured the conscience of mankind.

“You seem to be saying that something about the Jews—that thisis a ratio-
nal hatred—"

“No—it is—no. Call it, if you want, an intuitive [hatred]—I believe that ex-
planations for anti-Semitism of a sociopolitcal nature are fine as far as they go.
but they tell you nothing about two things. About Jew-hatred where there are
no Jews [in contemporary Poland, for instance] and about the ontological deci-
sion that one must kill the human person because of its being. And hence I put
forward this image, this hypothesis that our invention of God. of Jesus, our

invention of Marxist utopia, has left humanity so uncertain inwardly that it is
trying to banish its own bad conscience.”

“Are you saying, then, that the torture of conscience is worse than the tor-
ture in the camps even?”

“Over the long run,” he says, “to feel yourself at fault probably builds up
unbearable hatreds, self-hatreds. To feel yourself found out.”

Of course, there are those who believe that what is really going on here
is Steiner's self-hatred, Steiner as a self-hating Jew. But 1 dor}'t think so. I found

Steiner deeply identified as a Jew. not anti-Zionist, as he's occasionally been
portrayed—in fact, anti-anti-Zionist. But he has even more deeply identified
with the Jew as the perennial outsider. with the alienating, self-lacerating, self-
awareness of Jewish intellect, making the Jew so often an exile not just from a
physical homeland but from metaphysical comfort in the world. He spoke in
fact of his fondness for the figure of the Wandering Jew. and for Jewish wan-
derers and wonderers from Spinoza to Kafka and Trotsky.

But I still found it disturbing how far he was willing to wander into specu-
lation that seemed to make Jews responsible for the ontologic scale. the
ontology-shifting-and-darkening crimes against them. Unless, perhaps. there
was in Steiner a willful need to place himself and his people at the ontological
center of the universe. It's almost a Steinerian reinvention of the Chosen Peo-
ple doctrine he professes to question: the fate of the Jews as the fulcrum. the test

case of Being.

But something else seemed to be going on, something more disturbing.
something that may confirm Steiner’s distrust of the Word, of the uncanny
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et g in love with the later, charismatic Hitler, though?"
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“Goebbels meets him Vcry early, very early. And writes in his diary. 'Is he
John the Baptist? Is he Jesus?" "

“Yes, but that was still about 1925,” I said. “We still have him just the
unimpressive corporal in the First World War.”

“He's not!” Steiner exclaims. “He has the Iron Cross twice over. Three times
wounded! Oh boy! In the most dangerous of all military functions—namely.
courier. Where the survival rate was about a week. usually like one hour: Later
on. he’s a spotter. an artillery spotter in front of the lines. And he volunteered for
this. And his contempt later for general staff officers who haven't been in a
fighting war was fully justified. He knew, he knew.”

“So Hitler was a genuinely brave man?”

“Immensely. You do not get three major wounds and the Iron Cross unless
you are.” ‘

“So we can't get off the hook by thinking of him as cowardly. as hypocriti-
cal about—"

“Oh no.”

“He was heroic and admirable in a way? Up to that point?”

“Well, his record is objectively there for anybody to see. And it’s [his mili-
tary courage] very important for the later politics.”

I took my leave with mixed feelings. It was similarly hard to doubt Steiner's
personal courage in asking explosive questions—and giving incendiary an-
swers to them—in venturing beyond the lines of conventional thinking on the
subject. Speculations that make him vulnerable to hostile fire.

And he has been fired upon. His most thoughtful and thoroughgoing critic.
Hyam Maccoby. once said of Steiner and the words he put in Hitler's mouth:
“He knew he was playing with fire.”

The implication is that Steiner was being intellectually immature. a child
playing with matches: that he was giving in to the seductions of his own bril-
liance—to the impulse to play with ideas. to push speculations to the limits
without caring enough for the consequences in the hands of those less well in-

tentioned in a world dangerous to Jews. An impulse to play that might not be
dangerous in one who lacked Steiner’s powerful intellect. but is in him. That. in
effect, Steiner is too smart, but not wise enouglh, for his own good. Or ours.

But Maccoby himself—as we’ll see in the next chapter—is also not averse

to “playing with fire.”

CHAPTER 18

Singling out Christianity:
The Passion Play of Hyam Maccoby
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Inwhich a Jewish scholar offers the explanation
that dare not speak its name

It s the beginning of holiday season in London: the crowds bustling through

: the bra?lng December chill are exhibiting the conventional Dickensian
tc)' eer. bearing festive rolls of wrapping paper and ribbon home. But deep in the
ie:se{r:ent ofbthe Sternberg Library of the Leo Baeck Institute for Jewish Stud-

- the combative scholar Hyam Maccoby was exhibiti i
3 t / i
o o iting a very different kind
“People go on about this jol i i ’
) jolly festival of Christmas.” he was sayi
But I think Christmas is a sinister festival." yine fome
Sinister?

. Becalllse ‘.\'hat is it? The sacrifice has been born. Let us rejoice. The Chris-
tjan. doesn.t think about Easter now. but somewhere in the back of his mind
Christmas 1§ leading him to Easter. In the back of everybody's mind is, Why art;
we celeb‘ratmg this birth with such joy? We are garlanding the sacrifice. Be-
Ca:}se; he’s due for a horrific death.” A horrific death the Jews will pay for, have
paid for. To Maccoby. the dark truth beneath the cheer. the skull beneath the

skin of the holiday spirit. is the r ibili
\ . esponsibility Christianity, eve i
bears for the horrific death of the Jews. ” " Chrismas
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