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BOSTON TERROR UPDATE  
Washington Post, April  19, 2013 

 

Police said one suspect is dead and a manhunt was underway for a second suspect after a police officer was 
killed at MIT and the suspects led police on a chase and into a violent confrontation involving explosions 
and gunfire in Watertown, Mass. about 10 miles west of Boston. The suspects were linked to the Boston 
Marathon bombings that killed three people and injured 176 near the race finish line Monday. They are 
[Chechen] brothers, law enforcement officials said Friday morning. The one still at large was identified by 
law enforcement authorities as Dzhokhar A. Tsarnaev, 19, of Cambridge. Law enforcement officials said 
they believe Tsarnaev may be strapped with explosives. They are taking extreme precautions in Watertown 
and other nearby suburbs, where residents are being required to remain inside with their doors locked  in 
[an unprecedented] state of complete lockdown 
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OBAMA AND THE LANGUAGE OF TERROR 
Charles Krauthammer 

National Post, Apr. 18, 2013 
 

Terrorism is speech — speech that gathers its audience by killing innocents as theatrically as possible. The 
19th-century anarchist Paul Brousse called it “propaganda by deed.” Accordingly, the Boston Marathon 
attack, the first successful terror bombing in the U.S. since 9/11, was designed for maximum effect. At the 
finish line there would be not only news cameras but also hundreds of personal videos to amplify the 
message. But what message? There was no claim of responsibility, no explanatory propaganda. Indeed, 
was it terrorism at all? 
 

There was much ado about President Obama’s non-use of the word “terrorism” in his first statement to the 
nation after the bombing. Indeed, the very next morning, he took to the White House briefing room for no 
other reason than to pronounce the event an “act of terrorism.” He justified the update as a response to 
“what we now know.” But there had been no new information overnight. Nothing changed, except a 
certain trepidation about the original omission. 
 

There was no need to be so sensitive, however. The president said that terrorism is any bombing aimed at 
civilians. Not quite. Terrorism is any attack on civilians for a political purpose. Until you know the 
purpose, you can’t know if it is terrorism.  Sometimes an attack can have no purpose. The Tucson shooter 
who nearly killed Rep. Gabrielle Giffords was simply deranged, a certified paranoid schizophrenic. Or 
there might be some personal vendetta — a purpose, but not political. In the Boston case, conceivably a 
grudge against the marathon, its organizers or something associated with the race. 
 

That, of course, is extremely improbable. (Schizophrenics are too disorganized to set off simultaneous 
bombs, for example.) It’s overwhelmingly likely that the Boston attack was political, and therefore 
terrorism. Nonetheless, the president’s non-use of the word was no big deal. Why then was he so sensitive 
that he came out the next morning to correct the omission? 
 

Answer: Benghazi, in which the administration had been roundly and correctly criticized for refusing to 
call it terrorism for so long. Benghazi, however, was totally different. There, the word mattered very much. 
There were two possible explanations for the killing of the four Americans: a deliberate pre-planned attack 
(terrorism), or a spontaneous demonstration gone wild. The administration tried to peddle the spontaneous 
demonstration story in order to place the blame on a mob incited by a nutty Coptic American who had 
made an offensive video. This would have spared the administration any culpability. To use the word 
terrorism, meaning deliberate attack, would have undermined the blame-shifting and raised exactly the 
questions — about warnings ignored, inadequate security, absence of contingency plans — that have 
dogged the administration for months….  
 

[I]f it is…found to be Islamist, will Obama use the word? His administration obsessively adopts language 
that extirpates any possible connection between Islam and terrorism. It insists on calling jihadists “violent 
extremists” without ever telling us what they’re extreme about. It even classified the Fort Hood shooting, 
in which the killer screamed “Allahu Akbar” as he murdered 13 people, as “workplace violence.” 
 

In a speech just last month in Jerusalem, the president referred to the rising tide of Egypt’s Muslim 
Brotherhood and other Islamists as the rise of “non-secular parties.” Non-secular? Isn’t that a euphemism 
for “religious,” i.e., Islamist? Yet Obama couldn’t say the word. This is no linguistic triviality. He 
wouldn’t be tripping over himself to avoid any reference to Islam if it was insignificant. 
 

Obama has performed admirably during the Boston crisis, speaking both reassuringly and with 
determination. But he continues to be linguistically uneasy. His wavering over the word terrorism is 
telling, though in this case unimportant. The real test will come when we learn the motive for the attack…. 

 

http://fullcomment.nationalpost.com/2013/04/19/charles-krauthammer-obama-and-the-language-of-terror/
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“PROGRESSIVE” JEWISH THOUGHT AND THE NEW ANTI-SEMITISM 
Alvin H. Rosenfeld 

American Jewish Committee, Dec. 2006 
 

“German fascism came and went. Soviet Communism came and went. Anti-Semitism came and stayed.” 
Rabbi Jonathan Sacks, the chief rabbi of the United Kingdom, offered these discerning words in response 
to a speech by Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, in which the president of Iran denounced Israel as “a disgraceful 
blot” that should be “wiped off the map.” A few days after this incendiary declaration, the Iranian leader 
followed up with more of the same, dismissing the Nazi Holocaust as a “myth” or “fairy tale.”  Shocked by 
such unabashed outpouring of anti-Jewish venom and by numerous parallels to it, Rabbi Sacks confessed 
that the reemergence of anti- Semitism “is one of the most frightening phenomena in [my] lifetime– 
because it’s happened after sixty years of Holocaust education, anti-racist legislation, and interfaith 
dialogue.”  
 

In light of this disturbing trend, this paper will reflect upon two questions: (1) What, if anything, is new 
about the “new” anti-Semitism? (2) In what ways might Jews themselves, especially so-called 
“progressive” Jews, be contributing to the intellectual and political climate that helps to foster such 
hostility, especially in its anti-Zionist forms? Before proceeding to examine these issues, though, it will be 
helpful to review some of the developments that give rise to them in the first place. 
 

Over the past year, copies of a new Turkish translation of Mein Kampf have been selling in Istanbul and 
other Turkish cities at the same pace that lottery tickets go in America. The popularity of Adolf Hitler’s 
diatribe against the Jews is so great that eleven different publishers are currently marketing it; even so, 
bookstores evidently cannot keep up with the demand. New editions of Mein Kampf have also appeared in 
Lebanon and Saudi Arabia, and it is readily available in Arabic translation in London bookstores….   
 

Two years ago, at a much-publicized exhibition of religious books in the Alexandria library in Egypt, the 
Protocols was prominently displayed next to a Torah scroll as one of Judaism’s “sacred texts.” A favorite 
in Iran, it was made available in English translation at the Iranian exhibition booth at the 2005 Frankfurt 
International Book Fair (as were such related titles, in Arabic, as The Jewish Role in the 9/11 Destruction 
of the World Trade Center, The World Jewish Conspiracy, Three Thousand Years of Jewish Iniquity, The 
End of Israel, etc.). The notion of a well-plotted Jewish scheme to seize power on a global scale is 
reiterated as well in the charter of Hamas, which cites the Protocols as an authoritative source to prove, 
among other things, that “there was no war that broke out anywhere without their [the Jews’] fingerprints 
on it.” Additionally, the Protocols has inspired recent TV serial broadcasts in Egypt, Syria, and other Arab 
states….  
 

One manifestation of the new anti-Semitism can be found right here—in a conflation of interests among those 
on the far right, segments of the intellectual left, and radical Islam. While formal alliances among these 
otherwise disparate groups are not readily apparent, they share one thing in common: a suspicion of Jews and, 
especially, an emphatic dislike of the Jewish state. Growing from these inclinations, an aggressive mood of 
censure and hostility has developed and led to an outbreak of malicious activities over the past few years that 
has been well documented: Jews have been beaten on the streets of European cities; scores of synagogues, 
Jewish schools, and other communal institutions have been set on fire orotherwise attacked; Jewish cemeteries 
and sites of Holocaust commemoration have been repeatedly desecrated; and the Jewish populations of Paris, 
London, Brussels, Amsterdam, and other cities now live with more uncertainty about their welfare than they 
have felt for decades…. 
 

What does all this anti-Jewish hostility tell us? Despite the huge scandal of the Holocaust, which most 
Jews probably thought would prevent public manifestations of anti-Semitism from ever appearing again, 
the genie is once more out of the bottle. Is there a new anti-Semitism today? There is, and while much of it 
resembles the anti-Semitism of the past, certain features of present-day hostility to Jews and sometimes 
also to Judaism do seem new. One is that, like so much else today, Jew-hatred has been globalized and 
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leaps effortlessly across borders. In the past, antagonism to Jews tended to take the form of localized 
activities, but thanks to the Internet and other global media, anti-Semitism now belongs to the world at 
large.  With the press of a computer key, it can be accessed and distributed in a flash.  
 

Two, while often drawing on the same repertoire of fabricated claims against the Jews as in the past—that 
they are clannish, conspiratorial, money-hungry, manipulative, predatory, etc.—anti-Semitism is protean 
and evolves. As already indicated, it may, for instance, promote images of Jews as poisoners, but instead 
of contaminating wells, as they were said to do in the medieval period, or blood, as in the Nazi period, this 
time Jews may be accused of contaminating the atmosphere itself or targeting DNA. Three, some of the 
most virulent sources of today’s anti-Semitism are located within the Muslim world, not, as in the past, 
within Christendom.  
 

While some of this negative passion is attributed to Muslim anger toward Israel for its treatment of the 
Palestinians, much of it predates the violence brought on by the recent intifadas and has roots within Arab 
Muslim culture. To understand Muslim anti-Semitism today, one has to see it as part of a crisis within 
Islam itself, as well as part of its deep-seated grievances against the West. Four, and most prominently, 
some of the most impassioned charges leveled against the Jews today involve vicious accusations against 
the Jewish state. Anti-Zionism, in fact, is the form that much of today’s anti-Semitism takes, so much so 
that some now see earlier attempts to rid the world of Jews finding a parallel in present day desires to get 
rid of the Jewish state…. 
 

The true end point of these views is not just to force the Israelis out of the territories they have occupied 
since 1967, but to force an end to the Jewish state itself. This goal is suggested more implicitly than 
explicitly in some of the contributions to Wrestling with Zion, but it gets spelled out quite openly in Seth 
Farber’s collection of interviews with anti-Zionist Jews. The book’s contributors include Noam Chomsky, 
Steve Quester, Joel Kovel, Norton Mezvinsky, Ora Wise, Norman Finkelstein, Phyllis Bennis, Adam 
Shapiro, Daniel Boyarin, Rabbi David Weiss, and Marc Ellis, most of whom are identified as 
“progressive.”  
 

Whatever substantive meaning the term “progressive” may once have had, it appears in Radicals, Rabbis 
and Peacemakers as little more than a self-validating honorific—the presumed equivalent of moral and 
political virtue itself. Like “peace,” “justice,” and much else in the contemporary lexicon of leftist rhetoric 
at its most dogmatic, “progressive” has worn badly; and in Farber’s overheated book, the term appears 
either as a pious gesture in the direction of utopian politics or, with reference to Zionism, signals views 
that can only be called regressive.  
 

The Israel that emerges in Radicals, Rabbis and Peacemakers—a country characterized as “amoral,” 
“barbaric,” “brutal,” “destructive,” “fascistic,” “oppressive,” “racist,” “sordid,” and “uncivilized”—is 
indistinguishable from the despised country regularly denounced by the most impassioned anti-Semites. 
As pictured by Farber and his colleagues, Israel is guilty of every sin that a modern nation-state is capable 
of committing—from “apartheid” and “state terrorism” to “ethnic cleansing,” “crimes against humanity,” 
and “pure genocide.”… 
 

Some of the harshest anti-Israel vehemence in today’s political rhetoric is their creation, as are the now 
frequently heard notions that “Zionism is the real enemy of the Jewish people,” that it is subversive of 
Judaism, the primary source of today’s anti-Semitism, and that the dissolution of Israel—conceived of as a 
morally repugnant, even criminal state—would be “good” not only for the Jews, but for world peace in 
general. The cumulative effect of these hostile ideas, which have been moving steadily from the margins to 
the mainstream of “progressive” opinion, has been to reenergize ugly ideas and aggressive passions long 
considered to be dormant, if not dead… (Click for the complete article) 
 

Alvin H. Rosenfeld is professor of English and Jewish Studies and director of the Institute for Jewish Culture 
and the Arts, Indiana University.  

 

https://www.isranet.org/sites/isranet.org/files/Documents/Progressive_Jewish_Thought.pdf
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JEWISH GUILT  
Peter Lopatin 

Commentary, April 2013 
 

A review of: Anti-Judaism: The Western Tradition: David Nirenberg, W.W. Norton, 624 pages 
 

At the beginning of his new book, Anti-Judaism: The Western Tradition, David Nirenberg makes an 
underappreciated point: Since the time of the ancient Egyptians, non-Jews have spilled much ink and 
devoted much consideration not only to the Jews in their midst but also to “the Jews” in their imagination. 
Anti-Semitism differs from other systems of prejudice in that Judaism is an actual fetish object of those 
who hate Jews. Nirenberg, who teaches medieval history and social thought at the University of Chicago, 
asks the critical historical question: “Why did so many diverse cultures—even many cultures with no Jews 
living  among them—think so much about Judaism?” The rest of this splendid and original book is his 
extended answer. 
 

Nirenberg argues that anti-Judaism is a mode of thinking that emerges from a view of Judaism itself as 
“not only the religion of specific people with specific beliefs, but also a category, a set of ideas and 
attributes with which non-Jews can make sense of and criticize their world.” And as such, it has achieved 
extraordinary (if often delusional and ominous) explanatory power. Anti-Judaic hermeneutics, writes 
Nirenberg, lie at the heart of “one of the darkest questions of modernity: how, in the middle of the 
twentieth century, an astounding number of the world’s most educated citizens were willing to believe that 
Jews and Judaism posed so grave a threat to civilization that they needed to be exterminated.”  
 

But his exploration of the topic begins long before the rise of the Third Reich. Nirenberg works his way 
through nearly 2,500 years of European history and makes the case that “anti-Judaism should not be 
understood as some archaic or irrational closet in the vast edifices of Western thought. It was rather one of 
the basic tools with which that edifice was constructed.” In fifth century B.C.E. Egypt, recurrent themes 
about Jews and their religion manifested themselves, such as the Jews as imperialist agents, slaves to 
legalism, creatures of carnality, fanatics, and misanthropes. Judaism was often viewed as synonymous with 
irrationalism, self-love, particularism, and being preoccupied with contract, property, and law. 
 

But it was with the advent of the early Christian Church that anti-Judaism first provided answers to 
pressing doctrinal questions and served as a strong polemical weapon in theological disputes. Though there 
was room for nuance, differing parties used anti-Judaism toward the same end: “to make sense of the flesh 
in terms of the spirit, of the earthly city in terms of the heavenly one, of the political order in terms of the 
prophetic oracles through the perpetual defeat of the Jews.” Judaism and its legacy stood in the way of the 
true kingdom of God. 
 

Saint Paul figures prominently in Nirenberg’s analysis, for it is in Paul’s struggles with the Jewish origins 
of Christianity that we can discern the emergence of motifs that would form the foundations of Christian 
anti-Judaism. Paul attributed to the Jews, writes Nirenberg, a “misplaced attention to the world of law, 
letter, and flesh” (the latter exemplified by ritual circumcision). This criticism was not a trivial matter: 
Paul’s “logic identified with Jews a cardinal error for the believer of Jesus—that of giving excessive 
attention to the ‘flesh’ of the text and of the person.” As Paul declared in his second letter to the 
Corinthians: “The letter kills, the spirit vivifies.” This point would resonate throughout the creation of 
Church dogma with great and worrisome significance for Jews. 
 

Martin Luther, by his own account, wished to free Christians from the tyranny of Church “law,” whose 
authority he loudly and resolutely denied. “I declare that neither pope nor bishop nor any other person has 
the right to impose a syllable of law upon a Christian man without his own consent,” he wrote. As 
Nirenberg points out, “Luther’s reconceptualization of the ways in which the language of scripture relates 

https://www.commentarymagazine.com/articles/jewish-guilt/#gf_18
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humans to their world and their God rewrote the roles played by Jews as figures of Christian thought.”  
 

The Roman Church, for Luther, had become shackled to the law and had thereby moved away from the 
gospel. It had, as it were, become more “Jewish,” leading Luther to declare, in 1523, that “he who would 
be a good Christian might also have to become a Jew.” And so he recast the Hebrew Bible such that its 
literal meaning was to be understood as the life of Jesus. After executing this audacious move, the 
continued existence of the Jews became, for Luther, almost unbearably offensive to Christian sensibility: 
“They are given to all people in the whole world to tread down,” he wrote of Jews, “just like scum in an 
alley, which is thrown out because it is of absolutely no use to anyone, except to soil one’s feet.” 
 

The “use” of the Jews, however, was very much the point—and, crucially, they need not have been real 
Jews at that. Nirenberg notes that in Luther’s time, Jews “had been expelled from most of the cities and 
territories of the Holy Roman Empire, as well as from England, France, Spain, and much of Italy.” 
Luther’s criticism of Judaism, therefore, was deployed not principally against Jews but rather against his 
Christian rivals, “whether Papists or (later) Protestants more radical than himself.”…. 
 

Nirenberg seeks to establish anti-Judaism as a “Western tradition,” and that tradition comprises more than 
the history of Christianity. Nirenberg highlights the anti-Judaism of numerous Western thinkers and 
writers. In The Merchant of Venice, Shakespeare draws heavily on the chronic fear that the Christian soul 
and the Christian polity might become “Judaized” through a Catholic emphasis on the law. As with 
Luther’s Germany, what’s most telling for Nirenberg is the extreme scarcity of actual Jews in the British 
Isles at the time. 
 

Similarly, in pre-revolutionary France, Jews were less than one-fifth of 1 percent of the country’s 
population, yet they featured prominently in the theorizing of the philosophes. In his encyclopaedia, 
published in 1750, Diderot says of the Jews: “They are like the pegs and nails that one uses in a great 
building, and which are necessary to join all its parts.” Other philosophes formed what Nirenberg describes 
as a “unified field theory” of anti-Judaism to explain the conflict between faith and reason. They began 
with the Jews’ “enmity toward the spirit” and proceeded from there. As a result, the Enlightenment’s 
“most famous treatises on toleration and freedom of thought depended on separating Judaism from 
Christianity, and isolating the former in an archaic and execrable past,” Nirenberg writes….. (For the 
complete article click here: Jewish Guilt.pdf) 
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Chechen Terrorism: What You Need to Know: Alex Seitz-Wald, Salon, Apr 19, 2013—Chechen terrorism may be less 
familiar to most Americans than that carried out by fighters from the Middle East or Afghanistan and Pakistan, but Chechen 
separatists have fought a long and bloody war against Russia in the region’s long war of independence from Moscow. 
 

Muslim Anti-Semitism in Western Europe: Manfred Gerstenfeld, Tundra Tabloids, Feb. 2013—European governments often 
avoid exposing Muslim anti-Semitism. In colonial times, Western racism far exceeded any other discrimination. With these 
guilt feelings, to accuse an immigrant minority group of having a high percentage of people who hate another minority – i.e., 
the Jews – is not done.  
 

Principled Dupedom: On the Moral Imperative to be Stupid: Richard Landes, Augean Stables, April 18, 2013 
One of the major weaknesses of Westerners in the current cognitive war with Islamic imperialism is a seemingly boundless 
commitment to being fooled. It’s almost as if, on principle, we need to accept lies from the other side as true, lest we be accused 
of being racist. 
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